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PREFACE

This report and the publication of a related monograph, Lessons on
Iransitional Employment, mark the culmination of the STETS demonstration.
STETS was a major experiment testing the feasibility, cost and effective-
ness of a transitional employment program for mentally retarded young
adults, Starting in 1981, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC), the nonprofit corporation that managed the demonstration, traced
the experiences of five diverse organizations that aimed to prepare mental-
ly retarded youths between the ages of 18 and 24 for competitive
employment. The program drew on MDRC”s National Supported Work Demonstra-
tion -- a structured work experience program shown to be successful in
helping long-term welfare recipients obtain regular employment. Like
Supported Work, STETS tried to acclimate participants to the regular work
environment in gradual stages over about a year’s time,

In a 1984 implementation report, MDRC concluded that although the
challenge was one of considerable magnitude, the program could be feasibly
operated by a variety of agencies and could help many mentally retarded
citizens make the transition to competitive jobs. At the same time, the
study stressed that not all participants could be placed in competitive
jobs and that alternative programs and services would still be needed.

At that point, however, the most important question -~ yhether STETS
was actually effective -- was still unanswered. To learn whether or not
participants would have fared just as well without this intervention, it
was necessary to compare outcomes for them and a matched control group,

who, although they could be included in other programs, were not offered




STETS servicee.

Such a comparison falls within the purview of the STETS impact
analysis, which MDRC subcontracted to Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
and which is the subject of this report. This report presents findings for
a group of over 400 experimentals and matched control group members at 6,
15 and 22 months after enrollment. It also contains a benefit-cost
analysis.

The study offers convincing evidence that STETS is a promising
approach. Although it is clear that transitional employment should be only
one option within the mix of services available to the mentally relarded
population, its importance can Le gauged by the report”s findings: About
one year after leaving the program, participants were substantially more
likely than their control group counterparts to be working in competitive
jobs and less likely to be in sheltered workshops. The program also seemed
to be particularly effective for some groups who may have special
difficulty finding jobs on their own =-- for example, those in the
moderately retarded category.

Overall, STETS eappears to be an effective investment of public
resources. Economic benefits to society seem likely to exceed program
costs within three years of enrollment. These findings, along with others
from this study, should therefore hold considerable interest for those who
have long sought more knowledge on whether mentally retarded citizemns can

be helped to move into the regular labor market.

Barbara B. Blum
President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Structured Training and Emplo;.znt Transitional Services
(STETS) demonstration was designed to provide the first rigorous test of
the effectiveness of transitional-employment programs in integrating
mentally retarded young adults into the economic and social mainstream.
Under the demonstration, which was funded by the Employment and Training
Administratior of the U.S. Department of Labor and directed by the Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, programs were operated from the fall of
1981 through December 1983 in five cities throughout the country. This
demonstration has greatly expanded our knowledge about the implementation
and operation of transitional-employment programs for this target popula-
tion and has documented the effectiveness of such programs in enhancing the
economic and social independence of mentally retarded young adults. Key

findings from the evaluation effort include the following:

l. The program did achieve its central objective of
moving mentally retarded young adults into regular,
unsubsidized employment. It was much more effec~
tive during the "steady-state” period of program
operations than during periods of start-up or
phase-down, suggesting that ongoing programs would
have even more favorable outcomes than did this
short-run demonstration.

2. The program was not effective in increasing cverall
employment activity among mentally retarded young
adults, but it did substantially increase the pro-
bability that they held regular jobs instead of
workshop or activity-center jobs; thus, their earn-
ings 1increased substantially, both in absolute
terms and relative to the earnings gains estimated
for employment programs targeted toward other dis-
advantaged subgroups of the population.

3. The program tended to have a greater net impact on
the regular job-holding of those whose IQ scores
were in the mild to moderate range than for those
whose scores were in the borderline range, suggest-
ing that programs should not "cream” from among the
applicants they judge to be the most capsble.
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The program tended to be less effective with the
women it served than with the men, especially
during periods of operational transitions.

5. The STETS model of transitional employment services
can be implemented effectively at a seemingly
reasonable operating cost relative to other program
options and relative to the program's benefits.

This report on the impact evaluation and the benefit-cost analysis
of the demonstration program consists of the following components: (1) a
brief description of the rationale for the demonstration, and overviews of
the STETS demonstration and the evaluation design, (2) a discussion of the
success of the program in achieving its impact goals, (3) a comparison of
the benefits and costs of the program, and (4) a review of the policy
implications of the demonstration findings. A complementary report pre-
pared by MDRC (Riccio and Price, 1984) discusses issues pertaizning to

program implementation and its potential replication.

THE RATIONALE FOR THE DEMONSTRATION

Transitional employment programs for mentally retarded persons have

a relatively brief history, dating back only to the early 1970s, and none

of the previous efforts has been subjected to as rigorous an evaluation as
this one. Several related factors were especially influential in the
initiative taken by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation to

design the STETS demonstration.

First, over the past 15 years, attitudes have changed considerably
regarding the rights and abilities of mentally retarded and other hLandi-
capped persons to participate more fully in society and to make substantial
contributions to their own support. Among the prominent evidence of this
shift are the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; provisions in the Vocational
Educacicn Act, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, and the Job
Training Partnership Act that encouraged the participation of handicapped
individuals in education and training programs; the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975; and the 1980 and 1984 amendments to the

Social Security Act whose purposes were to reduce the work disincentives




created by the Social Security Disability In,urance and Supplemental

Security Income programs.

A second relevant factor is that, despite these federal efforts, a
small proportion of persons who report a handicap are employed.1 Moreover,
an even smaller proportion of the mentally retarded young adults are
employed in regular, unsubsidized jobs. These persistently low employment
rates, together with the substantial federal outlays for income support and
special education services to mentally retarded persons, have fostered a
growing emphasis on:31ntervention strategies, including transitional and

supported employment.

A third factor that fostered this demonstration was that two inde-
pendent bodies of evidence suggested that transitional employment was a
potentially effective way to fucilitate the transition c-¢ many mentally
retarded young adults from school or workshop/dctivity centers into regular
competitive employment. First, the results of the n:- »nal Supported Work
demonstration showed quite clearly that transitional employment programs
could be effective in mitigating the employment problems of other seriously
disadvantaged subgroups of the population, and that the effectiveness of
the programs tended to be greater among the mote disadvantaged subgroups of
the target populations served. Second, a number of relatively small tran-
sitional employment programs for wentally retarded adults, many of whom

were young, have demonstrated the operational success of such efforts.

1
For example, according to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982),

only about 25 percent of all persons reporting a handicap are employed.

In 1982, approximately 500,000 mentally retarded persons received
SSI benefits totalling about $1.5-billion (Social Security Bulletin, 1983);
an estimated $225-million dollars were spent on education for 18— to 22-
year—olds under P.L. 94-142,

3
See Bellamy and Melia (1984) for a discussion on the general
rationale for the spiraling interest in these interventions.

4
See, for example, Hollister, Kemper, and Maynard (1984).

5

See, for example, Rusch (1980), Wehman (1981), Hill et al. (1985),
Bailis et al. (1284), Vera Institute of Justice (1983), and Hill and Wehman
(1983).
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THE STETS DEMCNSTRATION

The STETS demonstration design reflects the influence of the
national Supported Work demonstration, which emphasized traunsitional
employment under close supervision (with peer-group support) and gradual
increases in productivity demands. However, elements of the transitional
and supported employment models that have evolved in the disability program

arzna have also been blended into the program model.

The Target Population and Prograr odel

The STETS program model was designed specifically to serve the
needs of 18~ to 24-year-olds whose IQ scores ranged between 40 and 80, who
had no work-disabling secondary handicaps, and who had limited prior work
experience. It encompassed three phases of activity. Phase 1l consisted of
initial training and support services that were generally provided in a
low-stress work environment and which could include up to 500 hours of paid
employment. Phase 2 was essentially a period of on-the-job training (sub-—
sidized or unsubsidized) in local firms and agencies. This period of
graduated stress was to promote job performance that matched the perfor-
mance of nondisabled workers in the same types of jobs. Together, Phases 1
and 2 were to last no longer than 12 months of active time for any partic-
ipant. By design, Phase 2 jobs were to roll over into postprogram jobs
with the withdrawal of program support. Finally, Phase 3 consisted of
follow—up services to workers wio transitioned into unsubsidized, compe-

titive employment.

Participants and Program Services

STETS was implemented in five sites——Cincinnati, Ohio; Los Angeles,
California; New York, New York; St. Paul, Minnesota; and Tucson, Arizona—-
which were chosen both for their diversity in terms of program sponsors and
geographical locations and for their project capabilities. In total, these
five programs enrolled 284 participants between November 1981 and December
1982; of this total, 58 percent of our evaluation sample were male, and

half were from minority ethnic/racial groups. The majority (60 percent)




had IQ scores that indicated mild retardation, and another 12 percent had

IQ scores that indicated moderate retardation.

As was expected, the young adults who enrolled in the program
exhibited a substuntial degree of dependence on others. About 80 percent
of them lived with their parents, and another 10 percent lived in super-
vised settings. Less than 30 percent were able to manage their own
finances. Nearly two-thirds were receiving some form of public assistance;
one-third were receiving either Supplemental Security Income (SSI) or
Social Security Disability Insurance (»SDI).

Prior vocational experience was limited primarily to workshop and
activity centers, and about one-third had had no type of work experience in
the two years prior to enrollment. However, this group was obviously in-
terested in making the transition to unsubsidized employment, as evidenced
by the fact that 70 percent of the participants had worked or participated
in an education or training program in the six months prior to applying to
STETS.

On average, young adults in our evaluation sample were enrolled in
STETS for nearly 11 months, during which period they worked an average of
710 hours in paid employment (370 hours in Phase 1 activities and 340 hours
in Phase 2 activities).1 Participants in New York and Cincinnati had
higher than average probabilities of entering Phase 2 employment and tended
to have longer-than-average periods of paid employment. Also noteworthy is
the fact that a disproportionate share of males entered Phase 2 (73 percent
of males as compared with 57 percent of females). Forty-four percent of
the program participants (51 percent of the males and 33 percent of the
females) transitioned from the program into unsubsidized jobs (primarily in
the for-profit sector) that paid, on average, about 10 percent above the

minimum wage.

1
Those with Phase 1 paid employment (92 percent of all

participants) worked an average of 400 hours in their Phase 1 jobs; those
with Phase 2 paid employment (66 percent of all participants) worked an
average of 513 hours in their Phase 2 jobs and 767 hours overall.




THE IMPACT EVALUATION DESIGN

The STETS research plan was designed to address five basic

questions:

° Does STETS improve the labor-market performance of
participants?

® Does STETS participation help individuals lead more
normal life-styles?

. In what ways do the characteristics and experiences
of participants or of the program influence the
effectiveness of STETS?

e Does STETS affect the use of alternative programs
by participants?

° Do the benefits of STETS exceed the costs?

In order to address these questions, it was necessary to obtain
data that would enable us to measure what happened to STETS participants
during and subsequent to their program participation and what would have
happened to them over this same time period had they not enrolled in
STETS. We did so by adopting an experimental design whereby eligible
applicants were assigned randomly either to an experimental group (and were
enrolled in the program) or to a control group (and were sent back to their
referral agencies). Implementing this procedure was feasible because STETS
had bzen introduced into the sites as a new or expanded program of moderate
size (a target of 40 to 55 slots per site) relative to the size of the
areas' target populations. This random assignment of applicants 1is an
especially important feature of the evaluation design: because it yielded
groups that should be similar in all respects except for their participa-
tion in STETS, it permitted relatively powerful tests of the effectiveness
of STETS relative to the other options available to mentally retarded young

adults in the demonstration sites.

The Sample and Data

The final research sample consisted of 437 individuals--226 experi-

mentals and 211 control group members. The primary source of data on these
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individuals came from in-person interviews that were administered to sample
members or their proxies immediately after random assignment and again at
6, 15, and 22 months after random assignment. Because of the limited
recall abilities of this target population, the surveys collected point-in-
time data rather complete time-line information, such as has generally been

collected for program evaluations that focus on other target groups.

These interview data were supplemented with information from a
variety of other sources. Information on program-service raceipt was ob-
tained from the demonstration's Management Information System, and program
cost data were obtained frem the demonstration's accounting system. Other
sources of data that were systematically used in the study include com—

munity service agencies, program intake records, and special work-site case

studies.

Analytic Approach

The basic analytic approach used to estimate the impacts of the
program entailed comparing the outcome measures for experimentals with
those of controls by using regression analysis techniques. This approach
enabled us to compute the overall impacts of the program and the impacts of

the program on selected sample subgroups, while offering some gains in

terms of the efficiency of the estimates.

A benefit-cost methodoiogy was undertaken to assess the economic
efficiency of the program. The methodology 1involved assigning dollar
values to estimated program impacts and to program costs, and then com-
paring these beuefit and cost estimates to yield an estimate of the
program's net present value--the difference between benefits and costs,

denominated in base-period values.

In applying these analytic approaches to the STETS data, our

evaluation of the STETS demonstration has made two important methodological

)

Response rates to these surveys were exceptionally high. Ninety-
seven percent completed the baseline, and the respective completion rates
for the 6-, 15- and 22-month surveys were 95, 91, and 89 percent.
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contributions to evaluating transitional-employment programs feor mentally
retarded persons. First, it has documented that the availability of a
control group can be very important for measuring the true effectiveness of
employment ind training interventions for this target population. Had we
been limited to using the preprogram behavior of the participant group to
estimate what the behavior of participants would have been in the follow-up
period had they not participated in STETS, we would have estimated substan-—
tially larger net program impacts than actually occurred. The reason is
that, even in the absence of intervention, these mentally retarded young
people tend both to increase their overall level of employment and to shift
from noncompetitive employment settings (training jobs and workshop/
activity centers) into competitive employment. Nonexperimental methodolo-
gies, which are adopted in most other evaluations, will tend to attribute
some of these natural time trends to the effects of the program. The
second methodological contribution of our evaluation is that mentally
retarded young adults who enrolled in STETS were able to provide reasonably
detailed and accurate information on their current circumstances and

employmenc activities through in-person interviews.

ESTIMATES OF PROGRAM IMPACTS

The analysis focused on the impacts of STETS on four major areas:
(1) labor-market behavior, (2) training and schooling, (3) public transfer

use, and (4) economic status, independence, and life-style.

Labor Market Behavior

The evaluation clearly indicates that a STETS-type program can be
expected to improve the postprogram employment prospects of mentally
retarded young adults. As shown in Table 1, employment in regular jobs was
significantly greater for experimental group members than for control group
members 1in the postprogram observation period--that is, at months 15 and
22, By month 22, experimentals were an average of 62 percent more likely
than controls to be employed in a regular job (31 percent versus 19
percent), and the regular-job earnings gains were proportionately larger

($36 per week among experimentals versus $21 per week among 211 controls).
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termined, and it 1is presumed that greater program efficiency 1is
desirable. Equity questions are more difficult to answer. Benefit-cost
analysis can (to some extent) determine the effect of a program on the
distribution of resources, but contains no special criteria for judging
whether a distributional change is desirable. Thus, addressing equity
entails a more descriptive analysis, and conclusions must be based on a

broader analysis of public policy and social concerns.

The basic method used to determine economic efficiency is to assign
dollar values to all estimated impacts and costs. These values are then
summed together to yield an estimate of the program's net present value~--~
that is, the difference between benefits and costs, where all dollar values
are adjusted to reflect their value in a specific base period. A positive
net present value indicates that the resources are being used ef-~
ficiently.

while the net present value criterion can easily be stated, a high
degree of uncertainty surrounds its estimation: program effects are
measured Imperfectly, and some cannot be estimated at all; uncertainties
surround the values that should be placed on the specific program effects
or costs; and the appropriate techniques necessary to aggregate individual
benefits and costs inherently involve numerous approximations. Conse-
quently, it ie difficult to apply the net present value criterion to judge

the economic efficiency of the program,

Because of the error associated with any single estimate of net
present value, much of the usefulness of benefit-cost analysis pertains to
its comprehensiveness. The process of drawing together measures of the
various inputs and outcomes and the general patterns that emerge from the
attempts to assign relative values are often more useful than any specific
estimate of net present value. For this reason, the analysis does not
focus on a single net present value estimate but, instead, on a set of
estimates. By examining the different assumptions, the underlying outcome
estimates, and the techniques used to value outcomes, it is possible to
identify those aspects of STETS and its evaluation that are most important
in determining the overall findings-~that is, which (if any) aspects, if
changed, would change the basic nature of the findings.
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The core of this approach is a benefit-cost accounting framework
that imposes a logical rigor on the analysis and serves as a guide for
interpreting the results. The framework specifies a consistent method for
valuing the diverse sets of effects. The approach used here is based on
concepts similar to those that underlie the estimation of gross national
product (GNP), It focuses on the net resource gain or loss induced by
STETS as 1t was iwmplemented in the demonstration. Essentially, the
approach entails estimating the change in resources available because of
STETS, and then valuing those resources at their market cost. Thus, for
example, STETS~induced reductions in theé use of sheltered workshops by
experimentals enables society to reallocate some of the resources that
would have been used to operate those programs.1 The market value of the
saved resources is used as a measure of the value generated by the
reduction in sheltered workshop use. In general, this valuation procedure
is convenient to use and does not necessitate attempting to measure such
difficult concepts as the willingness of society to pay for the various

outcomese

While this procedure assigns a value to program effects, that value
will be viewed differently by different groups. For example, experimentals
who lose SSI benefits after obtaining a job will view the loss as a cost,
while taxpayers will view it as a financial gain. The accounting framework
captures these differences through three anzlytical perspectives: society
as a whole, program participants, and nonparticipants. The perspective of
society as a whole 2bstracts from all of the redistributional aspects of

STETS and focuses on its efficiency, since it considers only the use of

1
0f course, one possible reallocation would be to continue to

operate the sheltered workshops at the same scale and to serve clients who
would not have been served in the absence of STETS.

The nonparticipant group includes everyone in society who 1is not
given the opportunity to participate in STETS. Thus, it encompasses much
more than the control group, which comprises a very small part of the
nonparticipant group. We prefer this term to the more common term
"taxpayer group,” because the participant group also pays taxes, and
because not all of the effects on nonparticipants occur through the tax
system.
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resources. Transfers of income between groups are assumed to cancel each
other out in the social perspective-—that is, a dollar of benefit or cost
to one person is assumed to be equivalent to a dollar of benefit or cost to
anyone else.1 The perspectives of participants and nonparticipants
facilitate an analysis of the distributional consequences, For each group,
the question for net present value is the same as it was for soclety as a
whole: Does net present value (from that perspective) exceed zero? Do
participants gain or lose, on average, from their participation? Are their
earnings gains and increased independence sufficient to outweigh the losses
of transfer benefits such as SSI? How are nonparticipants affected? Does

STETS require a net subsidy from nonparticipant taxpayers?

All three perspectives mask differential effects on specific
individuals or groups. The impacts of STETS are measured as averages and
indicate the expected effect of STETS. Obviously, participants will differ
in their response to STETS and may do better or worse than the statistical
averages. In addition, individual nonparticipants will be affected
differently. The employer who is able to hire a productive worker because
of STETS will perceive the program differently than will an average
taxpayer who helps to fund STETS., Therefore, the STETS benefit-cost
estimates must be taken as indicative of the expected overall effects of
STETS, viewed from a broad perspective that 1is appropriate for Judging

aggregate program performance. A more detailed analysis would be required

1
O0f course, any resources consumed in transferring income would be

counted as costs from the social perspective.

2

One analytically useful feature of using these three perspectives
is that the sum of the net present values calculated from the participant
and nonparticipant perspectives equals the net present value for the social
perspective. This "adding-up" property is valid because participants and
nonparticipants constitute mutually exclusive groups that, when combined,
irclude all members of society. Therefore, transfers of income between
these two groups cancel each other out in the social perspective, because
the benefit to one group is agssumed to be equal to the cost to the other.,
Benefits or costs that accrue to one group and that are not offset by
corresponding costs or benefits to the other (e«gs, increased work output)
do not cancel out when added, and they thus represent net social benefits
or costs.
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to auaswer questions about whefher specific types of individuals would
benefit from enrolling in STETS.

Because the benefits and costs of STETS occur over time, the
analysis must compare streams of benefits with streams of costs. To
simplify this task, we include in the accounting framework several pro—- _
cedures for aggregating dollars in different time periods and for producing
equivalent estimates of benefits and costs at a single point in time. To
do so, it is necessary to account for differences in the value of benefits
and costs across time periods due to inflation and to foregone interest
earnings. The inflation differences are corrected by valuing all benefits
and costs in 1982 dollars. Thus, differences between benefits and costs
reflect real changes in resources, not changes in the nominal value of a
dollar. The differences due to foregone interest reflect the fact that a
benefit that occurs in the future is worth less than the same benefit that
occurs today, because today's savings could be invested and would earn
interest in the future.2 The procedure for adjusting for such differences
is called "discounting,” and its importance is well established among the
analytic literature (see, for example, Gramlich, 1981). The only
uncertainty that remains pertains to the interest rate that should be used
in discounting future benefits and costs. We assume a 5 percent real
annual rate (that is, a rate calculated by netting out inflation) for our
benchmark, and test the importance of this assumption by calculating

alternative estimates using real annual rates of 3 and 10 percent.

1
The subgroup analyses in Chapters IV through VII provide some

information on the impacts of the program on individual types of
participants.

For example, suppose that a $1,000 benefit occurs 10 years from
now. The issue would then be, what present value invested today would
yleld $1,000 ten years from now? If interest rates were, for example, :
percent, then this present value would equal $1,000 divided by (1 + .05)10,
or $614. Gramlich (1981) describes this process in more detail.

3
The Office of Management and Budget (1972) mandates a 10 percent

discount rate for evaluating government programs.
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(Appendix C provides further information on the rationale and procedures

for discounting.)

Table VIII.l1 presents the benefit-cost accounting framework. The
table lists the major impact components of STETS (regardless of whether we
can value them) and suggests whether a Component is, on average, a benefit,
a cost, or neither from each of the three perspectives. The table also
indicates what data sources are used to measure and value the effects or
whether a particular effect is left unmeasured., The next two sections

discuss the separate cost and benefit components,

Before proceeding, aowever, it is important that we review how the
impact estimates presented in Chapters IV to VII are used in the benefit-
cost analysis. These estimates indicate the effect of STETS on experi-
mentals at 6, 15, and 22 months after randomization. These "point-in-time"
estimates are adequate measures of the impacts of STETS, but are inadequate
for the benefit-cost analysis, which requires information on the impacts of
the program for the entire 22 months, In order to compare benefits and
costs, we need to estimate the cumulative change in earnings, program use,
transfer receipt, and other activities. 1In the absence of continuous data
on these activities, it is necessary to derive cumulative measures by

interpolating between the point~in-time estimates.

Any interpolation method involves some arbitrariness. We have
chosen to interpolate linearly between the point estimates. This method is
straightforward, and appears reasonable in that no alternative is clearly
preferable, Thus, although all program impacts used in the benefit-cost
analysis are inherently more imprecise than the specific impact estimates
presented earlier, we feel that estimates of cumulative effects based on

linear interpolations provide an accurate indication of the true magnitude

1
Whether an impact component will be a net benefit or cost is

sometimes problematic. Table VIII.]) reflects prior judgments about the
value of components from the three perspectives. The treatment of all
components in the final net present value calculations 1is of course
determined by the estimated actual effects of STETS.
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TABLE VIII.I

EXPECTED BENEFITS AND COSTS OF STETS BY ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVE

Component

Analytical Perspective

Social

Participant

Nonparticipant

Data Source

a

I.

IX.

IIX.

Iv.

v'

vi.

ViI.

Program Costs
Project operations
Payments to participants
Central administration

Output Produced by Participants
Phase 1 and Phase 2 output
OQutput forgone while in STETS
Increased out—-of-program outpuat

Other Programe
Reduced use of:

Sheltered workshops
Work—-activity centers
School
Job-training programs
Case-management services
Counseling services
Social/recreational services
Transportation services

Residential Situation
Reduced use of:
Institutions
Group homes
Foster homes
Semi-independent residential
programs

Traosfer Payments and Taxes
Reduced SSI/SSDI
Reduced other welfare
Reduced Medicaid/Medicare
Increased taxes

Transfer Administration
Reduced use of SSI/SSDI
Reduced use of other welfare
Reduced use of Medicaid/Medicare

Intangibles
Preferences for work
Increased self-sufficiency
Increased variation in
participant income
Foregon? nonmarket activity
Increased independent living

o

+

F+HFF A+

++ + 4+

[oNeNeNo)

+ +

o+ 0O

e NoNoNeNeNeNeNo]

ocoocC

oQOo

o0+

A R I

++ 4+ +

+ + + +

+ +

o> >

NOTE:

The individual components are characterized from the three perspectives as being a net benefit

(+), a net cost (=), or neither (0).

a
The codes used for the data sources are as follows: S-special study, I-interview data, P-published
data source, A-STETS accounting system data, U-item not measured, and E-item measured but excluded

because the effects of STETS were trivial,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1
of program impacts. (Details on the interpolation procedures are provided
in Appendix C.)

B. STETS PROGRAM COSTS

The accounting framework  disaggregates costs into three
components: the operating costs of the projects, compensation paid to
clients while they were in Phas: 1 or Phase 2 activities, and central
administrative costs. The operati:ng and central administrative costs are
paid by nonparticipants. Because these costs represent the value of the
resources used to operate STETS, they also represent social costs.
Participant compensation is treated as a transfer from nonparticipants to
participznts, because it represents a shift in resources from one group to

another.

l. Operating Costs

During the 27 months of operations, the five projects served 284
clients and reported operating costs of almost $2,500,000, implying average
operating costs of $8,800 per client. However, for two reasons, this
estimate 1is misleading for the benefit-cost analysis. First, 1t
corresponds to all clients, and not to the group of 226 participants who
were included in the research sample. Second, it includes costs that are

attributable to the fact that STETS was a demonstration.

The first problem can be corrected in part by adjusting for
differences between experimentals and other clients in their length of

program participation. We estimated the cost of serving an active client

1
Data on program costs and participation in STETS were obtained

from demonstration accounting and client~tracking records. Because these
records provided data for the full observation period, interpolation
between point estimates was unnecessary for estimating the following:
STETS program costs, STETS vayments to participants, and the value of
output produced by participants while in Phase 1 and Phase 2 jobs.

2

The output produced in Phase 1 and Phase 2, which is related to
this compensation, represents real resource gains. Section C discusses
both this output and changes in output produced outside of STETS.
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for a month and then multiplied this average cost by the observed average
length of time during which experimentals were active 1in the
demonstration. This method is accurate as long as the five demonstration
projects provided the same level of service per month to experimentals as
they did to clients who were not in the research sample. Because there is
no evidence of such differences in service provision, we feel that the

method 1is sound.

It is more difficult t» correct for the special demonstration
costs. Our general rule was to include all costs of the demonstration as
it was fielded, with two exceptions. First, we subtracted an estimate of
research-related costs--the costs of finding and screening applicants who
were ultimately assigned to the control group. of completing and processing
the research data collection forms, and of staff time spent with the
researchers. Riccio and Price (1984) estimated that these costs
constituted 5 percent of total project expenditures (including bhoth
operating and participant compensation expenditures). Because these
research costs precbably had little or no effect on the impacts of the
program, we feel that they should be excluded from the benefit-cost

analysis.

We made the second exception to the principle of estimating
operating costs as actually incurred in the demonstration because several
demonstration-specific features made the observed costs abnormally high.
In particular, the limited duration of the demonstration meant that the
actual costs overrepresented the higher average costs of the initial
project 1implementation and of the demonstration phase-down period.
Additional costs were also incurred because projects found it necessary to
take special precautions to deal with the funding uncertainties surrounding
the demonstration itself. Riccio and Price (1984) discuss these problems
and suggest that the costs incucrred during a five-month "steady-state”
period best represent the costs of operating STETS on an ongoing basis.
This period (which covers slightly different months at each site) fell in

mid- to late-1982, a period when enrollments were high and operations were




stable relative to earlier and later periods. 1We have vsed average costs

from these periods in the benefit-cost analysis.

After making these two adjustments for research costs and the
effects of start-up and budgetary uncertainties, we estimate that it costs
$666 per month of active participation to provide STETS servic.es.2
According to data collected by MDRC as part of its client-tracking systenm,
experimentals were active for an average of 9.3 months. When discounted at
a 5 percent real annual rate to the point of enrollment in STETS, the

implied participation cost is $6,050 per participant.

2, Participant Compensation

Participant compensation includes the wages and fringe benefits
that the five projects paid to participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2
activities. It also includes wages paid by employers directly to
participants in Phase 1! and Phase 2. The projects reported all these
expenditures monthly to MDRC as part of the demonstration monitoring and
accounting system. During the five months of the steady-state period,
participant compensation averaged $341 per month of active participation
(average compensation expenditures over the entire demonstration were $30
lower than during the steady-state period). Given the estimated average

length of active participation (9.3 months), this figure implies that

1As mentioned in Chapter IV, employment impacts were greatest for
persons who were served during the steady-state period, suggesting that the
higher average costs during the demonstration start-up and phase-down
periods occurred because the projects were establishing new procedures and
dealing with inefficiencies due to small and changing scales, rather than
because extra services were being provided. This finding further supports
the use of steady-state costs in the benefit-cost analysis.

Riccio and Price (1984) reported costs on the basis of enrollment
months rather than active months., Because some clients were inactive for
part of their enroliment period, the cost per enrollment month will be
lower than the cost per active month. However, the average length of
participation will be correspondingly higher when measured in enrollment
time rather than in active time. Thus, the cost per client (the product of
the cost per month and the months of participation) is independent of how

time is measured. (Appendix C discusses the cost-estimating procedures in
greater detail.)




participants received Phase 1 and Phase 2 compensation worth $3,094 per

participant when discounted to the time of enrollment.

3. Central Administrative Costs

Central administrative costs cover the activities necessary to
administer the contracts with the five projects and to provide
demonstration—wide coordination. MDRC performed this task 1in the
demonstration, although state or federal agencies would probably assume
this role in oan ongoing program. For example, a state vocational
rehabilitation agency «could fund the programs and would assume
responsibility for audit and performance monitoring. Estimating central
administrative costs was difficult in STETS because of the overlap between
MDRC's monitoring and research activities. Their dual role in the
demonstration meant that their costs exceeded the central administrative
costs that would be incurred in an on-going program. In addition, they
incurred substantial start-up costs as they selected the sites and helped
them operationalize the program. Consequently, the demonstration
experience does not provide an adequate guide to estimating future central
administrative costs. Our benchmark estimate 1is that central
administrative costs would be approximately $20 per month if STETS were
operated in a fairly decentralized manner whereby most of the monitoring

would focus on audit responsibilities and fairly straightforward

performance measures. Costs would be higher 1if the central authority

provided intensive monitoring or technical assistance.

C. OUTPUT PRODUCED B8Y PARTICIPANTS

The analysis of STETS—induced effects on output produced by
participants distinguishes Dbetween goods and services produc~d by
participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2 and those produced by them outside of
STETS. These two types of output have different distributional

consequences and necessitate using different estimation techniques.




l¢ Value of In-Program Qutput

The value of ourput produced by participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2
is an important program benefit. This output accrues to nonparticipants
(and to society) and! has been very important in previous benefit-cost
studies. One measure of the value of in-program output is the revenue-
generated either by payments made by firms which used participant labor or
from the sale of participant-produced goods. This wvaluation method
provides a reasonable lower-bound estimate of the value of 1n-prograg
output, because the output was actually purchased for this amount.
However, the STETS sites did not pursue revenue-generating strategies as
their primary goal; rather, they focused on securing placement and training
for the STETS participants, Thus, revenue may seriously underestimate the
actual value of output. Based on estimates by Riccio and Price (1984),
revenue for the five-month steady-state period was over $108,000, or $131
per active participant month. Thus, revenu:: offset almost 40 percent of

participant compensation.

As an alternative method for estimating the value of the in-program
output of participants, we conducted a series of work-activity case studies
for 33 randomly selected experimentals, For each person, we estimated the
net value of the output they produced during a two-week reference

period. This estimate was based on the alternative supplier's price of

1
For example, in the national Supported Work demonstration, the

value of output offset approximately 65 percent of the social costs (see
Kemper and Long, 1981, o, 269).

2Revenue is a lower-bound estimate under the assumption that
profit-seeking employers would not pay more than a product (participant
labor service) was worth to thems Thus, the value of output should not be
less than what was actually paid. Of course, this argument is weakened 1if
altruism prompts employers to overpay because of their desire to support
the STETS program and its participants, In either event, the direct
estimates of the value of output (discussed in the text) offer a more
accurate estimate of the resource value of participant output.

3We also studied seven participants who were not included in the
research sample. The results for these participants were similar to the
results for the 33 experimentals (see Appendix C).

The studies were completed between September and December 1982,
the period that is generally considered to be part of the "steady-state"
period.
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the participant output--that is, on the wages and fringe benefits that
would have been paid by an employer to other workers to produce the output
that was produced by the participant. This estimate assumes that employers
can obtair additional labor at the wages paid to their regular employees.
To obtain the net value added by participants, we subtracted from the
alternative supplier's price an estimate of the costs of additional
employer~provided supervision and reduced output from other workers from

usiag the participant labor.

These estimates of the net output are based on in-person interviews
with the participants' supervisors, and rely on those supervisors'
judgments about participant productivity, supervisory costs, the reactions
of other staff, and the source and cost of alternative labor to perform the
participants' tasks. These estimates are also subject to problems because
of the difficulty in assessing whether the use of STETS~participant labor
enabled the employer tc increase outpute. There were several instances
where an employer took on a STETS participant and raised the quality of the
output, rather than increasing the amount or price of that output. For
example, one STETS participant was hired by a day-care program operator.
The operator did not change prices or increase enrollments, but, instead,
apparently used the STETS participant to increase the amount of attention
given to the children in the day-care program. Our net value-of-output
estimates do not adjust for such quality changes. Thus, our estimates may

be too low in some cases in which quality changes occurred.

Despite these 1limitations, the estimates of the net value of
participant output represent useful indicies of the value of 1in-program
outpute. They are based on careful, systematic case studies, and, where
possible, incorporate actual wage, fringe-benefit, and production records
in their derivation. The net-value-added estimates indicate that
participants in the research sample produced output worth an average of
$293 per month of active participation during Phase 1 and $503 per month
during Phase 2. Given an estimated average length of active participation
of 5.5 months in Phase 1 and 3.8 months in Phase 2, these figures imply a
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total value of output, discounted to the time of enrollment, of 3,434 per
participant (an amount that would more than offset participants' in-program

compensation).

2. The Value of Out-of-Program Output

STETS affected output produced outside of the program in two
ways. As participants entered STETS, they gave up some alternative
employment opportunities. Later, as they completed their STETS training,
many participants were able to work more than would have been the case in
the absence of STETS. These changes in output enter the benefit-cost

analysis from the perspectives of society and participants.

Participants will perceive foregone production as a cost and
increases in production as benefits. These changes also enter the social
perspective to the extent that they represent a net change in totai
output., It is generally assumed that this is the case. However, if
participants displaced workers who would have otherwise held the jobs
filled by participants, then the 1lost output of those other workers must be
subtracted from the increased output of participants in order to calculate
the net change in social resources. In the extreme, STETS may have simply
shuffled workers among a fixed number of jobs, with no net increase in
output. The participants would have had higher incomes, but at the expense

of other workers who were displaced.

At the other extreme, STETS may have enabled participantf to move
from labor market in which an excess supply of labor existed to one in
which an excess of demand existed. When participants leave the market in
which an excess of supply exists, any jobs that they would have obtained
are filled Ly workers who would have been unemployed otherwise. From the
social perspective, this effect implies that no output is foregone by
having participants enter STETS, and thus that the social cost of
participation 1is zero. In this case, social benefits would equal the
increase in participant earnings plus the increased earnings of
nonparticipants who fill jobs vacated by participants. Of course, this
result requires that participants not be placed back into the excess labor-

supply market.
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STETS jobs often seemed to be in markets in which an excess supply
of 1labor existed. The demonstration was fielded during an economic
recession, and the possibility of displacement seems relatively high, both
on the jobs that they held and on those that they would have held. These
indirect labor-market effects will affect the social value of the output
produced in Phase 1 and Phase 2, as well as the social value of the output
produced after leaving STETS.

The net change in social output in the presence of displacement can
be valued in several ways. We chose to estimate net present value under
the assumption that no displacement occurred, and then to assess the
importance of this assumptio. by calculating ziternative estimates under
the assumption of some displacement. This approach can be thought of as
indicating the potential of STETS to increase social output, provided that
macroeconomic conditions are adjusted to take advantage of it. Moreover,
given the absence of any empirical basis for estimating the extent of
indirect labor-market effects (or even knowing the direction of their net

effect), no clearly preferable alternative exists.

Under these assumptions about indirect labor-market effects, the
change in out-of-STETS output was estimated as the change in total
compensation received by participants (i.e., gross wages plus fringe
benefits). If the markets function competitively, then the actions of
employers and workers will ensure that total compensation equals the value
of workers' contribution to output. In addition, regulations pertaining to
wage rates in sheltered workshops require that compensation in that sector
reflect productivity. To estimate total compensation, we multiplied the
after—tax earnings estimates derived from interview data by a factor that
reflected tax-withholding and fringe-benefit rates. This factor indicates
that total compensation is 45 percent larger than after-tax earnings.1 To

ensure that the estimates ccrrespond to out-of-program output, we used non-—

STETS =arnings as our measure.

1
As describad in Appendix C, gross earnings (i.e., before tax

withholding) are 23 percent greater than after-tax earnings. In addition,
fringe benefits for low-wage workers such as STETS participants were
estimated to be 18 percent of gross earnings.
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The resulting calculations indicate that at the 6-month poinc, when
most experimentals were in STETS, the controls had $16.89 more per week in
non-STETS total compensation than did experimentals. This differential was
reversed at month 15, when experimentals earned $5.76 more total compen-
sation per week than did controls. At month 22, when all experimentals had
left STETS and all earnings were from non~STETS employment, the experi-
mental-control differential in total non-STETS compensation had risen to
$13.50 per week.

These estimates, along with the interpolations, are shown in Figure
V1II.1 (a zero experimental-control difference was assumed for the time of
enrollment). The cumulative change in total compensation--which equals
the value of out-of-program output—--is shown as the shaded aresz. It
indicates that, during the fifteen months after randomization, participants
forewent non~STETS jobs in which they would have produced output worth $437
per participant. During the seven months between month 15 and month 22,
participants produced increased non-STETS output worth $290 per partici-
pant. When discounted to the time of enrollment, these estimates imply
$425 of output foregone per participant in the first fifteen months and a

subsequent increase in output worth $268 per participant.

We have used these two figures to approximate both the foregone
output while participants were in STETS and the increased postprogram
output. Of course, since most participants spent less than fifteen months
in STETS, this approximation is fairiy rough. However, despite the
imprecision in this disaggregation, the sum of the two estimates is an

accurate estimate of the net change in non-STETS output Juring the 22-month
observation period.
D. OTHER BENEFITS OF STETS

While the primary objective of STETS was to iuncrease employment and

earnings, the intervention also gererated other important impacts. We

1
Details on <(he calculation of total compensation and the
interpolation are provided in Appendix C.
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FIGURE VIII.1

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON TOTAL COMPENSATION
PER PARTICIPANT FOR THE 22-MONTH OBSERVATION PERIOD
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TARLE 1

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON KEY OUTCOME MEASURES

Morth 6 Month 15 Month 22
Cotrol Control Contral
Experimental Croup Estimated Experimental Growp  Estimasted  Experimental Grop  Estimated
Outcome Heasures Group Hean Hean Impact _Group Mean MHean _ Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Enployasnt
Percent Employed in 11.8 0.7 1.1 2.2 1.8 9.4ne 31,0 9,1 11,90
Regular Job®
Pe: ant Employed in 67.8 45,2 22,6%* 44,8 43,6 1.2 44,7 43,7 1.0
Any Patd Job
Average Weekly Earnings $ 11,81 $ 9,81 $ 2,00 $26.% $ 16.31 $ 10,59+ $36.% $ 20,55 $ 15.81s¢
in Regular Job
Average Weekly Earnings $ 5.3 $ 25,93 S 26.46%% $ .9 $26.,68 S 11,430 $ 40,79 $ 28.41 $ 12,380
in Any Paid Job
Training and Schwoling
Percert in Any Training 61.7 40,6 21,100 0.6 2.4 -7.8¢ 6.6 3.1 -12,5%
Peccent in Any Schooling 7.5 15.7 8,2 6.2 10.1 -39 8.0 1.4 3.4
Incans Saurces
Percert Receiving SSI 2.3 31.0 -A,7 33.1 40,7 -7.6%¢ ».9 %0.2 5.3
or SDI
Average Monthly Income $ 66.41 $™,59 $-8,18 $ NI $109.65 §-18,%0 $ 99,27 $ 120,03 §-2.76
from SSI or SPI
Percert Receiving Any g 43,1 11,488 84,5 51.5 =7.0* 0.6 ®.0 2.4
Cash Trarsfers
Average Monthly Incone $ %0,23 $99.98 $ 19,75 S1n.78 $18,72 §-23.9: $ 126,53 $ 1%,08 $ 9,55
from Cash Tramsfers
Average :oddy Personal SN $ 50,9% $ 20,78+ $ 67,22 $ 59.67 $ 7,55 $N.59 S R.¥» $ 9,20
Income

NOTE:  These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. Estimated impacts or selected binary and truncated outcome
Moasures were generated using probit and tobit analysis, respectively, with virtually fdentical results. (These results are preserted In

Appendix A to the report.)

Megular Jobs are thoss that are nefther training/wark-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.

bPeraond income includes earnings, cash transfer benefits (AFDC, general assistance, Supplemental Security Income, and Social Security

Oisability Ineurance), and other regular sources of income,

*Statistically significant at the 10 percont level, two-talled test.
*iStatistically significant at the 5 percent level, two-talled test.
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Furthermore, as shown in Figure 1, this postprogram increase in employment
in regular jobs was roughly equal to the reduction in employment in work-
shop/activity centers. The STETS experience tended not to affect the
average postprogram incidence of holding non-workshop-training jobs. Thus,
although the overall level of employment was largely unchanged, very
important compositional effects occurreds Overall, average earnings from
all types of employment increased by 44 percent in month 22 ($41 per week

for experimentals versus $28 per week for controls).

As shown 1in Table 2, the postprogram (month 22) results vary
substantially among subgroups of the sample. The St. Paul program clearly
had the largest impact on the regular job-holding of participants (41

percent of the experimentals, compared with 18 percent of the controls,

held regular jobs). In terms of the differential impacts among subgroups

defined by their personal characteristics, STETS seems to have been most
effective for four groups: those with lower IQ scores and whose retard-
ation has organic causes; older individuals; males; and those who were more
independent, as evidenced by their living arrangements and money-management

skills at the time they enrolled in STETS.

0f these results, two sets are especially thought-provoking--the
results by IQ level and the results by gender. Estimated program impacts
on the probability of holding a regular job were essentially zero for those
participants with borderline IQ levels, 12 percentage points for those
whose IQ scores indicated mild retardation, and 28 percentage points for
those whose IQ scores indicated moderate retardation. The net effect of
these differential program results is that STETS tended to raise the
employment prospects for the mild and moderate retardatjon subgroups from
levels that in the absence of STETS would have been well below those for
the borderline retarded group to levels that were roughly similar to those

of the borderline group,

The impact estimates for males and females show a clear pattern--~
STETS had substantial impacts on the employment and earnings of males but
no impacts on the employment and earnings of females. For example, in

Month 22, both male and female participants would have earned an average of




FIGURE |

TRENDS IN TYPES OF JOBS HELD BY
EMPLOYED EXPERIMENTALS AND CONTROLS

Baseline

Regular (182)

Training (472)

/ Workshop (35%)

EXPERIMENTALS CONTROLS

Month 6 Month 6

Regular (24%)

Tratning (48%)

Training (72%) : Workshop (28%)

Month 15 Month 15

Training (31X) Training (29%) /
// Regular (38%)

/ Regular (58%)
Workshop (11%)

Workshop (33%)

Month 22 Month 22

Trainting (16%) Training (14X)

Terrt N Regular (44%)
Workshop (15%) Lt

egular (69%)

Workshop (42%)

NITE: T?is figure is based on regression-adjusted data,
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TABLE 2

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON KEY QUTCOMES TWENTY-TWO MONTHS AFTER
ENROLUMENT FOR KEY SUBGROUPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS

Percent in Regular Job* Averags Morthly Income from SSI/SSDI Total Weekly Personal Income
Subgroups Defined Control Control Control
by Characteristics Exgerimertal Group  Estimated Experimental  Group Estimated Experimental Group  Estimated
at Baseline Group Mean Mean Impacts Group Mean Mean Impacts Group Mean  Mean Impacts
Total 3.0 9.1 11.9e0 Sz $120.03 §-20.76 S$n.» $e.» $9.2
Site
Cincinnati 7.9 1.6 %.3 67.34 105.07 ~37.73 0.0 33.77 %.07
Los Angeles 28,7 9.3 5.4 180.58 207.% -26.81 75.76 B.66 16.10
New York 434 2.2 1.2 85.42 126.11 40,69 84,96 .5 4,37
St. Pail 419 17.9 23.2¢ 49,65 30.69 18.96 76.45 9.8 16,98
Tucson 5.6 .8 -1.2 BN 9,90 -3.16 65.85 68.46 =2.61
) Lewal
Borderline .9 2.7 5.4 8.70 8.3 6,32 75.59 58.00 17.59
Mild 28.1 1.0 12,14 98.02 w375 A5, 66,21 67.31 -1.10
Moderate 8.2 0.7 .5+ 131.85 85.16 46.69 89.95 46.55 43.407%
A
Younger than 22 %.2 22,2 8.0 85.92 112.09 -26.17 65.06 60.98 7.86
22 or older 32.5 12.2 2.0+ 129,21 137.86 -8.65 71.8 65.57 12.24
Corder
Hale 35.5 8.2 17.3%% NN 133.93 A2,47%e 0.4 63.06 16,954
Female 5.1 2.3 4.8 109.26 02.2¢ 7. 60.23 61.00 0.77
Raos/Etinicity
Black 3.3 1.9 9.4 67.30 R.50 =25.20 .3 55.79 7.55
Hispanic LX) 5.8 22.6* 9%, .58 0.2 7.2 64,85 22.35
White and other 3.7 9.2 0.5* 118.04 "1.68 ~23.6 .06 65.35 [ %))
Living Acrengomwrt
Living with parents 3.5 n.7 W 40 102.13 111.08 -8,95 73.%8 5.63 13.75%+
Living in supervised 12.2 286 -12.4 8.1 02,77 -24,66 55.9% 69.55 -13.61
setting
Living independently 3.3 6.8 12.5 96.81 229,20 ~132, 39 .5 81.26 -8.76
Finarcial Nenagesent Skills
Independent 4.9 23.9 18,00% RN 122.86 -29.72 Nn.7 68.78 22,98+
Not independent 25.9 17.3 9.6% 101.73 119.12 -17.9 6.9 59.95 3.9
Receipt of Trasfers
SSL/SDI 2.7 RS 13.2* 23,06 190.55 2.5 98,20 .80 5.400%
Other transfers only 2.1 16.3 25.8% 53.N 114,13 60,224+ 69.86 60,15 .7
No trasfers 3.4 2.4 -3.0 %.12 63.66 27.54 6.3 54.04 -7.65
Casse of Retardation
Organic 33.6 9.9 23,7%% RN 136,57 93,664 nB.3% 67.5% 0.43
Nonorganic 30.% 21.0 9.hne 100.56 06.52 -5.96 70.21 61.26 8.95
Sork Experiencs in Two
Yoars Prior to Encollnent
Regular Job lasting R.3 2.9 3140 9%6.19 w1.25 -A5.06 .64 .45 0.9
23 months
Other Job lasting 2.9 .2 -3.3 06.51 87.67 8.5 .99 .12 9.87
23 months
Other %.9 0.5 16,400 95.34 135.51 A0,17%+ 67.50 56,22 11.28
School Status at Referral
Enrol led .0 ".0 13.0+ 1%6.55 132.02 -15.47 66,86 8,19 7.67
Not encol led N9 214 10.5% 91.% 114.55 -23.19 73.76 63.86 9.90
Total in Sample 5 » 392

NOTE: These results were estimsted theough ordinary lesst squares techniques. The control varisblos included in the models which underliie the
overall net impact estimstes are defined in Appendix A to the report.

Mlz Jobs are thoee that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-talled test.
soStatistically significent at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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about $18 to $20 per week on regular jobs ($107 per week among those
employed) in the absence of STETS, as evidenced by the earnings of the
control group members. However, participating in STETS raised the average
regular-job earnings of males by 144 percent, to $48 per veek ($134 per
week among those employed). The average regular job earnings of females in
the experimental group ware comparable to those of their control-group
counterparts in month 22 (about $21 per week, on average). These differ-
ential results for males and females seem to be related to the obzerved
greater difficulty of the programs in placing females in Phase 2 program

Jjobs, especially during the non-steady-state periods of program operations.

Training and Schooling

The employment impacts that were estimated for STETS were hypothe-
sized to lead to reductions in the use of other training programs and
schooling. Such an outcome is important because many forms of training and
schooling for mentally retarded young adults are expensive, long-term pro-

grams that do not have a strong record of placing individuals into competi~
tive employment.

A negative program impact on schooling was evident at month 6 as
the activities of experimentals were absorbed by STETS; a smaller negative
impact persisted in the postprogram period. However, the pattern of
impacts on training is more complicated. Although controls used training
programs to a great extent during the early months after their application
to STETS, experimentals used such programs to an ever greater extent during
their in-program period, since STETS, itself, was a training program.
However, as expected, STETS did substantially reduce the use of training
(primarily workshop-related training) in the postprogram period by 43
percent, an amount roughly equal to the postprogram increuse in regular
employment (see Table 1). Thus, the STETS-induced increase in employment
did carry with it overall resource-cost savings from the reduced use of

training programs and schooling.
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Public Traosfer Use

The hypothesized employment impacts were expected to lead to
reductions in the uge of public transfers. Although some evidence suggests
that STETS did reduce dependence on cash transfers, the results are sialler
than were initially expecteds The impacts shown in Table 1 are reasonably
large for the in-program period, with a 26 percent decrease in the receipt
of any cash transfers (32 percent for experimentals versus 43 percent for
controls). However, this impact faded over time, until no statistically
significant impact was evident by month 22 (although the point estimate is
a reduction of 3 percentage points in transfer use and an average of nearly

$10 per month in benefits).

It is noteworthy that relatively larger persistent reductions were
estimated for the portion of cash transfers accounted for by Supplemental
Security Income and Social Security Disability Insurance. (The percentage
decrease in the receipt of these transfers hovered around 15 points.) In
month 22, the $21 per-month average reduction in SSI/SSDI benefits offset
about 40 percent of the average $54 per-month earnings gains; at the same
time, benefits from other cash transfers (primarily welfare benefits)
increased by 50 percent, from $19 to $29 per month, due at ‘east in part to

the increased receipt of unemployment insurance benefits.

The subgroups that were responsible for the small overall reduc-
tions in cash transfers are generally those that experienced reductions in
SSI/SSDI income. As shown in Table 2, these subgroups are often, but not
always, the same subgroups that experienced the greatest gains in regular

employment from participating in STETS.

Economic Status, Independence, and Life-Style

Employment impacts were also expected to influence socio—economic
status, independence, and life-style. STETS did raise the total personal
income of participants, but by less than would be indicated by the earnings
gains, since the earnings gains coincided with reductions in cash transfer
benefits, as was noted above. In the postprogram period, STETS increased

total personal income by between $8 and $9 (see Table 1). Perhaps because
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of the modest level of this increase in personal income (generally among
the same groups who were moving into regular employment, as ghown in Table
2), we failed to detect any strong patterns of program impacts in the
Postprogram period on measures of independence and life-style. Admittedly,
measures of independence and life-style are less well defined than are
measures of the other outcomes under evaluation. However, it is 1likely
that the {.come gains for most experimentals were too small to effect
measurable changes in other aspects of independence or life-style; and, for
those with more substantial income gains, the observation period may simply
have been too short to expect that the gains would translate into long-term

adjustments in these areas.

RESULTS OF THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

The benefit-cost analysis guggests that programs such as STETS can
be a worthwhile social investment. On average, it cost $9,40N per partici-
pant to provide the STETS intervention, of which $3,100 represents wages
paid to the participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2 jobs.1 During the 22-montn
observation period, this investment ylelded increases in output and
reductions in the use of other programs by participants that offset about
85 percent of this initial investment. Consequently, we observed a
measured net social cost of about $1,000 per participant for the period
covered by our data. However, trends observed for the impacts on earnings
and the use of sheltered workshops suggest that benefits will persist and
are likely to outweigh costs in the long-run. If the earnings gains and
benefits from the use of reduced alternative programs continued undimin-
ished for as 1little as seven months beyond the 22-month point, social
benefits would exceed social costs. This finding is consistent with other
successful training programs that incurred substantial up-front costs for

training in order to generate long-run benefits.

1
This average cost per participant compares favorably with the

average costs of other similar programs targeted toward mentally retarded
populations and other disadvantaged groups (see Thornton and Maynard, 1985,
for such a comparison).

xxxi

50




In addition, the STETS investment created intangible benefits by

increasing the overall employment and social opportunities available to the
participants. While the evidence is limited, the fact that many partici-
pants terided to remain voluntarily on their jobs suggests that STETS
enhanced the quality of their 1lives. Furthermore, the increased income,
regular job~holding, and social 1interaction provided by STETS are also

expected to represent benefits.

Because of their increased earnings both during and after STETS,
participants benefitted substantially from the intervention. On average,
they received a net benefit during the 22~month observation period of
$2,100 per participant, and this amount is expected to grow as the parti-

cipants continue to work.

From the perspective of nonparticipant taxpayers, STETS required a
substantial investment of $3,100 per participant during the observation
periode This group paid not only the program operating costs, but also the
in-program participant-compensation expenditures. Approximately two-thirds
of these costs were offset by output produced by participants while in
STETS, by savings from the reduced use of sheltered workshops and other
programs, and by savings in transfer payments (primarily SSI/SSDI). If
these impacts persist at their 22-month levels, then the nonparticipant
costs will be entirely recouped within four and a half years after random-
izations Even if measured benefits to nonparticipant taxpayers fall short
of their costs, STETS may still be an attractive investment because it
effectively achieves a widely stated goal of public policy--to increase the

employment opportunities and performzuce of mentally retarded young adults.

POLICY CONCLUSIONS

The results of this evaluation demonstrate that many mentally
retarded young aduits can indeed perform adequately in competitive employ-
ment situations, sometimes with wminimal or no ongoing support services.
More importantly, the results of this study indicate that transitional-~
employment services such as were provided by STETS can be very instrumental
in helping mentally retarded young adults achieve their employment poten-

tiale The main policy conclusions that evolve from this evaluation of the
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STETS demonstration pertain to (1) the potential of STETS to nitigate the

employment and independence problems of mentally retarded young adults; (2)

benefits and costs of the program.

all employment level of mentally retarded young adults who are recruited
will tend to move workers out of workshops and into competitive employment.
While the net gain in unsubsidized employment attributable to STETS 13
about 12 percentage points, this overall result represents aggregace
of the target population. Even at this apparently modest overall figure,

the estimated impacts represent a movement into competitive employment of

period of operations, when the programs successfully served both males and

SSDI and education and training services substantially (especially
sheltered workshops). However, partially offsetting increases in outlays

for other cash transfer programs can also be expected.

social well-being will improve. However, since parcticipation in this
placed some nonpecuniary value on obtaining regular employment.

Program Design and Targeting

tures of the program design and targeting stratepies; snd (3) the

Potential

STETS-type programs can be expected to have no impact on the over-

methods similar to those used in this demonstration. However, they

and masks the substantially larger effects for selected subgrcups
ent of those who would otherwise be in workshops or a-:tivity
Furthermore, if one looks at the effects during the ste:dy-state

the overall employment impacts are about 25 to 30 percert larger.

These programs can be expected to reduce public outlays for SSI/

No clear evidence exists to indicate that aspect., of life-style or

was voluntary, one can assume that most, 1if not all, participants

Several noteworthy results from this evaluation ertain to issues

of program design and tasgzting. First, evidence clearly suggests that on-

going programs might well achieve substantially greater success than was

for the full C(ETS demonstration, since we fourd much larger
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estimated employment Jmpacts when we compared the employment behavior of
experimentals and controls who participated in the program during the
"steady-state” period--an approximately five-month period when project
operations were relatively stable. Second, Phase 2 activities (the
supported employment and training experience within a competitive employ-
ment setting) were a key part of the program trzatment. Third, in select-
ing participants, programs should not "cream” from among those who have no
work—-disabling secondary handicaps. As has been found in evaluations of
employment and training programs targeted toward other segments of the
population, -.ETS was often very successful with those whose prospects for
entering competitive employment ir the absence of the program were the
lowest. One notable characteris:jc that identified such groups was an IQ

score that indicated mild to moderate retardation.

One caveat with respect to the targeting issue is the strikingly
more favorable program impacts for males than for females, even though both
groups are expected to have quite similar success rates in entering compe-
titive employment in the absence of STETS. In view of the estimated
importance of Phase 2 activities, the fact that a disproportionate share of
female participants relative to males never entered Phase 2 employment may
explain, in part, the lack of significant employment impacts for females.
Obviously, further investigation of the nature of these greater difficul-
ties in serving females is warranted. However, the results of this study
suggest that a major factor that affects the ability of program operators
to meet the greater challenge presented by female participants is simply
whether their attention is diverted by major program operational changes,
such as start-up or phase-down activities; in the steady-state, their

success with females was only slightly lower than their success with males.

Benefits and Costs

In the long-run, STETS-type programs are probably a socially
justifiable investment, in as much as the total benefits (the net increase
in the value of the goods and services produced) will outweigh the costs of
the program. However, as is generally the case, taxpayers must be willing

to make a substantial up-front investment that may not be repaid to society
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or to the taxpayers for several years. Using the full STETS sample and
assuming some modest decay (5 percent per year) in the postprogram results,
this pay-off period to society is estimated to be about two and a half
years, and the pay-off period to nonparticipants (tax payers) would be
about four and a half years. However, if the effectiveness of ongoing
programs were more similar to the effectiveness of STETS during its
"steady-state" operations, this pay-back period could be substantially

shorter.

Generalizability of the Findings

In view of the evaluation design, the results of tais study are
quite robust and provide reliable estimates of what one would expect upon
replicating the STETS demonstration. However, the study findings are
limited in two respects. Firgt, they are based on only five, judgmentally
selected urban sites, where programs were specially designed and implemen~
ted for this demonstration. We cannot be certain whether other program
operators in other sites and who operate on-going programs under different
social, political, and economic conditions would have similar experiences.
(For example, economic conditions were generally poor during the period of
this demonstration.) It is also problematic whether similar programs could
be efficiently and effectively operated in rural areas or even in more
dispersed labor markets. Second, the participants represent only a small
portion of the areas' populations of mentally retarded young adults, with
most of the screening and selection having occurred at the social service
agencies that made referrals to STETS. The evaluation design did not
enable us to estimate or, more importantly, to characterize the selection
processes and participation decisions. Thus, we are unable to predict the
total portion of the target population that could potentially be moved into
competitive employment through the provision of STETS~type services.

Despite these limitations with the study, the overall conclusion
that transitional employment is an effective program for increasing com-
petitive job-holding among mentally retarded young adults 1is quite clear.
In fact, this program appears to be among the more effective employment and

training initiatives that have been field-tested. For example, these
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results compare favorably with the often-cited examples of successful
employment and training programs (Supported Work for the long-term welfare-
dependent population and Job Corps), and they are much more favos?ble than
the results for youth-orientated initiatives other than Job Corps.

1
See Hollister et al. (1984), and Mallar et al. (1982).

2
See, for example, Maynard (1984), Bassi and Simms (1983), and
Dickinson et al. (1984).
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IMPACTS OF TRANSITIONAL EMPLOYMENT FOR
MENTALLY RETARDED YOUNG ADULTS:
RESULTS OF THE STETS DEMONSTRATION




I. TRANSITIONAL EMPLOYMENT FOR MENTALLY
RETARDED YOUNG ADULTS

The growing interest in the concept of transitional employment
reflects an increased recognition of the desirability and potential
effectiveness of transitional~employment services 1in mitigating the
employment problems of mentally retarded individuals. Twelve years ago,
systematic efforts to help mentally retarded individuals obtain and
maintain jobs in the competitive labor market were very limited. Since
then, growing public support for hiring mentally retarded (and other
handicapped) persons and advances in training and production technologies
have made it easier for mentally retarded individuals to obtain and hold
competitive jobs. Moreover, the outcomes of dozens of small prototype
transitional-employment programs have helped change perceptions about the
capacity of nmentally retarded individuals to engage 1in competitive
employment (see, for example, Bellamy, Horner, and Inman, 1979; Rusch and

Mithaug, 1980; Wehman and McLaughlin, 1980; and Wehman, 1981).

Of course, as the number of programs that offer the transitional-
employment approach have grown, so has the demand for program account-
ability. Legislators, administrators, mentally retarded persons, and their
advocates all want to know the effectiveness of this type of inter-
vention. Although competitive employment is now a widely accepted goal and
although the feasibility of the approach has been demonstrated, concern
remains about whether transitional-employment programs for mentally
retarded persons should be expanded further. Questions remain about the
magnitude of program effects and whether those effects are sufficiently
large to justify program costs. Moreover, whether these programs can be
replicated in new settings and whether they can operate at a size relevant

to large-scale implementation are still major concerns.

The purpose of the Structured Training and Employment Transitional
Services (STETS) demonstration, funded at the national level by the U.S.
Department of Labor, was to address these concerns by providing a rigorous
test of transitional employment for mentally retarded young adults. This

multi-year project, which was overseen by the Manpower Demonstration




Research Corporation (MDRC), operated transitional-employment programs in
five cities nationwide and included a rigorous evaluation that followed a
sample of almost 450 experimental and control-~group members for twenty-two

months after program application.

The large-scale, rigorous evaluation design and the relatively long
follow-up period distinguish the STETS demonstration as the most
comprehensive test of transitional employment yet undertaken. It provides
powerful information on the three principal policy issues surrounding

transitional employment:

1. Implementation. Can the STETS model be implemented on
a policy-relevant scale? What are the advantages .and
disadvantages associated with alternative variations of
this basic model?

2, Impacts. Does STETS improve the labor-market
performance of its participants (compared with what it
would have been in the absence of STETS)? Does STETS
affect its participants' use of alternative training,
education, social service, and income=-support
programs? Does STETS participation help persons lead
life-styles that are more typical of the population
norm? Is the program more effective for participants
who exhibit particular characteristics or who have had
certain experiences?

3. Benefits and Costs. What does it cost to operate a
trans:tional-employment program on a policy-relevant
scale? Are the outcomes sufficiently large to justify
these costs?

The implementation issue was analyzed by Bangser and Price (1982), who
examined how the STETS projects were established, and by Riccio and Price
(1984), who examined the demonstration program operations and developed
suggestions for replicating the model. The 1impact and benefit-cost

analyses are presented in this report.

As shown in this report, STETS did succeed in improving .(he
postprogram employment prospects of mentally retarded young adults. At a
point nearly two years after they entered the program and, on average, a

year after they left it, former participants were 62 percent more likely to
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hold a regular job than had they not entered the program, and the earnings
gains associated with those jobs were proportionately greater. This
increase in regular job~holding was largely concomitant with a reduction in
workshop~related activities. Primarily because of these results, we
estimated substantial social benefits from STETS. These benefits were
large enough that their value would exceed program costs from the
perspective of society if the observed trends were to continue for as
little as seven months beyond the observation period. For participants,
benefits clearly exceeded costs in the observation period. For
nonparticipants, who paid the taxes to fund STETS, the point at which
benefits might exceed costs is difficult to project, but the continuing
savings to nonparticipants from the reduced use of sheltered workshops
suggests that a few more years of savings at the observed rate would be
required. Our findings in other areas (primarily transfer program use,
independence, and 1life-style) are less conclusive. The reasons are
unclear, but it may well be that behavioral changes in these areas require
a longer observation period in which employment and earnings gains are

consolidated and are perceived as long-term gains.

Chapter II presents the key elements of the demonstration design.
In particular, it describes the basic STETS program model, the research
focus, and data collection design. Chapter III explains how the design was
implemented and describes the demonstration sample members, the success of
the research data collection effort, and the analytical methods used in the
evaluation. Chapters IV through VII examine the specific impacts of the
STETS intervention. Each of these impact-analysis chapters begins by
describing the expected activities of experimentals had they not entered
STETS, and then analyzes the impact of STETS both overall and among
specific subgroups. Chapter IV discusses the impacts of the program on

employment, earnings, and other labor-market behavior; Chapter V discusses

the results on training and schooling; Chapter VI presents the findings on

public assistance dependence; and Chapter VII addresses the estimated
impacts on economic status, independence, and life-style. Chapter VIII
assesses the benefits and costs of STETS. Finally, Chapter IX summarizes

the various results of the impact and benefit~-cost analyses and discusses




their implications in terms of public policies targeted toward this

population of mentally retarded young adults. Additional details on
specific impact estimates, survey and data collection issues, and benefit-
cost evaluation procedures are provided in Appendices A, B, and C,

respectively.

The remainder of this introductory chapter reviews the policy
context of the demonstration. It begins by reviewing the evolution of
public policy toward handicapped persons, particularly mentally retarded
individuals. It then discusses the role of transitional services in

helping disabled persons become economically and socially self-sufficient.

A. PUBLIC POLICY, EMPLOYMENT, AND MENTALLY RETARDED PERSONS

Until the late 1960s and early 1970s, mentally retarded persons had
little opportunity to enter the mainstream of society. The more severely
disabled persons were particularly likely to be segregated from their
nondisabled peers. Former HEW Secretary Joseph Califano characterized the

1
situation by noting --

For decades, handicapped Americans have been an oppressed
and, all too often, a hidden minority, subjected to
unconscionable discrimination, beset by demoralizing
indignities, detoured out of the mainstream of Aumerican
life and unable to secure their rightful role as full and
independent citizens.

In this environment, little attention was paid to employment
opportunities for mentally retarded persons. Education programs for this
population were oriented little or not at all toward vocational training or
employment (Moss, 1980). Furthermore, although sheltered workshops dated
from at least the mid-1840s, community workshops specifically for mentally
retarded adults were relatively rare until the 1950s. And those that were
implemented were operated as if competitive employment were jmpossible for

virtually all mentally retarded persons.

1
Remarks made on April 29, 1977 (see Mayer, 1982).




This situation changed dramatically in the 1970s. 1In response to

growing advocacy by and for disabled persons, several landmark pieces of
legislation were passed that reflected a major change in policy and the
recognition of the rights and abilities of these members of society. The
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) and its amendments prohibited
discrimination against the disabled in programs and activities sponsored
under federal financial asgsistance. The Vocational Education Act (P.L.
94-482) and provisions of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(PeL. 94-524) encouraged the participation of handicapped persons in
vocational training and employment programs, while the Revenue Act of 1978
provided tax credits for hiring handicapped workers. In addition, a number
of court cases and growing pressure from advocates (and state budgets) 1led
to the deinstitutionalization of many mentally retarded adults (see
Scheerenberger, 1981),

The centerpiece of this body of legislation is the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142)., This law, sometimes
referred to as the "Bill of Rights for the Handicapped,” led to the rapid
expansion of special-education facilities, staff, and curricula, In
particular, it requires that all handicapped children be provided with a
free and appropriate education, as well as with the necessary related
gservices (such as transportation, speech pathology, and psychological
agsistance). Thus, all handicapped persons from ages 3 through 21 are to
be provided with an appropriate educational program, regardless of the
nature or severity of their handicap. The legislation also requires that,
to the extent appropriate, the education be provided in the 1least
restrictive environment-~that is, handicapped students should receive
education in the same environment as nonhandicapped children, unless they

are unable to benefit from the education in such a setting.

lin addition to prohibiting discrimination (Section 504), this act
also mandated that architectural barriers be eliminated (Section 502), and
that most federal contractors take affirmative action to employ the
handicapped, However, although the Act was passed in 1973, the
implementing regulations (45 CFR 84.1 et seq.) were not published until
1977.




Through thése laws, society has come to recognize the abilities and
contributions of mentally retarded persons. However, the actual
implementation of these laws has also left us with a renewed realization of
the severity of the problems facing mentally retarded persons and the
difficulties inherent in developing effective public policy for dealing
with them. Even when President Ford signed the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act, he remarked, "Unfortunately, this bill promises
more than the federal government can deliver." Since then, federal
appropriations have fallen well below authorized levels, 4nd state and
local governments have been struggling to provide the required special
education services. Furthermore, particularly important to this study,
funding adult services has become even more problematic. State departments
of developmental disabilities and vocational rehabilitation face severe
funding constraints and generally do not have the resources available to
provide the long-range services and individualized programming required by
mentally retarded individuals to become and remain self-gsufficient. In
terms of employment, sheltered workshops remain the major alternative
available, and these facilities are typically crowded and often have long
waiting lists. 1In addition, they have traditionally been characterized by
low wages and slow movement toward nonsheltered employment (U.S. Department
of Labor, 1979),

The goal of public policy during the next ten years will be to
maximize the efficiency of this service system so as to reduce the
discrepancy between the promises of earlier legislation and the reality of
current adult services. The constituency for these adult services is
already large and continues to grow. In 1976, over 88,000 mentally
retarded persons participated in sheltered workshops (U.S. Department of
Labor, 1979). Many of these workshop participants want and do have the
capacity to work in regular jobs. In addition, the schools will graduate
many more mentally retarded young adults who can be expected to seek jo%?

as they leave special education programs that have stressed employment.

1
In school year 1982-1983, 24,000 mentally retarded students

between the ages of 18 and 21 were being served under P.L. 94-142 (U.S.
Department of Education, 1984a).
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The goal is to establish efficient programs and policies that enable
mentally retarded persons (as well as persons with other disabilities) to

participate in the msinstream of society to the fullest extent possible.

B. TRANSITIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND RELATED SERVICES

Transitional-employment programs represent one promising vehicle
for enabling mentally retarded persons to become more self-sufficient. As
noted earlier, these programs have developed rapidly during the last ten
years, from a few small prototype efforts to several large statewide
programs. Before we describe the STETS model of transitional employment
and our evaluation of its effects, it is useful first to define the concept
of transitiorsl employment, and then to review previous experience 1in

implementing the concept and the research on its effectiveness.

l. What is Transitional Employment?

The term “transitional employment" has been applied to programs
that differ widely in their structure and in the specific manner in which
they provide training. Nevertheless, these programs share several common
features. A recent planning meeting at the U.S. Department of Education
(1984b) defined transitional-employment programs (TEPS) as follows--

TEPs are short-term interventions that lead to the
employment of service consumers. These programs aim to
achieve employment in <ompetitive jobs at or above the
minimum wage, subsidized only by temporary job credits and
similar incentives to employers to hire people with
disabilities. TEPs emphasize employment in regular work
Places where non-disabled people work. They normally
involve a goal of ful} time work (35t hours per week) at
the close of training.

1
Some interest has als. been expressed recently in “supported

employment. " This model, which emphasizes permanent or long-term
subsidized employment, 1is intended to serve severely handicapped
individuals who may never be able to hold an urnsubsidized competitive
jobe However, it does emphasize work in settings (or enclaves) in which
the individuals perform productive work and inte. ict with nonhandicapped
persons.  Adding to the possible confusion is the term “supported work,"
which has been used to describe transitional-employment programs for both
mentally retarded persons (see, for example, Wehman and Kregel, 1984) and
other disadvantaged populations (see, Hollister, Kemper, and Maynard,
1984).
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Three aspects of this definition should be emphasized. First, the
essence of transitional employment is that it is a short~term inter-
vention. Its purpose is to provide a bridge to employment, not permanent
support for employment. The objective is to provide intensive training and
job placeaent in an effort to move persons into competitive employment, and
to enable them to remain employed and become self-sufficient (although it
1s recognized that some persons will lose their jobs and may again need

program services).

In order to adhere to the short-term orientation and to promote
client independence, trausitional-employment programs follow a plan whereby
each client's training is gradually phased out. In phasing out the formal
training activities, the programs continue to provide a variety of support
services, including counseling, crisis intervention, and, if necessary,
additional training. These follow-up services may, for example, help
clients cope with a new manager, deal with disillusionment or confusion
about the job in particular or working in general, handle relationships
with co-workers, and adapt to new job tasks. Moreover, the services may
also help an employer train supervisors to work with handicapped
individuals or to restructure job tasks to fit the abilities of disabled

workers.

The length of time during which clients receive these follow=-up
services varies. Some programs (such as those operated by Moss, 1980, and
Hill and Wehman, 1983) do not formally terminate services to clients. The
programs continue to provide follow-up services long after a person is
trained and placed in a competitive job. These services are of ten minimal

(Moss estimated that long-term follow-up services cost $10 per client

month), but they provide support that is deemed necessary to ensure long-

term employment. Other programs adhere more strictly to the short-=term
objective of transitional employment, but they usually provide some

placement or counseling services to former clients.

Second, the definition of transitional employment embodies an
emphasis on procuring work in the unsubsiuized, competitive job market.
This focus reflects the goal of the programs to move persons into the

mainstream of society. It is expected that these types of jobs will




provide the interactions with nonhandicapped peers and the earnings
necessary to integrate persons into normal society. In comparison, many
sheltered workshops generate employment opportunities, but offer liﬁfle

interaction with nonhandicapped persons and, in general, very low wages.

Thizd, most transitional employment for mentally retarded persons
is oriented toward providing some training on the job that the person is
expected to keep. By providing training in the work setting, programs try
to minimize problems that may be experienced by trainees in generalizing
newly acquired skills to different gettings, This focus also enables
traasitional-employment programs to work with job supervisors and co-
workers in helping to establish the trainee in the workplace. Furthermore,
training on the job means that the skills and behaviors that are taught can

be tailored precisely to the trainee's job tasks and work environment.

As part of the training, transitional-employment programs focus not
only on job-specific work skills but also on social skills. Research has
shown that social skills are as impnrtant as work abilities in determining
job retention (see Gold, 1973; Wehman, 1975; and Rusch, 1979). Thus,
programs provide assistance and guidance in self-care and appearance,
relations with co-workers, transportation, functional reading, and
communication. Programs also provide social support services that range
from assistance in managing finances to assistance in obtaining housing and

interacting with public assistance and other social-service programs.

2. Experience with Transitional-Employment Programs

The first efforts to implement a transitional-employment program,
as defined here, were university-based programs, some of which include the
university food-service program operated by James Moss at the Univereity of

Washington; the University of 1Illinois Food Service Training Programs

In 1976 (the most recent year for which comprehensive data are
available), the average hourly wage rate in cert’“ied workshops was $0.81;
the average for persons in work activity centers was only $0.43 (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1979). At that time, the federal minimum wage was
$2.30 per hour.




directed by Frank Rusch; Project Employability, directed by Paul Wehman in
Richmond, Virginia; project EARN, directed by Paul Bates at Southern
I1linois University; and the Mid-Nebraska Mentally Retarded Services
Program directed by Robert Schalock and Harry Drake in Hastings,
Nebraska.1 These and other, similar programs concentrated on developing
appropriate training methods for mentally retarded individuals and on
establishing the feasibility of transitional~employment programs. These
efforts tended to be small, often training fewer than ten individuals at a
time, and generally required intensive involvement by highly trained staff.

In addition to these university-based programs, a number of
transitional-employment training programs have been operated by foundations
and private organizations, including those operated by the Association for
Habilitation and Employment of the Developmentally Disabled (AHEDD) in
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, by Job Path in New York City, by the Menninger
Foundation in Kansas, and by Transitional Employment Enterprises (TEE) in
Boston, Massachusetts. These efforts were generally larger than the
university-based programs, tended to serve 1less severely disabled
individuals, and were more transitional in nature. These programs
generally developed their own training protocols, often expanding upon and
modifying techniques developed in employment and training programs for more

general populations.

In addition to these local programs, the Association for Retarded
Citizens of the VUuited States (ARC-US) has operated a national on-the-job
training (OJT) program funded by the Department of Labor (see Stumbaugh,
1982). This program provides a very modest intervention whose purpose is
to increase incentives to employers to hire mentally retarded workers. The
program offers eight weeks of wage subsidies in order to reimburse
employers partially for the costs of on-the-job training provided to newly
hired mentally retarded workers. In 1984, this program served 2,300
clients and had a budget of over $l.16-million. It has served over 30,000
workers since its inception in 1967. This program may be limited by the

1
Moss (1980) and Vehman (1981) describe the experience of these
early university-based programs.
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short duration of the intervention and by a lack of trained staff to help
the employers provide on-the~job training. However, the program's wage

subsidies have been used widely by more intensive transitional-employment

programs to supplement their efforcs.

Another national program, which can serve as a supplement to trans-
itional-employment programs, is the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. This program
provides a tax credit to employers who hire handicapped workers (or workers
who have other sgpecified employment difficulties). The credit totals as
much as half of a worker's wages in his or her first year of employment and
a quarter of the wages in the second year. 'Many transitional~employment
programs have used this credit and the ARC-US OJT program as inducements to

employers to hire program participants.

Finally, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
identified handicapped persons as a special population and provided some
mentally ietarded persons with a variety of training and work experi-
ences. In fact, geveral of the transitional~-employment programs operated
by foundations and nonprofit organizations used CETA funding to support
their efforts. To some extent, this type of support has continued under

the Job Training Partnership Act 2(JTPA), which designates handicapped
individuals as a gpecial population.

Evidence on the potential value of transitional~employment programs
also comes from some programs that have enrolled populations other than
mentally retarded persons. The national Supported Work demonstration was
particularly influential in shaping the STETS demonstration. That demon-
stration, which was targeted toward long-term AFDC recipients, ex-addicts,

ex-offenders, and disadvantaged youths, found that the effectiveness of

1The ceiling on the credit and the fact that it reduces the
employee's regular deduction for employee wages imply that the credit isg
worth between $900 and $2,580 per worker in the first year (depending on
the employer's tax bracket). It is reduced by about one-half in the second
year of employment,

2

In some cases, transitional-employment program operators have

reported that the emphasis of JTPA on local decision-making facilitates
their efforts to secure funding.
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transitional employment varied by target group: the AFDC recipients, who
had the 1lowest prospects of securing jobs in the absence of the
intervention but who were highly motivated, experienced long-run
improvements in employment, but the labor-market impacts for the other,
less disadvantaged, groups were small or =zero (see MDRC, 1980, or
Hollister, Kemper, and Maynard, 1984). This finding influenced MDRC in its
decision to develop the STETS demonstration: because mentally retarded
workers were severely disadvantaged but highly motivated, the expectation
was that transitional services could be a particularly effective vehicle

for improving their labor-market opportunities and actual employment.

This program history suggests that transitional-employment programs

are feasible, and that they may provide an effective vehicle for enabling
mentally retarded young adults to become economically and socially self-
sufficient. However, because of the general lack of rigorous evaluations
of prior programs, it is difficult to judge their merits or to assess their
appropriate role 1in public policy directed toward mentally retarded
persons. While all previous programs have been successful at placing some
mentally retarded individuals in competitive jobs, the costs of doing so
have not been generally established. Moreover, it is unclear what would
have happened to clients in the absence of these programs. Thus, while
apparently successful, the magnitude of the program effects and the cost-

effectiveness of the programs themselves are unknown.

Despite the paucity of rigorous evaluations, some in-depth studies
have suggested that transitional-employment programs for mentally retarded
persons may be cost-effective. In particular, the work of Hill and Wehman
(1983) and Hill et ai. (1985) suggests that Project Employability (a trans-
itional-employment program for moderately and severely retarded persons)
generated benefits that exceeded costs by a substantial margin. In
addition, program assessments made 1in Washington and Massachusetts have
convinced those gstates to expand their transitional-employment efforts
(see, in particular, O'Neill and Associates, 1983, for a discussion of
activities in the state of Washington). In addition, the Social Security
Administration was sufficiently confident in this approach that it has
funded a demonstration to test the efficacy of transitional employment for

mentally retarded SSI recipients.




II. THE STETS DEMONSTRATION

In view of the evidence from a number of small demonstration and
program efforts which suggests that transitional-employment and training
services can benefit mentally retarded young adults, the Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) assumed the task of designing and
operating a demonstration to determine (1) how a set of employment—-oriented
transitional services could operate in practice on a scale previously
attempted only by one organization (Job Path in New York City), and (2) how
effective those services could be in placing the target population in
unsubsidized employment. This chapter presents an overview of the
demonstration design as it pertains to the impact and benefit-cost
evaluations., It then describes the research issues that underlie this

report and the data collection design necessarv to evaluate those issues.

A. THE DEMONSTRATION MODEL

The natural tensions that arise from underlying programmatic and
policy concerns affected the ultimate design of the STETS demonstration.
On the one hand, efficient tests of particular program models necessitate
that demonstration programs be designed and implemented with close
adherence to specific implementation guidelines. On the other hand, a
demonstration design that calls for implementing specific program models in
a rigid manner precludes gaining substantive knowledge from affording
program operators a reasonable degree of autonomy in designing and
operatiug programs that meet the established guidelines and objectives,
The issues underlying the STETS demonstration were such that the optimal
design fell somewhere between a design whose purpose was to test very
specific prograr models (which would enable one to learn a great deal about
a very limited set of program and policy questions) and a design whose

purpose was to examine a variety of program models and implementation

1
Detailed information on the design and implementation of the STETS

demonstration program is contained in MDRC's own implementation report
(Riccio and Price, 1984).
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strategies designed to address established policy objectives (which would
permit a less in-depth analysis of a much broader set of programmatic and

operational options).

This intermediate strategy was cuggested by three factors. First,
the overall objective of the program was clear from the start--to place
mentally retarded young adults in competitive employment. Second, the
wealth of previous experience with mentally retarded individuals and other
groups who experience persistent employment problems suggested an
employment strategy based on transitional services—-services that might
include social and world-of-work training, as well as job-skills
training. And, third, as a result of funding options, future programs are
likely to be operated by local service organizations that tailor centrally
developed plans to local needs and service availability. Thus, the
approach adopted by MDRC was to specify the STETS program in terms of (1)
the definition of program phases., their general content, and their time
parameters, (2) project selection criteria, and (3) client eligibility
criteria. Within these constraints and guidelines, the individual projects
had some latitude to implement their programs as they saw appropriate.

1
l. Program Phases

The program experience for clients consisted of three sequential
phases: (1) assessment and work-readiness training; (2) transitional jobs;

and (3) follow-up support services.

Phase 1: Assessment and Work—Readiness Training. Phase 1 of the

program combined training and support services in a low-stress environment,
the goal of which was to help participants begin to develop the basic work
habits, skills, and attitudes necessary for placement into more demanding
work settings. This preliminary stage, which was limited to 500 hours of
paid employment, occurred in either a sheltered or a nonsheltered work
setting, but, in all cases, the participant's wages were paid by _.he

projecte.

1
This section and the next borrows freely from Riccio and Price

(1984), pp. 11-12 and pp. 21-23.
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During Phase 1, participants were to engage in at least 20 hours of
productive work weekly, with additional time spent, as necessary, in other
activities that would enable them to develop the behavior and knowledge
required in Phase 2 employment positions, Based on these activities,
program operators were able to assess the abilities and interests of
mentally retarded workers, a process which is considered essential for
identifying necessary support and training services. The activities also
provided information to help staff place participants into appropriate jobs

in subsequent phases of the program,

Phase 2: Transitional Jobs. At all sites, Phase 2 was essentially

a period of "on-the-job" training in local firms and agencies. During this
stage, participants were placed in nonsheltered positions that required at
least 30 hours of work per week, and in which, over time, the levels of
stress and responsibility were to approach those found in competitive
jobs. In developing Phase 2 job slots, prograws emphasized positions that
would lead to regular employment, Wages were paid by either the project or
the employers and, in many cases, by a combination of the two. The STETS
program provided workers in Phase 2 with counseling and other support
services, and it helped the 1line supervisors at the host company conduct

the training and necessary monitoring activities.

Because STETS was to provide a relatively quick transition to
employment, MDRC guidelines 1limited paid participation to 12 months during
Phases 1 and 2 combined. To compensate for periods of inactivity caused by
participant- or program-related problems, MDRC guidelines allowed

participation to span a 15-month calendar period.

Phase 3: Postplacement Support Services. The third phase of

program participation began after participants had secured regular
employment. According to MDRC guidelines, Phase 3 began when each of the

following conditions was met:
l. The employer was not receiving a financial subsidy from
the program.

2. The program had substantially reduced counseling and
other services to both the participant and the employer.
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3. The staff and the employer considered the participant to
be a regular member of the workforce, rather than a
trainee.

The purpose of this phase of program services was to ensure an orderly
transition to work by tracking the progress of participants, by providing
up to six months of postplacement support services, and, if necessary, by

developing linkages with other local service agencies.

2. Pro’ect Seiection Criteria

MDRC selected local program operators on the basis of two types of
considerations-~diversity and capability. In terms of diversity, the major
elements included geography and the nature of the local project organiza-

tion. Geographic diversity entailed selecting sites that represented a

1
variety of urban settings. To attain organizational diversity, MDRC

sought projects from among traditional and modified sheltered workshops,

state agencies, and nonprofit training programs.

In terms of project capability, MDRC considered four elements.
First, to ensure that the demonstration would begin quickly, MDRC sought
projects that had already successfully operated employment-related programs
for mentally retarded or other handicapped individuals. Second, to ensure
that each project could reach a goal of 40 to 55 slots, MDRC considered
only those operators who could provide a solid organizational structure and
who had established concrete relationships with potential referral agencies
and service providers. Third, MDRC required that program operators
demonstrate that they could generate a large portion of local operating
costs independently of MDRC, thereby demonstrating both their commitment to
the demonstration and their capacity to continue operatioans after the end
of the demonstration. Fourth, the communities in which the projects were

to operate were to be large enough to ensure an adequate flow of program

Although rural settings were considered, they were ultimately
ruled out due to population-size limitations.
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applicants without significantly affecting the opportunities available to

persons who would not participate in the demonstration.

This last consideration--an adequate community size--has important
implications in terms of the research effort. In order to assess the STETS
intervention accurately, the introduction of the program into the community
should not have altered the local service and employment environment. If
the STETS program induced other programs to change the services they
provided or the persons they served, or if STETS changed the local labor
market, then-the impacts of the progrdam on clients would be masked by the
effect of a changing environment. Selecting adequately sized service
delivery areas and labor markets relative to the modest program sizes
helped minimize the likelihood of such adverse population affects and the

concomi tant analytical bias,

3. Client Eligibility Criteria

MDRC established eligibility criteria for two seemingly competitive
purposes. The first and obvious one was to limit program participation to
those who could potentially benefit from program services. The second and
less obvious purpose was actually to encourage projects to recruit and
enroll a broad range of clients in order to provide an adequate information
base for examining the suitability of STETS for a diverse population.
Thus, rather broad eligibility criteria were necessary to meet these two

goals. Accordingly, each client was to meet the following criteria:

e Age between 18 and 24, inclusive. This group was
chosen to enable the program to focus on young
adults who were preparing for or were undergoing
the transition from school to work or other
activities,

¢ Mental retardation in the moderate, mild, or lower
borderline range.2 This criterion was indicated by

1
As we discuss in Section I1.B, it is particularly important that

the environment faced by the control group remain relatively unchanged.

2

Moderate, mild, and borderline mental retardation are defined by
IQ scores in the respective ranges of 36 to 51, 52 to 68, and 69 to 80.
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an IQ score of between 40 and 80, or by other
verifiable measures of retardation. Specifically
because IQ scores have been challenged as a valid
measure of employability, special efforts were made
to recruit applicants whose IQs were in the lower
ranges, to ensure that the effectiveness of the
program for this group could adequately be tested.

e No unsubsidized full-time employmeut of six or more
months in the two years preceding intake, and no
unsubsidized employment of more than 10 hours per
week at the time of intake into the program. This
criterion was established to limit enrollment to
persons who would be likely to need the intensive
employment services envisioned in the model.

e No secondary disability that would make on—-the—job
training for competitive eaployment impractical.
While the demonstration was designed to test the
effectiveness of the program for a disabled
population, it was recognized that some individuals
would have secondary disabilities of such severity
that these individuals could not be expected to
work 1independently in a regular job. While the
projects were required to make such determinations,
they were encouraged to apply this standard only in
exceptional cases.

Projects were enciuraged to recruit and enroll a broad range of
clients in three specific ways. As we just noted, they were encouraged to
apply the standard on secondary disability only in exceptional cases.
Essentially, projects were expected to work with clients who had secondary
disabilities, if those disabilities did not make the training and placement
impossible or unreasonably difficult for the client or the project. In
addition, projects were encouraged to enroll relatively more 1lower-
functioning clients than they might have otherwise. Specifically, as their
goal, half of their total population of clients were to have IQ scores in
the range of 40 to 60. Finally, projects were discouraged from enrolling
only those whom they considered in advance to have the highest 1lilielihood
of success in the program (i.e., they were discouraged from "creaming").
Such individuals may also have been those who would have been more
successful outside of the program, and a key purpose of the demonstration

was to determine for whom the program would have the greatest effects.
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B. RESEARCH ISSUES AND EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

As described earlier, this report focuses on the impacts of STETS
on e.:erimental group members (i.e., program participants) and on the
program's benefits relative to its costs. To be judged effective, a
transitional-employment program for mentally retarded individuals must be
evaluated along the same dimensions as other employment and training
programs. In addition, transitional-employment programs have important
social objectives that must be considered. However, because the evaluation
can be designed to address only a limited number of issues efficiently, it
is necessary to consider previous experience and policy interests to
determine the issues and hypotheses that both are policy-relevant and can
be analyzed within the context of the demonstration. (Chapter I reviews
many of the considerations that defined the research focus.) Accordingly,

the STETS research plan was designed to address five basic questions:

l. Does STETS improve the labor-market performance of
its participants? How and to what extent?

2. Does STETS affect the use of alternative programs
by participants? Which ones?

3. Does STETS participation help individuals Ilead a
more normal life-style?

4. In what ways do the characteristics and experiences
of participants or of the program influence the
effectiveness of STETS?

5. Do the benefits of STETS exceed the costs?

In order to formulate a research design, we translated these broad
questions into specific hypotheses, which are discussed in Section B.3 of
this chapter. However, this translation necessitated that we define the
most relevant comparative alternatives to STETS and how these alternatives
could be incorporated into the research design. Thus, before discussing

the hypotheses, we address issues pertaining to alternative programs and

services.




1. Alternatives to STETS

Most of the questions examined in the demonstration ask in one form
or another whether STETS induces participants to change their behavior from
what it would have been in the absence of the program. To assess this
change, one must determine the actual behavior of participants and what
their behavior would have been had they not been offered the opportunity to
enroll in STETS.

Determining the actual behavior of participants is relatively
straightforward--it can be determined from interviews with participants or
their proxies. Determining the alternative situation is more difficult.
Individuals who entered STETS were those who were seeking to enter the
regular 1labor force. Accordingly, they were in the referral/case-
management network, which includes the school systems, sheltered workshops,
departments of vocational rehabilitation, and similar agencies. If
participants had not entered STETS, most would have continued or enrolled
in the traditional types of programs offered by these agencies. Of course,
some individuals might have decided not to enter any formal program, and
would have stayed at home or sought jobs informally. Therefore, the
appropriate alternative to which STETS should be compared is the mix of
alternative programs that would have been used by participants in the
absence of STETS.

The most straightforward way to estimate what the behavior of STETS
participants would have been ir the absence of the demonstration is to
observe the behavior of a control group which is identical to STETS
participants, but which was not given the opportunity to enroll in the
demonstration program. Control group members were to resemble the
participants in terms of personal characteristics and pre~STETS behavior,
and they were to have had the same opportunities that STETS participants

would have had in the absence of the demonstration.

Although STETS could potentially be judged relative to a
counterfactual situation in which no other treatments existed, this
alternative 1is neither practical nor particularly relevant. Because

individuals who were referred to STETS were in the service delivery system,
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they were expected to be involved in programs or treatments in the absence
of STETS; any test of program utility or worth should thus be made relative
to the alternative service-delivery system that would have been replaced or

complemented by STETS.

2, Experimental Design

Because STETS was introduced in the sites as a new or expanded
program, its introduction was compatible with the experimental design. The
basic plan was to assign eligible STETS referrals randomly to either the
experimental group (which was given the opportunity to enroll in STETS) or
the control group (which was not offered STETS services for the fall
duration of the study, but which could have used other services available
in the community). The goal of this procedure was to produce two groups
that would be wvirtually identical in terms of both observable
characteristics (e.g., age, IQ, gender, and pre-STETS activities) and
unobservable characteristics (e«ge, motivation and ability), Some
differences might still have arisen by chance, but they should be small and
can reasonably be controlled for statistically in the course of the

research.

Random assignment was planned as part of the sample intake
processs Projects were permitted to recruit and screen applicants in any
manner that was consistent with program rules. However, because random
assignment was judged to be so critical to the integrity of the research
design, it was implemented in a manner whereby the evaluation contractor,
Mathematica Policy Research, Ince (MPR), could control the process
carefully. Essentially, when an applicant indicated his or her willingness
to cooperate with the requirements of the program and the research, and
when the project determined its willingness to accept the applicant, the
intake worker called MPR to verify that the individual was a first—time
applicant and to receive the applicant's assignment to experimental- or
control-group status. The full order of assignments was generated randomly
for each project prior to the start of the demonstration. These lists were
not shared with the projects but were instead maintained by MPR, which

assigned the statuses (experimental or control) to applicants in the order

21

77




in which applﬁFants were determined by projects to be appropriate for the
STETS program.

3. Hypotheses of Program Effects

The impact analysis consists of four specific areas into which the
various outcomes of interest fall logically: (1) labor-market behavior,
(2) training and schooling, (3) public transfer and other program use, and
(4) economic status, independence, and 1life-style. In addition, the

benefit-cost analysis considers STETS from the perspective of an

investment.
Labor Market Behavior. The primary labor-market outcomes of
interest are employment, earnings, and hours worked. Other outcomes

include job characteristics and job tenure. Increased employment in
unsubsidized, competitive jobs was the primary objective of STETS: the
demonstration was based on the hypothesis that STETS would enhance the
ability of participants to obtain and hold jobs in the regular 1labor
market., Conversely, it was hypothesized that STETS would prompt
participants to rely less on sheltered workshops, activity centers, and

training jobs (in the postprogram period).

STETS should also have an impact on earnings and work hours. It
was hypothesized that the training .and work experience of STETS would allow
participants to work more hours and earn more money. Wage rates may also
be affected by STETS, but the direction of the effect is less clear.
Overall, individuals should have been able to parfo.z sore capably in jobs,
thereby earning higher wage rates. However, some marginal workers
(individuals who would not have been able to work in competitive jobs
without STETS services) were also expected to be able to obtain jobs
subsequent to their STETS experience. Therefore, for experimentals as a
group, the higher wages of more able individuals who performed more capably
in jobs would tend to be offset by the lower wages assoclated with some

less able individuals' obtaining jobs for the first time.

This procedure was based on the system developed by MPR for the
national Supported Work demonstration.
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Also important in assessing STETS are job characteristics. Other

than wage rates and hours, occupation is the primary characteristic that
can be observed. As with wage rates, it was hypothesized that improvements
in area employment rates would increase the 1likelihood that less able
individuals would obtain competitive jobs for the first time. To the
extent that this likelihood occurs and that the jobs obtained by these less
able individuals tend to be in 1low-skill occu} itions, program—induced
improvements in job quality for more able individuals may be masked. STETS
was also hypothesized to improve the lives of its participants by improving
their ability to hold onto and to develop in the jobs they obtained.
Although data on continuous job-holding are not available in this study
(for reasons cited below), we did hypothesize that, for those who held
competitive jobs, participants would have a higher degree of job retention

than controls--a hypothesis that can be tested using point-in-time data.
Similarly, for those who lost a job, participants were hypothesized to be

more likely than controls to find another.

Training and Schooling. Central to the evaluation is the question

of how STETS affects the use of training programs and schcols, programs
that can lead to self-sufficiency. Almost by definition, STETS
participation should induce a short-term increase in the use of training
programs. However, the use of training programs other than STETS should
decrease. In the longer-run (i.e., beyond the period of STETS
eligibility), STETS was hypothesized to reduce the use of all training
programs as a result of increasing empioyment. The effect on school
attendance was expected to be consistent over time: participants were
hypothesized to be less 1likely to attend school, both during and after

program participation.

Public Transfer Use. A large portion of the population eligible

for STETS was also eligible for one or another form of public transfers.

The main program from which mentally retarded young adults may draw
benefits is Supplemental Security Income (SSI). Others may draw benefits
under O01d Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance, commonly referred to as
Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI). In general, individuals who

are covered by SSI are also eligible for Medicaid or the state alternative,
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and those who are covered by SSDI are eligible for Medicare. Individuals
and their families may also be eligible for welfare--Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), general assistance, food stamps, or subsidized

housing.

The strongest hypothesls was that STETS participation would reduce
Gependence on SSI and SSDI, as well as on Medicaid and Medicare, through
its effects on employment and earnings. However, the SSI/SSDI effects
should have occurred with a lag, because of delays in reporting and in
benefit adjustments and because of provisions 1in the regulations that
provide some protection to recipients. A similar hypothesis was made for
welfare and food stamp receipt. However, this hypothesis is weaker because
entitlement under these forms of transfers is usually based on family or
household units, and the finaacial well-being of a STETS participant may
not have substantially changed the financial well-being of the family.
Finally, the effect on subsidized housing is ambiguous: participants were
hypothesized to become more independent in their living arrangements, but
this could have been accomplished, for example, through a move from their
families to some form of subsidized housing, or from subsidized housing to

an independent living situation.

Economic Status, Independence, and Life-Style. STETS seeks to make

participants more self-sufficient in an effort to enable them to lead life-
styles that are more compatible with the general population. The economic
status of participants was expected to improve, with earnings gains being
greater than transfer losses. Other effects were expected to occur over
the long term as earnings gains were realized: STETS was hypothesized to

lead to living arrangements, financial management skills, social behavior,

and service use that would be more compatible with the general population.

STETS as an Investment. A3 an investment, STETS can be viewed from

various perspectives, including participants, nonparticipants (i.e., all
others 1n society), and society as a whole. From the participant
perspective, STETS was hypothesized to generate benefits that exceed
cos ts. From the nonparticipant perspective, the hypothesized effect 1is
ambiguous: program operating costs would be offset to an unknown degree by

savings 1in many other areas. From the social perspective, STETS was
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generally hypothesized to generate benefits that exceed costs, but the
hypothesis 1is somewhat ambiguous. Complicating the test of these
hypotheses is the fact that the program was likely to generate substantial
social and psychological benefits (and some costs) that could not be
valued, and that would be considered but not valw ° exnlicitly in analyziag

STETS as an investment.

Subgroup Analysis, The preceding sections have identified the

basic hypotheses for the economic and social outcomes of interest. In
addition to testing these basic hypotheses, it is also useful to examine
the extent to which the effects of the program differed among sample
subgroups and program features, since information on these differences will
be helpful in planning and targeting future transitional-employment
programs. With exceptions, the hypotheses pertaining to differences among
subgroups are ambiguous. They are also not necessarily consisteat across
outcome variables. Therefore, in this section, we present a brief overview
of the subgroups of interest rather than speculate on the specific

hypotheses.

The subgroups that are considered fall into the following

categories:

® Demographic characteristics
° Personal characteristics
° Previous experience and attainment

° Program features and characteristics

The first category, demographic characteristics, includes such

factors as age, race or ethnicity, and gender. Previous studies of
disadvantaged groups (although typically not mentally retarded individuals)
often show that program effectiveness can vary along such dimensions. Such
variation can be caused by many factors, including actual social or
cultural differences among people or differences perceived by potential

employers.,
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The second category, personal characteristics, pertains to more

individual-specific traits, such as intellectual ability, causes of
retardation, and handicaps other than retardation. Intellectual ability is
measured in this study by IQ scores, and the broad range of scores
permitted by the eligibility criteria suggest that it may be possible to
identify reasonably distinct subgroups. Documenting the other two
characteristics is more difficult within the context of the research data
collection effort, and the subgroups will undoubtedly be distinguished
imperfectly. 1In fact, since the eligibility criteria imposed limits on the
nature of secondary handicaps, the wvariation in terms of this

characteristic is likely to be limited.

The third category, the activities and experience of sample members

in the period before they enrolled in the program, constitute a collection
of factors that reflect both the obvious direct experiences and whatever
personal characteristics cannot be observed directly. These variables
include primarily baseline or pre-baseline measures of the various outcome

variebles.

While the fourth category, program features and characteristics,

would appear to include obvious candidates that would condition program
effectiveness, it presents two serious problems. In terms of the variables
that describe the programs themselves, the distinctions among them cannot
easily be quantified, nor do only five projects provide enough variation to
distinguish among program features. Therefore, site is the only variable
of this type that can be incorporated in the analysis. Of course, any
program effects that «re associated with site might also reflect
differences among the local areas (i.e., in terms of job opportunities,
alternative services, etc.). In terms of the variables that reflect the
specific services provided to individual STETS participants, the fact that
rervices were assigned at least to some degree on the basis of need rath:r
than on the basis of random selection introduces a selectivity problem into
the analysis that might produce biased estimates of subgroup effects.
Despite this problem, we selectively consider a few key subgroup
clasgificatio:. of this type in analyzing the impacts of the program on
earnings, taking precautions as best we can to minimize selectivity bias in

the impact estimates.




C. DATA COLLECTION

Testing the various research hypotheses requires data on the
activities and experience of experimencals and controls from the time they
first came into contact with the prograun and were randomized into the
research sample to a point 22 months later. Thus, the requisite data
include information on labor-market activities, participation in training
and schooling programs, the receipt of transfer payments, the use of
support services, and other activities pertaining to self-sufficiency, as
well as information on important demographic and personal
characteristics. These data had to be collected in a standardized manner
for all sample members (whether in the experimental or control group), over
time at intervals that would appropriately capture the effects of the
intervention ard key program events, and consistently across the five

demonstration sites.

Evaluations of wmany employment programs have relied on self-
reported data collected in iuterviews. The difficulties experienced by
STETS sample members in terms of physical and cognitive functioning and
communication skills raised serious concerns about the quality of self-
reported data. However, alternative sources of data--primarily proxy
respondents (such as parents, guardians, or counselors) and administrative
records from service agencies or public assistance programs--have their own
limitations in terms of comprehensiveness and accuracy. After a careful
consideration of the issues, we developed a data collection strategy that
relied on multiple sources, with the primary source heing self-reports from
sample memd :rs. However, these data were supplzmented by data fronm proxy
respondents that were collected when sample member dat- were missing or
inconsistent and by records data that were collected from referral and
otter agencies and the STETS projects, which provided critical baseline

measures and details on gervice utilization.

The remainder of this section briefly discusses the data collection
design, and 1t reviews several important methodological and fielding
issues. Because of the importance and complexity of the data collection

issues, the topic is considered in more detail in Appendix B,
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The data required for the STETS =valuation were to be collected
through an integrated system tnat included the following:
e Interviews with the sample members and, as necessary, with
proxy respondents
e Corroborating information provided by community service
agencies with which the 3ample members had contact and

that were mentioned during the interviews

e Background information on sample members collected by
STETS project staif as part of the intake process

e STETS program participation data on all experimental group
members

e Information on program costs collected from the
demonstration accounting systems

e Observations of the STETS work activities of a sample of
experimental group members

l. The Sample Member Survey

As noted above, in-person interviews that were conducted with the
sample members provided the majority of data for the STETS evaluation. The
survey design that was adopted reflects a compromise between (1) obtaining
data at key points in time relative to the receipt of program services and
maximizing the length of the follow-up period, and (2) conducting the
evaluation within a fixed budget. Under this design, interviews were
scheduled to be administered at several key points in time relative to

program application:

o Immediately after random assignment to the experimental or
control group (the baseline interview)

e At a2 point when the majority of experimental group members
were still actively participating in the STETS project
(the 6-month interview, conducted approximately 6 months
after an individual's random assignment)

e At a point when most experimental group members were no
longer receiving STETS services (the 15-month interview)
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e At a point well beyond the end of the demonstration
program services for all experimental group members (the
22-month interview)!l

All participant and control group members were scheduled to receive the
baseline, 15-, and 22-month surveys. However, due to resource constraints,
only a randomly selected two-thirds of the full sample were scheduled to
receive the 6-month interview, which provides data primarily for estimating

in-program effects.

All interviews collected point-in-time data on employment, job
training, and schooling; on involvement in life-skills training,
recreational activities, counseling, and transportation assistance
programs; on the receipt of cash and in-kind transfers; and on 1living
arrangements and other measures of independence. These interviews weme
designed to collect quality information relative to the time of each
interview (point~in-time data) because recall problems for many mentally
retarded respondents precluded obt ining "time-line" data, as are often
collected for studies of this type. Point-in-time data are less than ideal
for the impact analysis, and they necessitate conducting some extrapolation
between points-in-time for purposes of the benefit-cost analysis;
nonetheless, they do enable us to obtain unbiased estimates of treatment

effects at critical points in time.

2. The Proxy Survey

When the completed sample member interview contained missing or
inconsistent data on specified, critical items, proxy respondents were
identified and interviewed, with the written consent of the primary

respondent. The proxy respondent was seiected in the following order of

priority:

l. A 1live-in parent or relative who provided help with
financial management

1
Although an initial goal had been to collect three years of

follow-up data, funding limitations precluded such an effort,
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2. Any other person who provided help with financial
management

3. A live-in parent or relative who provided no help with
financial management

4., A social worker or caseworker
5. Someone whom the sample member indicated was generally

knowledgeable

The 1interview that was designed for proxy respondents was identical in

content to the interview designed for the sample member.

3. Service Agency Data

Community service providers, employers, and residential service
agencies were 1identified during the interviews with primary and proxy
respondents. Each organization that was not known in advance to be a
private employer was contacted tc determine whether it was ian fact a
service agency, and to collect general information on the nature and mix of
services to corroborate the reports of sample members on the services they
received. The goal was to ccllect general data from these organizations,
and not to identify STETS sample members specifically or to attempt to

collect individual-level service data.

4. Application/Enrollment Data

To provide a common set of data for all sample members for a point
prior to random assignment, an application/enrollment (A/E) form was
developed for project screening and intake staff. The forms summarized
information from a variety of sources, including the applicant, parents or
guardians, referral agencies, and other agencies. The form requested
information on basic demographic and personal characteristics, as well as
on previous experience pertaining directly to the primary outcomes of
interest in the impact analysis. In part, the A/E form collected data that
could not be obtained in the baseline interview, which was administered
after the experimental group members had become involved in the program,

when perceptions of preprogram behavior may have been distorted.
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STETS Participation Data

MDRC maintained a Management Information System (MIS) for the STETS
projects. Information on each experimental group member was provided on a
monthly basis to the MIS database during the period of his or her
participation in the STETS demonstration. This information included the
individual's current status in the project, placement data on training and
permanent jobs, reasons for changes in program status, the number of days
actively involved in STETS, and the hours scheduled and actually spent on

training jobs and in other demonstration activities,

6. Cost Data

To monitor the projects and to provide cost data for the analysis,
MDRC required that the projects account for their demonstration
expendi tures, Projects w2re to record their expenditures for program
management, training, and other services to clients. They were also
required to maintain records of pPayments to clients while they were in
Phase 1 or Phase 2 activities, including wage payments made directly by
employers to clients. These data were reported wonthly on standard forms

to MDRC during the course of the demonstration.

7. Work Activity Observations

As called for in the data collection plan, observations of the work
activities of a subsample of 40 randomly selacted participants were
conducted. These observations were designed to collect information on the
value of output produced by participants in their Phase 1 and Phase 2
jobs. For each participant studied, we interviewed the direct work

supervisor in order to identify the following:

¢ The output produced by the participant

¢ The wages paid to the participant by the employer

° The cost that would have been incurred by the employer

to produce the output had the participant not been
hired




e The additional supervisory and production costs
incurred to produce the output due to the on-the-job
training nature of the participant's job

This information was subsequently integrated into the benefit-cost analysis
to value the average in-program output per experimental, a program benefit

that has proved to be important in previous transitional-employment

programs.
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III. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEMONSTRATION
AND RESEARCH PLANS

In Chapter II, we described the demonstration and research plans up
to the point at which they were actually implemented. This chapter pro-
vides background information on the enviromment in which those plans were
implemented, as well as on the outcomes of both the sample selection and
data collection plans. We begin by providing b-ief descriptions of the
local projects selected by MDRC to operate STETS programs under 1its
direction. In Section B, we present a more detailed discussion of the
sample selection process—-specifically, recruitment, sample size, and the
implications of sample size for the research plan--and of the
characteristics of those who were selected to participate in the STETS
demonstration. In Section C, we discuss the response rates to the surveys
and the quality of our data. We conclude the chapter by providing a brief
review of the analytic methodologies that will help form the foundation for

the various impact analyses and the benefit-cost analysis which follow in

the remainder of the report.

A, THE PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT

Operators in five cities--Cincinnati, Ohio; Los  Angeles,
California; New York, New York; St. Paul, Minnesota; and Tucson, Arizona--
were selected to implement STETS programs. The brief descriptions that
follow help highlight one of the project~selection criteria discussed in
Chapter II--namely, a diversity in terms of project capabilities.1

l. The STETS Project Organizations

STAR Center, an acronym for Services, Training, and Rehabilitation,
i1s the largest sheltered workshop in Cincinnati, Ohio. It is a division of
the Workshops for Retarded Citizens, Inc., which is also the parent organ-

1
The rermainder of this section borrows freely from Riccio and Price
(1984, PPe. 1?"16).

33

89



ization of a job—placement service for the disabled, the Joy Center. STAR
provides vocational evaluation, skills and job-readiness training, and
sheltered employment for handicapped persons, with a focus on mentally re-
tarded and emotionally disturbed individuals. In recent years, STAR has
participated in a Projects With Industry program that offers training
positions in Cincinnati's largest hospital. Although STAR had previously
attempted to prepare its clients for unsheltered positions, its efforts to

achieve this goal increased considerably under the STETS program.

ADEPT, an acronym for Assisting the Disabled with Employment,
Placement, and Training, operated the STETS project in Los Angeles,
California, in cooperation with the California Institute on numan Services
(CIHS). ADEPT is a nonprofit agency that offers a variety of employment
services to mentally retarded workers, although most of its efforts prior
to STETS had been devoted to' finding job placements for physically
handicapped persons. CIHS exercised administrative control over the Los
Angeles STETS project, while ADEPT provided the direct services to
participants. The STETS program in Los Angeles operated in two separate
ADEPT offices; the main office was located in Panorama City in the southern
part of the San Fernando Valley, and a satellite office was housed in an

ADEPT branch in downtown Los Angeles.

Job Path, in New York City, was the only local operator with prior
experience in transitional-employment programs for a mentally retarded
population. While both Job Path and STETS used similar techniques, some
distinctions are worth noting. Job Path serves mentally retarded persons
of all ages (the average age of participants was 28 years during the imple-
mentation phase of the STETS demoustration); STETS was targeted toward 18-
to 24-year-olis, and thus effected an increased emphasis on youth in the
population served by the organization. Job Path also differed from STETS
in terms of the length of participation in each program phase; specifi-
cally, STETS was designed to provide a quicker transition to employment.

Minnesota Diversified Industries (MDI), in St. Paul, Minnesota, is

a private, nonprofit corporation that describes itself as an "affirmative
industry.” While its facility resembles a sheltered workshop in some

respacts, MDI appears to emphasize more sophisticated production techniques
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than are typically found in workshops. It also has a more varied work-

force than is typical of workshops: most, but not all, of its workers are
handicapped, and mental retardation is only one of the handicaps repre-
sented. Before its association with STETS, MDI had experimented with a few
smaller-scale efforts to place mentally retarded workers into unsubsidized

jobs with local firms and agencies.

The Department of Economic Security, Division of Developmental

Disabilities (DDD), in Tucson, Arizona, was the only government agency to

operate a STETS project. The agency offers a variety of residential,
vocational, and support services to developmentally handicapped individuals
of all ages. Many of its clients receive employment and training in a
range of settings, including work activity centers, sheltered workshops,
and, increasingly, competitive employment. DDD does not itself offer
training services, but typically coordinates services provided by other
organizations and refers clients to them. Developmentally handicapped
individuals are assigned to a DDD "case manager,” who prepares an
individual development plan that specifies the client's needs and goals and
defines the strategies for achieving them. In STETS, DDD assumed more
direct responsibility for providing employment and training services to its

clients.

2. lLocal Service Environment

A comparison of the service environment oi the sites in which the
demonstration was implemented with the service environment of other
poesible demonstration sites provides important information for interpret-
ing the analytical results. While it 1is difficult to drce any sort of
quantitative comparison, it would appear that each area in which STETS was
implemented was relatively service-rich. That 1s, although we were not

aware of any other large-scale transitional-employment programs that were

operating in any of tne sites, mentally retarded individuals were served by
case-management programs, workshops and activity centers, the schools, and
a variety of other programs. Furthermore, all five sites were very recep-

tive to the demonstration program, as shown at che proposal stage by their
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commitments for referrals, local funds, and complementary services, and by

their assessments of employment prospects.

To the extent that the receptivity of the local eavironment facili-
tated implementing the program, it may have boosted program effectiveness
beyond what could have been expected in other settings, However, the
potential net gains from similar transitional-employment programs would be
greater among programs that were operated in sites that offered fewer
alternative services to its mentally retarded citizens. The primary ob-
stacles to achieving this greater impact potential are the greater start-up
problems that might occur as a result of both “ue relative inexperience of
the site in serving this client group and the votentially less favorable
attitudes of relevant community members toward increasing the 1level of
employment and the degree of economic independence of mentally retarded

young adults,

B. THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

The sample of persons who were enrolled in the demonstration
reflects the outreach, recruiting, and screening activities of the five
demonstration projects. Thus, before describing the'sample of individuals
studied, we review the sample gelection process. We then describe the size
of the sample (and its implications for the research), the characteristics
and experience of experimentals prior to enrolling in STETS, and, finally,
the validity of the control group.

l. Sample Recruitment and Selection

As we indicated in Chapter II, program operators were permitted to
develop their own methods for recruiting applicants into their projects;
however, in all cases, it was essential that referrals be made from
agencies that could verify that the applicants were mentally retarded. By
far the most important referral sources were the vocational rehabilitation
agencies and the school systems, but referrals also came from workshopsz,
agencies for the developmentally handicapped, and a variety of other
governmental and private organizations. Some projects also relied on the

news media to gain general acceptance for the program, but not necessarily
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to attract applicants directly. Thus, virtually all of the individuals
recruited for STETS were in the service~delivery system and were referred

to the program by case managers.

2. Sample Size

New York (Job Path) was the first STETS project to accept enrollees
on a trial basis, in October 198l. In November 1981, New York, Cincinnati
(Star Ceater), and Tucson (DDD) began the intake process for inaividuals
who became part of the research sample. These projects were joined by Los
Angeles (ADEPT) and St. Paul (MDI) in March 1982. All projects phased out
intake by December 1982. The final sample eligible for inclusion in the
impact and benefit-cost analyses consisted of 437 individuals who completed
the baseline and one or more follow-up interviews~~of these, 226 were
randomly assigned to the experimental group, and the other 211 were
randomly assigned to the control group. In total, up to 287 of these
sample members have been included in analyses of the 6-month impacts; up to
415 have been included in analyses of the 15-month impacts; and up to 403
have been included 1in analyses of the 22-month impacts. A total of 58
program participants were excluded from the analysis-—48 v .» enrolled prior
to random assignment, 2 who failed to complete the baseline interview, and

8 who completed the baseline but none of the follow-up interviews.

The final research sample size 1is less than half of what was
originally planned for the study, due largely to funding constraints. This
reduction in sample size had implications in terms of the overall strength
of the evaluation results. In particular, the sample size affected both
the statistical power of the impact analysis and the confidence level of
the results. By statistical power, we mean the likelihood that the
analysis will detect the occurrence of program effects if STETS did indeed
have such effects; the confidence 1level of the results refers to the
likelihood that we will not wrongly conclude that the program induced

particular effects when, in fact, the program had no impact.

Although somewhat arbitrarily, a 90 percent level of confidence and
a 70 to 90 percent level of power are commonly adopted as minimum

standards. By applying these standards to the STETS sample, one may
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conclude that there is a 90 percent probability that the estimated impacts
of the program will be statistically significant at the 90 percent level of
confidence if the program increases job-holding, hours of employment, and
earnings on regular jobs by, for example, 66 to 75 percent; there is a 70
percent prcbability that 50 percent increases in employment outcomes will
be detected with a 90 percent level of confidence.1 While effects of this
order of magnitude could clearly be realized, it must be remembered that
achieving these very large impacts is in no way a criterion for judging the
success of the program. More modest impacts could prove to be sufficient
to justify this type of program intervention. Thus, although the sample
size seems adequate for estimating overall program impacts, it is important

to consider the overall pattern of the impact estimates.

Relatedly, it is important to recognize the substantially lower
statistical power of the impact results for sample subgroups. For example,
the probability of detecting program impacts as large as 50 percent of the
control group means drops from 90 percent based on the full sample (with a
90 percent level of confidence) to 66 percent based on a subgroup which
consists only of one-half of the sample, and to 52 percent for a subgroup
which consists only of one-third of the sample. Thus, especially in our
interpretation of the subgroup results, it is important to recognize the
severe sample size constraints and to rely heavily on informed judgments

based on the patterns and sizes of the estimated impacts.

While the minimum detectable differences that were calculated for
the stated levels of precision are large relative to the expected levels of
activities in the absence of STETS, we must remzmber that these base levels
of activities (i.e., the levels found among the control group) are quite

limited, and we have every reason to expect large experimental effects.

1
Had we achieved the initially proposed sample size, which was

about double the size of the one used, we could have had a 99 percent
probability of detecting effects in the range of 47 to 53 percent of the
control group means and a 70 percent probability of detecting effects as
small as one-third of the control-group means.

2
Smaller effects are still important to the evaluation of STETS;
however, they are measured at even lower levels of statistical precision.
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The major area of concern pertains to the subgroup analysis. We must be
very careful how we interpret experimental effects for subgroups, since the
absence of a statistically significant effect may in some cases be due to
the lack of statistical power associated with the small sample size.
Accordingly, for some components of the analysis in which it is important
to calculate differences based on small subgroups, the analysis must be
regarded as largely descriptive, and we cannot apply our usual statistical
standards. Furthermore, while we will analyze experimental effects for
subgroups, the sample size will not support a statistical analysis of the
differences in effects among such groups: not only are the subgroup sample
sizes small, but the differential effects among groups are also expected to

be relatively small.

3. Characteristics of the Experimental Sample

This section describes the characteristics of the experimental
group. We then consider the program experience of the experimental group

and a few relevant issues pertaining to the control group.

As shown in Table III.l, the experimental sample was fairly evenly
distributed across projects, with the exception of St. Paul: 20 percent of
the respondents were located in Cincinmati, 22 percent in Los Angeles, 25
percent in New York, 22 percent in Tucsun, and just 12 percent in St.
Paui. Males constituted 58 percent of the sample. The average age at
enrollment was 20 years; 34 percent were 22 years of age or older. Over
half of the sample members were white, 30 percent were black, and most of

the remainder were of Hispanic origin.

The experimental sample was concentrated more within the mild rarge
of retardation than had been intended: only 12 percent of the sample were
in the moderately retarded range, while 60 percent were in the mild range,
and 28 percent were in the borderline range. In the sample, 39 percent
suffered from secondary handicaps. Referral agencies reported a specific
organic cause of retardation for 18 percent of the experimental sample

members.
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TABLE III.l

S

3

Rx

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE AT BASELINE,
BY EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUP STATUS

(Percent)
Experimental Contrel
Characteristics Group Group Total
Site
Cincinnati 19.5 20.9 20.1
Los Angeles 22.1 19.9 21.1
New York 24.8 24,2 24.5
St. Paul 11.9 12.8 12.4
Tucson 21.7 22.3 22.0
e
Younger than 20 31.9 38.4 35.0
20 or 21 34.5 35.1 34.8
22 or older 33.6 26.5 30.2
Gende
Male 57.5 57.3 57.
Female 42.5 42.7 42.6
Race/Ethnicity
White 54.0 48.8 51.5
Black 30.1 35.1 32.5
Hispanic 13.3 14.2 13.7
Other 2.7 1.9 2.3
IQ Level
Borderline 27.9 30.3 29.1
Mild 60.2 60.2 60.2
Moderate 11.9 9.5 10.8
Secondary Handicap 38.9 32.2 35.7
Organic Cause of Retardation 18.4 15.2 16.8
Raised by Working Parent(s)/Guardians 74.2 70.1 72.2
gagent(s) Beld “White Collar” 35.1 31.8 33.5
°
Any Benefactor 28.3 30.8 29.5
Receipt of Tramsfers?
SSI or SSDI 33.2 33.5 33.3
y cash transfers 48.0 53.6 50.7
Medicate/Medisaid 31.4 35.7 33.5
Any transfers 63.5 67.6 65.5
Independent Financial 28.8 25.2 27.1
Management Skills
Liviug Arrangement s
Living with parents , 78.8 84.8 81.7
Living in group home 6.2 6.6 6.4
Living semi-independently 4.9 2.4 3.7
Living independently 10.2 5.7 8.0
Active in Job, Training, or 71.7 72.0 71.9
School During’6 Moaths Prior
to Referral
Activities During Two Years
Prior to Enrollment (of at
uﬁ" :1’ Honth'l; ?A’f“ﬁ"b 14.3 13.7 14.2
ular unsubs ed jo . . .
A:% jop UnEURETCEZ 469 445 458
Job training 5.3 3.8 4.6
Attending School When 28.8 36.0 30.7
Referred to STETS
Number in Sample 226 211 437

NOTE: Cbi—siuated and t-tests . differences in the characteristics of experimentals and controls
revealed statistically significant differences in the percentage who were receiving cash
transfers, the incidence of secondary disabilities, the incidence of organic causes of
retardation, and school attendance at referral.

3The headings under this category are not mutually exclusive.

bIncludes SSi, SSDI, welfare, and other governmental cash transfers received by or on behalf of the
‘sample mexher.

€Includes zash transfersn§SSI, SSDI, welfare, etc.), Medicare, and Medicaid receilved by or on behalf
of the sample member, and food stamps received by the sample member's household.

ERIC dincludes living in an {nstitution. 40

s S)é;




The fact that about three-quarters of the experimentals were raised
by at least one parent, another relative, or a legal guardian who worked
"most of the time" provides some indication of the general socioeconomic
background of the sample members. White~collar jobs were held by the
persons who raised 35 percent of the sample members. Another environmental
factor that may affect labor-market and other aspects of success is the
presence of a benefactor, an individual who helps the sample member in a
variety of tangible ways. At baseline, 28 percent of the sample had a

benefactor.

Even before enrolling in STETS, experimentals exhibited various
levels of social and personal independence or dependence. Nearly two-
thirds of the sample were receiving cash and/or in-kind transfers. Nearly
half of the sample were receiving cash transfers: 33 percent were
receiving SSI or Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI); most of the
remainder were receiving some form of welfare, either iid to Families with
Dependent Children or general assistance. Thirty-one percent were

receiving Medicare or Medicaid or other local equivalents.

The ability to handle personal financial transactions independently
(paying for purchases, paying bills, and banking) was demonstrated by 29
percent of the experimental sample at baseline. There may have been
additional sample members who were capable of handling financial matters
independently but who had previously lacked the opportunity to do so, as
well as others who could handle only some types of traasactions in-

dependently.

The availability of opportunities might also have influenced
independence in living arrangement, in that 79 percent of the sample were
residing with parents or foster parents at baseline. Under half of the
remainder (10 percent of the sample) were living independently; 5 percent
of the sample were living semi~independently, such as in supervised
apartments; and 6 percent were residing in group homes and institutions.
(Two percent of the sample had resided in institutions at some point within
the two years prior to baseline, with less than one percent residing in
institutions at baseline.) At baseline, less than one percent of the

sample mer_ers were living with a spouse or their own children.
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While the independence of experimental sample members at baseliae
was clearly limited, many were still involved in labor-market activities.
According to information reported on the application/enrollment forms, 72
percent of the sample members had been active in a job, craining program,
or school during the six months prior to their STETS referral.1 While 47
percent of the sample had held some type of job (including volunteer work)
for at least three months during the two years before referral, only 14
percent had held a regular, unsubsidized job. Moreover, 5 percent of the
sample had been enrolled in a job—training program for at 1least three
months during the two-year period. At the time of their referral to STETS,

29 percent of the sample were attending school.

4, Program Experience of STETS Clients

Those STETS applicants who were selected to be members of the
experimental group were eligible to receive program services based on the
three-phase model described in Chapter II. The actual services provided to
the experimental group members who are included in the research sample are

summarized below.

Phase 1 and 2 Experience. Phase 1 training and assessment

activities were offered in two different types of settings, depending on
the local program operators: in Cincinnati, St. Paul, and Tucson, Phase 1
participants worked primarily in sheltered settings; in Los Angeles and New
York, they were typically placed in real work settings, usually in public
agencies or nonprofit organizations. As shown in Table III.2, 92 percent
of the experimental group members participated in paid employment in Phase
1, and those who participated averaged 400 hours of Phase 1 paid
employment. Paid employment in Phase 1 was within the 500-hour limitation

for approximately 75 percent of the sample members.

1
Program eligibility criteria excluded from the sample any

individuals who were employed for 10 or more hours per week at the time of
application.

For further details on the actual provision of program services to
all participants, including differences among program sites, see Riccio and
Price (1984), Chapters III and V. This section draws on those chapters for
specific observations about projects, although statistics have been
recalculated for the specific sample available for the impact analysis.
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TABLE III.Z2

LENGTH OF PAID EMPLOYMENT AND PROGRAM PARTICIPATION OF
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP MEMBERS, BY PHASE

Phases 1 and 2

Characteristics . Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined
Hours of Paid Employment /%)
0 8.0 33.6 7e5
1-250 21.7 1608 12.4
251-500 44,7 20.4 12.8
751-1,000 4,0 6.6 27.0
over 1,000 0.4 4.9 21.7
Average Hours of Paid Employment?@ 400,2 513.3 766.7
Average Days of Paid Employment? 74.0 78.3 129.9
Total Duration of ParticipatiOnb (%)
1l month or less N.a. N.a. 1.8
2-3 months n.a. Neae 5.3
4-6 months Nede Nede 1604
-9 months Nede Nede 16.4
10-12 months Ne.a. Nea. 16.8
13-15 months Ne8e Nede 26.1
Ovel‘ 15 months Nede Nede 1703
Average Months of Participationb Neas Neas 10.6
Averagr Months of Inactive Status Neas Nea. 1.3
Average Months of Inactive Status, n.a. n.a. 2.9
for Those with Inactive Time
Number in Sample
Paid Employment 208 150 209
Hours and Duration of Neae Nea. 226

Participation

NOTE: Data on paid employment were obtained from the Monthly Activity
Forms in the STETS Information System; data on months of
participation and inactive status were obtained from the Monthly
Status Change Forms in the STETS Information Sys tem.

a
The sample is restricted to those with paid employmant.

The duration of participation is measured as calendar months from random
assignment through final transition or termination, including inactive
time. Duration is not calculated separately for each phase, because 46
percent of the participants experienced inactive time that cannot be
apportioned to the phases,

n.a. means not available, due to a substantial amount of inactive time that
cannot be apportioned between Phase 1 and Phase 2.
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Among the experimentals in the research sample, 66 percent
participated in Phase 2 paid employment, averaging 513 hours. While all
Phase 2 placements were in nonsheltered work settings, the STETS counselors
had a high level of contact with the participants in most cases. During
the first few weeks after a Phase 2 placement, counselors tended to devote
several hours a day, several days a week to offering intensive training to
participants. This c?unseling-provision contact was gradually reduced to

several times a month.

Total participation in paid employment in STETS Phase 1 and Phase 2
averaged 767 hours for members of the research sample, over a period that
averaged 10.6 months from the date of random assignment to the experimental
group through either the transition to a job or an education/training
program or termination from STETS. However, during this period, 46 pcrcent
of the sample were pl.ced on "inactive" status for an average of 2.9
months, and some experienced other periods when no paid employment was

available to them.

As shown in Table 111.3, notable differences occurred across sites
in the degree to which the programs moved the STETS participants into Phase
2 activity in particular, and all sites were relatively more successful in
achieving this goal for males than for females. Overall, two-thirds of all
program participants entered Phase 2 employment—-—73 percent of the males
and 57 percent of the females. However, these differences were especially
notable in Cincinnati and Los Angeles, where only about half of the females

held Phase 2 jobs, compared with over 80 percent of the males.

Adding to the evidence which points to the differential success of
the programs for males and females is the much lower incidence of longer-

term Phase 2 job-holding among females: only 19 percent of the females,

In Los Angeles, counselor work-site visits were made much less
frequently in both Phases 1 and 2, averaging only once every three to four
weeks.
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TABLE III.3

PHASE 1 AND PHASE 2 ACTIVITIES
BY GENDER AND SITE

Site

Cincinnati Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total

Percent with Phase 1
Only 34,1 38.0 19.6 59.2 30.6 33.6
Kales 29.0 29.0 13.3 57.1 20.8 26.9
Females 46.1 52.6 26.9 61.5 40.0 42.7

Percent with Phase 1
Hours > 500 20.4 8.0 33.9 40.7 30.7 25.7
Males 22.6 9.7 30.0 28.6 25.0 22.3
Females 15.4 5.3 38.5 53.8 36.2 30.2
Percent with Phase 2 73.8 68.2 80.4 40.8 69.4 66.4
Males 81.0 81.0 86.7 42,9 79.2 3.1
Females 56.8 47.4 73.1 38.5 60.0 57.3

Percent with Phase 2
Hours > 500 34,1 3.0 26.8 18.5 26.5 29.2
Males 38,7 51.6 23.3 21.4 41.7 36.9
Females 23.1 10.5 30.8 15.4 12.0 18.8
Number in Sample 44 50 56 27 49 226
Males 3 3 30 14 24 130
Females 13 19 26 13 25 96

NOTE: These data are based on information obtained from the Monthly Activity Forms in the
STETS Information System,
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compared with 37 percent of the males, worked in Phase 2 jobs for more than
500 hours (see Table III.3).

Table III.4 describes the STETS activities of sample members as of
the dates on which the point-in-time interview data were collected. As
indicated by these data, the 6-month interview was administered when a
large portion orf ilie sample members were still actively participating in
STETS; 68 percent were involved in Phase 1 or Phase 2 activities, and an
additional 14 percent were in inactive status. The program activities of
participants differed notably in the various sites at this point in time.
At one extreme, 88 percent 5f the participants in Tucson were still active,
and 73 percent of those who were active had nnt yet entered Phase 2
employment. In contrast, only 57 percent of rhe participants in Los

Angeles were still active, primarily in Phase 2 employment.

By the 15-month interview, 18 percent of the experimental sample
members were still active in Phase 1 or Phase 2, and 8l percent had
terminated or had transitioned from the program. The one site at which a
sizeable proportion of participants were still participating in Phase 1 or
Phase 2 activities was Tucson--6 percent in Phase 1, and 37 percent in
Phase 2,

Placement and Follow-Up Outcomes. By original design, STETS

participants were to move from Phase 2 into Phase 3 when the program no
longer subsidized their wages. However, because many Phase 2 jobs were in
fact unsubsidized (except in New York), the distinction between phases is
unclear. Phase 3 generally involved a lower level of contact between
counselors and participants, although some _participants encountered
problems with new regular employment or moving into independent 1living

situations, which actually created a temporary need for increased contact.

As shown in Table III.5, an average of 44 percent of the STETS
participants transitioned into an unsubsidized job, with the percentages
ranging from a low of 30 percent among those in St. Paul to a high of 59
percent among those in Tucson. In total, over half of the males who had
participated in STETS transitioned directly into unsubsidized employment,
while only a third of the women did so. O0f the remaining participants,
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PAID EMPLOYMENT AND PROGRAM PARTICIPATION STATUS OF

TABLE III.4

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP MEMBERS, BY SITE

Site
Cincinnati  Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total
Status at 6-Month
Interview Date (%)
Active in Phase 1 31.0 6.7 13,9 50.0 72,7 33.6
Active in Phase 2 27.6 50.0 50.0 22.2 15.2 34,2
Inactive 17.2 16.7 16.7 16.7 3.0 13.7
Terminated/ 24,1 26.7 19.4 1.1 9.1 18.5
transitioned
Status at 15-Month
Interview Date (%)
Active in Phase 1 2.4 0.0 0.0 7.7 6.1 2.8
Active 1in Phase 2 9.8 4.3 14.0 7.7 36.7 15.5
Inactive 2.4 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9
Terminated/ 85.4 93.6 86.0 84.6 57.1 80.8
transitioned
Percent with Paid 95.5 82.0 100.0 88.9 91.8 92.0
Employment fn
Phase 1
Percent with Paid 65.9 62.0 80.4 40,7 99.4 66.4
Employment in
Phase 2
Number in Sample:
6-month interview 29 30 36 18 33 146
15-month interview 41 47 50 26 49 213
Any follow-up 44 50 56 27 49 226

interview

NOTE: Data on paid employmsnt in Phase 1 and Phase 2 were obtained from the Monthly Activity
Forms in the STETS Information System; data on status at interview date were obtained

from the Monthly Status Chinge Forms fn the STETS Information System.




TABLE IIIL.S

PLACEMENT AND FOLLOW-UP QUTCOMES OF
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP MEMBERS

Site
Cincinnati Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total
Statvs at Termination (%)

Employed in regular job 38.6 32.0 51.8 29.6 59.2 43.8
Males 45.2 41.9 63.3 35.7 66.7 S1.4
Females 23.1 15.8 38.5 23.1 52.0 33.3

Employed in workshop or in 6.8 14.0 3.6 14.8 14.3 10.2

school or training
Males 3.2 16.1 6.7 7.1 16.7 10.0
Females 15.4 10.5 0.0 2341 12.0 10.4

Other 54.5 54.0 44.6 55.6 26.5 46.0
Males 51.6 41.9 30.0 57.1 16.7 38.5
Females 61.5 73.7 61.5 53.8 36.0 56.2

Nature of Regular Jobs Held 11.8 18.7 3.6 12.5 10.3 10.2
by Those Terminated to
Unsubsidized Employment

Sector of Employment (%)

For-profit 88.2 50.0 82.1 87.5 86.2 79.6
Nonprofit 11.8 18.7 3.6 12.5 10.3 10.2
Public-sector 0.0 31.2 14.3 0.0 3.4 10.2

Percent rollover from Phase 2 88.2 31.3 39.3 100.0 79.3 63.3

Average hours per week 29.9 32.2 31.5 31.5 29.9 30.9

Average hourly wage rate $3.39 $4.35 $3.89 $3.64 $3.33 $3.71

Number in Sample
Total? 44 50 56 27 49 226
Employed in unsubsidized job 17 16 28 8 29 98

NOTE: Data on final status and placements were obtained from the Monthly Status Change Forms in

the STETS Information System.

a
One sample member who transitioned into unsubsidized employment had missing data on the

characteristics of the job,
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10 percent of both the males and the females transitioned into a sheltered
workshop or an educational or vocational training program, while 46 percent
were terminated from STETS without having been placed in another position
by STETS counselors. The most common reason cited by projects for
nonpositive terminations was unsatisfactory attendance (comprising 18
percent of the cases), followed by an inability to perform job tasks, to
manage personal health problems, and to manage other family/personal
problems, each of which accounted for about 10 percent of the
terminations. These impediments to regular job-holding tended to manifest
themselves early in the program; 57 percent of the nonpositive terminations

occurred before participants had any Phase 2 paid employment.

As shown in Table III.5, 63 percent of the jobs for those whose
final status was transition into an unsubsidized job were rollovers from
Phase 2 jobs.1 Most of the placement jobs were with for-profit companies;
Los Angeles was the only site that placed sizeable proportions of its
participants (31 percent) in public-sector jobs. The Jjobs were
characterized by an average of 31 hours of work per week, at an average
starting wage of $3.71 per hour, translating into a starting pay level of
$115 per week. Although the sites varied somewhat in terms of these
agspects of the unsubsidized jobs held by former participants, the

differences between males and females were minimal.

STETS participants continued to be contacted by telephone and in
person by STETS counselors after having been placed in unsubsidized
employment as part of Phase 3. However, nc specific data on the level or

frequency of such maintenance contacts were collected.

5. The Validity of the Control Methodology

We noted earlier that random assignment was critical to the

research design because it was to generate a control group whose behavior

"Rollover jobs" are regular jobs in which the employee began as a
trainee in the STETS program. The job was said to "roll over" from
training to regular status when all STETS subsidies were ended and when the
level of trainer contact was reduced to no more than a maintenance level.
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would be similar to the behavior of the experimental group had the latter
not participated in STETS. Thus, experimental effects could be estimated
directly from the differences 1in behavior between the two groups at
specific time periods. Ideally, prior to program intervention, the average
characteristics of the two groups would be identical, so as to enable us to
base the analysis 1largelv on simple comparisons between the groups.
However, with random assignment, some probability always exists that the
samples will differ along some dimensions by chance; the probability of
such differences occurring is inversely related to sample size. Although
small differences between the groups can be corrected by using reasonably
sophisticated analytic procedures, major differences can undermine the

analysis.

As indicated by the data on the baseline demographic and personal
characteristics of the control and experimental groups (which were
presented in Table I1II.1), some differences in characteristics do exist.
However, these differences usually involve only a few individuals. In
terms of demographic characteristics, the only noteworthy difference is
age. On average, the experimental group was distinctly older than the
control group. In terms of personal characteristics, noteworthy
differences are found for secondary handicaps, living arrangement, and pre-
baseline activities. The experimental group also seemed somewhat more
disadvantaged than the control group at baseline: secondary handicaps
affected 39 percent of the former and only 32 percent of the latter. This
finding is reinforced by the slightly higher percentage of experimentals
with an organic cause of retardation, as indicated in referral agency
records. Experimental group members exhibited greater living independence
than did controls: they were less likely to have resided with parents, and
almost twice as likely to have lived semi-independently or independently
(15 versus 8 percent)s However, since the vast majority of both groups
lived with their parents, the apparent difference, although 1large 1in
percentage terms, involves relatively few individuals. Finally, control
group members were much more likely than experimental group members to have
been attending school when referred to STETS, although no differences in

labor-market-related activities between the groups are notable.
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The differences that emerged from the randomization process do not
seem to be extreme and are generally consistent with a valid application of
a control group methodology to a modest-size sample. The differences that
exist will be accounted for in the analysis so as not to bias the
estimation of experimental effects. In part, this process will raquire

using the analytic methodologies described in Section III.D.

C. DATA COLLECTION QUTCOMES

Our primary concern in the data colleciion plan was our ability to
obtain complete and accurate interview data ‘rom primary respondents (i.e.,
sample members) or their proxy respondents. In fact, the interview
response rate was very high, and the data appear to be complete and of high
quality. Here, we briefly review the outcome of our data collection plan;

we present more details on the results in Appendix B,

l. Interview Response Rates

We attempted to administer a baseline interview to all 467
individuals who were enrolled in the research sample; we attempted to
conduct 15- and 22-month follow-up interviews with all sample members who
completed the baseline interview, and we attempted to conduct a 6-month
follow-up survey with only a randomly assigned two-thirds of the sample !
Table III.6 provides the results of the baseline and follow-up surveys with

the primary sample members.

At each wave, the vast majority of the sample completed the
assigned interviews, from 97 percent at baseline to 89 percent at the 22~

month follow—-up. Thus, for example, 86 percent of the original sample

1
We determined that a two-thirds sample was sufficiently large to

detect program impacts on the activities of sample members at month 6,
because the dominance of STETS activities among experimentals at that point
would have generated large impacts among key employment-related outcomes.
(For a given level of statistical precision, larger impacts require smaller
sample sizes.,) This decision to confine the 6-month survey to two-thirds
of the sample conserved research funds for the crucial 15- and 22-month
surveys,
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TABLE III.6

RESULTS OF THE BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS
WITH THE PRIMARY SAMPLE MEMBERS

Percent by Fiunal Status

Number Other
Assigned Complete Refusal? Noncempleteb
Baseline Survey
Experimentals 236 99.1 0.0 0.9
Controls 231 95.7 2.2 2.2
Total 467 97.4 1.1 1.5
6—Month Survey
Experimentals 155 94.2 1.9 3.9
Controls 148 95.9 1.4 2.7
Total 303 95.0 1.6 3.4
15-Month Survey
Experimentals 234 91.0 3.0 6.0
Controls 221 91.4 2.7 5.9
Total 455 91.2 2.9 5.9
22-Month Survey
Experimentals 234 89.3 3.0 7.7
Controls 221 87.8 2.7 9.5
Total 455 88.6 2.9 8.6

3These are refusals either by the primary sample members themselves or by
their parents or guardians.

b

These include those sample members who could not be located, who were
deceased or incarcerated, or who had moved beyond a 50-mile radius of the
study site.
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completed both the baseline interview and the 22-month follow-up (8.9
percent of 97 percent). In general, the completion rates of the
experimental and control groups were quite similar, with the differences
ranging from a 3 percentage point difference at baseline to a 2 percentage
point difference at 22 months. Refusals accouated only for less than 3
percent of the interview assignments. Although control group members or
their parents were more likely to have refused to be interviewed at
baseline, probably because of their disappointment at being excluded from
the STETS program, a slightly higher percentage of the experimental group
refused to be interviewed in each of the follow-up waves. These overall
results~~high completion rates, lew refusal rates, and small differences
between the experimental and control groups--indicate the success of

interviewing the primary sample.

Refusals, Despite our success, interview nonresponse can pose
serious problems for the analysis. Sample members may have refused to
cooperate with the survey for a number of reasons, some of which might be
correlated with the treatment effects. For example, experimental group
members who had unfavorable program experiences may have wished to sever
any further contact with the demonstration, including the survey. Thus,
even though completion rates were very high, we investigated the likelihood
of nonresponse bias to determine whether it posed a threat to the

analysis,

In an attempt to determine the sample member's empioyment status,
we conducted a special mini-survey of individuals (or their caregivers) who
refused to respond to the 22-month survey. From our contacts with 11 of
the 13 refusals, we determined that 5 were employed and that 4 were
unemployed; we could not determine the status cf the final two. Further,
each status (employed, unemployed, and status unknown) was equally
prevalent among experimentals and controls. On this basis, we c%Fcluded

that refusals were nearly random, and would not affect the analysis.

1
Recause each of the other reasons for interview noncompletion

(e.g., moved out of area, unable to locate, deceased, etc.) accounted for
very few sample members 1in each group, they would not 1likely cause
problems.
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Proxy Respondents, Another aspect of interview nonresponse

pertains to using proxy respondents. We attempted to administer interviews
to proxy respondents only when data on prespecified, critical items in the
primary interview were missing or inconsistent. Baced on a pilot survey
conducted as part of the design activities in which we identified and
interviewed proxy respondents for each sample member, we expected that
approximately 30 percent of all sample member interviews would contain
sufficient data problems to warrant administering an interview with a
proxys The actual survey outcomes, prese ted in Table III.7, show that,
other than in the pilot survey (when proxy respondent interviews were
always attempted), a proxy interview was administered less often than
expected--in general, for less than 20 percent of the completed sample
member interviews. In all but three instances, sample members identified a
proxy and gave permission for an interview when one was deemed to be
necessary, and the proxy interview was completed in virtually all cases.
In addition to these high completion rates, proxy-interview response rates

differ little between the experimental and control groups.

Not all of the data from the proxy respondent interviews were used
to construct the data riles for the analyses described in this report. The
following rules were developed to determine when the proxy respondent would

provide information for the primary respondents:

e The proxy data were substituted for the entire interview
when the interviewers noted that the answers of the
primary respondent were "very unreliable"” or were
“reliable on only some items,” and that his or her
speech was "completely or severely impaired,” and when
the interviewers identified a consistent problem with
the interview that prompted them to decide to contact a
Proxy.

e The employment, training, and schooling module was
replaced by proxy data if two or more flagged items were
missing or if the primary respondent had been unable to
answer one of the questions on basic activities (e.g.,
"Do you work or have a job now?").

e The entire transfer benefits module was replaced if the

primary respondent reported receiving one or more types
of cash benefits but no amount was given.
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TABLE III.7

RESULTS OF THE BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS
WITH THE PROXY SAMPLE MEMBERS

Percent of Primary Respondent Percent of Attempted
Interviews Identified As Proxy Respondent
Needing A Proxy Respondent Interviewers Completed?

Baseline Survey

Experimentals 50.9 (23.8)° 99.1

Controls 50.7 (26.7)° 99.1

Total 50.8 (25.3)P 99.1
6-Month Survey

Experimentals 15.1 100.0

Controls 23.2 97.0

Total 19.1 98.2
15-Month Survey

Experimentals 15.5 100.0

Controls 15.8 100.0

Tot al 15.7 100.0
22-Month Survey

Experimentals 11.5 100.0

Controls 15.5 100.0

Tot al 13.4 100.0
Number in Sample:

Baseline 455 229

Month 6 288 55

Month 15 415 65

Month 22 403 65

>

Mhese figures represent the percentage of the sample who were identified as needing a proxy
interview and for whom consent was obtained for an {nterview with an identified proxy. At
baseline, proxies were not identified or consent was not obtained for 3 sample members.

bThe baseline pilot sample, in which a proxy-respondent interview was attempted for all sample

members, 1s excluded from the numbers in parentheses; the total sample size, excluding the

pilot sample, is 297,
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e Individual critical items (such as occupation, hours
worked, and earnings) were replaced when data were
missing or inconsistent in the primary respondent
interview.

As shown in Table III.8, only about 6 percent of the sample
required proxy respondents to provide all interview {tems. Depending upon
the interview wave, from 1 to 16 percent of the sample required proxy data
on items pertaining to earnings or the amount of transfer payments. For
these items, a substantial decline in the use of proxy data occurred in

successive interview waves.

2. Data Quality

Because of the potential reporting problems associated with the
primary respondents, we carefully checked the quality of the data whenever
possibles In the initial stage of the baseline survey effort, we conducted
a pilot study in an attempt to collect parallel data sets from sample
mempers, proxy respondents, and agency records. This pilot study
(Bloomenthal et al., 1982) confirmed the ability of most of the STETS
sample to respond to research interviews and generally to provide complete
and accurate data on themselves, Records and proxy respondents were not
superior sources in terms of either completeness or data quality. Our
decision was to rely on self-reports for most of the evaluation data,
particularly for the follow-up data. As we noted, we developed explicit
procedures to 1dentify sample members who might tend to provide inaccurate
or incomplete answers .to interview questions, and to identify and interview

proxy respondents in those cases.

Throughout the baseline and follow-up data collection process, we
collected some data from program records and through service agency
interviews that could be used to corroborate some key components of the
interview data. A comparison of data from the main surveys and from these
other sources revealed few problems with the survey data. For example, in
comparing the survey data with the data collected from interviews
administered to service agency staff, we found that, in all survey waves,

fewer than 20 survey responses of any type were inaccurate. Thus, all
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.S
TABLE III.S8
USE OF PROXY RESPONDENT DATA IN ANALYSIS
(Percent)
6-Month 15-Month 22-Month
Baseline Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
Proxy Data Used For:
Entil‘e InterView 5.9 6.6 5.5 5.7
Entil‘e Employment, 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5
Training, and
Schooling Module
Entire Transfer Benefit 15.6 9.0 7.7 6.7
Module
Proxy Data Used For
Individual Items:
Occupation 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hours WOl‘ked 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2
Eal‘nings 4.6 3.5 2.7 1.2

Number in Sample 415 403
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available evidence suggests that the survey data on which the analysis is

based are of very high quality.

D. ANALYTIC METHODOLOGIES

As we described previously, this report focuses on three issues:
whether STETS met its employment-related and other specified objectives,
whether and which characteristics of its participants or of the 1local
projects affected its success, and whether the effects of STETS were
sufficiently large to justify its costs. The primary outcomes of interest
and their associated hypotheses have also been described. We now discuss

the analytic methodologies that address these outcomes and hypotheses.

l. Impact Analysis

As determined by the research design (i.e., the random assignment
of individuals to experimental or control status), the experimental and
control groups exhibited very similar prc -assignment characteristics; thus,
STETS participation should generally be uncorrelated with these
characteristics., However, we did observe a few differences among these
pre—-assignment characteristics. Therefore, calculating experimental-
control differences simply in terms of the mean values of outcome variables
may produce biased estimates of experimental effects for at least some

outcome variables of interest.

Regression techniques are advantageous because they control
statistically for sample differences of this type, and can be expected to
produce unbiased estimates of experimental effects.1 They also offer two
other advantages over a simple comparison of mean values. First,
regression analysis provides more powerful tests of the potential effects

of STETS, because we can control statistically for the influences of other

1
Because actual participation in STETS was nearly universal among

members of the experimental group, the analysis is not diluted by the
inclusion of a high percentage of nonparticipants in the experimental
group. Further, the relatively small number of nonparticipants (8 percent)
does not warrant special techniques to isolate these individuals and their
control=group counterparts.

58

114




explanatory variables. Second, by including the explanatory variables in
the r.egression model, we can directly assess their individual net
influences on outcome variables within a simple analytical framework.
Further, by interacting an experimental gstatus variable with other
explanatory variables, we can attempt to isolate the effects of STETS for
various subgroups. Thus, through regression techniques, we can begin to
address the questions of how, for whem, and under what conditions STETS
benefits its participants.

What must underlie a regression analysis is a behavioral model that
associates the outcomes of interest with a set of explanatory variables,
some of which are predetermined or exogenous, but some of which may be
simultaneously determined. However, a behavioral model cannot easily be
defined for this study. For example, it is unclear how parents, guardians,
advisors, and the mentally retarded sample members themselves interact to
make decisions about such elements as job-holding, public assistance, or
place of residence. If the sample members generally make their own
decisions, it 1is uncertain how they perceive and react to traditional
economic incentives. If other persons make or strongly influence the
decisions, it is unclear who the appropriate persons are, or what their
incentives may be. In either case, social and ‘psychological factors may
play a role that is potentially as great or greater than the role of

economic factors.

Because of the uncertain nature of the behavioral relationships and
the possible simultaneous determination of outcomes, the regression
analysis 1is based on reduced-form equations that associate the outcome
variables with a vector of demographic, personal, and program background
characteristics that are all exogenous. These include all of the variables
that define possible subgroups of interest, other background variables,
and, of course, an experimental status variable. Relying on reduced-form
models provides accurate estimates of net treatment effects, but does not
allow these effects to be disaggregated into their direct and indirect
components. For example, STETS may influence living arrangements directly
by improving participants' self-confidence and their ability to function
independently, but it may also have an indirect influence through 1its
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ef fect on postprogram earnings. 1In this analysis, the coefficient that is
estimated for the experimental status variable in a living-arrangement
equation will reflect the net effect of these direct and indirect

influences.

These models have also been expanded by the inclusion of a series
of experimental status variables interacted with variables denoting
nersonal characteristics. These expanded models enable us to estimate the
importance of key subgroup characteristics in determining the impacts of
the program and to test the statistical significance of these estimates.
For example, we can estimate the impacts of STETS for males and for females
by assuming either that these two groups are similar in all other respects
(the option we have chosen) or, alternatively, that they resemble the STETS
samples of males and females in all respects. Our rationale for opting to

report the cet2ris paribus estimates for sample subgroups is that a

comparison of the estimates for subgroups that are thus defined provides
evidence on the overall importance of the attribute in determining the
impacts of the program. However, as noted in our discussion on the sample
design, the statistical power of these subgroup results is low, and the
power of differential impact estimates is even lower. Therefore, our
discussion of subgroup results focuses on patterns rather than on

statistical significance.

The bulk of our analysis relies on ordinary least squares (OLS)
regressions, with the various outcome variables analyzed separately for the
6~, 15~, and 22-month data. For key binary outcome variables, we verified
the robustness of the estimated experimental effects by using more
appropriate probit maximum 1likelihood equations, as are presented in
Appendix A. However, the OLS estimates are featured for simplicity and

consistency.

By necessity, we occasionally estimated experimental—control
differences based on small subgroups of the research sample defined by one
of the outcome measures. In such cases, the analysis 1is necessarily
imprecise (as we will discuss in the next section), and the advantage of
regression analysis is minimal. Hence, we calculated these experimental-

control differences on the basis of simple differences of mean values, and

60

116




we caution the reader to view these results as descriptive data to
facilitate interpreting the overall impact results, rather than as,

themselves, being suggestive of the program impacts.

2. Benefit-Cost Analysis

A key component of the evaluation is a benefit~cost analysis that
provides a structured method for assessing whether the impacts generated by
the program are sufficiently large to justify the costs. The analysis
focuses on several estimates of net present vaiue per participant-~that is,
the difference between average benefits and average costs. The term

Present value means that the values of benefits and costs that accrue in

the future have been adjusted to reflect their value in the present.
Benefits and costs are computed on a per-participant bscis to control
partially for program size and to facilitate drawing cross—program

comparisons.

If all the benefits and costs were measured, the hypothesis test
would be whether the net present value per participant exceeded zero. A
positive net present value would indicate that the program represented a
good use of resources, while a negative value would suggest that the
resources could have been used more productively elsewhere in the
economy. Of course, all benefits and costs cannot be measured, and many of
those that are measured are measured imperfectly. Consequentliy, it is
necessary to look beyond simple benefit-cost estimates to examine the
relative uncertainties associated with the various estimates and the

probable magnitudes of unmeasured benefits and costs.

The procedure adopted here is to emphasize the general patterns
that emerge from attempting to assign relative values to effects. The
analysis does not focus on a single net present value estimate, but rather
on a set of estimates based on plausible assumptions and estimates. This
set includes both a benchmark estimate that incorporates the assumptions
and estimates with which we feel most comfortable and several alternative
estimates based on sensitivity tests, each illustrating the effect of
changing one of the assumptions used in the benchmark calculations (keeping

the others unchanged).
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Despite these procedures, a number of wncertainties remain. In
particular, a number of program effects could not be explicitly valued—-for
example, preferences for working, a desire to provide opportunities to
disadvantaged persons, and personal assessments of the risks and gains of
entering the labor market. The benefit-cost analysis uses a comprehensive
accounting framework that inclvudes all of these effects to enable us to
assess Qqualitatively the degree to which intangible effects could alter
conclusions based on those effects that are valued. In essence, the
analysis provides an estimate of net cost--the value of measured costs less
the value of measured benefits. If STETS is to be judged a desirable
investment, the net worth of the intangibles must be sufficient to offset
the net costs. In cases where measured benefits exceed measured costs, the
program is usually considered desirable.1 In other cases, policy judgments
must be made about whether the intangible benefits are 1likely to be
sufficiently valuable to generate an overall positive net present value.
To help render this type of judgment, our benefit-cost analysis includes a
component which summarizes the key impacts that may be . .rrelated with the

intangible benefits and costs.

0f course, intangible costs could be large enough to offset the
measured positive net present value. Thus, intangibles must be considered
even when measured net present value is positive.
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IV. IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND OTHER
LABOR-MARKET OUTCOMES

The overriding goal of the STETS demonstration was to identify
effective interventions and targeting strategies for integrating mentally
retarded young persons into the competitive labor market. Thus, a major
objective of the impact evaluation is to measure the effectiveness of the
program in increasing the employment levels of and improving the quality of
the jobs held by program participants. With the experimental design
adopted for the demonstration, the effectiveness of the program in these
areas can be estimated reliably by comparing the employment activities and
outcomes of the experimental (participant) group with those of the randomly

selected control group.

In this chapter, we first provide an overview of the expected
labor-market experiences of the STETS participants had they not enrolled in
the program, This overview 1is especially useful in providing a clear
understanding of the nature and extent of the employment problems facing
both this target population as a whole and selected subsets of this
population. 1In Section B, we present the estimated overall impacts of the
program on employment-related outcomes, and discuss the implications of
these impacts in cerms of the characteristics of the jobs held by the STETS
target population, Section C dJiscusses differences in the estimated
impacts across key subgroups of the target population as defined by site,
demographic and personal characteristics, and program experiences. The
final section summarizes the main employment-related findings from the

demonstration and highlights the policy implications of these results.,

A. LABOR-MARKET EXPERIENCES IN THE ABSENCE OF STETS

We can best illustrate the nature of the employment problems faced
by the STETS target population by examining the employment experiences of
the control group. As shown in Table IV.l and Figures IV.l and IV.2, the
employment prospects of these young adults will improve somewhat over
time. To illustrate, the proportion who were employed increased from 35 to

45 percent over the 22 months after baseline, and over 40 percent of those
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TABLE IV.1

EMPLOYMENT ACTIVITIES OF CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS, BY SITE

Site
Activity and Los New
Time Period Cincinnati Angeles York Tucson

Percent with Regular

Job®
Baseline® 7.0 0.0 3.9 14.8 8.7 6.2
Month 6 6.9 7.4 18.9 0.0 19.4 12.0
Month 15 2.3 7.7 37.5 14.8 15.9 16.3
Month 22 0.0 10.5 37.0 18.5 22.7 18.6

Percent in Training

Job®
Baselineb 20.9 21.4 21.6 7.4 6.5 16.3
Month 6 20.7 7.4 24.3 4.4 9.7 19.7
Month 15 9.1 7.7 10.4 25.9 15.9 12.9
Month 22 2.6 7.9 0.0 7.4 18.2 7.2

Percent in Workshop/
Activity Center

Baseline® 11.6 11.9 9.8 11.1 17.4 12.4
Month 6 3.4 22.2 13.5 11.1 19.4 14.1
Month 15 1.4 12.8 14.6 22.2 18.2 15.3
Month 22 12.8 13.2 15.2 48.1 15.9 19.1

Percent with Any

Paid Job
Baseltne® 9.5 33.3 35.3 33.3 32.6 34,9
Month 6 31.0 37.0 56.8 55.6 48.4 45.8
Month 15 22.7 28.2 62.5 63.0 50.0 .6
Month 22 15.4 31.6 52.2 74.1 56.8 44.8

Number In Sample:

Baseline 43 42 51 27 46 209
Month 6 29 27 37 18 31 142
Month 15 b4 39 48 27 Ly 202
Month 22 39 38 46 27 44 194

NOTE:s These data are unadjusted subgroup means.

aRegular Jobs are those that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.

bIn some cases, baseline interviews were administered several weeks after random assignment.

cTraining jobs include work-study Jobs.
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FIGURE V.1

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS AMONG CONTROLS
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FIGURE V.2
TRENDS IN TYPES OF JOBS HELD BY

EMPLOYED CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS

Basellne

Regular (182)
Regular (24%)

Traiafag (37% e e { . Trataiag (482) R ..//i/i;/}

Workshop (28%)

/ Workshop (35%)

Month 22

Training (14%)

Trainiag (29%)

Regular (38%)
Regular (44%)

Workshop (42%)

Workshop (33%)

NOTE: This figure is based on the regression-adjusted data presented in Table IV.4.
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who were employed in month 22 held regular jobs (nontraining jobs and non-

workshop/activity-center jobs) that paid an average of $3.65 per hour {see
Table 1IV.2.4). Over half of these regular jobs were in the admini-
strative-support and private-service fields (primarily messenger and food-

service jobs), and most were full-time positions (more than 35 hours per

week).

The increase in regular employment was due in part to the increase
in the total number who were employed, and in part to the fact that some
individuals moved from training jobs and workshop/activity centers into
regular competitive employment jobs (see Figures IV.l and IV.2)--both of
which are trends chat are associated with the aging of the target group.
However, these employment levels and trends varied both across sites and
among subgroups defined by other attributes--differences that will help
both characterize the nature of the "successes” and highlight the nature

and extent of the persistent problems,

Four especially notable differences in the employment experiences
cf individuals have been found across the five demonstration sites, First,
there I3 evidence that control group members in Cincinnati lost ground
uader the economic conditions prevailing during the demonstration (see
Table 1V.1). Second, controls in New York experienced by far the greatest
gains in regular job employment (from 4 to 37 percent) and the greatest
reductions 1in training~job employment over the 22-month observation
period. Third, controls in St. Paul experienced the greatest overall gains
in employment (from 33 to 74 percent), but over three~fourths of the jobs
held by these individuals at the end of the demonstration period were

workshop or activity~center jobs. Finally, the retention of regular jobs

1

Some portion of what we hai: termed "regular jobs" may have been
subsidized through some federal, state, or local program. However, the
overall incidence of subsidized jobs of this nature is sufficiently small
that, for all intents and purposes, regular jobs as we have defined them
can generally be thought of as competitive jobs.

Appendix Table A.ll presents area unemployment rates in the
demonstration gites throughout the time period covered by the evaluation.
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TABLE 1IV.2

CHARACTERISTICS OF JOBS HELD BY
CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS IN MONTH 22, BY SITE

A. REGULAR JOBS®

_ Site
Los New St.
Job Characteristics Cincinnati Angeles York Paul Tucson Total
Percent of Sample with
Weekly Earunings
Less than $50 n.a. 100.0 11.8 20.0 0.0 19.4
$50 to $99 . n.a. 0.0 11.8 40.0 50.0 25.0
$100 or more n.a. 0.0 76.5 40.0 50.0 55.6
(Average weekly (n.a.) ($32.51) ($132.54) ($90.07) (5$101.39) ($106.87)

earnings)

Percent of Sample with
Hours Worked Per Week

Less than 20 nN.a. 25.0 23.5 20.0 20.0 22.2

20 to 34 nN.a. 25.0 23.5 0.0 30.0 22,2

35 or more n.a. 50.0 52.9 80.0 50.0 55.6

(Average hours (n.a.) (30.2) (30.2) (34.6) (34.8) (32.1)
per week)

Percent of Sample with
Hourly Wage Rate

Less than $3.35 N.a. 100.0 41.2 40.0 70.0 55.6

$3.35 to $4.50 n.a. 0.0 5.9 60.0 30.0 19.4

$4.51 or higher n.a. 0.0 52.9 0.0 c.0 25.0

(Average hourly (n.a.) ($1.36) ($4.77) ($2.82) ($3.10) ($3.65)
wage rate)

Percent of Sample
with Occupation

Sales Neda 0.0 11.8 0.0 20.0 11.1
Administrative, n.a. 0.0 11.8 0.0 10.0 8.3
including clerical
Administrgtive N8, 0.0 23.5 0.0 0.0 11.1
support
Private service® n.a. 25.0 52.9 60.0 40.0 47.2
Fabricators, assemblers, N.a. 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 5.6
and hand working
Production inspectors n.a. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Helpers, handlers, n.a. 0.0 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0
equipment cleaners
Other n.a. 75.0 0.0 40.0 10.0 16.7
Percent with Same n.a. 33.3 75.0 50.0 85.7 70.0
lalgy r in Months 15
a

Percent with Regular n.a. 33.3 87.5 75.0 85.7 80.0

Job 1in Months 15 and 224

Number in Regular Job 0 4 17 5 10 36
Percent in Regular Job 0.0 10.5 37.0 18.5 22.7 18.6

NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means.

aRegular jobs are those that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.
bhis heading consists primarily of mail carrier and messenger jobs.

SThis heading consists primarily of food service jobs.

dThia sample includes all those who were employed in a regular job in month 15 and who completed a 22-
month interview. The sample sizes are as follows: Cincinnati~0, Los Angeles-3, New York-16, St.
Paul-4, Tucson-7, and total-30.

n.a. = not applicable
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TABLE 1IV.2

CHARACTERISTICS OF J03S HELD BY

CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS IN MONTH 22, BY SITE

B. ALL PAID JOBS

Site
Los New St.
Job Characteristics Cincinnati Angeles York Paul Tucson Total
Percent of Sample with
Weekly Earnings
Less than $50 100.0 83.3 33.3 52.6 43.5 52.4
$50 to $99 0.0 16.7 12.5 26.3 34.8 21.4
$100 or more 0.0 0.0 54.2 21.1 21.7 26.2
(Average weekly (318.66) ($29.65) ($103.99) ($59.57) ($60.95) ($65.44)
earnings)
Percent of Sample with
Hours Worked Per Week
Less than 20 16.7 25.0 20.8 10.5 17.4 17.9
20 to 34 66.7 41.7 41.7 21.1 52.2 41,7
35 or more 16.7 33.3 37.5 68.4 30.4 40.5
(Average hours (24.5) (25.9) (29.3) (32.8) (29.8) (29.4)
per week)
Percent of Sample with
Rourly Wage Rate
Less than $0.75 50.0 50.0 8.3 26.3 30.4 27.4
$0.75 to $3.34 50.0 50.0 50.0 52.6 52.2 51.2
$3.35 or higher 0.0 0.0 41.7 21.1 17.4 21.4
(Average hourly ($0.81) ($1.16) ($3.78) ($1.75) ($2.05) ($2.26)
wvage rate)
Percent of Sample
with Occupation
Sales 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 13.0 6.0
Administrative, 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 4.3 4.8
including clerical
Adninintr=t1ve 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 4.3 6.0
support b
Private service 33.3 16.7 45.8 26.3 21.7 29.8
Fabricators, assemblers, 50.0 33.8 12.5 47.4 17.4 27.4
and hand working
Production inspectors 0.0 8.3 0.0 15.8 8.7 7.1
Helpers, handlers, 16.7 8.3 4,2 0.0 13.0 7.1
equipment cleaners
Other 0.0 33.3 0.0 10.5 17.4 11.9
Percent with Same 44.4 45.5 64.3 70.6 63.6 60.9
Employer in Months 15
and 2
Percent with Job 55.6 45,5 75.0 88.2 95.5 77.0
Months in 15 and 22°
Number in Paid Job 6 12 24 19 23 84
Percent in Paid Job 15.4 31.6 52,2 74.1 56.8 44.8
NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means.
2This heading consists primarily of mail carrier and messenger jobs.
brhia heading consists primarily of food service jobs.
CThis sample includes all those who were employed in month 15 and who completed a 22-month
interview. The sample sizes are as follows: Cincinnati-9, Los Angeles-11, New York-28, St. Paul-17,

Tucson-22, and total-87.
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over the follow-up period was substantially higher in New York and Tucson

than in the other sites (see Table IV.2.A).

We also found some notable patterns in the incidence of job~holding
and the types of jobs across different demographic subgroups, There
appeared to be little variation in the probability of being employed, but
substantial variation in the types of jobs held was evident. Table I%.3
shows that whites were much less likely than average to be without a job at
month 22, as were those few persons who were living independently at
baseline. Job-holding also varied considerably across sites; St. Paul had
the lowest unemployment rate (26 percent) and Cincinnati had the highest
(84 percent). However, the probability of being without a job did not vary

substantially across the other subgroups.

In contrast, the types of jobs held varied considerably across all
subgroups, with the excepticn of the male and female subgroups. In month
22, about 19 percent of the males and females held regular jobs; 7 percent
held training jobs, and 20 percent held workshop or activity-center
positions, In the absence of the intervention, the following sets of
individuals would be more likely to have held regular jobs: individuals
from the New York and Tucson sites, individuals who have only borderline
retardation that does not have organic origins, individuals who are younger
than age 22 at baseline, individuals who have some prior work experience,
and individuals who have financial management skills. The following sets
of 1individuals would be wmore 1likely to have held training jobs:
individuals from the Tucson site, individuals who are moderately retarded,
and ijndividuals whose retardation has organic causes. Finally, the
following sets of individuals would be more 1likely to have held a
workshop/activity-center job: individuals from the St. Paul site,
individuals who have mild or moderate retardation and/or retardation that
has organic origins, and individuals who clearly exhibit dependency (as
evidenced by their supervised living arrangement, their lack of money-
management sgkills, and the presence of a benefactor). These patterns are
consistent with prior expectations that the least handicapped individuals
are those who were more likely to have moved into competitive employment in

the absence of the intervention, Thus, the question to be addressed in the
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TABLE IV.3

PERCENT OF CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS WITH VARIOUS EMPLOYMENT STATUSES
IN MONTH 22, BY CHARACTERISTICS AT BASELINE

Fmployment Status

Subgroups Defined by Not Regular Training Workshop/
Characteristics at Baseline Employed Job® Job? Activity Center
Total Sample 55.2 18.6 7.2 19.1
Sits

Cincinnati 8.6 0.0 2.6 12.8

Los Angeles 68.0 10.5 7.9 13,2

New York 47,8 3.0 0.0 15.2

St. Paul 25.9 18.5 7.4 A8.1

Tucson 3.2 22.7 18.2 15.9
I0 Level

Borderline 53.3 31.7 6.7 8.3

Mild 58.3 15.8 3.5 23.5

Moderate 22.1 0.0 3.6 26.3
Age

Younger than 22 58,9 20.6 7.8 12.8

22 or older A5.3 13.2 5.7 35.8
Gonder

Male 54,6 18.5 7.6 19.4

Female 55.8 18.6 7.0 18.6
Race/Etmictty

Black 7.9 n.1 3.1 10.9

Hispanic ¢ 62.1 2h.1 3.6 10.3

White and other A2.6 19.8 1.9 26,7
Lt Acrangensnt

Living with parents 56.1 18.9 7.9 17.1

Living in supervised setting 33.3 16.7 5.6 ah.5

Living independently .7 18.2 0.0 9.1
Financial Nanagement Skills

Independent 99.6 29.8 2.1 8.5

Not independent 53.4 15.1 8.9 22.6
Reoceipt of Transfers

SSI/SSD1 49,3 13.4 10.4 26.9

Other transfers only 63.2 17.6 8.8 10.3

No transfers 5h.0 8.6 1.8 19.3
Secendary Handicaps

Secondary handicap 53.2 1.7 12.9 16.1

No secondary handicap 56.1 18.9 A5 20.5
Cause of Retardation

Organic a6.7 6.7 16.7 30,0

Non-organic 56.7 20.7 5.5 17.1
Benefacter

Benefactor A2.0 22,0 8.5 27.1

No benefactor 60.7 17.0 6.7 15.6
Work Experience in Yeo
Years Prior te Enrollment

Regular job lasting >3 months 51.9 25.9 14.8 7.0

Other Job lasting >3 months AN 27.1 1.7 27,1

Other 8.0 12.0 8.3 17.6
Scheel Status at Referral

Enrolled 60,3 12.3 12,3 15.1

Not enrolled 52.1 22.3 A1 21.5
Number in Sample 107 36 14 37

NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means. These figures sometimes differ slightly from regression-adjusted figures
reported in other tables,

'Rogular Jobs are those that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center fobs.
b'l’nlnlng Jobs include work-study jobs. [
°On1y 3 percent of the sample were classfied as "other",--American Indian or Asians.

d"Other" includes individuals with no prior work experience and those with less than three months of experience during the
two years prior to their program spplication.
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demonstration evaluation is whether these individuals or whether those who

are less likely to have succeeded on their own constitute the group that
would benefit most from the STETS treatment.

B. OVERALL PROGRAM EFFECTS

Most of the impact evaluation of the STETS program has been based
on ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis. As noted in Chapter
II1, this technique is advantageous because it (1) controls for baseline
differences between the experimental and control samples, (2) enables us to
improve the efficiency of the program impact estimates over those that
would have been generated on the basis of simple differences of means
comparisons, and (3) facilitates investigating the impacts for a variety of
sample subgroups. Moreover, OLS regression analysis 1is relatively in-
expensive, which is an important consideration in view of the large number
of outcome measures we are considering. However, OLS regression estimates
of program impacts do not have desirable statistical properties when used
with outcomes that are either truncated (i.e., which have lower and/or
upper bounds) or binary; thus, we have re-estimated selected results by
using appropriate maximum likelihood estimation techniques to confirm that,
as is generally found in evaluations of this type, similar results will be

obtaired using OLS regression and maximum likelihood methods of

estimation,

The results of this analysis indicate that offering STETS services
to mentally retarded young adults did have significant beneficial effects
in terms of the incidence of competitive employment and the level of post~
program earnings (see Table IV.4). Furthermore, these effects tended to
remain fairly constant between months 15 and 22, despite the fact that some

experimentals left their program jobs during this period.

In this section, we first discuss the estimated overall prograan

impacts on employment in and earnings from various types of jobs for the

Appendix Table A.5 presents a comparison of selected regression
and maximum likelihood estimates,
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TABLE Iv.4

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT

ACTIVITY
Morth 6 Morth 15 Morth 22
Control Control Control
Expertmental Group Estimated Experimental Graup  Estimated  Experimental Geaup  Estimated

Qutcome Measures Croup Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Percert

Regular job' 1.8 0.7 1.1 2.2 %.8 9.4ee 31.0 19.1 11,9

Training Job° 49.0 2.8 7.2 "0 12.9 1.1 6.7 6.4 0.3

Workshop/act ivity- 6.8 13.1 £5.3% 4.9 w.6 -9, 7%+ 7.0 8.3 =11,30»

center

Any patd Job 67.8 45,2 22.6%¢ 44.8 43.6 1.2 a7 43.7 1.0
Averege Hours Employed

Regular job 3.9 3.0 0.9 7.8 5.0 2.8%¢ 1.0 6.1 3.9%e

Any patd Job 19.8 12.2 7.6%+ 1341 12.7 0.4 13.7 12.7 1.0
Average Weskly Earnings

Regular Job $ 11.81 $ 9.81 $2.00 $ 2.9 $ 16.31 $ 10.59%« $ 36.3% $ 20.55 $ 15,81+

Any patd Jobe 5.3 25.93 26 .46% nn 26.48 11,63 40.79 28.41 12,38
Nsber in Sawle 283 402 395
Percert of Experimentals in 67.8 8.3 0.0

Phase 1 and Phase 2

HOTE: These results were estimated theough ordinary least square techniques. Definitions and means of control varisbles that are included in
the models are preserted in Appendix Table A.1. Full results from a representative set of the impact equations that underlie these
results are presented in Appendix Tables A.2 and A.3. Results for selected outcomes and time periods were also estimated using probit
sodels that xoont for the binary nature of the astcome measures. These results are presented in Agpendix Table A.S.

Regular Jobs are those that are nefther training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.
Btratning Jobs Include work-study Jobs.

°In constant secord quarter of 1982 dollars, these experimental-cortrol differentials are slightly smaller. The differentials are $26.05,
$10.50, and $10.10 in months 6, 15, and 22, respectively.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percert level, two-tailed test.
*eStatistically significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

130
5 73

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




full sample of experimentals.1 We then discuss the effects of the program
on the characteristics of the jobs held by those who are emploved--effects
that can be caused both by an induced change in the quality of jobs held by
those who would have been employed in the absence of the program and by a

program~induced movement of some individuals into employment.

l. In-Program Effects

Six months after program enrollment, when most (82 percent) of the
experimentals were still enrolled in Phase 1 or 2 of the program and many
(68 percent) were in program-funded training positions which paid minimum
wages, experimentals were significantly more likely to be employed (68
versus 45 percent), to be working more hours per week on average (20 versus
12), and to be earning twice as much income per week ($52 versus $26).
This increased employment among the STETS participants is attributable
almost entirely to the program-provided training 3iobs.

This influence of the STETS training jobs can be seen quite clearly
in Tables 1IV.5.A and 1IV.5.B, which show experimental-control group
comparisons in terms of the characteristics of the jobs held. First,
employed experimentals were much more likely than employed controls to be
working in administrative, administrative support, and fabrication,
assembling, and handworking jobs——occupations that were prevalent in the
STETS Phase I and Phase II training jobs (see Riccio and Price, 1984, p.
43). Second, employed experimentals were more than twice as likely to be
working full time (47 versus 22 percent). However, experimentals were 12
percent more likely to be earning less than the minimum wage (85 versus 76

percent).

2. Postprogram Effects

Under program guidelines, participants were to have spent no longer

than 15 months in STETS. Thus, it was expected that both the 15- and 22-

Chow~tests of the acceptability of pooling data across sites
indicated no evidence of differeat underlying structural models for the
various sites. Selected results of these tests are presented in Appendix
Table A.6.
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TABLE V.5

ESTIMTED PROGRAM INPACTS ON J0B CHARACTERISTICS

A, ReR 85’
Morth & Morth 15 Month 22
Control Control Control
Experimental Group Est imated Experimental Group  Esuimated  Experimertal Grasp  Estimated
Job_ Characteristics Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Averege Yeukly Earnings $ 102,30 $ 8.2 §12.60 $ 103.44 $ 97.52 $5.% $ 118,31 $ 106.87 S 11,44
Average Hours Per Sesk 3. 7.2 6,2 2.5 0.0 0.5 2.0 3.9 0.1
Averege Huurly Wage $3.0 $3.32 $ 0.22 $ 3.65 $3.47  50.18 $3.& $3.65 50,03
Porcast of Seaple with
e
Less than 12.5 5.0 =-12.5 1.7 8.2 5.5 1.1 9.4 4,3
$50 to $99 12,5 37.5 =250 27.3 30.3 -3.0 E- 1) 5.0 0.4
$100 or more 5.0 ¥.5 x.5 .0 51.5 a5 &.5 55.6 7.9
Porowt of Sample with
Honmrs VYorind Fer Wesk e .
Less than 20 12.5 23,5 -11.0 2.6 18,2 (1) 12,5 22,2 9.7
2D o N 25.0 8.2 -16.2 21.0 A5.5 20,5 28.1 22.2 5.9
35 or moce .5 %3 7.2 54,4 ¥.3 8.1 . 55.6 3.8
Percert of Semple with
Hourly Wage Rate e
Less than 53,35 63.8 0.0 8.8 50,9 45,5 S.e 50,8 55.6 .8
$3.35 to 54.50 18.7 .2 ~12,5 30,9 27.3 3.6 30,2 19.4 10.8
.51 or higher 12.5 ’.8 6.3 8.2 24,2 6.0 9.0 3.0 4.0
Percast of Sesple
with Coapation e .
Sales 0.0 5.9 5.9 1.8 0.0 1.8 1.6 141 9.5
Adinistrative, 0.0 11.8 -11.8 7.0 6.1 0.9 9.4 8.3 1.1
including clerical
kh!nistratin 6.2 2.5 ~17.3 12.3 15.2 2.9 15.6 1.1 4.5
Tt
Prm smrvice® 50.0 5.3 n.7 2.6 51.5 1.1 A5.3 47.2 -1.9
Fabricators, assesblers, 18.8 5.9 12.9 7.0 3.0 A, .1 5.6 8.5
ad hand
Product fon inspectors 0.0 5.9 5,9 1.8 0.0 1.8 1.6 0.0 1.6
heloers, handlers, 12.5 5.9 6.6 1.0 18,2 ».2 6.3 0.0 6.3
oqdpment cleaners
Otler 12,5 5.9 6.6 3.5 6.0 2.5 6.2 %.7 =10,5
Parosst wit?, Sams Neds Nede nede neds Nede n.a. 8.6 0.0 4.0
in Nonthe 15 and
Poroart withs Rer- b nede Nede ned. neds neds Nede A5 0.0 5.5
n Nothe: 15 andt
Nuster in Regular Job! » 0 0

NOTE: mmrauunwmmmwmvuusmmaumm for those individuals who held regular jobs at the
reference parfod. The tests of statistical significance are besed on t-tests or chi-square tests, as ppropriate. Some of the figures
reported are based on slightly smaller sawple sizes than indicated at the bottom of the table, due to missing data. These figures may
differ slightly froe the corresponding data reported in Table IV.2, dus to slight difference in the saple. This sample is restricted to
those cases with valid data on the main employmert-related outcomes.

ogular Jobs are thoss that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/act fvity-center jobs.,
“mu cetegory consists primarily of mafl cirrier and messonger jobs.
s category consists primarily of food service jobs.

dThlsupla includes all those who were ewployed In a regular job in month 15 and who cowpleted a 22-month interview. The sample sfzes are
2 follows: experimental group-55, control group-30, and total-85.

m—mmbﬂcmld’r&hw&eﬂmmra)pomrtofmwlbhmapactdmsof less than S,

'mmumu includes only those who held regular fobs, the proportions of experimental group and control group members are not
approcimately equal, as they are in other tables, At sonths 15 and 22) the sample consisted of approdimately 63 percent experimentals and 37
percent controls, while the proportions at month € were nearly equal.

*Experimental-control differertials in the distributions/means are statistically significant at the 10 peroent level, two-tailed test.
**Experimental-control differentials in the distributions/means ace statistically signiffcant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE V.5
ESTIMATED PROCRAM IMPACTS QN J0B CHARACTERISTICS

B. AL PAID X08BS

Morth 6 Month 15 Morth 22
Control Control Control
Experimental Qroup Estimated  Experimental Group  Estimated  Experimental Group  Estimated
Group He.n Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact CGroup Mean Mean Impact

S ™99 $5611 5 18,880 S ;.33 $58,30 526,00 $ 90.32 S 618 S 26,14
3.2 2.9 2.3 3.3 3.0 0.3 0.6 3.2 1.4
$ 2,61 §$2.5 $ 0.3 $ 2.9 $ .03 $ 0,93+ $ 2.85 S2.28 $ 0.61

315
25.0
43.5

F‘:dmhr:' asenblers,
Productfon inspects rs
Helpsrs, handlers,

equipment clean'ss
Other

Percent with Sewr
in Moskthe 15 and

Perost with P Job
in Merths 5 od

Number in Paid Job %5 19

NOTE: Thess rasults are based on unadjusted mean values and percentage distribations for those individuals who held jobs at the reference
period. The tests of statistical significance are besed un t-tests or chi-square tests, as dppropriate. Some of the figures repocted ace
based on slightly smaller sasple sizes than Indicated at the bottom of the tible, dus to misaing data. Thase figures may differ slightly
from the cocresponding data reported in Table IV.2 dus to slight differences in the sample, This sample is restricted to those cases with
valid data on the main employment-related outcomes.

“This heading consists primarily of mail carrier ax messenger jobs.

Dnts category consists primarily of food service jobs.

“This sasple includes all thoss who were employed in month 15 and who completed & 22-month Interviow. The sawple sizes are as follows:
axperimertal group-100, control group-87, and total-187,

*Experimental-control differentials in the distributions/means are statisticallr ‘ignificant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Expariment al-control differentials in the distributions/msans are statistically significent at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

neds = not spplicable




month data would have provided measures of postprogram impacts. In fact,
however, 18 percent of the experimentals remained in STETS for 15 months or
longer, and thus the 15-month impact estimates reflect, in part, the
direct influence of STETS employment and earnings. The 22-month results

are truly postprogram impacts.

As shown in Table IV.4, the program clearly had its intended
effects of increasing the 1likelihood of holding a competitive job, the
average hours employed in regular Jobs, and earnings. By month 15, 26
percent of the experimentals (compared with 17 percent of the controls)
held regular _‘]obs,2 a 53 percent increase. A reduction in work-
shop/activity~center jobs of roughly equal magnitude (10 percentage points)
was also evident in this time period, while no differences occurred in the

proportions who held non-workshop-related training jobs.

Slightly larger but qualitatively similir results were obtained for
month 22. The increases in ‘he magnitudes of the estimated net impacts on
regular and workshop job-bolding weire most likely due to the fact that many
of the experimentals who were in training jobs in month 15 transitioned

into these regular aud workshop jobs.

Figure IV.3 shows quite clearly the shifts in the composition of
the jobs held by experimentals relative to controls. As we noted above, in
month 6, a substantially higher percentage of experimentals than controls
had gained employment between the baseline and 6-month interviews, and, as
shown in Figure IV.3, almost all of this gain was in program-related
training jobs. 3y month 15, when the overall employment rates of experi-
mentals and controls were similar, we began to see clear evidence that
STETS greatly facilitated the movement of mentally retarded young adults
out of workshop/activity~-center training jobs into regular jobs, while

1
As noted in Chapter III, the average duration of enrollment wag

10.6 months.

2

Given that STETS jobs were considered training jobs, the fact that
18 percent of the experimentals were still in the program at this point
causes a slight downward bias in this net impact estimate and an upward
bias in the estimated impacts on training jobs.
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FIGURE 1IV.3

TRENDS IN TYPES OF JOBS HELD BY
EMPLOYED EXPERIMENTALS AND CONTROLS

Baseline

Regular (182)

Training (472)

Workshop (35%)

EXPERIMENTALS CONTROLS

Month 6 Month 6

'/ Regular (138X)
///,
Uorkshop (102)

Regular (24%)

Training (482)

Training (722) .
Workshop (28%)

Month 15 Month 15

Training (31X) '/ Training (29%) /
/ Regular (382%)
/ Regular (582) //
Workshop (11%)

Workshop (33X)

Month 22 Month 22

Training (16%) Traiuing (142)

Regul : (44%)

egular (692)
Workshop (42%)

NOTE: This figure is based on the regression-adjusted data presented in Table IV.4.
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control-group members exhibited a trend whereby they increased their over-
all level of employment and moved out of nonworkshop training jobs into

both workshop/activity-center positions and competitive employment.

Accompanying these program-induced shifts from workshep/activity-
center jobs to regular jobs was a significant gain by experimentals in
average hours employed (from 5 to 8 hours per week in month 15, and from 6
to 10 hours per week in month 22).  Average weekly earnings, both from
regular and all paid jobs, also increased among experimentals, by between
$11 and $16--an earnings fifferential that is proportionately larger than

the employment-rate gains.

Tables IV.5.A and IV.S5.B present more detailed descriptive data on
the quality of the jobs held by experimentals and controls. In the
postprogram period (month 22), not only were experimentals more likely than
controls to secure regular jobs, but the regular Jobs also paid average
hourly wages that were roughly equal to the regular jobs held by controls
($3.62 versus $3.65 per hour). When all jobs are considered, the average
earnings gain of employed experimentals relative to employed controls was
$26 per week, reflecting their higher incidence of holding regular jobs,
which tended to pay substantially higher average hourly wage rates than
paid in other types of jobs. Although a higher proportion of the employed
experimentals held full-time jobs (47 versus 41 percent), this was not

reflected in higher average hours of employment.

The final dimension in which the program appears to have induced a

change in job characteristics pertains to occupation. In terms of general
occupational categories, experimentals and controls held quite dissimilar
Jobs during the postprogram periode  Roughly 40 percent of the employed
experimentals worked in private-service positions (primarily food service),
and sizeable numbers were employed in administrative-support pnsitions

(primarily mail carrier and messenger positions) and in fabrication and

1
In constant second-quarter 1982 dollars, these estimated effects

on earnings from all jobs are $10.50 and $10.10, respectively--figures that
are 92 and 82 percent of the nominal estimates for months 15 and 22,
respectively,
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assembling/handworking positions (12 and 15 percent, respectively). In
contrast, proportionately smaller numbers of controls were employed in
private-service and administrative-support jobs (30 and 6 percent, respec-
tively), and a correspondingly higher proportion were employed in fabri-
cation and assembling/handworking positions. Most of these experimental-
control differences are related to the differential incidence of regular

job~holding, as is illustrated by comparing Table IV.5.A with Table IV.5.B.

It is interesting to note that both the experimentals and the
controls had a fairly good record of job-holding. Among those who were
employed ia regular jobs in month 15, 75 to 80 percent were employed in
month 22, and 64 to 70 percent were still with the same employer. The
tenure rates for those in any job range from 54 to 77 percent. The
slightly lower rates of job tenure among experimentals relative to controls
are due primarily to the transition of some experimentals from STETS during

this period.

C. PROGRAM EFFECTS BY SELECTED SUBGROUPS OF THE TARGET POPULATION

In an effort to better understand the mechanism through which STETS
mi tigates the employment problems of mentally retarded young adults and to
help refine plans for targeting future interventions toward this popula-
tion, we have examined estimates of program impacts for a large number of
subgroups. In order to strengthen our understanding of the actual
influence of a particular STETS project or of a participant's having a
certain attribute on the impacts of the program, the net impact estimates
presented for sample subgroups control statistically for differences among
the subgroups in terms of factors other than those which define subgroup
membership. For example, the net impact estimates reported for Cincinnati
assume that the experimentals and controls in that site were similar to all
sample members except for their city of residence; similarly, the results
for males represent the difference in the expected value of the outcome
measures for males in the experimental and control groups, assuming they
have the sample mean values of all other characteristics. As was noted in
Chapter III, because of both the limited sample size and the large number

of subgroups of interest, the statistical power of this subgroup analysis
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is low. For this reason, we have tended to focus our discussion on
patterns of results, especially in the postprogram period (months 15 and
22), and we caution the reader that these results cghould be viewed as
tentative conclusions that warrant further substantiation based on future

implementation and/or evaluation efforts,

As indicated by these results (which are reported in Tables IV.6.A
and IV.6.B), estimated program impacts vary substantially across the five
sites and among subgroups of the target population as defined by their
personal and demographic characterisiics. Furthermore, the patterns of
these differential impacts tend to vary between the largely in-program

period (month 6) and the largely postprogram periods (months 15 and 22) of
observation,

l. Differences Across Sites

In month 6, sizeable differentials existed in the estimated net
impacts on regular and any job~holding across sites (see Tables IV.6.A and
IV.6.B)--differentials that can be traced largely to the variations in the
nature and extent of program activities at that time. Of particular note
is the relatively large (43 percentage point) impact on the likelihood of
participants in Tucson holding any job in month 6--a result that isg
attributable in part to the higher proportion who were still in their STETS
training jobs (see Table III.3 and Riccio, 1984, Table 3.2, p. 59) 1In
contrast, St. Paul exhibited the largest impacts (31 percentage points) in
regular job-holding, where experimentals were transitioned out of the

program sooner than average, and where virtually none of the control group

members held such jobs.

In months 15 and 22, when the results reflected primarily post-
program impacts, St., Paul was the most effective site in moving target
group members into competitive jobs (see Table Iv.6.4). In month 15, 29

percent of the experimentals in St. Paul were employed in such jobs, com-

Subgroup results for workshop participation, reported in Appendix
Table A.13, show that the large positive increase in regular job-holding in
St. Paul was offset by a larger reduction in workshop participation.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 1v.6
ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON 208 HOLDING FOR KEY SUBGROUPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS
A. PERCENT IN REGUAR J08*

Morth 6 tonth 15 Month 22
Subgroups Defined Control Control Control
by Characteristics Experimertal  Group Estimated Experimental Growp Estimated Experimertal  Group Est imated
at Baseline Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Hean Mean Impact
Total Sumple 11.8 0.7 1.1 2.2 %.8 .44+ 3.0 9.1 11,94
Site
Cincinnati 7.0 6.5 0.5 9.2 5.9 13.3 7.9 1.6 %.3
Los Angeles 17.8 A2 13.6 15.7 5.6 10.1 287 9.3 15.4
New York 3.5 13.7 10,2 M2 £ 7.1 [S XY .2 1.2
st. Paul 30.5 0.0° 30,54+ 5.3 W w.9 M 7.8 23.2¢
Tucson 0.6 2.6 1.0 2.6 2.5 &1 5.6 X.8 -1.2
R Leowal
Borderline 11.0 2.1 «11.1 .9 2.7 3.8 R.1 .7 S8
Midd 13.1 5.2 7.9 28,7 1.3 13,488 28.1 1.0 12.1%¢
Maderate 7.7 9.6 -1.7 X.6 w.5 2,1+ .2 0.7 2.5
Younger than 22 1.0 0.6 0.5 2.7 21.5 6.2 0.2 22.2 8.0
22 or older w1 11.0 341 22.6 6.1 16,5+ 3.5 12.2 D
Qendler
Male 17.9 12,5 5.4 3.0 %.3 W, 7% 5.5 8.2 17,300
Fomale 3.9 8.6 4.5 19.5 17.6 2.1 5.4 2.3 A8
Rave Etinicity
Black %.3 8.4 7.9 8.3 n.0 A3 2.3 8.9 94
Hispanic 10.0 A1 5.9 2.7 317 -5.0 K3 5.8 22.6*
White and other 9.6 13.2 3.6 2.6 "5 1K.2n0 5.7 9.2 20.5¢
Uivingy Acrengeaed
Living with parents 12.0 13.1 -1.1 2.1 5.4 10,74 33.5 1.7 R84
Livhqml{\ aypervised 2.7 5.5 -2.8 16.3 3.0 -8.7 12,2 286 ~12.4
»t
Living independertly 0.6 o.P 2.6¢ ».3 2.5 %.8 2.3 1.8 12,5
Fiasclal Maagement Skills
Independent 0.6 0.3 0.3 ¥.1 7.4 8,70 4.9 23.9 18.0%*
Not independent 12.4 10.9 1.5 22,3 16.5 5.8 2.9 17.3 9.6%
fsceipt of Tramfecs
SS{/SDI A3 5.3 -1.0 2.5 1.7 7.7 2.9 ".5 13.2*
Other transfers only 13.6 12.1 1.3 N.6 6.5 18, 1%+ 82,1 16.3 5,8%¢
Ko trasfers 17.0 .2 2.8 23,9 21.0 2.9 2.4 2.6 ~3.0
Cases of Retardation
Organic 13.8 13.1 [+ %} 6.2 13,4 1.8 33.6 9.9 23,78
Non-organic 1.4 10.2 1.2 28,2 17.4 10.8%* 30.4 21.0 9.4ne
Egperions In Tio
Yoars Prier to Encol lesrt
l'(q.xllt‘3 ."g;t: lasting 216 1.0 0.4 8.1 2.0 8.1 R.3 .9 3.4
D,
Other Job lasting 13.9 13.2 0.7 23.1 9.8 3.3 2.9 n.2 3.3
>3 wonths
Otfer 0.1 8.8 1.3 2.0 12.9 11,14 2.9 0.5 1644
Scheol Status &t Referval
Encol led 12,0 6.0 6.0 2.1 3,9 1.2 2.0 W0 13.0*
Not encolled 1.7 12,7 -1.0 28.8 2.3 8,5 31.9 21.4 10.5¢
Nusber in Saple 20 L] 395

NOTE: These results were estimsted through ordinary least squares techniques. In addition to the control varisbles that are included in the
wodels which underlie the overall net ispact estimstes reported in Table IV.A, these mudels include varisbles that interacted the
troatment variable with the subgroup variables. The full regression results from which the 6- and 22.month results were dorived are
presonted in Agpendix Tables A.2 and A.3. Agpendix Table A.12 presents the sample sires for the various subgroups referenced in this
tible.

Reogular jobs are those that are neither training/work-study noc wockshop/activity-center jobs.

bﬂcoovm.lmwvduow-acwallyoﬂwhtedmhasuwuymgltlvemdhwmwﬂsmmmﬁmawm
varidle.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
seSeatistically significent at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TAMLE IV.6

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS QN 208 HOLDING FOR KEY SUBGROUPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS
B, PERCENT IN ANY PAID XB

Horth 6 Horth 15 Morth 22
Subgroups Defined Control Control Control
by Characteristics Experiment al Group Estimated Experiment al Growp  Estimated  Experimental Group  Estimatod
at Baseline __Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean  Imapct Group Mean Hean Impact
Total Swple 6.8 A5.2 22,6% a8 A6 1.2 a7 A7 1.0
Site
Cincinnat! 50,9 33,8 17.1 3.5 22,9 8.6 2.3 13.4 .9
Los Angeles 0.4 331 7.3 N2 27.0 7.2 31.a 30.8 0.6
New Yok 78.3 54,8 23,5+ 50.3 61,0 -11.1 2.0 54,0 2,0
St. Pasl 69.8 5141 18.7 86.2 63.6 22,6 6kl 68.A 4,3
Tucson 9.3 R.7 42,6% 66.9 4.6 18,3 R.9 57,8 4.9
R tewl
Borderline &1 51.5 7.6 40,0 47.7 7.7 a1 A 0.3
Mild 76.9 ».7 3.2 77.9 3.2 80,7 82.6 80,7 1.9
Moderate &5 56.1 6.0 .5 68,3 5.9 57,0 58.1 ~1.1
Younger than 22 66.9 41.3 B.6%* a6 M 3,5 M.6 M6 0.0
22 or older 6.8 55.6 w2 53.2 49,2 4.0 51.6 LR 3.2
Conder
Male 0.0 82,2 Z].8%¢ 55.1 45.6 9.5 R.2 46,3 5.9
Fenale 648 49.1 15.7¢ 30.8 40.9 ~10.1 34.9 [V ~5.5
Race /Exmicity
Black 65.3 ».2 2B.1%¢ B x.0 1.4 .3 %.8 2.5
Hispanic 0,5 0 49,54 50.6 99,2 -8.6 6.9 ».0 5.9
White and other 65.9 50,6 B.5¢ .0 43,3 3,7 5.6 ®.1 =3.5
(£} AcTangisast
Lt with parents 66.1 9.0 17,18 M3 LS ] 0.0 8.1 A5.5 2.6
Living ul‘: supervised 8.3 6.3 34,00 A9.5 61.3 -11.8 0.1 16.6 =16.7
sott!
Living indeperdently 0.1 1.1 69,0%¢ M1 %.2 2.9 58.6 2.1 6.5
Financlal Menapeaant Skills
66,0 46,8 19.2% .3 A5.2 74 51.3 41.6 9.7
Not independent 68.5 M5 28,04+ 42,0 3.0 ~1.0 82,2 M5 =2.3
Receipt of Trarsfers
SSI/SPI 7.9 50,2 21.7¢ 8.6 A5.3 2.7 43,6 A5.8 2.4
Other transfers only 724 M2 30,9%e 51.3 X.5 11.8 54,3 M2 13.1
No trasfers &, .0 %.9% 0.8 45,7 4.9 %.6 LS ] =7.5
Casss of Retardation
Organic .6 6.8 15.8 M1 X%.5 7.6 5.0 M0 13.4
Non-organic 68.8 8.9 23,9 45,0 45,0 0.0 82,7 4.3 -1.6
York Experience in Two
Yomrs Prior to Envol eent
R Job lasting 78.3 9.7 B.6% &1 47.6 5.7 51.2 a7 6.5
>3
Other Job lasting - X3 50,7 13.7 M5 55.1 0.6 5.1 56,3 =112
>3
Other 67.0 42,8 N,2%e .7 .6 5.1 2.5 ».0 1.4
Schoal Status &t Referrel
Enrol led .0 33.4 X.6% ».1 6.7 -8.6 8.2 ».3 =1.1
Not Enrol led A 50, 2.8 A7.8 42,2 5.6 A7.6 AS5.7 1.9
Number in Sample 28 A02 ' 395

NOTE: These results were estimsted through ordinary lsast squares techniques. In addition to the control varidbles that are included in the
models which underlie the overall net impact estimates reported in Table TV.d, these models include varisbles that interacted the

troatmont variable with the subgroup variables.

The full regression results from which the 6- and 22-sorth results were derived are

presented in Appendix Tables A.2 and A.3. Apperdix Table A.12 presents the smple sizes for the vacious subgroups referenced in this

Table.

“Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.

*eSeatistically significant at the 5 perosnt level, two-tailed test.
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pared with only 14 percent of the controls. Cincinnati is the only site in

which the program seemed to have increased overall employment by as late as

month 22 (by an estimated 15 percentage points); experimentals in this

site also increased their incidence of regular job—holding by a similar
1

amount. A notable observation in terms of this result is that overall

employment among controls in Cincinnati was very low (13 percent), and

almost none of this employment was in regular jobs. At the other extreme,

the estimated post-program effects on regular job-holding in Tucson were

relatively smgll (4 and -1 percentage points in months 15 and 22,

respectively).

2, Differences Among Other Sample Subgroups

Judging from the results reported in Table IV.6.A, it seems that
STETS was most effective in increasing regular job~holding among four

sample subgroups: those with mild or moderate retardation and whose

retardation has organic causes, older individuals, males, and those who are

more independent, as evidenced by their living arrangements and money-

management skills—--gubgroups that tend to have average or lower-than-

average probabilities of securing regular jobs on their owne Of these

results, two sets are especially thought-provoking-~the results on IQ

levels and the results on gender. Estimated program impacts on the

probability of holding a regular job are essentially zero for those
participants with borderline IQ levels, 12 to 13 percentage points for

those with mild retardation, and 23 to 28 percentage points for those whose

IQ scores indicate moderate retardation. The net effect of these differ-

ential program results is that STETS tended to raise the employment

prospects for the mild and moderate retardation subgroups, from levels well

below those for the borderline retarded group to roughly simitar 1levels.

For example, in the absence of STETS, only 11 percent of the moderately

1

The cross-site comparisons of results for earnings outcome
measures are qualitatively similar (see Appendix Table A.4).

2

Large estimated impacts on any job~holding in wmonth 15 are
atuributable largely tc STETS training jobs.
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retarded participants would have been expected to hold a regular job in
month 22, compared with 29 percent of the borderline group; subsequent to
STETS, 38 percent of the moderately retarded sample held such jobs, com-
pared with 34 percent of the experimentals in the borderline group.

One aspect of the estimated differential results for males and
females 1is noteworthy--that STETS had large positive effects (l4 and 17
percentage points in months 15 and 22, respectively) on males and cssent-
ially no effects on females, despite roughly equal probabilities that males
and females in the control group would hold regular jobs in the postprogram
period (16 to 20 percent). There is no clear explanation for this lack of
program impacts for females. However, 1t 1is notable that the STETS
programs, themselves, were less successful in serving women than men. As
was discussed in Chapter III, a much higher proportion of the males who
entered the program advanced to Phase 2 jobs (73 percent of the males
versus 57 percent of the females), and the males tended to spend
substantially more time in these jobs (as was shown in Table III.3). These
findings are consistent with the reports by program operators that
developing Phase 2 slots for females was somewhat more difficult than
developing slots for males. However, this issue clearly warrants further

investigation.

Table 1IV.6.B clearly shows that the overall null postprogram
effects on the probability of holding any paid job also pertain to nearly
all sample subgroups. The few hints that STETS may have increased overall
levels of paid employment are associated with Hispanics, males, those with
a higher-than-average degree of social 1independence, those whose
retardation has organic causes, and those without significant recent
workshop experience—-all of which are groups that also exhibited higher-

than-average increases in regular job-holding in month 22.

3. Differential Effects by Key Program Features and Characteristics

An 1important issue in assessing the STETS program model is the
extent to which the nature or intensity of the program treatment affected
the outcomes. This 1issue can also shed 1light on the male-female

differences discussed above and may provide insight for monitoring and
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assessment purposes to identify short-term indicators of program

performance. As is evident from the ongoing efforts at the federal level
to refine employment-related program models and to define performzuce-
monitoring criteria, this set of evaluation issues 1is difficult to
address. Nonetheless, becaase of their importance, we have chosen to
examine program effects that are associated both with three dimensions of
program treatment (degree of program maturity at enrollment, program
components entered, and hours of paid program-subsidized employment) and
with one dimension of sghort-term performance (entered employment at

termination).

For practical reasons, the demonstration design did not incorporate
the random assignment of participants to various configurations of program
services. Thus, the analysis becomes more complex and the results more
tenuous, since elements of nonrandom self-selection and program assignment
of individuals to various program treatments will undoubtedly have been
present. In cases where nonrandom selection or assignment of individuals
Lo program treatment occurs, it is likely that controlling for measured
differences 1in personal characteristics will not fully account for the
differenticls in the expected performance of participants who receive
various program services in the absence of the program treatment. Thus, if
a typical impact regression model such as has been used to estimate the
overall and subgroup analysis were used, the coefficients on the program
treatment variables would measure the true effect of the particular program
treatment, as well as the effects of unmeasured characteristics that affect
both the self-selection or assignment to various treatments and the

outcomes of interest.

The procedure we adopted for dealing with this problem 1in analy-
tical terms was to use the instrumental variable procedure proposed by
Maddala and Lee (1976). In applying this procedure, we first estimated
models of the probabilities that STETS participants entered the various

1
Alternative procedures, such as those proposed by Heckman (1979)

and Heckmaa and Robb (1983), could have been adopted with roughly
equivalent results,
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program components, and that they entered employment upon leaving the
program, and estimated a model to predict the length of time they spent in
paid subsidized employment. We then used predicted measures of these
program variables, rather than actual values, in the analysis. Because
program maturity at enrollment was exogenous, estimating the impacts of the
program on individuals who were enrolled at various times relative to the
stage of program maturity did not necessitate using special estimation

techniques.

Table IV.7 summarizes the estimated overali program impacts for
subgroups of experimentals defined by these three components of their STETS
participation and the one component of the program's immediate outcome.
These results suggest that an ongoing program would be expected to have
greater impacts than did the STETS demonstration, which seemed to have had
no beneficial impacts on those who enrolled during the start-up or phase-
down periods of the programs. It 1s especially noteworthy that the
programs tended to be quite effective for males, regardless of when they
entered the program (see Table IV.8). Furthermore, the programs achieved
substantial success with the females who enrolled during the "steady-state"
period of program operations; the problem in achieving significant npet
impacts for females was concentrated in the periods when the programs were
in transition (i.e., gearing up or phasing down), and it 1is these
difficulties that account for the overall findings of no impacts during the

early and later periods of program operations.

The results also indicate that relatively long periods of sub-
sidized training jobs are important to the success of the STETS concept.
Finally, the analysis provides some suggestion that "entered employment
rates” can be used to gauge the success of programs. However, it is
noteworthy that the sites which exhibited the largest impacts on employment
in regular jobs were not always the same sites which exhibited the highest
incidence of entering employment at the time individuals left the STETS
program. For example, at one extreme, St. Paul exhibited the largest
employment impacts and the lowest entered-employment rate; and, at the
other extreme, Tucson exhibited no impacts on employment by month 22, but

achieved the highest entered-employment rate. Thus, it seems obvious that
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TABLE 1V.7

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT ACTIVITY
IN MONTH 22, BY PROGRAM EXPERIENCES

Outcome Measure

Percent of Average Weekly  Average Weekly
Subgroups Defined by Experimentals Percent in  Percent in Earnings Earnings
Program Experiences In Subgroups Regular Job?  paid Job Regular Jobs? All Jobs

Stage of Program

Qperatiors At Enrol mert”
Ea:ly 216 0.4 1.1 9.86 6.06
Steady state 60.3 15,0 5.0 20.92%% 15,17+
Late 18.1 1.1 3.2 419 2,09

Program Components Entered
Phase I only 33.6 3.9 -2.9 2.58 -9.8
Phases I and II 66.4 16.3%% 13.8% 21,764+ 21.05%*

Hours of Paid STETS

Employment
£ 500 hours 0.9 0.5 -22.4 18.50 -17.80
» 500 hours 69.1 17.3* 17.3 22.28%+ 22.21*

Termination
Entered unsubsidized 43.8 28.5%% 20.6%* 36,92k 37.98%%
employment
Other 56.2 0.1 -16.0* 0.7 -9.57

Nuber in Sample 403 403 402 400

NOTE: ALl of these estimates, with the exception of those pertaining to stage of program operations at the
time of enrollment, were estimated using instrumental variables procedures such as have been proposed by
Maddala and Lee (1976). The integrity of these results necessarily depends on the validity of
untestable assumptions that underlie this approach for correcting for selection bias. For this reason,

we of fer these results more as exploratory findings that might provoke further examination within the
context of future research and/or program efforts.

aRegt'tar Jobs are those that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center Jobs.

bP:-ogt'an operations were divided into three periods: the early period in which the program was beginning
operatiors, the "stealy state” period in which program size and operations seemed reasonably stable, and the
late pericd in which program earollment was declining. The enrollment period corresponding to the steady
statc s a five-month period defined by site as follows: New York and Tucson (January to May 19&),
Cincisnati (March to July 1982), St. Paul (April to August 1982), and Los Angeles (May-September 1982).

“Statistically significant at the 10 percent levei, two-tailed test.
*#Statistically significant at the S percent level, two-talled test.
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TABLE Iv.8

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON THE PERCENT HOLDING A REGULAR JOB AND ANY
JOB IN MONTH 22, BY STAGE OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS AND GENDER

Stage of Program Percent Holding a Regular Job Percent Holding Any Paid Job
Operations at Enrollment? Males Females Total Males Females Total
Early 15.6 -15.8 0.4 21.1 -16.7 -14.1
Steady State 18.9%* 14.1% 15.4%% 32,3%% 1.3 5.0
Late 21.6 -10.2 1.1 20.1 -36.6* 3.2
Number in Sample 228 175 403 228 175 403

aRegular Jobs are those that are neither training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center
Jobs.

t’Progran'a operations were divided into three periods: the early period in which the program
was beginning operations, the "steady state" period in which program size and operations
seemed reasonably stable, and the late period in which program enrollment was declining. The
enrollment period corresponding to the steady state 1s a five-month period defined by site as
follows: New York and Tucson (January to May 1982), Cincinnati (March to July 1982), St.
Paul (April to August 1982), and Los Angeles (May-September 1982).

*Statistically significant at :he 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
*#Statistically significant av the 5 percent level, two-taliled test.
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entered-employment rates alone (i.e., without some adjustment for the
characteristics of the client population served) should not be used as a

key program performance measure.

Taken at face value, the -esults along each of these dimensions are
quite strong. However, these findings should be considered only suggestive
of the possible indicators of differential program effectiveness. Because
of the inherent weaknesses in the analysis, noted above, they might be most

valuable in terms of guiding future evaluation efforts.

D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This evaluation clearly indicates that a STETS-type program can be
expected to improve the employment prospects of mentally retarded young
adults. A STETS-type program will induce this effect primarily by helping
participant. transition out of workshop/activity centers into regular,
competitive jobs. The results from this demonstration suggest that such a
program can reduce the 1incidence of workshop jobs and 1increase the
incidence of regular jobs by more than 60 percent (11 to 12 percentage
points). These effects can be expected to be even larger in programs
targeted toward subsets of the STETS target population, such as the mildly
and moderately retarded and males. However, developing defensible target-
ting strategies that {ncrease the proportions of the client population from
these groups would be difficult, if not impossible. A more promising
approach for improving program effectiveness would seem to be to provide a
better understanding of and to mitigate the problems in serving females,
and, relatedly, to increase the incidence of Phase 2 employment among all
participants, but especially among females. Given the similarity of
results for males and females during the "steady-state" period of program

operations, it seems likely that this goal can be attained.
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V. IMPACTS ON TRAINING AND SCHOOLING

An examination of the impacts of STETS on the i1ikelihood that
mentally retarded young adults will enroll in training or school over time
is important for two reasons. First, STETS was largely an employment-
training program, whose purpose was to move individuals out of training
programs and schools into competitive employment. Thus, a complete
assessment of the program should measure its success in reducing the long-
term use of training and education programs. Second, since providing these
types of services tends to be quite expensive, program-induced changes in
participation in them ecan significantly affect the overall benefit-cost

assessment of the program.

At the outset, we should note that the discussion in Chapter IV on
the effects of the program on training and workshop job-holding and the
discussion in this chapter on the effects of the program specifically on
training overlap to a considerable extent. Overall, 83 to 93 percent of
all training for control group members included some type of job
component. In Chapter IV, we focused on regular job-holding, with training
and workshop jobs constituting the residual categories of job-holding. In
this chapter, we focus more directly on the impacts of the program on
training itself,.

We begin this chapter by providing an overview of the expected
nature and level of training and schooling for STETS participants during
the observation period had they not enrolled in the programs In Section B,
we discuss the overall impacts of the program on the 1likelihood of
enrolling in training or schooling. In Section C, we describe key
differences in the impacts across sites and among sample subgroups defined
by demographic and personal characteristics. The final section summarizes
the key findings from this portion of the analysis and notes their main
policy significance.

A. TRAINING AND SCHOOLING IN THE ABSENCE OF STETS

The behavior of the control group at baseline and at each of the

follow-up waves (see Table V.1) indicates that 30 to 39 percent would have
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TABLE V.1

SCHOOL.ING AND TRAINING OF CONTROL GROUP MEMPERS, BY SITE

Site
Activity and Los New St.
Time Pericd Cincinnati Angeles York Paul Tucson Total
Percent in Any Training
Baseline? 16.7 40.5 44.9 14.8 27.9 30.5
Month 6 20.7 44.4 44.4 50.0 38.7 39.0
Month 15 25.0 28.2 29.2 46.2 27.3 29.9
Month 22 23.7 26.3 21.7 42.3 38.6 29.7
Percent in Training
with a Job Component
Baseline? 14,3 35.7 34,7 14,8 23.3 25.6
Month 6 20.7 40.7 41.7 50.0 32.3 36.2
Month 15 20.5 23.1 29.2 42.3 27.3 27 .4
Month 22 21.1 21.1 19.6 42.3 25.6 24.6
Percent in Any School
Baseline? 46.5 16.7 37.3 11.1 51.1 34.8
Month 6 17.2 29.6 21.6 11.1 12.9 19.0
Month 15 9.1 7.7 14.6 0.0 18.2 10.9
Month 22 7.7 18.4 8.7 3.7 20.5 12.4
Percent in School
with Job Comporent
Baseline? 23.3 2.4 25.5 0.0 27.7 17.6
Month 6 6.9 0.0 5.4 0.0 12.9 5.6
Month 15 4,5 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 4,0
Month 22 0.0 5.3 0.0 3.7 11.4 4.1
Number in Sample:
Baseline 43 42 51 27 47 210
Month 6 29 27 37 18 31 142
Month 15 44 39 48 27 44 202
Month 22 39 38 46 27 44 194

NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means.

3n some cases, baseline interviews were administered several weeks after random assignment.
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been in training at any time, and that between 25 and 36 percent would have
been in training that offered a job component. It is especially noteworthy
that the incidence of training rose temporarily among controls, from 31
percent at the baseline period to 39 percent at month 6. This rise can
probably be attributed to the fact that the agencies in St. Paul and Tucson
referred many of the control group members to non-STETS programs, most of

which included job components.,

As shown in Table V.2, the characteristics of those who in the
absence of STETS would have been more likely to enter a training program in
the postprogram period parallel quite closely the characteristics of those
whe also would have been more likely to hold a paid job in this time period
(see Table IV.3 1in Chapter IV). They are mildly or moderately retarded,
their retardation has organic causes, they are 22 years of age or older,
they are white, they 1live in supervised settings, and they have not

recently held a regular job for three or more months.

At the time of their referral to STETS, 35 percent of the control
group were enrolled in schooling programs, half of which included a job
component. As shown in Table V.1, the school enrollment rates dropped very
quickly subsequent to baseline, so that by months 15 and 22 between 11 and
12 percent were enrolled in some type of school, and only 4 percent were
enrolled in educational programs that offered a job component. By month
22, nearly two-thirds of those who were attending school were in either a
regular or a vocational secondary school, and 78 percent of those schools

offered special curricula for mentally retarded students (see Table V.3).

Notable differences across sites in terms of the incidence of
school enrollment at referral parallel the differences across sites 1n
terms of the proportion of referrals from the public school system (see
Riccio and Price, 1984, Table 2.2, p. 33). However, only the school
linkages 1in Los Argeles and Tucson show evidence of possible long-term
influences on control group behavior; 18 percent of the controls in Los
Angeles and 21 percent of those in Tucson were in school at the time of
their 22-month interview (see Table V.2),
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TABLE V.2

PERCENT OF CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS IN TRAINING AND SCHOOL
IN MONTH 22, BY CHARACTERISTICS AT BASELINE

Subgroups Defined by
Characteristics at Baseline

Individuals In Training

Individuals In School

Total Sample 29.7 12.5
Site

Cincinnati 23.7 7.9

Los Angeles 26.3 18.4

New York 21.7 8.7

St. Paul 42.3 3.8

Tucson 38.6 20.5
1Q Level

Borderline 18.3 11.7

Mild 33.6 11.5

Moderate 42. 21.
Age

Younger than 22 23.6 16.4

22 or older 46.2 1.9
Gender

Male 7.1 11.2

Female 32.9 14.1
Race/Ethnicity

Black 18. 7.

Hispanic 20.7 6.9

White and other 39. 17.
Livin! Ar ement

Living with parents 28.4 14.8

Living in supervised setting 50.0 0.0

Living independently 18.2 0.0
Financial Management Skills

Independent 14.9 8.5

Not independent 34.7 13.9
Receipt of Tramsfers

SSI/SSDI 40.3 17.9

Other transfers only 23.5 8.8

No transfers 23.6 10.9
Secondary Handicaps

Secondary handica 34.4 13.1

No secondary handgcap 27. 12.2
Csuse of Retardation

Organic 56.7 16.7

Non-organic 24.7 11.7
Benefactor

Benefactor 41.4 13.8

No benefactor 24,6 11.9
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment

Re§ular gob lasting 22.2 3.7

3 months
Otler job lasting 31.0 10.3
>3 months
r 30.8 15.9

School Status at Referral

Enrolled 31.5 24.7

Not enrolled 28.6 5.0
Number in Sample 192 192

NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means.

94




TABLE V.3
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY CONTROL CROUP MEMBERS
IN MONTH 22, BY SITE
(Percent Distribution)
Site
School Los New St.
Characteristics Cincinnati Angeles York Paul Tucson Total
Type of School
Secondary school 66.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 62.5 37.8
Vocational school
Secondary 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 12.5 26.1
Postsecondary 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.4
College? 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 25.0 13.0
Adult noncredit 33.3 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.7
Type of Curriculum
School offers special 66.7 7.4 100.0 100.0 75.0 78.3
curriculum for the
mental ly retarded
No speclal curriculum offered 33.3 28.6 0.0 0.0 25.0 21.7
Number 1in School 3 7 4 1 9 24

NOTE: Data on type of school were obtained from interviews with agencles that of fered schooling
(and other services). Agency representatives were asked to specify the primary services
they provided, which may differ in some cases from the specific .. rvices that STETS sample
members were recelving., The data are unadjusted subgroup means.

These include community and junior colleges,
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Inose who were more likely to be in school during the postprogram

period differ in two important dimensions from those who were more likely
to be in training: they are younger than age 22, and they live with their
parents. The age result simply highlights the fact that the vast majority
of schooling-status changes involved leaving rather than enrolling in
school. It also undoubtedly reflects the influence of P.L. 94-142, which
mandates that schools provide free and appropriate education to mentally

retarded individuals until they reach the age of 22 (see Chapter I).

B. OVERALL PROGRAM EFFECTS

In this section, we discuss the effects of the program on the
incidence of training and schooling both during the in-program period and
subsequent to program termination. As noted in Chapter IV, we have
approximated these time periods by using the 6-month follow~up results as
the basis for measuring the in-program effects, and the 15~ and 22-month

interview data as the basis for estimating the postprogram effects.

l. In-Program Effects

The 1influence of STETS training jobs 1is evident in the large
positive increase in the incidence of training among experimentals relative
to controls in month 6 (62 versus 41 percent), 86 percent of which arose
from increases in training that offered a job component (see Table V.4).
The impacts on school enrollment are negative, and all are substantially
smaller than the training effects in absolute size. In month 6, only 8
percent of the experimentals, compared with 16 percent of the controls,
were in school, and only 1 percent of the experimentals were in a school
program that offered a job component. This finding undoubtedly reflects
the fact that STETS directed the activities of individuals toward job
training and away from other activity statuses (including school).

2. Postprogram Effects

The 15- and 22-month results reported in Table V.4 show that STETS
reduced the incidence of both training and schooling during the postprogram




TABLE V.6

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON TRAINING AND STHOQLING

Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
Control Contral Contral
Experisent al Grop Estimated Experimental  Growp Estimated Experimental Grop Estimated
Out: Hemures __Graup Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Men Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Traiaing
Perasrt in any training 61.7 80,6 21,100 0.6 8.4 -7.8¢ %.6 341 ~12,5%
Pecosnt in training 55.1 310 18,13 18.2 26.7 -3, 5+ 13.5 8.9 =11.48
with a Job oomponent
Perosrt for whom 6.6 2.5 4,1 2.1 2.6 0.5 2.9 2.9 0.0
training was the
min ctivity
Schoaling
Percent in any schoal 75 15.7 -8.2¢ 6.2 0.1 «3.9 8.0 1.4 =34
Percont in school 141 5.4 I 2.2 3.7 -1.5 2.0 86 2.6
with Job component
Percert for whom 3.2 8.5 5.2+ 3.2 5.9 2,7 63 6.4 0.1
school was the
main xctivity
Number in Sawple 283 AR 395
Percent of Experimentals
in Phase I and Phase II 67.8 8.3 0.0

NOTE: These results were estisvited through ordinary least square techniques. Definftions and meas of control varisbles that are included in
the models are presented in Appendix Table A.1. Full results from a rercesentative set of the impact equations that underlie these
results ac presented in Appendix Tables A.7 and A.8.

*Statistically signiffcent at the 10 percert level, two-talled test.
*Statistically significant at the 5 percernt level, two-talled test.
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period. However, only the effects on training are consistently large and
statistically significant.

In month 15, when 18 percent of the experimentals were still in
STETS, 21 percent of the experimentals, compared with 28 percent of
controls, were in training programs--a 7 percentage point differential. By
month 22, the program-induced differential in the percentage who were in
training had risen to 13 percentage points. In both time periods, these
reductions were associated almost entirely with training that included a
job component--primarily training in sheltered workshops and activity
centers. Thus, the reductions have no overall effect on the likelihood
that training rather than employment was the main activity of sample

members.

C. PROGRAM EFFECTS BY SELECTED SUBGROUPS

In terms of the training and schooling results, the primary reason
to examine program effects across sample subgroups is to develop a better
understanding of the nature of the secondary consequences of the STETS
intervention on the use of education and training resources. The a priori
expectation was that the effects on such use would derive directly from the
influence of the STETS treatment and from the program-induced changes in

the incidence of competitive employment.

These expectations on the differential program effects were not
fulfilled, as evidenced by comparing the results presented in Tables V.S.A
and V.5.B with those that were presented in Tables IV.6.A and IV.6.B in
Chapter IV. With a few exceptions, no noteworthy patterns of subgroup
effects emerge for the training and schooling outcomes. Among the
exceptions is the fact that the in-program effects on training are
concentrated in three sites: Cincinnati (25 percentage points), New York
(30 percentage points), and Tucson (43 percentage points). They also tend
to be larger among subgroups which had lower probabilities of enrolling in
training in the absence of the STETS demonstration: those who are younger
than age 22, Hispanics, those who do not live in supervised sgettings, and

those who are enrolled in school at the time of their referral.
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TABLE V.5

ESTIMATED PROCRAM DNPACTS ON TRAINING AND SCHOQLING
FOR KEY SUBGROUPS (F STETS PARTICIPANTS

A, PERCENT IN TRAINING

Morth 6 Month 15 North 22
Subgroups Def ined Control Cortral Control
by Characteristics Experimental Craup Estimated Experimental Group  Estimsted Experimental Group  Estimated
at Baseline CGroup Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Maan Impact
Total Swple 61,7 40,6 F4 15 had 2.6 24 -7,8* %.6 3. -12,5%¢
Stte
Cincinnati 2 5.8 .5 50.3 8.5 5.8 11.3 5.8 -1,5
Los Angeles 3.1 .0 A9 %0 27.6 -1.6 15.3 28,5 -12.9
New York .3 .0 30,3+ 1341 3.0 «15.9¢ %.8 B ~13.6*
St. Pad 82.5 45,2 2.7 94 8.8 39,40 24:2 34,9 =-10.7
Tucson 86.0 43.0 43,00 kX3 2.6 1.8 2.1 2.0 <79
R Level
Borderline 53,2 B.9 %.3 12,9 2.8 9.9 1.6 22.0 <7.4
Hld Al 80,2 20,20 22.8 28,7 =5.9 174 33.4 =16, %
Moderate 6.3 A8.7 2.6 2.5 M7 13,2 21.9 24,3 2.4
Younger than 22 &2 N9 T 9.4 22.6 =3,2 15.2 2.5 =7.3
22 or older 60.4 56.2 A2 2341 41.3 -18,2% 19.7 43,6 23,90
Conder
Male 56.9 40.2 16, 7%+ 21.2 0.3 9.1 B.A 2.9 ~10,5%
Female 63.0 41,1 26.9%e 19.6 25.7 6.1 1%.3 293 -15.0%¢
Race /Etinicity
Black 58.4 X%.5 21,9+ 8.6 Z4 4.5 12,4 23.3 -10.9
Hispanic 6.8 31.9 37,9%= 2.8 28,2 «74 120 16.6 4.6
White ad other &0 M5 17.5%« 21,4 54 =7.7 2.2 ¥.6 15,400
L1
L with parerts 61.2 40.1 21.%%e 8.9 X.6 =11, 7% 6.9 X9 14,00+
Living d:; supsrvised 79.0 65.6 13.0 50,2 .1 1.4 2.0 3NS5 =5.5
sot a
Living independently 85.1 w.0 31.1 8.9 0.0 8.9 2.5 8.5 4.0
Flawoial Nenagmant Siills
Indeperdent 67,6 M7 22,9%e 2.8 2.3 6.5 11.6 2.6 -10.8
Not independent 9.3 ».9 0.4+ 2.3 28.8 -8,5* 18.5 31.6 =13, 1%
feeipt of Tramfers
S /SDI 65.7 51.1 w.6 2.8 .2 =13.4% 23,0 3.6 8.6
Other trarefers only 0.3 M8 28,5 18.3 27.8 -9.5 1.1 31.0 «19,9%#
No tramsfers 5.9 3.9 21,00+ 2.3 21.3 «1.0 15.6 28,7 9.1 '
Casss of Retardation
8.7 N5 12,2 Z.8 2.2 0h 22.8 8.4 ~25.6**
Non-organic A6 418 22,0% 19.0 283 9,34 15.3 b~} -9,8es
Yerk Eperience In Two
Yomrs Prisr to Envollacst
Rq;ll Job lasting 61.4 40,0 210 8.1 1.9 -0.8 5.9 2.7 -21.8%
>3 months
Other job lasting [ %Y 8.7 15.7 2,7 %.0 -11.1 19.3 2.5 ~7.2
>3 wonths
Other ».8 N8 25.0%% 8.3 2.0 7.7 7.9 .2 =13,3%e
School Status & Referral
lod &.5 N2 [- 15 il 9.9 .0 “18,1% 13.7 3.2 -15.5¢
Not encol led 60.9 Al 17,54+ 2.8 5.8 «5.0 18.0 2941 “11.1%¢
Naber in Sasple 20 MR 395

NOTE: These results were estimsted through ordinary least squires techniques. In addition to the control varisbles that are included in the
models which underlie the overall net fmpact estimates reported in Table V.4, these models Include varisbles thit interacted the treatment
varidble with the subgroup variables. The full regression results that underlie the 6- and 22-month results are presented in Appendix
Tables A.7 and A.8.

a
The contral group mean value was actually caloulated to bs slightly negative because of the imprecision of (LS estimation with & binary outcome
varidle.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percert level, two-tailed test.
*Seatistically significant at the 5 peroont level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE V.5

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON TRAINING AND SCHOOLING
FOR KEY SUBGROUPS (F STETS PARTICIPANTS

B. PERCENT IN SCHOOL

Morth 6 Morth 15 Nonth 22
Subgeoups Def ined Control Control Contral
by Characteristics Experimental Crowp Estimated Experimental Growp  Estimited  Experimental Gowp  Estimated
at Baseline Group Mean Mo Ispact Group Mean Hoan  Impact Group Mean Mean Ispact
Total Sample 7.5 15.7 5, 2n¢ &2 0,1 -3.9 8.0 114 3.4
Site
Cincinnati 3.6 9.7 £.1 Se1 9.5 AN 3.0 L ¥ -1.6
Los Angeles 9.4 276 -18.0* 10.6 1.4 0.5 15.8 22.8 -7.0
New York 8.5 12.8 4,3 [N 15.5 =11.4% 3.6 95 =5.9
St. Pail 7.8 17.6 -9.8 A9 -3.0 7.9 33 2.8 0.5
Tucson 8.1 12.6 A5 6.2 11.3 5.1 9.5 13.4 -3.9
R Lewl
Borderline 1.7 1.4 1.3 6.3 5.1 -8,8¢ 5.2 9.6 AN
Hild A6 18.7 =18, 1ne 6.1 8.1 =2,0 10.5 10.2 0.3
Moderate 9.2 1.9 2,7 6.9 7.5 0.6 1.6 22,3 20,7
Younger than 22 7.5 5.3 =7.8 6.8 11.0 -,2 8.9 15.5 -6.6*
22 or older T8 16.8 ) A8 8.0 =32 5.9 2.2 3.7
Gonder
Male 8.5 5.3 -£.9 a2 7.9 3.7 1.8 0.9 =9.1
Fomale 6.4 16,3 -9.9 9.0 13.1 A1 0.9 12,0 -1.1
Raos /Etinici ty
Black 7.7 %.0 8.3 A b 6.9 2,8 0.5 5.5 5.0
Hispanic 2.5 16.2 A3 0.0 w.8 =4 A 0.A 3.7
White ad other A9 5.4 =10.5* a9 %3 9. 4ne 7.6 17.5 =9, % *
L Arrengumnt
Living with parerts 7.2 9.5 =12,34# T.7a 11.5 -3.8 9.2 13.8 A, 6%
Living in supervised 5.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 7.5 <75 -6.0 1.6 4.4
setting 3
Living independently 22,9 3.0 9.9 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.7 3.5 2
Finowial Nenagament Siills
Indeperdent. 5.2 X.5 21,3e¢ 9.6 1.5 -1.9 9.4 0.8 1.4
Not independent 8.5 113 2,8% 5.0 9.6 4.6 7.5 11.6 .1
Reosfpt of Trarsfers
SSI/SDY 1.0 5.4 18,1 4.3 2.5 -16,2 11.3 7.1 =5.8
Other transfers only 1.4 12.8 1.4 55 1.9 3.6 7.3 8.6 1,3
No transfers 10.0 8.4 8.4 8,8 7.6 1.2 5.3 8.3 3,0
Casse of Retardation
Organic 8.5 23.0 18,5 7.2 3.5 37 A5 7.0 2.5
Non-organic 7.3 a3 -7.0 6.1 114 =5, 7.7 12.3 4.6
Work Experience in Twmo
Too Yeaxrs Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting 6.9 1.6 A7 1.3 7.6 £3 2.1 3.67 -1.6
23 wonths
OtFer job lasting 3.6 8.0 =Ta40e 6.1 0.6 4,5 0.0 0.7 0.7
23 months
Other 0.6 5.3 A7 7.8 0.5 2,7 8.3 4,0 -5.7
School Status at Referral
Enrol led 7.2 21 16,9+ 5.6 7.6 -12,0* 7.6 n.9 -11,5*
Not envol led 7.6 12,0 A 6.5 6.7 0,2 8.3 8.0 0.3
Nawber in Sample 280 M2 395

NOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares technigues, In addition to the control variables that are included in the
models which underlie the overall net fmpact estimates repocted in Table V.5, these models include variables that interacted the treatment
variable with the subgroup variables. The full regression results that underlie the 6- and 22.month results are presented in Appendix
Tables A.7 and A.8.

N
The contral grazp mean value was axctually calculated to be slightly negative because of the imprecision of OLS estimation with a binary autcome
variale.

b
The experimental group mean value was actually caloulated to be slightly negative because of the improcision of OLS estimation with a binaxry
outcome variale.

Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-talled test.
*eSeatistically significent at the 5 percent level, two-talled test.
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During the postprogram period, a few noteworthy patterns of
subgroup results emerged. First, consistently larger reductions 1in
training were observed among individuals who were 22 years of age or older,
among individuals who were living with their parents, and among individuals
who were enrolled in school at the time they were referred to STETS--
subgroups ttat also tended to have experienced program-induced increases in
their incidence of regular job-holding. Second, the program-induced
reductions in school enrollment tended to be more consistently evidenced
among whites and individuals who were enrolled in school at the time of

their referral.

D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The combination of the STETS treatment itself and its effectiveness
in increasing the incidence of competitive employment in the postprogram
period had the expected effects of increasing the use of training programs
(which offered job components) and of reducing the use of schooling during
the in-program period and the use of both training and schooling during the
postprogram period. Obviously associated with the reduction in the use of
training and schooling programs is a social benefit in terms of lower
resource expenditures (see the discussion on the benefit-cost analysis and
its results in Chapter VIII). However, what we cannot answer from this
demonstration is whether the STETS experience of those individuals who
would have used more regulacr training and/or schooling had they not
enrolled in STETS at least compensated for the foregone human capital from
the non-STETS programs.
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VI. [IMPACTS ON PUBLIC TRANSFER DEPENDENCE

As 1llustrated by the impacts of STETS on the employment and
training outcomes that were described in Chapter IV, the program did
achieve some notable success in integrating mentally retarded young adults
into the competitive labor market. These employment outcomes would be
expected to have secondary etfects on public transfer dependence, since the
receipt and amount of most types of transfers are income-conditioned. In
this chapter, we present the impacts of STETS on public transfers——both
cash and in~kind transfers. Cash transfers received by sample members
primarily include Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security
Disability Insurance (SSDI), Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), and general assistance. In-kind transfers include food stamps,
Medicaid1 (in Tucson, the state equivalent), Medicare, and subsidized
housing.

We should first clarify several points about the process whereby se
measured and defined transfers. First, survey respondents seemed to be
able to report receiving SSI or SSDI, but were often unable to distinguish
between the two. Because of the similarities between the two programs, we
have simply combined the two. SSI recipients generally account for over 80
percent of the combined category of recipients. Second, we encountered the
same problem for Medicaid and Medicare, which are usually (but not always)
associated with, respectively, SSI and SSbI. Again, we have combined
recipients of these two transfer sources into one category. Third, we
encountered limited use of a variety of living arrangements. We construct—
ed the category of subsidized housing to include living in group homes,
superviged apartments, and institutions. (This concept is also considered
in Chapter VII as a measure of independence.) Finally, scveral types of

transfers—-primarily welfare and f..d stamps——are likely to be associated

1
These various income programs are described ind their eligibility

criteria are documented in The Sccial Security Bulletin, Annual Statistical
Supplement, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 1983,

103




with a combined family or household unit, rather than with the sample
member only. We credited the sample membexr with having received such types
of transfers only if the sample member (or a proxy respondent) reported
that he or she was part of the administrative unit for each respective

type.

We begin this chapter by providing an overview of the expected
trausfer use of STETS participants had they not enrolled in the program.
This overview shows the receipt of each type of transfer both for the
entire sample and for several important subsamples, and shows the amount of
each type of cash transfer. Section B presents the estimated overall
program impacts on transfer dependence, and Section C discusses differences
in the estimated impacts across key subsamples. In the final section, we
summarize the main transfer-related findings from the demonstration, and

highlight the main policy implications of these findings.

A. PUBLIC TRANSFER DEPENDENCE IN THE ABSENCE OF STETS

On the whole, control group members exhibited very little change
over time in either the receipt or the amount of public transfers, as shown
in the last column of Table VI.l. This finding is generally counter to our
expectations, since job-holding among controls increased by 28 percent over
that period, and the proportion of the employed who held regular jobs
increased from 18 percent at baseline to 42 percent at month 22 (see Table
IV.l in Chapter IV). Even with reporting and administrative %ags, our

hypotheses would tend to suggest a decline in transfer dependence.

The trends are not necessarily consistent across types of
transfers. Virtually no change occurred between baseline and months 15 and
22 in terms of the percentage who were receiving any cash transfers and the

average monthly income from cash transfers. However, both the percentage

1
One possible explanation for the observed results 1is an

independent trend in increased SSI dependence as members of this target
population aged.

The trend often diverges for transfer use and benefit amounts
measured at month 6, but this pattern is likely to be an artifact of the
small sample size for month 6, rather than any real divergence from the
longer-term trend.
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TABLE VI.1

PUBLIC TRANSFER DEPENOENCE OF CONTROL GROUP MEHBERS, BY SITE

Site
Type and Los New St.
Time Period Cincinnati Angeles York Paul Tucson Total
Percent Receiving Any
Cash Tramsfors
Saseline 4.9 51.2 56.9 [N 69.6 53.8
Month 6 N5 29.6 43,2 41.2 54.8 M1
Month 15 55.8 6,2 0.4 8.1 65.9 51.5
Month 22 59.0 48,6 41.3 4.0 65.9 52.4
Mot hly Income
fren h Tramsfors
Baseline 54.65 162.10 123.70 138.62 154.38 125.16
Jdonth 6 57.00 110.70 76.17 98.24 133.03 9%.40
Month 15 103.55 173.63 107.21 149.35 158.30 136.46
Month 22 110.7% 195.68 103.82 79.39 163.43 133.04
Percent Rsoeiving SSX
or SOOI
Baseline 20.9 31.7 2.5 25.9 $8.7 33.7
Month 6 20.7 25.9 24.3 11.8 54.8 29.1
Honth 15 23.3 43.6 31.9 33.3 63.6 ».5
Month 22 28.2 43.2 32.6 20.0 63.6 39.3
Mver: M& Incoms
Fron of I
Baseline .96 142.63 65.63 33.30 122.87 83.12
Month 6 41.93 105.70 43.24 24,89 133.03 72.13
Month 15 55.27 173.34 86.21 .42 145,93 104,80
Month 22 74,10 183.97 87.07 2.1 192N 111.83
Percent Recef b
Other M‘Trm rs
Baseline 20.9 22.0 31.4 3.0 17.4 25.0
Month 6 17.2 3.7 24.3 29.4 0.0 14,2
Month 15 3.2 2.6 8.5 2.6 6.8 16.0
Month 22 30.8 5.4 8.7 28.0 6.8 14.7
Avu?: Neathly Income
Frem m‘c.l Tnnfbnb
Baseline 16.84 12.15 56.76 108.65 33.46 41.18
Month 6 13.57 5.00 31.72 71.88 0.00 20.71
Month 15 48,27 3.21 20.56 96.92 12.36 31.3%
Month 22 36.64 11.40 16.39 35.65 10.73 20.80
Percent Recsiving
Food Stq’
Baseline 25.6 9.8 ».3 3.7 30.4 23.6
Month 6 24,1 0.0 24.3 11.8 25.8 18.4
Month 15 27.9 12.8 25.5 7.4 15.9 19.0
Month 22 23.1 10.8 32.6 16.0 18.2 20.9
Peroant Using M-ticare
or Medica
Baseline 11.6 6.3 56.9 51.9 17.4 36.1
Month 6 6.9 LI Y 56.8 41.2 22.6 34.8
Honth 15 34,9 8.7 55.3 a4 47.7 46.5
Month 22 38.5 45.9 50.0 60.0 52.3 48.7
Percant Living fn
&buinl‘
Baseline 11.6 9.8 2.0 ¥.0 10.9 12.0
Month 6 10.3 25.9 2.7 29.4 6.5 12.8
Month 15 9.3 15.4 4.3 2.6 13.6 13.0
Month 22 10.3 10.8 2.2 20.0 9.1 9.4
Number in Sample:
Baseline A3 L] 51 27 [ 208
Month 6 29 27 7 17 3 141
Month 15 A3 ¥» 47 27 44 200
Month 22 39 ¥ L7 25 44 91

NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means.
YIn some cases, baseline interviews were adeinistered several weeks after random assignment.

bOther cash transfers primarily include AFOC and general assistance. However, some individuals received dependent and survivor
Soclal Security benefits, special state or local stipends for training or housing, and Unemployment Insurance benefits,
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who were receiving SSI or SSDI and the average monthly income from these
two sources show small upward trends as the sample aged. The percentage
change for SSI/SSDI income is twice as large as the percentage change for
those who were receiving such income, indicating that, over time, more
persons received SSI or SSDI, and that, on average, recipients received
higher benefits from these programs. The opposite is true for other cash
transfers. Over time, both the percentage who were receiving other cash
transfers and the average monthly income received by recipients fell.
Virtually no change occurred over time in the percentage who were receiving
food stamps or who were living in subsidized housing. The percentage who

were using Medicare or Medicaid does show a trend of increased use.

A few site patterns are worth noting. First, with the possible
exception of the percentage who were receiving SSI or SSDI in St. Paul, a
modest upward trend occurred in both the receipt and amount of SSI or SSDI
in all sites as the sample aged. Second, the percentage who were receiving
other cash transfers declined in all sites except Cincinnati. In St. Paul,
reductions also occurred in the average monthly income from these other
transfers--reductions that are proportionately larger than the reductions
in receipt, indicating sizeable reductions in the average monthly amount
per recipient. In Tucson and New York, the proportional reductions in
average monthly income roughly match the reductions in receipt, while, in
Los Angeles, virtually no reductions in the average monthly benefit amount
accompany the large reductions in receipt. Thus, recipients in Tucson and
New York were basically receiving the same amount over time, while
recipients in Los Angeles were receiving increased amounts over time. The
situation was very different in Cincinnati: the percentage who were
receiving other cash transfers increased over time (by 47 percent between

baseline and month 22), and the average monthly income from those sources

Although the composition changed over time, most of the "other
cash benefits” are welfare-—either AFDC or general assistance. The
remaining portion is accounted for by a variety of programs, including
dependent and survivor Social Security benefits, special state or local
stipends for training or housing, and, especially at months 15 and 22,
Unemployment Insurance benefits.
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increased by a greater amount (by 118 percent between baseline and month
22).  These trends for Cincinnati led to substantial increases in the

benefit levels to recipients over time.

Just a few site differences are associated with the receipt of in~
kind transfers. Although Los Angeles and New York show no real trends,
both Tucson and Cincinnati show large increases in the use of Medicare or
Medicaid over time. The trend in Tucson may be associated with the fact
that Arizona actually did not have a Medicaid program per se, but instead
operated a state substitute which underwent changes during the course of
the demonstration. Enrolling in the revised program appears to have been
easier than enrolling in the program that existed at the start of the
demonstration, Modest trends occurred in St. Paul for all three types of
in-kind transfers, the largest of which was the increase in the percentage

who were receiving food stamps.

Table VI.2 shows the attributes of control group members that are
associated with their receiving selected types of transfers in month 22,
More seriously disadvantaged sample members--as indicated by 1lower IQ
scores, the lack of financial management skills, the presence of secondary
handicaps, and organic causes of retardation--were more likely to be
receiving SSI or SSDI and Medicars or Medicaid, and less likely to be
receiving other cash transfers. Control group members who were male, 22
years of age or older at baseline, or Hispanic or white were more likely to
be receiving SSI or SSDi and Medicare or Medicaid than were others in the
respective categories of subgroups. Sample members who were female, 22
years of age or older, or black were more like to be receiving other :ash
transfers. Baseline receipt of a certain type of transfer increased the
likelihood of also receiving it at month 22. Finally, comparison group
members who were living independently at baseline were much more likely to
be receiving SSI or SSDI at month 22 than were those who were living in

other arrangements, while those who were residing in supervised settings

were more likely to be receiving other cash transfers and Medicare or

Medicaid.
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PERCENT OF CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS RECEIVING

TABLE VI.2

TRANSFERS IN MONTH 22, BY CHARACTERISTICS AT BASELINE

Subgroups Defined by

Characteristics at Baseline

Any
Cash Transfers

§S1/5SDI

Other
Cash Transfers®

Medicare/Medicalid

Total Sample

Site
Cincinnati
Los Angeles
New York
st. Pal
Tucson

IQ Level
Borderline
Mild
Moderate

Younger than 22

22 or older
Gondar

Male

Female
Race/Etmicity

Black

Hispanic
White and other

5.4

3.3

48,7

Living Arrangesent

Living with parents 7,9 35.6 13.5 46.6

tiving in supervised setting 81.3 50,0 31.3 75.0

tiving independently 2.7 .7 9.1 5.5
Financial Management Skills

Independent AS5.7 28.3 19.6 37.0

Not independent 54,2 A2.6 13.2 52.8
Recelpt of Trassfers

SSI/SD1 81.5 .3 12,3 70.8

Other transfers only 48,5 26.5 23.5 48,5

No transfers 23,2 16.1 7.1 23.2
Secondary Handicaps

Secondary handicap 68,9 59.0 13.1 65.6

No secondary handicap 4.6 30,0 15.4 40.8
Cayse of Retardation

Organic 8.3 8.8 3.4 55.2

Non-organic A9 31.5 16.7 7,5
Benefactor

Benefactor 51.7 43.1 12.1 53.4

No benefactor 52.6 37.6 15.8 46,6
Yok Experience in Two
Years Prior te Enroliment

Regular fob lasting 3.0 22.2 18.5 33.3

>3 months
Other Job lasting 48,3 39,7 8.6 83,1
>3 months

OtRer 58,5 43,4 1.0 55.7
School Status at Referral

Enrol 62,5 47,2 15.3 51.4

Not enrolled M2 34.5 14,3 47.1
Number in Sample 100 75 28 93

NOTE: These data are unadjusted subgroup means.

3ther cash transfers peimarily include AFOC and general assistance. However, some individuals recelved dependent and surviver

Soclal Security benefits, special state or local stipends for training or housing, and Unemployment Insurance benefits.

108




B. OVERALL PROGRAM EFFECTS

In this section, we discuss the overall impacts of the program
measured at three points in time. We first discuss the impacts at month 6,
which we have characterized as the in-program period. We then discuss the
impacts at months 15 and 22, which we have characterized as the postprogranm

period.

l. In-Program Effects

As described at the start of this chapter, the impacts of the STETS
program on employment that were described in Chapter IV led to the
expectation that program participation would also reduce dependence on cash
transfers. However, we also expected that the reduction would occur with a
lag, since both reporting and administrative responses would not likely
have kept up with changing labor-market activities. In fact, as shown in
Table VI.3, the estimated experimental effects consistently show evidence
of reduced dependence on all transfers other than food stamps. However,
only the effects that were estimated for the percentage who were receiving
any cash transfers, the percentage who were receiving cash transfers other
than SSI and SSDI (primarily welfare), and the percentage who were living
in subsidized housing are statistically significant. Experimentals were 26
percent less likely to be receiving any cash transfers (32 versus 43
percent), and were 58 percent less likely to be receiving cash transfers
other than SSI and SSDI (6 versus l4 percent). A substantial effect also
occurred in terms of the percentage who were living in subsidized housing--
a reduction of about one-third (10 versus 15 percent). However, such an
immediate effect on housing of this magnitude seems unusual, and this
effect may well havs been du tn the small numbers of sample members who

were living i.. = _“~idized housing (see Chapter VII, Section VII.B).

2. Postprogram Effects

The estimated experimental effects at month 15, by which time most
experimentals were no longer in the program, followed the pattern esta-
blished for month 6, but with some differences. The statistically sign-

ificant effects estimated at month 6 for both the percentage who were
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TAJLE V1.3

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON PUBLIC TRANSFER DEPENDENCE

Month 6 Morth 15 Mortn 22
Cortrol Cortrol Control
Experimert al Group Estimated Experiment al Group  Estimated  Experimental Group  Estimated

Outcome Measures Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact

Percent Recelving Any 3.7 43.1 ~11.4%¢ 44,5 51.5 «7.0* 9.6 R.0 2.4
Cash Transfers

Average Morthly Income from  580.23 $99.98  $-19.75 $1%.78 %72 $23.% $125.53 $13%.08  $-9.55
Cash Transfers

Percent Recelving S 2.3 31.0 4.7 33.1 40.7 «7.6%¢ *.9 40.2 =5.3
or SDI

Average Monthly Income 566,41 §74.59 $-8.18 §91.35 $109.65  $-18.30 $99.27 $120.03 $-20.76
from SSI or SPI

Percert Recelving Other 6.0 .3 -8,3%e 12.4 *%.7 -2.3 18.0 13.4 4.6
Cash Transfers®

Average Morthly Income $13.04 R2.42 $-9.38 R2.26 9.7 $-7.45 $29.23 $19.45 $9.78
from Other Transfers®

Percert Receliving Food 22,0 18.4 3.6 22,1 18.0 4,1 21.8 19.8 2.0
Stamps

Percent Using Medicare or 5.7 ¥.9 %.2 4.0 6.4 5.4 45.9 4.1 2.2
Medicaid

Percent Living in Subsidized 9.9 15.3 =5.4% 13.7 13.9 0.2 11.0 0.0 1.0
Housing

Namber in Sawple 87 413 8

Percert of Experimentals 67.8 18.3 0.0
in Phase 1 and 2

NOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. Definitions and means of control variables that are included in
the moders are presented in Agpendix Table A.1. Full results froa a represertative set of the Ispact equations that underlie these
results are presented in Appendix Tables A.9 and A.10.

%ther cash transfers peimarily include AFDC and general assistace. However, some individuals recefved dependent and survivor Social Security
benefits, special state or local stipends for training or housing, and Unemployment Insurance benefits.

oStatistically significat at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Seatistically significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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receiving cash transfers other than SSI and SSDI and the percentage who
were living in subsidized housing did not persist into month 15, ‘In fact,
for the housing outcome measure, virtually no program impact existed by
month 15, Instead, the effect estimated for the percentage who were
receiving SSI or SSDI 1is sizeable and statistically significant.
Experimentals were 19 percent 1less likely than were controls to be
receiving such transfers at that time (33 versus 41 percent). Due largely
to this result, experimentals were also 14 percent 1less 1likely to be

receiving any cash transfers (45 versus 52 percent).

By month 22, no estimated effects were statistically significant,
and the direction of the point-estimates of the effects was not even
consistently negative. However, it may be noteworthy that the estimated
effect on the receipt of SSI or SSDI was still negative and relatively
large, indicating that experimentals were 13 percent less 1likely to be

receiving such benefits than were controls (35 versus 40 percent).

A further examination of these patterns of program-induced changes
in public transfer dependence in the postprogram period revealed that the
program impacts on the probability of receiving such transfers are directly
related to changes in the incidence of employment. The average impacts on
overall benefit levels offset less than 20 percent of the earnings gain,
while the effect on SSI and SSDI offset over one-third of the earnings
gain. Thus, it is clear that STETS not only reduced public transfers, but
also tended to move some individuals off SSI and SSDI onto other forms of

assistance,

C. PROGRAM EFFECTS FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS

In view of the limited effects of STETS on the entire sample, it is
appropriate tn estimate some sets of program effects by subgroups to iden-
tify patterns that may be hidden in the more aggregate analysis. The out-
come measures for the subgroup analysis--average monthly income from SSI or
SSDI and average monthly income from other cash transfers--were selected

because they were deemed to reflect changes in both the percentage of the




sample who were receiving the respective types of tﬂansfers and the average

monthly income of those who were receiving benefits.

As shown 1in Tables VI.4.A and VI.4.B, no clear and persistent
patterns of site differences emerge for either outcome measure. At any
point in time, the experimental effects estimated for selected sites do
stand out at one extreme or another. However, the pattern of effects
changed dramdtically over time in ways that preclude us from drawing any

conclusions about site patterns.

Some patterns do emerge among other subgroups. Of course, given
the modest sample sizes and the general lack of significant experimental
effects even for the overall sample, all subgroup patterns must be regarded
as very speculative. Among subgroups defined by IQ level, the estimated
effects for those with a mild level of retardation were consistently
nezative for SSI/SSDI benefits, grew in absolute value over time, and
became statistically significant even for the modest sample size.
Reductions in other cash benefits were also estimated for months 6 and 15,
but, for month 22, it is estimated that the program increased the receipt
of other cash benefits. On the other hand, the effects estimated for those
with moderate retardation were consistently positive for both outcome

measures, and were quite large by month 22,

Estimated reductions in SSI and SSDI benefits were particularly
large and consistent over time for males and blacks. Reductions estimated
for younger sample members were also consistent over time and, in wonth 22,
were larger than those that were estimated for older sample members.
Reductions that are large relative to others in their respective subgroups
were estimated for months 15 and 22 both for sample members who were living
independently and for those with an organic cause of retardation. For some
other sets of subgroups, particularly those defined by IQ 1level and
financial management skills, some very large and occasionally significant

estimated effects occurred, but without clear patterns.

The full regression results for the models from which these two
sets of results were generated are shown in Appendix Tables A.9 and A.10.
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TABLE VI

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON INCOME FROM TRANSFERS FOR
KEY SUBGROUPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS

A, AVERAGE MONTHLY INCOME FROM SSI (R SDI

Morth 6 Month 15 Month 22
Subgraups Defined Control Control Control
by Characteristics Experimental Grop  Estimated  Experimental Grop  Estimated  Experimental Grop  Estimated
at Baseline _Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Total Sesple $66.M 574,59 $-8.18 91,35 $109.65 5-18.%0 $99.27 $120,03 $-20.76
Sits
Cincinnati 8.1 6h.6h «6,53 .66 78,08 644 67,34 105.07 -37.73
Los Angeles 106,63 119.02 -12.3%9 180, 0 186,19 6,00 180,58 207.%9 -26,81
New York 9,54 49,23 0.31 86,56 119,02 32,06 85,42 126.11 40.69
S, Paid 12.48 40,91 -28.43 13.15 57.26 4,09 49.65 X.8 18.96
Tucson 76,14 NN -15.60 n, 92 86,84 -11.52 9. 96,90 -3.16
Level
8orderline 58.49 RS5A -14.05 .15 81,9 0.23 89.70 83,3 6,32
Mild =% 2,08 7.8 90,55 121.6 -31,08¢ 98,02 w375 45,7me
Moderats 96,17 92,07 4,10 122,54 119,68 2.86 131.85 85,16 46,69
Younger than 22 61.34 81,25 -19. .05 100,76 -16.71 85.92 112.09 26,17
22 or older 80,48 56.09 8.3 108.08 130,03 «21.95 129.21 137.86 -8,65
Gonder
Male 72,83 n.sn 1.33 81,86 121.16 -39,300* 91.66 133,93 A2.47%%
Female 58.09 78.% -20.50 83,80 9,02 10220 109.26 102.2% 7.02
Racs /Etinicity
Black 40,82 60.31 -19.49 2,86 108,18 =55,32n¢ 67,30 92,50 25,20
Hispanic 47.61 82.47 -14,86 106,82 81.8 25.13 9%,36 94,58 0.22
White and other .55 85.03 -0.48 10.29 118.°0 -7.81 118.04 %1.68 -23.6h
(£ Acrengesent
Liv; with parents .80 X3 -9,66 87.12 103,54 -16.42 102.13 111.08 -8,95
Uiving in supervised 26.2% 77.81 -51.57 102,65 121,92 -19.27 78.11 102.77 ~284.66
setting
Uiving independent ly 136,25 nn &, 34 123,89 %1.12 -37.23 96,81 229,20 132,394+
Finacial Menageeert Skills
Independent 66,30 80.21 “13.9 89.81 92,18 2,37 R.74 122.46 -9, 72
Not independent 66,96 2,33 -5.87 91,92 116.20 -2k 28* 101,73 119.12 -17.%
Receipt of Trarefers
S /SD1 175.17 194,81 -19.64 199.01 202.2% -2.23 203,06 180.55 22,51
Other transfers only 21.21 18.46 2,75 37.33 75.33 -38,50* 53.91 114,13 60.22%+
No transfers 8.08 w7 6.66 x.5 50,63 15,11 %.12 63.66 -27.,54
Casse of Retardation
90.44 31.99 58,45 100,720 %5.43 -6h, 7O RN 186,57 «93,66%*
Non-organic 61.79 82.79 «21.00 89.53 98.82 -9, 00,56 106,52 -5,96
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrol ent
Regular Job lasting 9,23 75.04 -16.61 130,99 103.28 2.1 96.19 1,25 -45.06
Other Job lasting 76,82 9.2 -7,63 79.68 102,22 22,54 06,51 87.67 18.64
Other 61,35 6745 6,10 88.13 116,30 28.17 95.34 135,51 40,174
School Status at Referval
led nxm» 2.24 «0.54 1%.98 126,23 <9,25 116,55 132.02 «15.47
Not enrollec 6,08 75.65 -11.61 80,3 102,89 -22.50 91.% 114,55 23,19
Nasber in Sawple 27 408 »9

NOTE:  These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. In addition to the control variables that were included in the
models which underife the overall net impact estimates repocted in Table VI.3, these models include variables that interacted the
treatment varisble with the subgroup varisbles. Full results from the regression model for the month 6 and month 22 outcoees are

preserted n Appendix Tables A.9 ard A.10.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, twu-tailed test,
**Statistically significant at the 5 peroent level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE VI.&

ESTIMATED PROCRAM IMPACTS ON INCOME FROM TRANSFERS FOR
KEY SUBGROUPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS

B. AVERACE HONTHLY INCOME FROM OTHER CASH TRANSFERS®

Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
Subgroups Defined Control Cortrol Control
by Characteristics Experiment al Group Estimated Experimertal Croup  Estimated  Experimental Croup  Estimated
at Baseline Croup Mesn  Mean Inpact  Group Hean  Mean _ Imapct Group Mean  Mean  Inpact
Total Sample $13.04 $22,42 $-9.38 R2.26 9.1 $-7.845 829,23 $19.45 $9,78
Site
Cincinnati 2,99 21.50 ~18.51 %48 85.3% -30,86 40,11 Z.08 13.03
Los Angeles 0.42 0.11 0.3 S.11 4,78 0.33 19.50 7.01 12.49
New York 19.50 %.68 =16.88 %.63 8.01 8.& 5.95 0.2 15.25
S, Pail 00 67.96 5,04 82,61 89.76 «7.15 R 40.08 22,56
Tucson (6.28) 2.87 9,11 6,77 7.80 «%0.63 13.16 2.1 8,55
R Leval
Borderl ine 8,86 5.9 $.28 2,28 5,5 4N 28,59 23,20 5.9
Mid 12,0 .81 -15.11 %22 31.85 «17.63 2.8 20,7 781
MNoderate .77 19.52 5.25 44,76 .66 15,10 ».n 6,17 33,56
Younger than 22 16.32 %.37 -0.05 .07 2%.58 0,49 »n.38 12,09 22.,294*
22 oc older 21 3.68 b A7 1M 36.76 5.3 17.99 5.9 =17.54
Gorder
Male 7.89 7.8 -19,95¢ 1.75 %.8 -18.87 9.3 %.01 5.2
Female 19.77 15.3 A4S 42,21 33.96 8.5 M. 26.82 15.12
Race/Etinicity
Black 6.27 15.92 -9.65 B3 2.3 15.13 51,85 AN 16,94
Hispanic 1.57 17.9 2. 19.58 6,82 -19.2% 12,92 2.77 -7.85
White ad other .55 .07 10,58 5.8 2,89 -17,75 .70 10,40 10.30
u
Lt with parents 13.68 21.87 -8,19 %.M 2,5 «5,81 29.12 8,75 0.37
Livmquls supervi sed 10.88 A7, «36.,86 (8.56) .61 43,17 22,5 41,6 18,91
sett!
Living indeperdently 8.44 2.8 11,28 5.9 2,25 7.8 3.65 0,04 8,69
Finarcial Menagemert Skills
1#%,18 41.80 7,62 5.52 50,17 -24,65 40,31 42,58 <2.27
Not independent 12.% 1,78 2,19 21,06 22.17 -1.11 .08 10.79 1".29
feceipt of Trasfers
SSL/SDI 15.06 13.96 1.90 35.07 25,53 9,54 .55 13.85 15.20
Other transfers only 29.43 N =33,28%+ D44 52,40 31,96+ 30,% B 4546
No tramsfers 1.11) 0.75 -0.36 11.46 12,03 -0.57 Z.24 .77 9,47
Casse of Retardation
Organic %42 24.73 -9.31 6,21 %,65 -8,44 224,29 0.21 %.08
Non-organic 12.56 21.96 ~9.40 5.49 32.75 7.3 30,26 21,38 8.88
Work Experionce in Two
Years Prior to Envollment
Rq;hr Job lasting (3.76) .08 -23.64 7.7 .88 €3, 148 12.59 42,16 -29.57
>3 morths
Other Job lasting 21,17 22,26 -1,07 .86 9,28 30,62¢ 46,71 .03 3%.68%
r 12.15 23,25 -11.10 1,50 31.9% ~17.46 22,05 19,42 2.63
School Stams at Referral
Enral Jed .18 32.83 22,65 13.3 %.81 23,50 R.46 2. 5. 1%
Not enrolled 1", 7.0 ~3.42 26,34 26,48 0.1 26,83 "w.R 1N
Number in Sawple 260 813 501

NOTE: These ressits were estimated theough ordinary least squares techniques, In addition to the control varisbles that are included in the

models which underlie the overall net impact estimates reported in Table VI.3, these models include varisbles that Interacted the

treatsent varisble with the subgroup varfiables. Full results from the regression models for the month 6 and month 22 outcomes are
presented in Appendix Tables A.9 and A.10.

%ther cash tramfers primacily include AFDC and general assistawe, However, some individuals received dependent and survivor Soclal Security
benefits, special state or local stipends for training or housing, and Unemployment Insurance benefits.

sStatistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
esStatistically significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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The trends are quite different for cash transfers other than SSI
and SSDI: the effects estimated for older sample members and Hispanics
were rore consistently negative and generally larger than those estimated
for ocners in the respective sets of subgroups. Females, sample members
who were living independently, and, after month 6, blacks showed evidence
that their receipt of these other cash transfers increased--patterns that
sometimes, but not always, parallel the earnings results for these

subgroups, reported in Appendix Table A.4.B.

D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The evaluation of the impacts of STETS on cash and in-kind transfer
dependence began with a strong hypothesis--that, conditional on the impacts
of the program on earnings, STETS participation would reduce the receipt
and, for cash transfers, the amount of transfers. While impacts on
transfers were expected to lag behind impacts on earnings, it seemed likely
that they would have occurred by the end of the observation period, given
the pattern of earnings impacts. However, the results generally did not
show this expected pattern of effects. In fact, the impacts that were
observed occurred early and then tended to fade. The one encouraging sign
is that the pattern for SSI and SSDI--point-estimates of reductions in both
the receipt and amount of SSI or SSDI--persisted over time. In month 22,
these reductions offset 38 percent of the total earnings gain. While the
estimated effects are generally not statistically significant at the
conventionally accepted levels, the point estimates are reasonably large.
We believe that a useful practice would be to follow these SSI/SSDI-related
outcomes for a longer period of time, perhaps by using Social Security

records data.
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VII. TIMPACTS ON ECONOMIC STATUS, INDEPENDENCE,
AND LIFE-STYLE

As was discussed in Chapter IV, the STETS program had a substantial
impact on the incidence of regular job-holding and on the work hours in and
earnings from those jobs. It might be expected that the STETS demonstra-—
tion would also have impacts on other areas of participants' lives--espe-
cially their overall economic status, their independence in financial man-
agement and living arrangement, their use of formal and informal services,

and their general level of involvement in regular, productive activities.

However, the expected direction and duration of the effects of the
program on economic status, measures of independence, and life-style are
not always clear. Several factors in particular cloud the results of any
present evaluation of these impacts. First, the increased earnings
observed for experimentals appear to be offset partially by decreases in
transfer benefits and other sources of income, thereby diluting the overall
financial impacts of the program. Second, although STETS may have had
impacts on financial management skills and independent living arrangements,
those impacts may follow others with a considerable time delay, in which
case the 22-month observation period of our study may be too short to
observe such program impacts. Third, although the program generated
increased earnings for sample members, those increases might not have been
encugh to cnable them to live independent life-styles——especially in such
large metropolitan areas as New York or Los Angeles. Finally, parents and
counselors might simply wish to see more concrete and stable earnings gains

before they are willing to give the sample members greater independence.

Despite these limitations in our ability to detect what may be
primarily long-run effects, we have pursued an analysis of such impacts due
to the strong policy interest in understanding the effects of transitional-
employment programs such as STETS on the life-styles of participants, in
addition to or because of 1its success in integrating mentally retarded
individuals into the workplace. To varying levels of detail, as permitted
by the availability and quality of available data, this chapter explores
the impacts of STETS on the following outcomes:

117




Personal income from all sources
° Independence in financial management
) Use of formal services

° Existence of a personal relationship with a
benefactor

° Involvement in some regular activity which could
lead to integration into the labor market

° Living arrangement

° ramily status

As in the previous chapters, we begin by providing an overview of
the experience of the control group to describe how STETS participants
would have fared in the absence of the demonstration. In Section B, we
discuss the impacts of the program on specific outcome measures. In the -

final section, we summarize the main findings and discuss their policy

implications.

A. EXPERIENCE IN THE ABSENCE OF STETS

The experience of control group members in terms of economic
status, independence, and life-style reflect the expected experience of the

experimental group had they not enrolled in the STETS program.

l. Economic Status

Weekly personal income was measured as the sum of all earnings,
transfer program benefits, and any other regular sources of income per
week. As shown in Table VII.1, average weekly personal income from all
sources varied considerably across sites (from $27 in Cincinnati to $57 in
Los Angeles at baseline, and from $29 in Cincinnati to $79 in New York at
month 22). However, even at its highest level, the average total income of
the STETS control group ($66 per week) was only about 60 percent of the
federal poverty-income guidelines for family units of one, which were

$77.11 per week at the start of the demonstration, 1982, $93.46 in 1983,




TABLE VII.1

WEEKLY PERSONAL INCOME FROM ALL SOURCES FOR

CONTROL / “'!P MEMBERS, BY SITE

Site
Time Period Cincinnati Los Angeles WNew York St. Paul Tucson Total
Total Dollars of
Personal Income
Baseline? $26.61 $57.28 $41.52 $43.64 $49.43 $43.54
Month 6 31.53 43,59 65.43 48,63 55.90 49,63
Month 15 30.64 53.88 86.32 65.12 56.74 58.24
Month 22 28.75 56.81 79.27 63.75 71.44 60.69
Number In Samples
Baseline 39 36 48 26 44 193
Month 6 28 27 32 17 29 133
Month 15 44 38 45 26 42 195
Month 22 39 36 45 25 44 189

NOTE: Sources for total personal income include earnings from jobs, transfer-program (SSI, SSDI,
and welfare) benefits, Soclal Security benefits, stipends or grants, state supplements for
residential support, and regular contributions by parents, based upon reports by primary

sample members or prexies.

3n some cases, the baseline interviews were administered several weeks after random assignment.
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1
and $97.77 at the end of the follow-up period, 1984. Had these young
people been living on their own (which, by and large, they were not), their

general economic status would have been very low.

In general, average personal income among the entire control group
did increase substantially over time, from $44 per week at baseline to $61
per week at month 22 (39 percent). However, all of this increase 1is
attributable to increases among the WNew York, St. Paul, and Tucson
samples--90, 46, and 45 percent, respectively. In Cincinnati, total
personal income remained low throughout the demonstration ($27 to $31 per
week), and although the control group in Los Angeles had the highest
average personal income at the start of the demonstration ($57 per week)

they experienced virtually no increase over the 22-month follow-up period.

2. Independence and Life-Style

Independence and life-style encompass a variety of concepts, only a
tew of which could be analyzed within the context of this evaluation. The
specific concepts considered below include financial management skills, the
use of support services, personal relationships with benefactors, the

extent of inactivity, and living arrangement.

Financial Management Skills. The interviews provided data on

whether sample members received assistance from anyone in three areas of
financial management-~-paying sales clerks when shopping, handling bills
(i.e., arranging for the payment of but not necessarily providing the funds
for bills), and transferring money in or out of bank accounts. Those who
performed at least two of the three activities without assistance (and
received no assistance on the third) were considered to exhibit financial
managemert skills. As shown in Table VII.2, between 25 and 35 percent of

the contr»sl group members exhibited financial management skills at each

1
These figures are reported in the following three respective

citations of the Federal Register: Vol. 49, No. 39, February 27, 1984, p.
15418; Vol. 48, No. 34, February 17, 1983, p. 7010; and Vol. 49, No. 39,
February 27, 1984, p. 7152.




TABLE VII.2

SOCIAL SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE OF
CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS, BY SITE

Type and Site
Time Period Cincinnati Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total

Percent Who Demonstrate
Indepeldenge in Financial

nanage-entb
Baseline 25.6 26.2 35.3 18.5 17.0 25.2
Month 6 27.6 22.2 27.0 38.9 32.3 28.9
Month 15 25.0 33.3 41.7 25.9 40.9 34,2
Month 22 28.2 31.6 47.8 25.9 34.1 34,5
Percent Receiving Any
Service from Agency®
Baseline 84.1 92.9 88.2 9.6 93.6 9.0
Month 6 65.5 92.6 73.0 83.3 80.6 78.2
Month 15 68.2 69.2 54.2 85.2 72.7 68.3
Month 22 66.7 73.7 45.7 74.1 72.7 65.5
Percent Receiving Job
Training Services
Baseline 16.7 40.5 44,9 14.8 27.9 30.5
Month & 20.7 44.4 44.4 50.0 38.7 39.0
Month 15 25.0 28.2 29.2 46.2 27.3 29.9
Month 22 23.7 26.3 21.7 42.3 38.6 29.7
Percent Receiving Job
Search Assistance
Baseline 29.5 35.7 43.1 55.6 30.4 37.6
Month 6 17.2 23.1 22.2 17.6 25.8 21.6
Month 15 15.9 15.4 8.3 1.1 20.5 14.4
Month 22 17.9 13.2 15.2 1.1 11.6 14.0
Percent Receiving School
Services
Baseline 46.5 16.7 37.3 1.1 51.1 34.8
Month 6 17.2 29.6 21.6 1.1 12.9 19.0
Month 15 9.1 7.7 14.6 0.0 18.2 10.9
Month 22 7.7 18.4 8.7 3.7 20.5 12.4
Percent Receiving
Residential Counseling
Baseline 6.8 9.5 0.0 29.6 10.6 9.5
Month 6 6.9 22.2 0.0 27.8 6.5 10.6
Month 15 4,5 10.3 0.0 37.0 1.4 10.4
Month 22 7.7 13.2 0.0 25.9 6.8 9.3
Percent Receiving Other
Counseling
Baseline 45.5 69.0 56.9 63.0 68.1 60.2
Month 6 34,5 66.7 54.1 55.6 61.3 54.2
Month 15 54.5 51.3 35.4 63.0 54.5 50.5
Month 22 51.3 60.5 37.0 51.9 63.6 52.6
Percent Receiving
Assistance with d
Financial Management
Baseline 7.0 14.3 2.0 22.2 17.0 1.4
Month 6 6.9 22.2 8.1 1.1 16.1 12.7
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TABLE VII.2 (continued)

Type and Site
Time Period Cincinnati Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total
Month 15 6.8 7.7 2.1 29.6 9.1 9.4
Month 22 5.1 18.4 2.2 29.6 1.4 11.9
Percent Receiving Trans-
portation Assistance®
Baseline 20,9 7.1 2.0 3.7 10.6 9.0
Month 6 10.3 7.4 0.0 15.7 9.7 7.7
Month 15 13.6 7.7 4.2 3.7 6.8 7.4
Month 22 20.5 2.6 4.3 3.7 9.1 8.2
Percent with Benefactor’
Baseline 13.6 28.6 27.5 40,7 46.8 30.8
Month 6 17.2 44.4 21.6 16.7 22.6 24.6
Month 15 13.6 23.1 6.3 33.3 31.8 20.3
Month 22 10.3 13.2 13.0 25.9 27.3 17.5
Number in Sampleg
Baseline 4y 42 51 27 47 211
Month 6 29 27 37 18 31 142
Month 15 44 39 48 27 44 202
Month 22 39 38 46 27 44 194

3Independence is defined as performing without assistance at least two financial management
activities (shopping, handling bills, and using bank accounts), and without assistance in the
other financial management activity.

bIn some cases, baseline interviews were administered several weeks after random assignment.

CThe services that were provided by agency staff members included job training, job-search
assistance, schooling, residential counseling, other counseling, financial management
(assistance with shopping, bill paylng, or handling bank accounts, or receiving transfer-program
benefits on behalf of the individuals), and transportation (providing regular transportation to
Job, training program, or school).

dThis heading 1s defined as assistance with shopping, handling bills, using bank accounts, or
receiving transfer-progran benefits on behalf of the individual.

®This heading 1s defined as providing regular transportation to a job, training program, or
school.

fBenefactors are individuals named by primary sample members as providing assistance in two or
more of the following areas: job search, reslidential counseling, other counseling, financial
management, and transportation. These individuals could be relatives or friends of the sample
member, or service agency staff members.

gSamp).e sizes for individual outcomes varied due to missing data. The numbers for the total
sample ranged from 203 to 211 at baseline, from 141 to 142 at month 6, from 201 to 292 at month
15, and from 192 to 194 at month 22.
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interview wave. Among those who did not, most either had only one
financial management opportunity which they performed independently or had
opportunities in two or more financial management activities but were
dependent in at least one activity; very few exhibited total dependence in
financial management or had no opportunities to exercise financial manage-

ment skills.

Over the 22-month period, controls in Cincinnati experienced the
smallest gains in the percentage who exhibited financial management skills
(3 percentage points), while those in Tucson experienced the largest gains
(17 percentage points). Only in New York did almost half of the control
group members demonstrate financial management skills by month 22. These
relatively low levels of independence may be attributable in part to the
low levels of income available to the individuals and/or to the fact that

most continued to live with their parents or other responsible adults.

Service Receipt. The control group had access to and received a

variety of services throughout the demonstration period. As shown in Table
VII.2, and as was expected given that most sample members were referred to
the program through the service network, service receipt was particularly
high at baseline (90 percent), although service use declined over the
follow-up period. (In month 22, 65 percent of the sample still maintained
contact with a service agency.) By far the most commonly used type of
service was counseling outside of residential settings, which was used by

50 to 60 percent of the control group at each time period.

As was r_ted in Chapter V, about 30 percent of the control group
received job training. Although variations occurred across the five sites
in the use of job-training, the overall average level of use remained
generally the same through month 22, While about one-third of the controls
also used job—search assistance and schooling services at baseline, the
extent to which they used these services tended to drop off fairly quickly,
to less than 15 percent by month 22.

Only a small proportion of the control group (9 to 13 percent) used
the remaining types of services—--residential counseling, assistance with

financial management, and transportation assigtance. However, great
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variations occurred across the sites in the level of such use. For
example, generally over 25 percent of the control group 1in St. Paul
received residential counseling and assistance with financial management,
compared with the overall sample average of approximately 10 percent. The
control group in Cincinnati was twice as likely as the entire sample to
receive transportation services at baseline and at month 22. These
variations reflect differences in the types of support services available
in the demonstration communities, as well as differences in individual

needs for particular services.

Personal Relationships with Benefactors. A much smaller proportion

of tne control group (31 percent) had a personal relationship with a bene-
factor at the time they were referred to STETS.L Control group members in
St. Paul and Tucson were tihe most likely to have had a personal relation-
ship with a benefactor (41 and 47 perceat, respectively), while those in
Cincinnati were the least likely to have had one (l4 percent). In all
sites, perscnal relationships with benefactors waned over time; only 18

percent reported having such relationships by month 22.

Degree of Inactivity. As we discussed in Chapter IV, most control

group members were involved in some activity pertaining to employment or
training. As shown in Table VII.3, nearly 40 percent were inactive in each
time period--that is, they were not employed at least 4 hours a week and
were not enrolled in a training or school program. In general, the
activity status of the control group did not change substantially over
time--with the exception of the control group 1in St. Paul (where the
percentage who were inactive decreased by 63 percent) and the control group
in Cincinnati (where percentage who were inactive increased by 79

2
percent), The substantial proportions of controls who were inactive

1
Benefactors included relatives, friends, or agency staff members

who provided assistance in two or more of the following key areas: job
search, residential counseling, other couaseling, financial management, and
transportation.

2The decrease in St. Paul appears to have been due to the greater
number who participated in training (particularly .n workshops and activity
centers), while the increase in Cincinnati appears to have been due to the
greater number who left schooling programs (see Chapters IV and V).

124

173




TABLE VII.3

PERCENT OF CONTROL CROUP MEMBERS WHO WERE INACTIVE, 8Y SITE

Site
Time Period Cincinnati Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total
Percent Inactive?
Baseline? 37.2 45,2 35.3 59.3 23.9 38.3
Month 6 55.2 29.6 21.6 33.3 35.5 34,5
Month 15 61.4 53.8 16.7 29.6 37.8 38.6
Month 22 56.7 47.4 32.6 22,2 25.2 39.2
Number in Sample:
Baseline 43 42 51 27 46 209
Month 6 29 27 37 18 31 142
Month 15 44 39 48 27 44 202
Month 22 39 38 46 27 44 194

Mot 1n any pald or unpald job of at least 4 hours per week, or in a training or school program.

bIn some cases, basellne interviews were administered several weeks after random assignment,
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suggests that, without such programs as STETS, a high proportion of
mentally retarded young adults are at risk of remaining inexperienced in

activities designed to foster employability.

1
Living Arrangement. Like many young adults, high proportions (78

to 84 percent) of the control group members in the STETS sample lived with
their parents, foster parents, or other adult relatives (see Table
VII.4). Only in St. Paul and Tucson were substantially higher-than-average
proportions of controls 1living 1in other settings. Over time, the
proportion of controls who were 1living with their parents tended to
decrease only slightly in all sites.

In general, the percentages who were living in supervised settings
(group homes, supervised apartments, and institutions) remained fairly
constant (about 10 percent), although these percentages ranged from 2
percent or less in New York to over 26 to 30 percent in St. Paul. This
variation across sites may reflect differences 1in the availability of
supervised-living units, the differ/ nt methods whereby the sample members
were recruited from those living in such settings,2 anl/or individual
differences in the degree of independence. Modest increases occurred in
the percentage of controls who lived independently (either alone or with
non-family-related roommates), from 7 percent at baseline to 13 percent at
the 22-month interview. This increase parallels the small movement away

from living with parents.

The STETS control group generally did not begin to establish their
own families within the 22 months of observation. Only two persons lived

In addition to the living arrangements discussed in this section,
we also considered the prevalance of incarceration among sample members,
since this measure provides our only evidence on the impacts of the program
on anti-social behavior. The incidence of incarceration was sufficiently
low overall (one control at the 6-month interview and three at each of the
15- and 22-month interviews) that 0o real conclusions can be drawn from
these data.

For example, the St. Paul program recruited heavily (80 percent)
from the state vocational rehabilitation agency (see Table 2.2 of Riccio,
1984), which may have also arranged for placements in supervised
residential settings.
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TABLE VII.4

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS, BY SITE

Type and Site
Time Period Cincinnatl Los Angeles New York St. Paul Tucson Total
Percent Living with
Parents or Foster Parents
Baseline? 9.9 84.1 % .6 66.7 73.5 83.6
Month 6 93.1 74.1 100.0 72.2 80.7 85.9
Month 15 81.8 79.5 93.5 51.9 70.5 77.6
Month 22 87.2 78.9 89.1 59.3 68.2 77.8
Percent Living in
Supervised Setting’
Baseline? 9.1 6.8 1.8 25.9 10.6 9.1
Month 6 6.9 22.2 0.0 27.8 6.5 10.6
Month 15 6.8 10.3 2.1 29.6 11.4 10.5
Month 22 7.7 10.5 2.2 25.9 6.8 9.3
Percent Living
Independently®
Baseline? 0.0 9.1 3.6 7.4 16.2 7.3
Month 6 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 12.9 3.5
Month 15 11.4 10.3 4.3 18.5 18.2 11.9
Month 22 5.1 10.5 8.7 14.8 25.0 12.9
Number in Sample:
Baseline 44 44 56 27 49 220
Month 6 29 27 37 18 31 142
Month 15 44 39 47 27 44 201
Month 22 39 38 46 27 44 194

3n some cases, baseline interviews were administered sever:l weeks after random assignment.
bThis heading includes group homes, supervised apartments, and institutions.

CThis heading includes living alone, living with unrelated room.ates, and living with spouse
and/or own children (but not with other related adults),
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with their own children at baseline, and none lived with a spouse; by month
22, the number who were living with their own children had increased to
seven, and a total of eight were living with a spouse.

B. ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC STATUS, INDEPENDENCE, AND
LIFE-STYLE

The analytic techniques that underlie our evaluation of the program
impacts addressed in this chapter vary according to both the nature of the
program outcome measures and the distribution of the sample in terms of the
measures. For example, personal income, 1independence 1in financial
management, the use of support services, and inactivity were analyzed with
ordinary least squares (OLS) regression techniques. However, because
living arrangement (a three-category variable in which approximately 80
percent of the sample falls into one category) is not amenable to such
techniques, we instead present comparisons of unadjusted percentages of
this outcome. Similarly, family status variables have such skewed
distributions that, with the relatively small sample sizes, tests of
statistical significance would be highly unreliable regardless of the
technique used. Thus, the results for these variables are discussed only

briefly and for descriptive purposes.

l. Program Impacts on Economic Status

Table VII.5 presents the program impact estimates on weekly
personal income, along with the regression-adjusted mean values for both
the experimental and control groups. In terms of in-program effects
(i.e., the month 6 results), the results suggest that the STETS interven-
tion significantly increased the total income of the experimental group by
$21 per week., Relatively little variation occurred in the estimated size
of the income effects in this time period among the various sample sub-

groups. The noteworthy exceptions are that larger—than-average estimated

1
ixperimental-contrcl differences 1in the percentage distcibutions

of sample members by income level are presented in Appendix Table A.l4.
These results indicate that tuhc income gains associated with program
participation accrued to individuals at all income levels.
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TABLE VIL.S

ESTIMATED PRGIRAM IMPACTS ON TOTAL DOLLARS OF WEKLY
PERSONAL INCOME, FOR TOTAL SAMPLE AD FOR KEY
SUBGROPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS

Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
Subgeoups Defined Cortrol Conkral Control
by Characteristics Experimental Group Estimated Experiment al Crop  Estimsted Experimental Groap  Estimated
at Baseline Group Mean Mean _Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Total Sasple n.mn 50.9% 20,78 67,22 .67 7.55 n.» &.39 9,20
Site
Cincinnati .2 4.5 17.73 47,85 .13 8.2 49,64 33,77 16,07
Los Angeles 67.98 41.89 26.09* 69.47 51.92 17.55 75.76 59,66 16.10
New Yock 90.80 69,01 21,79 83,97 88,27 4,30 88, %,5 4,37
St, Pasl 63.85 48.85 15.00 63.61 65, -3.13 7645 .47 16.98
Tucson 70,00 9.18 20,82 66,0 5141 15.59 65.85 68,46 -2.61
K Lewel
Borderline 3.2 45,13 28,07 65,37 61,70 3.67 75.59 58,00 1.9
Mild 69,56 52,89 17,27%+ 62,5 58,21 4.3 66,21 67.31 -1.10
Moderate 78.23 58,63 19.60 104.88 66,23 B.65% 89,95 46,55 43,604
Age
Younger than 22 RT7 50,13 22,6000 68,68 55.20 12,98+ 68,64 60,98 7,86
22 or older 68.89 53.15 15.7% 63,85 68.76 4,9 77.81 65.57 12.24
Gender
Haie 76,03 48,0 Z .30 R.07 &,57 7.50 80.41 63,46 16,955+
Female 66,07 53.88 12.19 60,69 53.07 7.8 60,23 61.00 0.77
Rave/Exmicity
Black 66,R 42.33 24, 19% 54,06 R.47 1.9 .3 55,79 7.55
Hispanic 829 51. 0 31.81 87.63 75,98 11.65 87.20 64,85 22,25
White and other . S5.7% 16.76% 69,34 59.41 9.93 .06 65,35 6,71
(83 Acvengouert
Living with parents 69.69 R.87 16,82 65,78 9,64 5.9% n»s .63 13,75%=
L!vlnguls supervised 65.27 60,57 5.80 6242 62,54 0.12 55.% 69.55 -13.61
set
Living independertly 00,78 18.19 8R,59% 86.92 54.88 32,04 7,50 81.26 8,76
Financial Meonagment: Skills
Independent A.57 6,89 9.68 88,51 63.76 24,75 N6 68.78 22,98%
Not independent 70,57 45,9 25,28 58,99 58,09 0.9 63.90 59.95 3.95
Recefpt of Transfers
ST/SDI 100,06 77.81 22,25% 90,69 78,56 12,13 98,20 .80 25,400
Other transfers only 68.& 45,26 23.36* 59.05 54,18 4.87 69.86 60.15 9.1
No transfers 50,26 .0 17.56¢ 51.06 45,46 5.60 L73% 54,04 <7.65
Cause of Retardation
Organt R.23 47.78 24,45 67.04 56,54 10.50 78,37 67,9 0.43
Non-0: Janic n.& 51.57 20,054+ 67.5 60.26 6,99 70.21 61.26 8.95
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrolment
quu's Job lasting 77,99 5534 22,65 87.63 .62 8.01 .64 %45 0.3
>3 months
o:h‘;r Job lasting ®.88 53.09 21,794 68,46 58.89 9.57 .99 .12 9.87
>3 months
Other 67.38 47,95 19,40 60,58 58,47 6,11 67,50 56,22 11,28
Schoal Status at Refervel
Enrol Jed 66,63 42,49 26, 14¢ 9.67 8,56 1,11 66.86 .19 7.67
Not enrolled 73,9 54,66 19,30%¢ .56 60,16 10,40 .76 63,86 9,90
Nswber in Sawple 4, » R

NTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squires techniques. In aidition to the control variables that are included in the
mcdel which underlies the overall net Impact estimates reported for the total sample (see Appendix Table A.1), the model include variahles
that interacted the experimental status variable with the subgroup variables. The number of cases in each subgroup 1s reported in
Appendix Table A.12

sStatistically stgnificant at the 10 percent level, two-tailsd test.
*eSeatistically significant at the 5 percemt level, two-tailed test.
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N

ef fects occurred for males, blacks and Hispanics, and individuals under the

age of 22--groups that have traditionally exhibited high youth unemployment
rates, even without intellectual or other disabilities. Other groups which
experienced large in-program effects were those who were 1living
independently at baseline and those whose IQ scores indicate borderline

retardation.

For the postprogram period, a different pattern of results is
observed. Estimated impacts on personal income are no longer large or
statistically significant for the total sample; the point estimate of the
overall effect in month 22 is $9.20 per week. The only subgroups which
showed sustained evidence of income gains at months 15 and 22 were those
with moderate retardation, males, Hispanics, those who were living with
parents, those who exhibited independence in financial management skills at
baseline, and those who received SSI/SSDI at referral. With the exception
of the SSI/SSDI recipients and the moderately retarded individuals, each of
these subgroups experienced earnings gains that roughly equalled these
total income effects (see Appendix Table A.4). For the moderately retarded
and the SSI/SSDI recipients, the impacts are attributable to sizeable
effects on both earnings and SSI/SSDI (see Table VI.4 in Chapter VI and
Appendix Table A.4).

2. Program Impacts on Independence and Life-Style

The estimated impacts of STETS on independence in financial manage-
ment and the use of social support are generally positive but small (see
Table VII.6). By month 22, virtually no difference between the experimen-
tal and control groups existed in terms of independence in financial
management, the receipt of formal services, or personal relationships with
benefactors. The only noteworthy impact 1is the increased percentage who
used formal services (from 79 to 88 percent) during the in-program period

(month 6), which is likely to be a direct result of participating in STETS.

Similarly, STETS had no impact on whether sample members were
inactive, except during the period of program participation itss1f., As we
indicated in Chapters IV and V, a number of offsetting impacts on

activities occurred in the postprogram period. While the experimental




TABLE VII.6

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON SOCIAL SUPPORT, INDEPENDENCE, A'D IMACTIVITY

Month 6 Month 15 Honth 22
Contral Control Contral
Experiment al Group Estimated Experimental Grop  Estimatad  Experimental Grop  Estimated
Outcame HosBules Craup Mean Moo Impact Crop Hean Mezn Imosot Croup Mean Hesn Ipact
Percent Yho Demorstrate 3%,.9 3.1 7.8 3.5 35.2 2.3 3%,3 35.5 0.8
Independence in Financial
Hanagement 2
Percent Receiving Ang 87.9 7.7 9.20# 0.5 68.1 2,4 68,2 65.3 2,9
Services From Agency
Percent With Benefactor® N6 %.2 1.4 N4 22,6 8,5¢ 2.7 19.8 &9
Percent Inactive? 20,1 ¥%.2 -16,1% 42.3 3.2 L8] 41.3 3,7 1.6
Nber in Sample 23 &16 404

-

NOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. Definitions and means of control varizles that are included in
the models are presented in Apperdix Tsble A.1.

3
Independence 1s defined as performing without assistance at least two financial management activities (shopping, handling bills, and using bank
wcowts), and withot msistance in the other financial management activity.

b

The ssrvices that were provided by agency staff mesbers included Job training, job-search assistance, schooling, residential caunseling, other
counseling, financial managesent (assistance with shopping, bill paying, or handling bank accounts, or receiving transfer-program benefits on
behalf of the individuals), and transportation (providing regular transportation to job, training program, or schoal).

c

Benefactors are individuals namer by primary sample members as prov! ng assistance in two or more of the following areas: jJob search,
residential omnseling, other counselirsd, financial management, and transportation. These individuals could be relatives or frierds of the
samp le member, or service agsncy staff members.

d

Not in any paid or unpaid Job of at least & hours per week, or in a training or schoal program.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-talled test.
*sSeatistically significant at the 5 percent level, two-talled test.
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group was more likely than controls to hold a regular job, fewer were
enrolled in training or schooling programs. Once STETS participation was
over, experimental group members were no more likely to be involved in some
form of employment, training, or educational activity than they would have
been had they not participated in STETS.

3. Impacts on Living Arrangement

For three reasons, we assess the impacts of STETS on living
arrangement by correlating percentages in various living arrangements at
baseline with those at each of the follow-up periods: (1) living
arrangement 1s a three-category outcome measure; (2) most of the sample
members lived with their parents at baseline; and (3) experimental-~control
differences in living arrangements existed at baseline. As shown in Table
VII.7, these tabulations show no evidence that STETS had a strong or
consistent impact on the proportion of the sample who were living with
their parents or with other adult relatives during the in-program period;
in month 6, most of those who had been living at home at baseline continued
to do so, and approximately equal proportions from both the experimental
and control groups who had been living elsewhere had moved in with their
parents by month 6., There i{s evidence that STETS descreased the likelihood
of living in supervised settings during this in-program period, in that
more experimentals than controls moved out of such arrangements, and more
control group members than experimentals entered them. An estimated
positive in-program impact of STETS on living independently was due to a
different pattern of movements--more of the experimental group who had been
independent at baseline remained independent, and more moved from other

arrangements into independent living arrangements.

The postprogram results show that most of the sample continued to
live in the same arrangements as at baseline. This finding was especially
true for those who were Jiving with their parents, but less so for those
who were living in supervised settings. STETS did have some impact on the
pattern of movements that occurred; the most substantial of these impacts
occurred by month 15. At month 15, experimental group members were more

likely than those in the control group to leave independent living arrange-
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TARE VIL.7

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON LIVING ARRANGEMENT,
BY LIVING ARRANGEMNTS AT BASEL.INE

A. Percont Living with Parerts

Month 6 Morth 15 Month 22
Experi-  Control Experi-  Control Experi- Control
mert al Group  Estimated went al Group  Estimated mert al Croup  Estimated
Living Arrangemert at Baseline Group Mean  Mean Impact Group Mean  Mean Impact  Group Mean  Mean Impact
Living with Parents 97.4 95.2 2.2 88.1 89.5 -1.4 88.3 88.4 0.1
Living in Supervised Settlnga 1.8 0.0 1.8 13.0 5.9 741 0.4 6.7 13.7
Living Indqnmhnﬂ.yb 13.3 16.7 34 27.3 9.1 18.2 2.7 a3 5.6
Naber in Sample 2% 313 307
B. Porcent Living in Supervised Setting
Month & Month 15 Month 22
Expert-  Control Experi-  {ontrol Experi-  Control
wertal Grop  Estimated mental Group  Estimated mental Grop  Estimited
Living frrangement at Baseline Graup Mean  Mean Impact Group Mean  Mean Impact Group Hean  Mean Trpact
Living with Parents 0.9 4.0 -3.1 5.9 [ 8] 1.8 5.5 4.3 1.2
Living {n Supervised Setting. 2.6 9.0 -19.4 65.2 76.5 -11.3 43.5 611 -17.6
Living Independently® 0.0 8.7 -16.7 13.6 0.0 1.6 8.7 0.0 8.7
Nusber in Sasple r-:] 8 »
C. Percort Living Indepardently”
Morth 6 Month 15 Morth 22
Experi- Comtral Experi-  Contral Experi-  Control
mental Group  Estimated wental Grogp  Estimated wental CGeresp  Estimated
Living Arrangement at Baseline Group Mean  Mean Impact Group Mean _ Mean Impact Group Mean  Mean Impact
Living with Parents 1.7 0.8 0.9 5.9 6.8 0.5 6.1 7.3 -1.2
Living in Supervised Settlng‘ 17.7 0.0 17.7 21.7 17.7 4,0 26.1 22,2 3.9
Living Independently” 8.7 6.7 2.0 .1 0.9 3.8 .6 .7 3.1
Nmber in Sawple 3 2 56

NOTE: These results are based on cross-tabulations of 1iving arrangement at baseline with those at each follow-up observation period.

sizes were too small to permit chi-square tests of statistical significance.

3
This heading includes group homes, supsrvised ¥partments, and {natitutions.

Sample

b
This heading includes living alone, living with unrelated roosmates, and living with spouse and/or omn children (but not with other related

adults).
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ments, either to return home or to live in a supervised setting; by month

22, the experimental and control groups exhibited few differences in terus

of the percentages who were making these types of moves. More experimental

than control group members moved away from supervised settings at both

postprogram observations, and experimentals were more likely than controls

to move from these settings into the howes of their parents.

The program had no apparent effects on family formation. By month

22, nine experimentals and eight controls were living with a spouse, and

six experimentals and seven controls were living with their own children.

C. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Our discussion of the impacts of the STETS program in previous

chapters focused on those areas of independence that pertain directly to

employment. We found that participation in a transitional-employment

program increased employment in the competitive sector, which in itself is

a move toward a more independent life-style. It also increased earnings,

while somewhat decreasing dependence on cash transfer programs.

In this chapter, we observed some relatively small program effects

on such measures of independence as overall economic status, services

received from community agencies, and involvement in activities oriented

toward employment. However, these effects generally declined to a great

extent in the postprogram period, seemingly due to two factors. First, in

the later observation periods, either the direct effects of STEIS

participation on such outcomes as total income, service utilization, and

level of inactivity either were no longer evident or, where they were

evident (as with personal income), the estimated effects were not

statistically significant. Second, while the STETS experience provided a

head start toward independence for many sample members, those who did not

participate in the program also began to achieve similar levels soon

afterwards. Although certain subgroups (for example, Hispanics and those

with a moderate level of retardation) did seem to continue to benefilt from

the program, at least in terms of personal income, even those who were more

likely to achieve and maintain positive effects from their experience in

STETS exhibited relatively low levels of independence by the end of the
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observation period: most of the mentally retarded young adults in the

study had total personal incomes that were less than the poverty level,
thereby restricting their opportunities for achieving a more economically
self-sufficient life-style. Possibly because of their low incomes, most
continued to live with their parents and to exercise little independence in
financial management. Finally, a substantial proportion of both the
experimental and control groups were not involvad in employment, school, or
training, and thus had 1limited opportunities to gain valuable work

experience and skills.

Given the short postprogram perisd for which we have data, we
cannot tell whether a more economically and socially independent life-style
would eventually be achieved by these mentally retarded young adults, or
whether the effects of participating in a transitional-employment program

would become more evident at a later period.
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VIII. BENEFITS AND COSTS OF STETS

As we mentioned in Chapter I, a key policy issue behind the STETS
demonstration was whether the impacts of the program would be sufficiently
large to justify its costs. In this chapter, we examine this issue by
comparing the impacts discussed in the previous chapters with estimates of
the program costs. This analysis provides a framework for assessing the

success of STETS and for interpreting the various impact estimates.

Benefit~cost analysis uses dollar values as a common denominator to
draw comparisons between the diverse program impacts and costs. This
analysis assigns dollar values to the impacts, sums the resulting values,
and compares them with the cost estimates. In doing so, it inevitably
excludes some impacts, either because evaluation resources were in-~
sufficient to enable us to measure them or because the impacts are
essentially intangible. In other cases, impacts were measured but were
difficult to appraise and value precisely. To deal with these problems, we
used a comprehensive accounting framework that 1lists all the major benefits
and costs regardless of whether we measured them, This framework facili-~
tates an analysis of the extent to which we have measured and included the
important benefits and costs, and whether reasonable conclusions can be
drawn on the basis of these measured 1items. We also made several
alternative estimates of the value of impacts that were measured; each
alternative was based on slternative assumptions about the appropriate
value that should be assigned to specific impacts. This set of plausible
alternatives provides a far better picture of the overail success of STETS

than would a single, inherently {impreclse, bonefit-cost comparison.

The result of this analysis is a qualified conclusion that STETS
represents a good social investment. If operational costs can be held at
the level observed when the demonstration was operating relatively smoothly
(ieee, during the five-month “steady-state” period), then the benefits
generated by STETS can be assumed to outweigh its costs, as long as the 22-
month impacts on experimentals persist for at lcasC seven months beyond the

observation periods These benefits accrue primarily to program partici-
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pants, who gain from their increased earaings (both while in STETS and in
subsequent employment). Although the rest of society also receives
substantial benefits, it must pay the taxes that fund the STETS services.
Consequently, they incur a net financial cost from STETS in the short-run,
although this cost may be offset by savings from long-rur reductioas in the
use of sheltered workshops by participants, and by the desirability of
inc.easing the opportunities available to and enhancing the social

integration of mentally retarded young adults.

We begin our analysis by providing an overview of the benefit-cost
accounting framework and the general analytic methods. We then present the
estimated costs of the program, and discuss the value of changes in (1)
the output produced b’ experimentals both in and out of STETS, (2) their
use of sheltered workshops, school and training programs, anad residential
programs, and (3) their dependence on public financial assistance. We
aggregate these individual measured costs and benefits in the framework and
analyze them and their relation to unmeasured effects in order to assess
STETS overall as an investment. A separate techaical appendix (Appendix C)
provides additional details on the estimates, procedures, and findings of

this benefit-cost analysis.

A. BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK AND METHODS

While countless questions can be asked about a program such as
STETS, benefit—-cost analysis is appropriate for addressing only two: Was
the program economically efficient? And was 1t equitable? Efficiency
pertains to the effect of a program on the total value of the goods and
services available to society (i.e., was the value of the goods and
services available to soclety greater because of STETS, or would their
value have been greater 1if the resources that were devoted to STETS were
used for alternative purposes?). Equity pertaine to the distribution of
goods and e&ervices among groups in society, how STETS affects that
distribution, and ether a specific group of individuals benefits or

loses.

In general, the methods used in benefit-cost analysis are oriented

toward addressing efficiency: program efficiency can usually be de-
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termined, and it 1is presumed that greater program efficiency 1is

desirable. Equity questions ase more difficult to answer, Benefit-cost
analysis can (to some extent) cetermine the effect of a program on the
distribution of resources, but contains no special criteria for Judging
whether a distributional change 1s desirable, Thus, addressing equity
entails a more descriptive analysi., and conclusions must be based on a

broader analysis of public policy and social concerns.

The basic method used to determine economic efficiency is to assign
dollar values to all estimated impacts and costs. These values are then
summed together to yield an estimate of the program's net present value--
that is, the difference between benefits and costs, where all dollar values
are adjusted to reflect their value in a specific base period. A positive
net present value indicates that the resources are being used ef-
ficiently,

While the net present value criter.on can easily be stated, a high
degree of uncertainty surrounds 1{its estimation: program effects are
measured imperfectly, and some cannot be estimated at all; uncertainties
surround the values that should be placed on the specific program effects
or costs; and the appropriate techniques necessary to aggregate individual
benefits and costs inherently involve numerous approximations. Conse-
quently, it is difficult to apply the net present value criterion to Judge

the economic efficiency of the program,.

Because of the error associated with any single estimate of net
present value, much of the usefulness of benefit-cost analysis pertains to
its comprehensiveness. The process of drawing together measures of the
various inputs and outcomes and the general patterns that emerge from the
attempts to assign relative values are often more useful than any specific
estimate of net present value. For this reason, the analysis does not
focus on a single net present value estimate but, instead, on a set of
estimates, By examining the different assumptions, the underlying outcome
estimates, and the techniques used to value outcomes, it is possible to
identify those aspects of STETS and its evaluation that are most important
in determining the overall findings--that 1is, which (if any) aspects, 1if
changed, would change the basic nature of the findings.

139

. 193




The core of this approach is a benefit-cost accounting framework
that imposes a logical rigor on the analysis and serves as a guide for
interpreting the results. The framework specifies a consistent method for
valuing the diverse sets of effects. The approach used here is based on
concepts similar to those that underlie the estimation of gross national
product (GNP). It focuses on the net resource gain or loss induced by
STETS as it was implemented in the demonstratioii. Essentially, the
approach entails estimating the change in resources available because cof
STETS, and then valuing those resources at their market cost. Thus, for
example, STETS-induced reductions in the use of sheltered workshops by
experimentals enables society to reallocate some of the resources that
would have been used to operate those programs.1 The market value of the
saved resources is used as a measure of the value generated by the
reduction in sheltered workshop use. In general, this valuation procedure
is convenient to use and does not necessitate attempting to measure such
difficult concepts as the willingness of society to pay for the various

outcomes.

While this procedure assigns a value to program effects, that value
will be viewed differently by different groups. For example, experimentals
who lose SSI benefits after obtaining a job will view the loss as a cost,
while taxpayers will view it as a financial gain. The acrounting framework
captures these differences through three analvtical perspectives: society
as a whole, program participants, and nonparticipants. The perspective of
society as a whole abstracts from all of the redistributional aspects of

STETS and focuses on 1its efficiency, since it considers only the use of

1
Of course, one possible reallocation would be to continue to

operate the sheltered workshops at the same scale and to serve clients who
would not have been served in the absence of STETS.

The nonparticipant group includes everyone in society who is not
given the opportunity to participate in STETS. Thus, it encompasses much
more than the control group, which comprises a very small part of the
nonparticipant group. We prefer this term to the more common term
"taxpayer group,” because the participant group also pays taxes, and
because not all of the effects on nonparticipants occur through the tax
system.
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resources. Transfers of income between groups are assumed to cancel each
other out in the social perspective~-that is, a dollar of benefit or cost
to one person is assumed to be equivalent to a dollar of benefit or cost to
anyone else.1 The perspectives of participants and nonparticipants
facilitate an analysis of the distributional consequences. For each group,
the question for net present value is the same as it was for society as a
whole: Does net present value (from that perspective) exceed zero? Do
participants gain or lose, on average, from their participation? Are their
earnings gains and increased independence sufficient to outweigh the losses
of transfer benefits such as SSI? How are nonparticipants affected? Does

STETS require a net subsidy from nonparticipant taxpayers?

All three perspectives mask differential effects on speciric
individuals or groups. The impacts of STETS are measured as averages and
indicate the expected effect of STETS. Obviously, participants will differ
in their response to STETS and may do better or worse than the statistical
averages. In addition, individual nonparticipants will be affected
differently. The employer who is able to hire a productive worker bece ise
of STETS will perceive the program differently than will an average
taxpayer who helps to fund STETS. Therefore, the STETS benefit~cost
estimates must be taken as indicative of the expected overall effects of
STETS, viewed from a broad perspective that is appropriate for judging

aggregate program performance. A more detailed analysis would be required

1
Of course, any resources consumed in transferring income would be

counted as costs from the social perspective.

2

One analytically useful feature of using these three perspectives
is that the sum of the net present values calculated from the participant
and nonparticipant perspectives equals the net present value for the social
perspective. This "adding-up” property is valid because participants and
nonparticipants constitute mutually exclusive groups that, when combined,
include all members of society. Therefore, transfers of income between
these two groups cancel each other out in the social perspective, because
the benefit to one group is assumed to be equal to the cost to the other.
Benefits or costs that accrue to one group and that are not offset by
corresponding costs or benefits to the other (e.gs, increased work output)
do not cancel out when added, and they thus represent net social benefits
or costs.
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to answer questions about whefher specific types of individuals would
benefit from enrolling in STETS.

Because the benefits and costs of STETS occur over time, the
analysis must compare streams of benefits with streams of costse To
simplify this task, we include in the accounting framework several pro-
cedures for aggregating dollars in different time periods and for producing
equivalent estimates of benefits and costs at a single point in time. To
do so, it is necessary to account for differences in the value of benefits
and costs across time periods due to inflation and to foregone interest
earningse The inflation differences are corrected by valuing all benefits
and costs in 1982 dollars., Thus, differences between benefits and costs
reflect real changes in resources, not changes in the nominal value of a
dollar. The differences due to foregor- interest reflect the fact that a
benefit that occurs in the future is worth less than the same benefit that
occurs today, because today's savings could be invested and would earn
interest in the future. The procedure for adjusting for such differences
is called "discounting,” and its importance is well established among the
analytic literature (see, for example, Gramlich, 1981), The only
uncertainty that remains pertains to the interest rate that should be used
in discounting future benefits and costs. We assume a 5 percent real
annual rate (that is, a rate calculated by netting out inflation) for our
benchmark, and test the importance of this assumption by calculating

3
alternative estimates using real annual rates of 3 and 10 percent.

1
The subgroup analyses in Chapters IV through VII provide some

information on the impacts of the program on individual types of
participants,

2

For example, suppose that a $1,000 benefit occurs 10 years from
now. The issue would then be, what present value invested today would
yield $1,000 ten years from now? If interest rates were, for example, 5
percent, then this present value would equal $1,000 divided by (1 + .05)10,
or $614. Gramlich (1981) describes this process in more detail.

3
The Office of Management and Budget (1972) mandates a 10 percent
discount rate for evaluating government programs.
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(Appendix C provides further information on the rationale and procedures

for discounting.)

Table VIII.l presents the benefit-cost accounting framework. The
table lists the major impact components of STETS (regardless of whether we
can value them) and suggests whether a component is, on average, a benefit,
a cost, or neither from each of the three perspectives. The table also
indicates what data sources are used to measure and value the effects or
whether a particular effect is left unmeasured, The next two sections

discuss the separate cost and benefit components,

Before proceeding, however, it is important that we review how the
impact estimates presented in Chapters IV to VII are used in the benefit-
cost analysis. These estimates indicate the effect of STETS on experi-
mentals at 6, 15, and 22 months after randomization. These "point~in—-time"
estimates are adequate measures of the impacts of STETS, but are inadequate
for the benefit-cost analysis, which requires information on the impacts of
the program for the entire 22 months. In order to compare benefits and
costs, we need to estimate the cumulative change in earnings, program use,
transfer receipt, and other activities, In the absence of continuous data
on these activities, it is necessary to derive cumulative measures by

interpolating between the point-in-time estimates.,

Any interpolation method involves some arbitrariness, We have
chosen to interpolate linearly between the point estimates. This method is
straightforward, and appears reasonable in that no alternative is clearly
preferable. Thus, although all program impacts used in the benefit-cost
analysis are inherently more imprecise than the specific impact estimates
Presented earlier, we feel that estimates of cumulative effects based on

linear interpolations provide an accurate indication of the true magnitude

Whether an impact component will be a net benefit or cost is
sometimes problematic. Table VIII.l reflects prior judgments about the
value of components from the three perspectives, The treatment of all
components 1in the final net present value calculations is of course
determined by the estimated actual effects of STETS.
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TABLE VIII.l

EXPECTED BENEFITS AND COSTS OF STETS BY ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVE

! Analytical Perspective a
Component Social Participant Nonparticipant Data Source

I. Program Costs
Project operations -
Payments to participants
Central administration -

o
o+ 0O
!
oI -

11. Output Produced by Participants

Phase 1 and Phase 2 output + 0 + S
Output forgone while 4n STETS - - 0 I,P
Increased out-of-program output + + 0 1,pP
I1II1. Other Programse
Reduced use of:
Sheitered workshops + 0 + I,P
Work-activity centers + 0 + 1,pP
School + 0 + 1,P
Job-training programs + 0 + 1,p
Case-management services + 0 + E
Counseling services + 0 + E
Social/recreational services + 0 + E
Transportation services + 0 + E
IV, Pesidential Situation
Reduced use of:
Ingtitutions + 0 + 1,P
Group homes + 0 + 1,P
Foster homes + 0 + 1,p
Semi-independent residential + 0 + 1,pP
progranms
V. Transfer Paymerts and Taxes
Reduced SSI/SSDI 0 - + 1,p
Reduced other welfare 0 - + 1,p
Reduced Medicaid/Medicare 0 - + 1,p
Increased taxes 0 - + 1,P
Vi. Transfer Administration
Reduced use of SSI/SSDI + 0 + 1,p
Reduced use of other welfare + 0 + 1,P
Reduced use of Medicaid/Medicare + 0 + 1,p
VIl. Intangibles
Preferences for work + + + U
Increased self-sufficiency + + + U
Increased variation in - - - U
participant income
Foregone nonmarket activity - - 0 u
Increased independent living + + + 1]

NOTE: The individual components are characterized from the three perspectives as being a net benefit
(+), a net cost (=), or neither (0).

a
The codes used for the data sources are as follows: S-special study, I-interview data, P-published
data source, A-STETS accounting system data, U-item not measured, and E-item measured but excluded
because the effects of STETS were trivial.
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1
of program impacts. (Details on the interpolation procedures are provided
in Appendix C.)

B. STETS PROGRAM COSTS

The accounting framework disaggregates costs into three
components: the operating costs of the projects, compensation paid to
clients while they were in Phase 1 or Phase 2 activities, and central
administrative costs. The operating and ceutral administrative costs are
paid by nonparticipants. Because these costs represent the value of the
resources used to operate STETS, they also represent social costs.
Participant compensation is treated as a transfer from nonparticipants to
participgnts, because it represents a shift in resources from one group to

another.

1. Operating Costs

During the 27 months of operations, the five projects served 284
clients anc ported operating costs of almost $2,500,000, implying average
operating costs of $8,800 per client. However, for two reasons, this
estimate 1is misleading for the benefit~cost analysis. First, it
correspords to all clients, and not to the group of 226 participants who
were included in the research sample. Second, it includes costs that are

attributable to the fact that STETS was a demonstration.

The first problem can be corrected in part by adjusting for
differences between experimentals and other clients in their length of

program participation. We estimated the cost of serving as active client

1
Data on program costs and participation in STETS were obtained

from demonstration accounting and client-tracking records. Because these
records provided data for the full observation period, interpolation
between point estimates was unnecessary for estimating the following:
STETS program costs, STETS payments to participants, and the value of
output produced by participants while in Phase 1 and Phase 2 jobs.

2

The output produced in Phase 1 and Phase 2, which is related to
this compensation, represents real resource gains. Section C discusses
both this output and changes in output produced outside of STETS.
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for a month and then multiplied this average cost by the observed average
length of time during which experimentals were active 1in the
demonstration. This method is accurate as long as the five demonstration
projects provided the same level of service per month to experimentals ag
they did to clients who were not in the research sample. Because there is
no evidence of such differences in service provision, we feel that the

method 1is sound.

It is more difficult to correct for the special demonstration
costs. Our general rule was to include all costs of the demonstration as
it was fielded, with two exceptions. First, we subtracted an estimate of
research-related costs--the costs of finding and screening applicants whLo
were ultimately assigned to the control group, of completing and processing
the research data collection forms, and of staff time spent with the
researchers. Riccio and Price (1984) estimated that these costs
constituted 5 percent of total project expenditures (including both
operating and participant compensation expenditures). Because these
research costs probably had little or no effect on the impacts of the
program, we feel that they should be excluded from the benefit-cost

analysis.,

We made the second exception to the principle of estimating
operating costs as actually incurred in the demonstration because several
demonstration-specific features made the observed costs abnormally high.
In particular, the limited duration of the demonstration meant thit the
actual costs overrepresented the higher average costs of the initial
project implementation and of the demonstration phase~-down period.
Additional costs were also incurred because projects found it necessary to
take special precautions to deal with the funding uncertainties surrounding
the demonstration itself. Riccio and Price (1984) discuss these problems
and suggest that the costs incurred during a five-month "steady-state"
period best represent the costs of operating STETS on an ongoing basis.
This period (which covers slightly different months at each site) fell in

mid- to late—-1982, a period when enrollments were high and operations were
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stable relative to earlier and later periods. 1We have used average costs

from these periods in the benefit—-cost analysis.

After making these two adjustments for research costs and the
effects of start-up and budgetary uncertainties, we estimate that it costs
$666 per month of active participation to provide STETS services.2
According to data collected by MDRC as part of its client-tracking system,
experimentals were active for an average of 9.3 months. When discounted at
a 5 percent real annual rate to the point of enrollment in STETS, the

implied participation cost is $6,050 per participant.

2, Participant Compensation

Participant compensation includes the wages and fringe benefits
that the five projects paid to participants {in Phase 1 and Phage 2
activities, It also 1includes wages paid by employers directly to
participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2. The projects reported all these
expenditures monthly to MDRC as part of the demonstration wonitoring and
accounting system. During the five months of the steady-state period,
participant compensation averaged $341 per wmonth of active participation
(average compensation expenditures over the entire demonstration were $30
lower than during the steady-state period). Given the estimated average

length of active participation (9.3 months), this figure implies that

1
As mentioned in Chapter 1V, employment impacts were greatest for

persons who were served during the steady-state period, suggesting that the
higher average costs during the demonstration start-up and phase-down
periods occurred because the projects were establishing new procedures and
dealing with inefficiencies due to smail and changing scales, rather than
because extra services were being provided. This finding further supports
the use of steady-state costs in the benefit-cost analysis.

2Riccio and Price (1984) reported costs on the basis of enrollment
months rather than active months. Because some clients were inactive for
part of their enrollment period, the cost per enrollment month will be
lower than the cost per active month. However, the average length of
participation will be correspondingly higher when measured in enrollment
time rather than in active time. Thus, the cost per client (the product of
the cost per month and the months of participation) is independent of how
time is measured. (Appendix C discusses the cost-estimating procedures in
greater detail.)
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participants received Phase 1 and Phase 2 compensation worth $2,094 per

participant when discounted to the time of enrollment.

3. Central Administrative Costs

Central administrative costs cover the activities necessary to
administer the contracts with the five projects and to provide
demonstration-wide coordination. MDRC performed this task 1in the
demonstration, although state or federal agencies would probably assume
this role in an ongoing program. For example, a state vocational
rehabilitation agency could fund the programs and would assume
responsibility for audit and performance monitoring. Estimating central
administrative costs was difficult in STETS because of the overlap between
MDRC's monitoring and research activities. Their dual role in the
demonstration meant that their costs exceeded the central administrative
costs that would be incurred in an on-going programe In addition, they
incurred substantial start-up costs as they selected the sites and helped
them operationalize the program. Consequently, the demonstration
experience does not provide an adequate guide to estimating future central
administrative costs. Our benchmark estimate 1is that central
administrative costs would be approximately $20 per month if STETS were
operated in a fairly decentralized maaner wbereby monst of the monitoring
would focus on audit responsibilities and fairly straightforward
performance measures. Costs would be higher if the central authority

provided intensive monitoring or technical assistance.

C. OUTPUT PRODUCED BY PARTICIPANTS

The anaiysis of STETS-induced effects on output produced by
participants distinguishes between goods and services produced by
participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2 and those produced by them outside of
STETS. These two types of output have different distributional

consequences and necessitate using different estimation techniques.
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1. Value of In-Program Output

The value of output produced by participants in Phase 1 and Phase 2
is an important program benefit. This output accrues to nonparticipants

(and to 1society) and has been very important in previous benefit-cost

studies., One measure of the value of in-program output is the revenue:

generated either by payments made by firms which used participant labor or
from the sale of participant-produced goods. This valuation method
provides a reasonable lower-bound estimate of the value of in—prograg
output, because the output was actually purchased for this amount.

However, the STETS sites did not pursue revenue-generating strategies as
their prima;y goal; rather, they focused on securing placement and training
for the STETS participants. Thus, revenue may seriously underestimate the
actual value of output. Based on estimates by Riccio and Price (1984),
reverue for the five-month steady-state period was over $108,000, or $131
per active participant month. Thus, revenue offset almos: 40 percent of

participant compensation.

As an alternative method for estimating the value of the in-program
output of participants, we conducted a series of work-activity case studies
for 33 randomly selected experimentals., For each person, we estimated the
net value of the output they produced during a two-week reference

period. This estimate was based ou the alternative supnlier's price of

1
For example, 1in the national Supported Work demonstration, the

value of output offset approximately 65 percent of the social costs (see
Kemper and Long, 1981, p. 269).

2

Reverue 18 a lower-bound estimate under the assumption that
profit-seeking employers would not pay more than a product (participant
labor service) was worth to them. Thus, the value of output should not be
less than what was actually paid. Of course, this argument is weakened if
altruism prompts employers to overpay because of their desire to support
the STETS program and its participants. In either event, the direct
estimates of the value of output (discussed in the text) offer a more
accurate estimate of the resource value of parcicipant output.

3

We also studied seven participants who were not included in the
research sample. The results for these participants were similar to the
results for the 33 experimentals (see Appendix C).

The studies were completed between September and December 1982,
the period that is generally considered to be part of the "steady-state"
period.
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the participant output--that is, on the wages and fringe benefits that

would have been paid by an employer to other workers to produce the output
that was produced by the participant. This estimate assumes that employers
can obtain additional labor at the wages paid to their regular employees.
To obtain the net value added by participants, we subtracted from the
alternative supplier's price an estimate of the costs of additional
employer-provided supervision and reduced output from other workers from

using the participant labor.

These estimates of the net output are based on in-person interviews
with the participants' supervisors, and rely on those supervisors'
judgments about participant productivity, supervisory costs, the reactions
of other staff, and the source and cost of alternative labor to perform the
participants' tasks. These estimates are also subject to problems because
of the difficulty in assessing whether the use of STETS-pearticipant labor
enabled the employer to increase output. There were several instances
where an employer took on a STETS participant and raised the quality of the
output, rather than increasing the amount or price of that output. For
example, one STETS participant was hired by a day-care program operator.
The operator did not change prices or increase enrollments, but, instead,
apparently used the STETS participant to increase the amount of attention
given to the children in the day-care program. Our net value-of ~output
estimates do not adjust for such quality changes. Thus, our estimates may

be too low in some cases in which quality changes occurred.

Despite these limitations, the estimates of the net value of
participant output represent useful indicies of the value of in~program
output. They are based on careful, systematic case studies, and, where
possible, incorporate actual wage, fringe-benefit, and production records
in their derivation. The net-value-added estimates indicate that
participants in the research sample produced output worth an average of
$293 per month of active participation during Phase 1 and $503 per month
during Phase 2. Given an estimated average length of active participation
of 5.5 months in Phase 1 and 3.8 months in Phase 2, these figures imply a
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total value of output, discounted to the time of enrollment, of $3,434 per

participant (an amount that would more than offset participants' in-program

compensation).,

2. The Value of Out-of-Program Qutput

STETS affected output produced outside of the program in two
wayse As participants entered STETS, they gave up some alternative
employment opportunities. Later, as they completed their STETS training,
many participants were able to work more than would have been the case 1in
the absence of STETS. These changes in output enter the benefit-cost

analysis from the perspectives of society and participants.

Participants will perceive foregone production as a cost and
increases in production as benefits. These changes also enter the social
perspective to the extent that they represent a net change 1in total
output, It is generally assumed that this is the case. However, if
participants displaced workers who would have otherwise held the joubs
filled by participants, then the lost output of those other workers must be
subtracted from the increased output of participants in order to calculate
the net change in social resources. In the extreme, STETS may have simply
shuffled workers among a fixed number of Jobs, with no net increase in
output. The partirnipants would have had higher incomes, but at the expense

of other workers who were displaced.

At the other extreme, STETS may have enabled participants to move
from a labor market in which an excess supply of labor existed to one in
which an excess of demand existed. When participants leave the market in
which an excess of supply exists, any jobs that they would have obtained
are filled by workers who would have been unemployed otherwise. From the
social perspective, this effect implies that no output is foregone by
having participants enter STETS, and thus that the social cost of
participation is zero. In this case, social benefits would equal the
increase 1in participant earnings plus the increased earnings of
nouparticipants who fill jobs vacated by participants. Of course, this
result requires that participants not be placed back into the excess labor-

supply market.
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STETS jobs often seemed to be in markets in which an excess supply
of labor existed. The demonstration was fielded during an economic
recession, and the possibility of displacement seems relatively high, both
on ~he jobs that they held and on those that they would have held. These
indirect labor-market effects will affect the social value of the output
produced in Phase 1 and Phase 2, as well as the social value of the output

produced after leaving STETS.

The net change in social output in the presence of displacement can
be valued in several ways. We chose to estimate net present value under
the assumption that no displacement occurred, and then to assess the
importance of this assumption by calculating alternative estimates under
the assumption of some displacement. This approach can be thought of as
indicating the potential of STETS to increase social output, provided that
macroeconomic conditions are adjusted to take advantage of it. Moreover,
given the absence of any empirical basis for estimating the extent of
indirect lator-market effects (or even knowing the direction of their net

effect), no clearly preferable alternative exists.

Under these assumptions about indirect labor-market effects, the
change in out-of-STETS output was estimated as the change in total
compensation received by participants (i.e., gross wages plus fringe
benefits). If the markets function competitively, then the actions of
employers and workers will ensure that total compensation equals the value
of workers' contribution to output. In addition, regulations pertaining to
wage rates in sheltered workshops require that compensation in that sector
reflect productivity. To estimate total compensation, we multiplied the
after-tax earnings estimates derived from interview data by a factor that
reflected tax-withholding and fringe-benefit rates. This factor indicates
that total compensation is 45 percent larger than after-tax earnings.1 To
ensure that the estimates correspond to out—of-program cutput, we used non-

STETS earnings as our measure.

1
As described in Appendix C, gross earnings (i.e., before tax

withholding) are 23 percent greater than after-tax earnings. In addition,
fringe benefits for low-wage workers such as STETS participants were
estimated to be 18 percent of gross earnings.
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The resulting calculations indicate that at the 6-month point, when
most experimentals were in STETS, the controls had $16.89 more per week in
non-STETS total compensation than did experimentals. This differential was
reversed at month 15, when experimentals earned $5.76 more total compen-
sation per week than did controls. At month 22, when all experimentals had
left STETS and all earnings were from non-STETS employment, the experi-
mental-control differential in total non-STETS compensation had risen to
$13.50 per week.

These estimates, along with the interpolations, are shown in Figure
VIII.1 (a zero experimental-control difference was assumed for the time of
enrollment). The cumulative change in total compensation-—which equals
the value of out-of-program output--is shown as the shaded area, It
indicates that, during the fifteen months after randomization, participants
forewent non~STETS jobs in which they would have produced output worth $437
per participant. During the seven months between month 15 and month 22,
participants produced increased non-STETS output worth $290 per partici-
pant. When discounted to the time of enrollment, these estimates imply
$425 of output foregone per participant in the first fifteen months and a

subsequent increase in output worth $268 per participant,

We have used these two figures to approximate both the foregone
output while participants were in STETS and the increased postprogram
output. Of course, since most participants spent lesc than fifteen months
in STETS, this approximation is fairly rough. However, despite the
imprecision 1in this disaggregation, the sum of the two estimates is an
accurate estimate of the net change in non-STETS output during the 22-month

observation period.

D. OTHER BENEFITS OF STETS

While the primary objective of STETS was to increase employment and

earnings, the intervention also generated other important impacts. We

1
Details on the calculation of total compensation and the

interpolation are provided in Appendix C.
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consider these impacts within the context of three groups: (1) changes in
the use of programs other than STETS, (2, changes in the use of residential

programs, and (3) changes in govermment transfers and taxes.

In general, these impacts were estimated by multiplying the
estimated impact on months of use by a "shadow price," which is an estimate
of the average monthly cost of use. For example, changes in the use of
sheltered workshops by participants were valued by multiplying the
estimated change in the number of months that participants used sheltered
workshops by the average monthly cost of operating sheltered workshops.
The changes in use were based on interpolation procedures similar to thoue
used to estimate the change 1in non-STETS earnings., The monthly cost
estimates were based on published data on the costs of the various
programs.  As mentioned in Section A, all benefits were valued in 1982
dollars to correct for the effects of inflation. Thus, the monthly cost

estimates used to value changes in use reflect 1982 dollars.

l. The Use of Training and Service Programs Other than STETS

Participants were expected to alter their use of training and
service programs other than STETS. As was shown in Table VIII.1l, these
alternative programs included sheltered workshops, work-activity centers,
schooling, job-training programs, case-management services, counseling,
social/recreational programs, and transportation programs. In many cases,
particularly for sheltered workshops, STETS was observed to reduce the
average use of these programs, but it could have increased use for some
persons who needed to supplement their STETS services. Any changes in the
use of these other programs consume or free up resources, Thus, such
changes are social costs or benefits. These changes also enter {into the

nonparticipant perspective because that group funds these programs.

Table VIII.2 presents the estimated changes in the use of four

1
types of alternative programs: (1) sheltered workshops, (2) secondary-

1
Because few sample members actually used work-activity centers, we
combined workshops and activity centers into a single category.

155

. 21)9




TABLE VIII.2

ESTIMATED VALLE OF BENEFITS PER PARTICIPANT FROM REDUCED
USE OF TRAINING AND SERVICE PROGRAMS

OTHER THMN STETS
Estimated Estimated
Value Per Benefit (Total
Estimated Change in Months of Use Month Discounted Value
Program Months 1-6  Months 7-15 Months 16-22 (1982 Dollars)  in 1982 dollars)?
Sheltered Workshop 0.19 0.7 0.7 493 767
Secondary Vocational -0.20 0.42 0.24 0 428
Special Education
Other School 0.1 -0.25 0.04 290 112
Other Job-Training Programs  -0.99 =2.09 0.2 13 434
Total Benefits $1,741

NOTE: Details on the derivation of the cuulative impact estimates axd the estimates of average value per
month for the programs are presented in Appendix C.

a

Because reductions in use are classified as benefits, the discounted values are listed as positive

rumbers, ALl dollar values are expressed in 1982 dollare and are discounted to the time of enrollment

using a 5 percent real anvual rate.
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level vocational programs, (3) other schooling, and (4) alternative job~
training programs (other than schooling or sheltered workshops). We
estimated reductions in the use of all these programs over the 22-month
observation period, with the largest reductions observed for alternative
training programs and sheltered workshops. When these changes are valued
and discounted to the point of enrollment, the value of the changes 1in
program use is estimated to be $1,741 per participant. Thus, savings from
the reduced use of alternative training and service programs over the first

22 months offset approximately 30 percent of the operating costs.

2. The Use of Residential Programs

Most participants 1lived with their parents or relatives and
continued to do so over the 22-moath observation periode Thus, only small
changes occurred in the use of residential programs. We estimated that
slight reductions occurred in the use of institutions, group houses, and
foster care; a small increase occurred in the use of semi-independent
residential programs (e.g., supervised apartments), particularly at the 15~
ard 22-month observation points., The discounted net value of these

observed changes in the use of residential programs is $149.

Our estimates of the impacts on living arrangements may fail to
capture the longer-run effects of STETS. The STETS population is fairly
young, and most sample members lived with their parents or relatives. Thie
situation may not continue in the long run. Certainly, most young adults
in the age range of the STETS target group would be moving into more
independent living arrangements. Whether the employment and income impacts
of STETS will induce participants to make such moves or prompt them to move
into particular types of supported arrangements is uncertain. This
potential long-run impact should be kept in mind when assessing the
observed benefits and costs of STETS.

3. The Use of Government Traunsfer Programs and Taxes

We examined the use of three types of government transfer
programs: SSI and SSDI, other cash transfers, and Medicaid and Medicare.

For each program, we estimated the change in benefit payments (which
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represent transfers between nonparticipants and participants) and the
changes 1in program administrative costs (which represent the social and
nonparticipant resource costs associated with making the transfers).
Changes in benefit payments for SSI/SSDI and other transfer programs were
estimated directly from interview data (interview self-reports were
adjusted to reflect 1982 dollars). Changes in Medicaid/Medicare benefits
were hased on estimated changes in coverage (based on interview data) and
on the average annual expenditure per disabled Medicaid recipient.
Administrative costs for all programs were based on changes in transfer-

program use and on published data on average adm!nistrative costs.

As shown in Table VIII.3, the largest savings were generated from
reductions in SSI and SSDI. Medicaid/Medicare savings were also
substantial. Together, the net savings from reduced transfer payments were
estimated to be worth $545 per participant (after discounting). The
corresponding administrative cost savings were estimated to be $31 per
participant.

Tax payments by participants are also viewed as transfers. An
increase in tax payments is a cost to participants, but represents an
of fsetting benefit to nonparticipants (i.e., all other taxpayefs); hence,

they are transfers and do not enter into the social perspective.

To estimate paid taxes, we used an estimate of the change in
participants' total income and an estimate of the overall tax rate
2pplicable to low-income households. As estimated by Pechman (1985), this
tax rate was approximately 23 percent of total income, defined to include
earnings, public transfers, training allowances, etc. The major components
of this tax rate are payroll, sales, and excise taxes. These taxes are
difficult to avoid, especially those levied on consumption. Thus, even

though participants generally faced low tax rates on earnings and may in

1
As 1s the case with all transfers, changes in the resource costs

of making the transfers should be included in the social perspective.
However, in terms of tax payments, the change in administrative costs is
probably very small and is treated as zero. Moreover, this treatment of
taxes 1ignores the additional benefits accruing to participants because
their tax payments support governmental activity.
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TABLE VIII.3

ESTIMATED VALUC OF BENEFITS PER PARTICIPANT FROM REDUCED

USE OF TRANSFER PROGRAMS

Estimated Estimated
value Per Beriefit (Total
Estimated Changes? Month Discounted Value
Program Months 1-6 Months 7-15  Months 16-22 (1982 Dollars)  in 1982 Dollars)?
Tranafer Paygents
SSI/SDI -31.30 -125,80 -121.9 1 %4
Other Welfare and 23,90 -£8.10 7.8 1 82
Cash Transfers
Medicaid/Medicare 0.19 0,52 0.27 215 200
545
Aduinistrative Costs
S /SD1 0.14 0.55 0.45 13 /[
Other Welfare and 0.25 0.48 0.08 1 7
Cash Transfers
Medicaid/Medicare 0.19 20.52 0.27 1 0
31
Total Benefits 576

NOTE: Details on the derivation of the cumulative impact estimates and the estimates of average value per
month for the programs are presented in Appendix C. Details do not always sum to totals because of

rounding.
a

for transfer payments fram SSI/S®DI and other welfare, the charges are in dollars of payments received.
for administrative costs for SSI/SSDI and other welfare, charges are in months of use.
Medicaid/Medicare are in months of coverage.

b

Changes 1in

Because reductions in use are classified as benefits, the discounted values are listed as positive
nurbers. ALl dollar values are expressed in 1982 dollars and are discounted to the time of enrallment
using a 5 peroent real annual rate.
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fact have avoided paying some puyroll and income taxes, their total tax
burden (as a percentage of income) vas not significantly different from the
tax birden of most taxpayers (although the composition of taxes did vary

considerably by income level).

The change in total income was calculated from estimates of the
changes in gross earnings and transfer payments, which is essentially the

same measure of income used in Chapter VII, with the addition of an imputed

value of tax withholding to change from after—tax tc gross earnings.
Altogether, we estimated that participants paid an average of approximately
$250 more in taxes during the 22-month observation period.

E. OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF BENEFITS AND COSTS

In assessing STETS as an 1investment, we first aggregated the

measured benefits and costs described in the previous sections. We then
considered the intangible (unmeasured) benefits and costs pertaining to
changes 1in employment, social integrat. ., and independence. Thus, the
final assessment of STETS reflects both the measured and unmeasured impacts

and costs.

l. Measured Benefits and Costs

The individually measured benefits and costs are added together in
Table VIII.4. The estimates suggest that STETS created a net cost to
society during the 22-month observation period. The measured social costs
totaled $6,232 per participant, while measured social benefits (increased
output produced by participants and the reduced use of other training,
service, residential, and transfer programs) totaled only $5,199 per
participant. Participants clearly benefitted from their participation,
receiving in-program compensation that more than offset their tax payments
and their reduced use of transfers. Nonparticipant taxpayers incurred the
costs both for operating STETS anu for participant compensation. They
received substantial benefits (primarily from the increased output produced
Sy participaats in STETS and the reductions in their use of sheltered
workshops, other job-training programs, and transfer programs), but these

benefits offset only two-thirds of the costs incurred by nonparticipants.
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TABLE VIII.4

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS OF STETS PER PARTICIPANT DURING THE OBSERVATION PERIOD, BASIC ESTIMATES
(1982 dollars)

Analytical Perspective

Component Social Participant Nonparticipant

I. Program Costs
Project operations -$6,050 $0 -$6,050
Payments to participants 0 3,094 -3,094
Central administration -182 0 -182

II. Output Priduced by Participants
Phase 1 and Phase 2 output 3,434 0 3,434
Foregone output while in STETS =425 =425 0
Increased out-of-program output 268 268 0

III. Other Programs
Reduced use of:

Sheltered workshops 767 0 767
Secondary vocational school 428 0 428
Other school 112 0 112
Job-training programs 434 0 434
IV. BResidencial Programs
Reduced uge of:
Institutions 174 0 174
Group homes 72 0 72
Foster homes 7 0 7
Semi-independent residential ~114 0 -114
prograns
V. Traunsfer Payments and Taxes
Reduced SS1/SSDI 0 -264 264
Reduced other welfare 0 -82 82
Reduced Medicaid/Medicare 0 =232 232
Increased taxes 0 =249 249
Vi. Transfer Administration
Reduced use of SSI/SSDI 16 0 16
Reduced use of other welfare 8 0 8
Reduced use of Medicaid/Medicare 12 0 12
Vii. Intaongibles
Preferences for work + + +
Increased self-sufficiency + + +
Increased variation in - - -
participant income
Foregone nonmarket activity - - -
Increased independent living + + +
Net Present Valus (Bevefits less Costs) -$1,038 $2,111 -$3,149

NOTE: Benefits and costs are discounted to the time of enrollment using a 5 percent real annual
discount rate.
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Although costs exceeded benefits for the observation period, trends

in the impacts on earnings and the use of sheltered workshops and other
job—training programs suggest that benefits will outpace costs beyond the
observaticn period. Twenty—two months after randomization, measured
benefits appeared to be exceeding costs at an annualized rate of almost
$1,800 per participant (when discounted to the time of enrolluent). Thus,
as shown in Table VIII.5, measured social benefits will exceed measured
social costs if the benefits observed at month 22 continue undiminished for
as little as seven months. This pattern of results reflects the investment
nature of STETS. The intensive training and services are provided in the
expectation that long-term impacts will be generated. Thus, almost all
the costs are incurred up froant, while the benefits accrue gradually over
time. This pattern of benefits and costs was also observed in the national
Supported Work demonstration for the AFDC target group (Hollister, Kemper,
and Maynard, 1984) and in the Job Corps program (Mallar et al., 1982)--two
training programs that were judged successful from a social benefit-cost

perspective.

Of course, this result depends on participants' maintaining their
regular jobs. The stability of job-holding for sample members who had jobs
appzared to be high between the 15—~ and 22-month 1ntefviews. Thus, it is
reasonable to assume that the increases in earnings and the reductions in
the use of other programs will persist for some time. However, it 1is
unknown whether the participants will be able to maintain their employment
in the long run. If they fail to maintain their jobs, then the benefit-
cost assessment could change. For example, 1if participants' gains in
earnings and regular job-holding decay linearly to the levels for controls
over the year following the observation period, then social benefits will
fall short of social cost:s.1 Therefore, it is essential that the increased
levels of regular job—holding and earnings be maintained in at least the
short-run if STETS is to be considered a socially efficient investment.

If linear decay rates are assumed, then the experimental-control
differentials in earnings and the use of other programs must not fall to
zero until at least 15 months after the observation period if social
benefits are to exceed social costs.
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TABLE VIII.5

ESTIMATED SOCIAL BENEFITS AND COSTS PER PARTICIPANT IF
OBSERVED IMPACTS CONTINUE FOR SEVEN MONTHS
(1982 DOLLARS)

Total Benefits (Discounted to the Time of Enrollment)

Component Months 1.-222 Months 23-29° Total _
Program Costs $-6,231 S0 $-6,231
Output Produced by Participants 3,277 364 3,641
Other Training Programs 1,741 572 2,313
Residential Programs 139 103 242

Administrative Costs of

Transfer Programs 37 3 40
Net Present Value (Benefits $-1,038 $1,042 S4
less Costs)

a
This period includes the demonstration observation period.

b
Impacts are assumed to persist for this entire seven-month period at the level that was
observed at the 22-month interview,
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For participants, STETS is likely to continue to reprasent a good
investment. Because participants should continue to accumulate earnings
increases (compared with what would have been the cese in the absence of
STETS), their net benefits should increase beyond the observation period.
Even if they fail to maintain their jobs and their ¢arnings levels fall to
those observed for controls, the increases while they were in STETS and

during the immediate postprogram pcriod wiil generate a nei gain.

For nonparticipants, STETS will continue to represent a net
investment 1in participants, unless the effeccs observed at the 22-month
interview persist for at least 2.5 years after the observation period. If
the 1impacts decline, then the pay-back period (the time until non-
participant net present value equaled zero) will be even longer. While it
seems possible that impacts will persist for a sufficiently long time, we

have little empirical evidence to support such a scenario at this time.

The estimated values of the benefits and costs are based on sever?’
assumptions and estimates. While these wunderlying assumptions and
estimates are plausible, they introduce unavoidable uncertainty into the
benefit-cost assessment. To evaluate this wuncertainty, we examined
alternative benefit and cost calculations that incorporated different sets
of assumptions. The general procedure was to change one underlying
assumption while keeping all others the same. These alternative estimates,
which are presented in Appendix Table C.5, suggest that the overall
conclusions presented above will hold as long as the operating costs canr be
kept to the levels observed during the steady-state period, and as long as
the output produced during Phase 1 and Phase 2 has a value close to the

value estimated in our case studies.

The operating costs are clearly a key factor in the perspectives of
society and nonparticipants. If these costs rise, STETS will appear to be
less efficient from both perspectives. If we make the extreme assumption
that the appropriate cost estimates should reflect the costs that were
incurred during the entire demonstration rather than just those that were
incurred during the steady-state period, the operating costs (discounted to
the time of enrollment by using a 5 percent real annual rate) will rise by

$2,500 per participant, yielding measured social costs that would exceed
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measured social benefits by $3,552 per participant for the observation
period. Under svch a circumstance, it is uncertain whether impacts will

persist long enough to yield a positive net present value.

Changes in the manner in which the value of in-program output is
colculated can also affect the results. In our analysis, we measured the
value of in-program outnut by using estimates of the net supply price.
These estimates were basei on data collected in case studies of 33 experi-
mentals. They reflect our estimates of the net value added by partici-
pants, and they assume that the value is indicated by the cos*t of having
regular workers produce the output produced by participants in Phase 1 and
Phase 2, As an alternative, we could have used the amount actually paid
for the goods and services produced by participants in Phases 1 and 2.
Because the STETS projects did not actively pursue revenue-generating
policies, this alternative procedure yields a lower—~bound estimate of the
value. Because revemue was only 35 percent of our estimate of net supply
price, using this alternative measure of the value would have reduced
estimated benefits for society and nonparticipants. The resulting social
benefits would nave fallen short of social costs by $3,280 per participant
for the observation period. For nonparticipants, costs would have exceeded
their benefits by almost $5,400 per participant. Again, it is uncertain
whether future henefits would make up this difference between measured

benefits and costs.

Strong indirect labor-market effects could also affect the
assessment of STETS. If STETS participants were placed in jobs that would
otherwise have been filled by other workers, then the earnings gains of
participants would overstate the true increase in output. We chose to
ignore these effects in most of the analysis, focusing instead on the
potential of STETS to improve participant employment. Moreover, the lack
of any empirical basis for estimating indirect labor-market effects
inhitited an analysis.

1
Gross supply price equals the cost to the most likely alternative

supplier of the output. Net supply price was estimated by subtracting from
gross supply price an estimate of the additional training and supervisory
costs imposed on the employee by the participant.
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However, we can judge how our assessment would change if these
indirect effects had been taken into account. As an example, we assumed
that one-half of the jobs filled by participants would have been held by
other workers, and that one-half of the jobs that participants forewent
when they entered STETS were subsequently filled by other workers. These
assumptions had 1little impact on the social value of out-of -program
earnings for the observation period, because the net value of those
earnings was small. However, they would have reduced the social value of
future earnings increases by 50 percent. The indirect effects would also
have reduced the social value of in-program output from $3,434 per
participant to $1,717 per participant. Because these reductions would have
been borne by the displaced nonparticipants, the net present value of STETS
to nonparticipants as a group would have declined. In this case, non-
participants would have perceived a net cost of STETS of approximately
$4,8.0 per participant for the observation period. Because participants
would have been unaffected by indirect labor-market effects, the social
perspective, which combines participants and nonparticipants, would have
changed from a net cost of $1,038 under conditions of no indirect labor-
market effects to a net cost of $2,677 under the alternative assumptions.
Thus, if indirect effects existed, impacts would have to persist longer
into the future in order to generate social benefits that would exceed
soclal costs. Under the assumption of our example, we estimate that the
impacts observed at the 22-month interview would have to continue for two
years for social benefits to outweigh costs (recall that benefits other
than earnings are not affected by displacement). We conclude that, even
with substantial indirect Jabor-market effects, STETS can be an

economically efficient investment.

The qualitative conclusions of the benefit~cost analysis were not

altered by changing other assumptions about costs, the value of in-program

1
output, and the appropriate discount rate. Changes in the linear interpo-

If we had used the OMB-mandated real anmual discount rate of 10
percent, social net present value for the observation period would have
been -$1,068 per participant, Net present value for participants would
have been $2,060 per participant, and would have been ~-$3,128 per
participant for nonparticipants. These numbers are less than 3 percent
different from those presented by using the 5 percent real annual rate.
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lations underlying the estimates of cumulative effects would clearly have
affected the estimates of benefits and costs. However, our overall
findings should not be affected unless (1) the pattern of results was
extremely different from the estimated pattern or (2) the 15- and 22-month
points-in-time were unrepresentative of actual impacts. Neither of these

situations seems plausible.

2. Intangibles

STETS services were intended to enhance the economic and social
self-sufficiency of participants. In achieving this goal, STETS generated
the measured impacts discussed in the preceding section--increases in
earnings and regular job-holding, and reductions in the use of sheltered
workshops and other training programs. However, STETS also generated
intangible impacts by changing the quality of life for participants. The
increases 1in earnings and the social integration of participants were
expected to increase their satisfaction, as well as the satisfaction of
nonparticipants who want to expand the opportunities available to mentally
retarded young adults. Such intangibles cannot be measured accurately, but
they are nevertheless important components of an overall assessment of

benefits and costs.

The measured impacts indicated that STETS did affect the activities
and opportunities that were expected to generate intangible benefits. The
increased income and the increased job-holding in the regular labor market
should provide participants with benefits that go beyond the measured
changes in output produced. However, in our analysis, we found limited
evidence of changes 1in such intangibles as self-sufficiency and
independence. 1In part, such limited evidence reflects *.e inadequacies of
our measures and the difficulty in measuring these concepts. It may also
mean that self-sufficiency responds slowly to changes in opportunities,
particularly for mentally retarded young adults. These persons may feel
that they must maintain their jobs and their increased social interactions
for a considerable time before they alter their behavior in terms of

residential situation, benefactors, and fiuancial independence. Finally,
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we have no measures of any overall increases in satisfaction, other than
the fact that many participants appeared to remain voluntarily in their
jobs.

Changes in earnings can also create intangible costs. For example,
the stress of employment may create health problems. Moreover, persons who
lose their eligibility for transfers such as SSI or SSDI face potentially
more uncertainty about future income than had they remained in those
programs. However, it 1s presumed that participants wmust value the
increased earnings and interactions by more than the costs of the
intangibles, because they made the choice to enter STETS, and because many

continued in their jobs after leaving STETS.

F. CONCLUSIONS ABOUT STETS AS AN INVESTMENT

The benefit-cost analysis suggests that STETS can be a worthwhile
social investment. From the perspective of sociaty as a whole, it cost
$6,200 per participant to provide the STETS intervention. During the 22-
month observation period, this investment yielded increases in participant
output and reductions in the use of other programs by participants that
offset about 85 percent of this initial investment. Consequently, we
observed a measured net social cost of $1,038 per participant for the
period covered by our data. However, trends observed for the impacts on
earnings and the use of sheltered workshops suggest that benefits will
persist and are likely to outweigh costs in the long-run. If the earnings
and reduced alternative pro T Y 8 continued for as little ag geven
months beyond the 22-month point, social benefits would exceed social
costs. This finding is consistent with other successful training programs
that incur substantial up-front costs for training in order to generate

long-run benefits.

In the longer-run, it is possible that benefits would substantially
outweigh costs. As indicated in Appendix C, we estimate that social net

present value wouid exceed $5,200 per participant (a benefit-cost ratio of

1.8) in ten years, even if the effects diminished by 50 percent every five

years. This net benefit would be split between participants and
nonparticipants, so that both groups would benefit from STETS. This




finding indicates the potential of STETS, but without longer follow-up

results the ultimate magnitude of net benefits is uncertain.

In addition to the measured benefits and costs included in the net
present value estimates, the investment in STETS creates intangible
benefits by increasing the social and employment opportunities available to
the participants., While evidence 1is 1limited, the fact that many
participants tended to remain voluntarily on their jobs suggests that STETS
enhanced the quality of their lives. Furthermore, the increased income,
regular job-holding, and social interaction provided by STETS are also

expected to be benefits.

Because of their increased earnings, both during and after STETS,
participants benefitted substantially from STETS. On average, they
received a net benefit during the 22-month observation period of $2,111 per

participant, and this amount is expected to grow as they continue to work.

For nonparticipant taxpayers, STETS represented a net cost during
the observation period. This group paid not only the operating costs, but
also the in-program participant compensation expenditures. Approximately
two-thirds of these costs were offset by output produced by participants
while in STETS, by savings from the reduced use of sheltered workshops and
other programs, and by savings in transfer payments (primarily SSI/SSDI).
If these impacts persist at their 22-month levels, then the nonparticipant
costs will be recouped entirely within four and a half years after
randomization. Nonparticipants may also receive intangible benefits from
STETS because 1t effectively achieves a widely stated public policy goal by
increasing the employment opportunities and performance of mentally

retarded young adults.
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IX. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The results described in the previous chapters indicate that STETS
was able to improve the employment prospects for mentally retarded young
adults. It appeared to increase regular job-holding arnd total earnings,
while generating reductions in the use of sheltered workshops. It also had
small overall effects on the use of transfer programs. All in all, the
program appears to be a success and will represent an economically
efficient social investment if costs can be kept at or below the
demonstration levels, and if impacts persist for as little as one year
beyond the 22-month observation period.

In this chapter, we first summarize the main evaluation findings on
the impacts of the programe Then, in Section B, we review the results of
the benefit-cost analysis, Finally, Section C presents some comparisons

with the results of other programs and summarizes our overall policy
conclusions,

A. ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS

The analysis considered the impacts of STETS on four major areas:
(1) labor-market behavior, (2) training and schooling, (3) public transfer

use, and (4) economic status, independence, and life-style., Key findings
are summarized in Table IX.1,

l. Labor Market Behavior

The evaluation clearly indicates that a STETS-type program can be
expected to improve the postprogram employment prospects of mentally
retarded ybung adults. As shown in Table IX.1, employment in regular jobs
was significantly greater for experimental group members than for control
group members in the postprogram observation period--that is, at months 15
and 22, By month 22, experimentals were an average of 62 percent more
likely than controls to be employed in a regular job (31 percent versus 19
percent), and the regular-job earnings gaine were proportionately larger

($36 per week among experimentals versus $21 per week among all controls),
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TABRLE 1X.1

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON KEY QUTCOME MEASFES

MNorkth 6 Morth 15 Month 22
Contral Control Control
Experiment al Croup Est imated Experimental Croup  Estimated Experimental Gooup  Estimated
Outcome Measures Group Mean Mean Impact Group Hean Mean  Impact Graup Mean Mean Impact
Esployssrt
Percent Employed in 1.8 0.7 1.1 .2 1%.8 9,44+ 3.0 9.1 11,94
Rogular Job*
Perosrt Employed in 67.8 A5.2 22,64+ LX) 3.6 1.2 84,7 43,7 1.0
Any Paid Job
Average Weekly Earnings $ 11.81 $ 9.81 $2.00 $ 26.90 $16.31  § 10,59 $ %.% $ 20.55 $ 15.81e¢
in Regular Job
Average Wedkly Earnings $5.% $ 25.93 $ 26,0600 $3I7 N $2608  S1140e $40,79 $ 28.81 $ 12,38%+
in Any Paid Job
Training and Schooling
Percert in Any Training 61.7 40.6 21, 1% 2.6 B84 ~7.8¢ 6.6 3.1 -12,5%
Percent in Any Schooling 7.5 15.7 -8,200 6.2 10.1 -3.9 8.0 AR Y =35
Incoms Sources
Percert Recelving SSI 2.3 1.0 4,7 33.1 40,7 -7.6%¢ .9 40,2 5.3
or SPI
Average Morthly Incoms $ 6601 SA% $-8.18 $ 91.35 $ 109.65 $-18,30 $ 9.2 $120.03 §-20.76
from SSI or SOOI
Percent Receiving Any nsz 3.1 11,48 M5 51.5 -7.0* 9.6 R.0 2.4
Cash Trarsfers
Average Morthly Income $ 0,23 $99.98 §$-8.75 $1N.78 $18.72 $-23.% $ 12,53 $ 136,08 $ -9.55
from Cash Tranafers
Averap geddy Personal SR $ 50,5 $ 20,78ne $67.22 $ 9.67 $7.55 $ N9 $ .39 $9.20

Income

NOTE: These results were estimsted theough ordinary least squares techniques. Estimsted impacts or selected binary and truncated outcome
soamures were generated using peoblt ad toblt analyris, respectively, with virtually identical results. (These results ce presented in

Appendix A to the report.)
Rogular Jobs are those that are nefther training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.

bﬂbmd fnoome includes esrnings, cash trensfer benefits (AFUC, general assistance, Supplomental Security Incoms, and Social Securi:y
Disability Insurance), and other regular sources of fncome.

*Seatistically significent at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
eaSeatistically significant st the 5 peroent level, two-tailed test.
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Furthermore, as shown in Figure IX.l, this postprogram increase in employ-
ment in regular jobs was roughly equal to the reduction in employment in
workshops and activity centers. The STETS experience tended not to affect
the average postprogram incidence of holding non-workshop-training jobs.
Thus, although the overall level of employment was largely unchanged, very
important compositional effects occurred. Overall, average earnings from
all types of employment increased by 44 percent in month 22 ($41 per week

for experimentals versus $28 per week for controls).

As shown in Table IX.2, the postprogram (month 22) results vary
substantially among subgroups of the samples The St. Paul program clearly
had the largest impact on the regular job~holding of participants (41
percent of the experimentals, compared with 18 percent of the controls,
held regular jobs). In terms of the differential impacts among subgroups
defined by their personal characteristics, STETS seems to have been most
effective for four groups: those with lower IQ scores and whose retard-
ation has organic causes; older individuals; males; and those who were more
independent, as evidenced by their living arrangements and money-management
skili. at the time they enrolled in STETS.

0f these results, two sets are especially thought-provoking~~the
results by IQ level and the results by gender. Estimated program impacts
on the probability of holding a regular job were essentially zero for those
participants with borderline IQ levels, 12 percentage points for those
whose IQ scores indicated mild retardation, and 28 percentage points for
those whose I scuies fudlcaied wodeLate “revardacions i1ne ner eifect of
these differential program results is that STETS tended to raise the
employment prospects for the mild and moderate retardation subgroups from
levels that in the absence of STETS would have been well below those for
the borderline retarded group to levels that were roughly similar to the

borderline group.

The impact estimates for males and females show clear patterns
which show that STETS had substantial impacts on the employment and earn-
ings of males but no impacts on the employment and earnings of females.
For example, both male and female participants would have earned about $18

to $20 per week on regular jobs ($107 per week among those employed) in the
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FIGURE IX.1

TRENDS IN TYPES OF JOBS HELD BY
EMPLOYED EXPERIMENTALS AND CONTROLS

Baseline

'/ Regular (182)

//

Traini:g (472)

// Workshop (352)

EXPERIMENTALS CONTROLS

Month 6

) Month 6

Regular (18%)

Workshop (10%)

Training (482)

Training (72%)

Month *5

Month 15

Vi

Pandadme (217
Todini~g L

Regular (582)

Workshop (11%) X ./
Workshop (33%)

Month 22 Month 22

Training (142)

Workshop (42%)

NOTE: This figure is based on the regression-adjusted data presented in Table IV.4.
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TABLE IX,2
ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON KEY OUTCOMES TWENTY-TWO MONTHS AFTER
ENROLLMENT FOR KEY SUBCROUPS OF STETS PARTICIPANTS
Percert in Regular Job* Mverage Morthly Income from SSU/SDI Total Weekly Personal Income
Subgroups Defined Control Control Control
by Chacacteristics Experimertal Group  Estimated Experimental  Group Estimated Experimental  Group  Estimated
at Baseline _Group Mean Moan Impacts Group Mean Men  Impacts Group Nean Mean Impacts
Tota o 2.1 11,000 Sz $120.03 $ -20.7 s $e.» 3%
Site .
Cincinnatt 7.9 1.6 %.3 67,34 105.07 -37.73 9,0 33.77 .07
Los Angeles 28,7 9.3 158 180.58 27,9 -26,81 75.76 966 16,10
Kaw York AN 2,2 1.2 5,402 126,11 40,69 88,9% 8,5 4,37
S, Paul M1 17.9 23,2¢ 49,65 .69 18,96 76,05 9.47 16,98
Tucson 3.6 .8 -1,2 Bn.M» 96,90 <3, 65.85 68,46 2,61
R Lovel
8orderline *.1 a,7 Sob 89,70 0,2 €32 75,59 58,00 7.9
Nild 2. 16.0 12,1%¢ 98,0 w3, 75 A5, Tme 66.21 67.31 -1,10
Hoderate 8.2 0,7 T,5% 131.85 85,16 46,69 89,95 46,55 43,40%e
Age
Younger than 22 2.2 2.2 8,0 5,92 12,09 26,17 68,8 60,98 7.86
22 or older 32.5 122 20,00+ 129.21 137.86 -8.65 77.81 65,57 12,24
Greder
Male ».5 8.2 17,30 9.8 133,93 22,4744 0.M 6406 16,954
Female 25.1 20.3 L%} 109.26 102.2¢ 7.R 80,23 61,00 .77
Race/Etmicity
Black 2.3 0.9 9.4 67,30 R,50 25,20 .34 55,79 7.55
Hispanic A8, 25.8 22,6 N, % N, 9B 0.22 87,20 6A,85 22.35
White ad other 3.7 9.2 0,5¢ 118,04 n1.68 ~23,6A .06 65.35 6,71
Living Acrengement
Living with parents 33,5 8,7 W, 8 102,13 111,08 3,95 3.3 9,63 13,750
Living in sypervised 12.2 28,6 12,4 nn 102,77 28 66 55,9% 69,55 -13.61
setting
Living independertly 3.3 %.8 12.5 96,81 229,20 ~132,39%+ .50 81,26 -8,76
Fiawcial Menageawt Sidlls
Lidepondent M,9 .9 18,00 R, 7 122,46 29,2 9N.76 68,78 22,98¢
Not {ndepsndent 26,9 17.3 9.6% 101.73 119.12 -17.9 63,9 59,9 3,95
Recufpt o? Trarsfers
39/sD1 7.7 "5 13,2+ 23,06 180,55 22,51 98,20 72,80 5,40
Qther trarsfers only 82,1 16,3 25,82 53.9 11,13 ~£0,22¢¢ 69,86 60,15 9.7
No trarsfers 2.4 2.4 -30 »%.12 6.66 ~27.5% 46,39 54,04 -7.65
Cause of Retardation
Urgenic 33,6 9.9 23,1 R,91 186,57 -93,66%+ .37 67,5 10,43
Nonorganic 30.4 210 940w 100,56 06, -5.9 .21 61,2 8,95
Hork Experience in Two
Yeurs Prior te Enrol leont
Regular Job lasting 2.3 2.9 e 96,19 1,25 45,06 5,80 8,45 0,3
23 conths
Other Job lasting .9 .2 <33 106.51 872,67 8.8 n.9e &,.12 9.87
3 months
Other 2.9 2.5 16,48+ 95,34 135,51 40, 17¢¢ 67,50 56,22 11,28
Schosl Status &t Referrel
Enrel Jod Z 0 *w,0 13,0 116,55 122,02 -15.47 66,86 2,19 7.67
Not enrolled 31.9 214 10,5 9NM.3% 114,55 23,19 73.76 63,86 9.90
Total in Sample 5 »9 »2

NOTE: These results wore estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. The control varibles included in the models which underlie the
overall net ispact estimstes are defined in Apperdix A to the report.,

Mogular Jobs are those that are nefther training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tatlc? test.
#oStatistically signiffcant at the 5 pecosnt level, two-tailed test.
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absence of STETS, as evidenced by the earnings of the control group mem-—
bers. However, participating in STETS raised the average regular-job earn-
ings of males by 144 percent, to $48 per week ($134 per week among those
employed). The average vegular job earnings of females ir the experimental
group were comparable to those of their control-group counterparts in month
22 (about $21 per week, on average). These differential results for males
and females seem to be related to the obsorved greater difficulty of the
programs in placing females in Phase 2 prcg-wam jobs, especially during the

non-steady-state periods of program operations.

2. Training and Schooling

The employment impacts that were estimated for STETS were hypothe-
sized to lead to reductions in the use of other training programs and
schooling. Such an outcome 1s important because many forms of training and
schooling for mentally retarded young adults are expensive, long-term
programs that do not have a strong record of placing individuals into

competitive employment.

A negative program impact on schooling was evident at month 6 as
the activities of experimentals were absorbed by STETS; a smaller negative
impact persisted in the postprogram period. However, the pattern of the
impacts on training is more complicated. Although controls used training
programs to a great extent during the early months after their application
to STETS, experimentals used such programs to an even greater extent during
the in-program period, since STETS, itself, was a training program. How-
ever, as expected, STETS did substantially reduce the use of training
(primarily workshop-related training) in the postprogram period by an
amount (43 percent) that was roughly equal to the postprogram increase in
regular employment (see Table IX.1). Thus, the STETS-induced increase in
employment did carry with it overall resource-cost savings from the reduced

use of training programs and schooling.

3. Public Transfer Use

The hypothesized employment impacts were expected *o lead to

reductions in the use of public transfers. Although some evidence suggests
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that STETS did reduce dependence on cash transfers, the results are smaller
than were initially expected. The impacts shown in Table IX.l are reason-
ably large for the in-program period, with a 26 percent decrease in the
receipt of any cash transfers (32 percent for experimentals versus 43
percent for controls). However, this impact faded over time, until no
statistically significant impact was evident by month 22 (although the
point estimate is a reduction of 3 percentage points in transfer use and an

average of nearly $10 per month in benefits).

It is noteworthy that relatively larger persistent reductions were
estimated for the proportion of cash transfers accounted for by Supple-
mental Security Income and Social Security Disability Insurance. (The
percentage decrease in the receipt of these transfers hoverec around 15
points.) In month 22, the $21 per-month average reduction in SSI/SSDI
benefits offset about 40 percent of the average $54 per-month earnings
gains; at the saue time, beneflts from other cash transfers (primarily
welfare benefits) increased by 50 percent, from $19 to $29 per month, due
at least 1in part to the 1increased receipt of unemployment insurance

benefits,

The subgroups that were responsible for the small overall reduc-
tions in cash transfers are generally those that experienced reductions in
SSI/SSDI income. As ghown in Table IX.2, these subgroups are often, but
not always, the same subgroups that experienced the greatest gains in

regular employment from participating in STETS.

4. Economic Status, Independence, and Life-Style

The impacts of the program on employment were also expected to
influence socio-economic status, independence, and life-style. STETS did
raise the total personal income of participants, but by less than would be
indicated by the earnings gains, since the earnings gains coincided with
reductions in cash transfer benefits, as was noted above. In the post-
program period, STETS increased total personal income by between $8 and $9
{see Table IX.l). Perhaps because of the modest level of this increase in
personal income (generally among the same groups who were moving into

regular employment, as shown in Table IX.2), we failed to detect any strong
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patterns of program impacts in the postprogram period on measures of
independence and 1life-style. Admittedly, measures of independence and
life-style are less well defined than are measures of the other outcomes
under evaluation. However, it 1is 1likely that the income gains for most
experimentals were too small to effect measurable changes in other aspects
cf independence or life-style; and for those with more substantial income
gains, the observation period may simply have been too short to expect that

the gains would translate into long—term adjustments in these areas.

B. RESULTS OF THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

The benefit-cost analysis suggests that programs such as STETS can
be a worthwhile social investment. On average, it cost $9,400 per partici-
pant to provide the STETS intervention, of which $3,100 represents wages
paid to the participants in Phase | and Phase 2 jobs and so not a cost to
societ:y.1 During the 22-montb observation period, this investment yielded
increases in output and reductions in the use of other programs by partici-
pants that offset about 85 percent of this initial investment. Consequent-
ly, we observed a measured net social cost of about $1,000 per participant
for the period covered by our data. However, trends observed for the
impacts on earnings and the use of sheltered workshops suggest that bene-
fits will persist and are likely to outweigh costs in the long-run. If the
earnings gains and benefits from the reduced use of alternative programs
continued undiminished for as little as seven months beyond the 22-month
point, social benefits would exceed social costs. This finding is consis-
tent with other successful training programs that incurred substantial up-

front costs for training in order to generate long-run benefits.

In addition, the STETS investment created intangible benefits by
increasing the overall employment and social opportunities available to the

participants. While the evidence is limited, the fact that many partici-

1
This average cost per participant compares favorably with the

average costs of other similar programs targeted toward usentally retarded
populations and other disadvantaged groups (see Thornton and Maynard, 1985,
for such a comparison).
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pants tended to remain voluntarily on the.r jobs suggests that STETS
enhanced the quality of their lives. Furthermore, the increased income,
regular job-holding, and social interaction provided by STETS are also

expected to represent benefits.

Because of their increased earnings, both during and after STETS,
participants benefitted substantially from STETS. On average, they
received a uet benefit during the 22-month observation period of $2,100 per
participant, and this amount 1is expected to grow as the participants

continue to work.

From the perspective of.nonparticipant taxpayers, STETS required a
substantial investment of $3,100 per participant during the observation
period. This group paid not only the program operating costs, but aiso the
in-program participant-compensation expenditures. Approximately two-thirds
of these costs were offset by output produced by participants while in
STETS, by savings from the reduced use of sheltered workshops and other
programs, and by savings in transfer payments (primarily SSI/SSDI). If
these impacts persist at their 22-month levels, then the nonparticipant
costs will be entirely recouped within four and a half years after random-
ization. Even if measured benefits to nonparticipant taxpayers fall short
of their costs, STETS may still be an attractive investment, because it
effectively ichieves a widely stated goal of public policy--to increase the

employment opportunities and performance of mentally retarded young adults.

C. OVERALL POLICY CONCLUSIONS

The results of this evaluation demonstrate that many mentally
retarded young adults can indeed perform adequately in competitive employ-
ment situations, sometimes with minimal or no ongoing support services.
More importantly, the results of this study indicate that transitional
employment services such as were provided by STETS can be very instrumental

in helping mentally retarded young adults achieve their employment

potential.




These overall evaluvation results compare favorably with employment

and training programs targeted on other disadvantaged subgroups of the
population. Most notably, the results compare favorably with those of the
Supported Work demenstration, which was influential in the design and
public support for the STETS demonstration.

These results for the STETS program also strengthen the broad
conclusions of the feasibility of implementing transitional and supported
employment programs for mentally retarded young adults. More importantly,
they provide evidence that implementation on a moderate scale (40 tc 50
slots) is feasible at an average cost per participant that is within the
range of the cost estimates for both employment and training programs
targeted on other segments of the disadvantaged popufation and alternative

programs designed to serve mentally retarded persons.,

The specific policy conclusions that evolve from this cvaluation of
the STETS demonstration pertain to (1) the potential of STETS to mitigate
the employment and independence problems of mentally retarded young adults;
(2) key features of program design and targeting; and (3) the benefits and

costs of the program.

l. Program Potential

STETS-type programs can be expected to have no impact on the
overall employment level of mentally retarded yocung adults who are
recruited through methods similar to those used in this demonstration.
However, they will tend to move workers out of workshops and into
competitive employment. While the net gain in unsubsidized employment
attributable to STETS is about 12 percentage points, this overall result

represents aggregate impacts and masks the substantially larger effects for

1
See further discussions of these cross—program comparisons in

Thornton and Maynard (1985). Table A.15 presents estimates of the average
costs of STETS and alternative programs.
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selected subgroups of the target population. Even at this apparently
modest overall figure, the estimated impacts represent a movement into
competitive employment of 60 percent of those who would otherwise be in
workshops or activity centers. Furthermore, if one looks at the effects
during the steady-state period of operations, when the programs success-
fully served both males and females, the overall employment impacts are
about 25 to 30 percent larger. Moreover, evidence suggests that employment
retention will be quite high among those who are successful in making the

transition to other employment.

These programs can be expected to reduce public outlays for
SSI/SSDI and education and tralning services substantially (especially
sheltered workshops). However, partially offsetting increases in outlays

for other cash transfer programs can also be expected.

No clear evidence exists to indicate that aspects of life-style or
social well-being will improve. However, since participation in this
program was voluntary, one can assume that most, if not all, participants

placed some nonpecuniary value on obtaining regular employment.

2, Program Design and Targeting

Several noteworthy results from this evaluation pertain to program
design and targeting issues. First, evidence clearly suggests that on-
going programs might well achieve substantially greater success than was
observed for the full STETS demonstration, since we found much larger
estimated employment impacts when we compared the employment behavior of
experimentals and controls who partcipated in the program during the
“steady-state” period--an approximately five-month period when project
operations were relatively stable. Second, Phase 2 activities (the
supported employment and craining experience within a competitive
employment setting) were a key part of the program treatment. Third,
programs should not “cream"” in selecting participants. As has been fsund

in evaluations of employment and training programs targeted toward octher
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segments of the population, STETS was often very successful with those

whose prospects for entering competitive employment in the absence of the
program were the lowest. One noteworthy characteristic that identified

such groups was an IQ score that indicated mild to moderate retardation.

One caveat with respect to the targeting issue is the strikingly
more favorable impacts of the program for males than for females, even
though both groups are expected to have quite similar success rates in
eantering competitive employment in the absence of STETS. In view of the
estimated importance of Phase 2 activities, the fact that a disproportion-
ate share of female participants relative to males never entered Phase 2
employment may explain, in part, the lack of significant employment impacts
for females. Obviously, further investigation of the nature of the greater
difficulties in serving females is warranted. However, the results of this
study suggest that a major factor that affects the ability of program
operators to meet the greater challenge presented by female participants is
simply whether their attention is diverted by major program operational
changes, such as start-up or phase-down activities; in the steady-state
period, their sgsuccess with females was only slightly 1lower than their

success with males.

3. Benefits and Costs

In the long-run, STETS-type programs are probably a socially
justifiable investment, in as much as the total benefits (the net increase
in the value of the goods and services produced) will outweigh the costs of
the program. However, as is generally the case, taxpayers must be willing
to make a substantial up-front investment that may not be repaid to society
for several years. Using the full STETS sample and assuming some modest
decay (5 percent per year) in the postprogram results, we estimate that
this pay-off perfod to society is about two and a half years, and the pay-
off period to nonparticipants (tax payers) would be about four and a half

years. However, if the effectiveness of ongoing programs were more similar
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to the effectiveness of STETS during its “steady-state" operations, this
payback period could be substantially ghorter.

4. Generalizability of the Findings

In view of the evaluation design, the results of this study are
quite robust and provide reliable estimates of what one Would expect upon
replicating the STETS demonstration. However, the study findings are
limited in two respects. First, they are based on only five, Judgmentally
selected urban sites, where programs were specially designed and
implemented for this demonstration. We cannot be certain whether other
program operators in other sites and who operate on-going programs under
different social, political, and economic conditions would have similar
experiences. (For example, economic conditions were generally poor during
the period of this demonstration.) It is especially problematic whether
similar programs could be efficiently and effectively operated in rural
areas or even in more dispersed labor markets. Second, the participants
represent only a small portion of the areas' populations of mentally
retarded young adults, with most of the screening and selection having
occurred at the social service agencies which made referrals to STETS. The
evaluation design did not enable us to estimate or, more importantly, to
characterize the selection processes and participation decisions. Thus, we
are unable to predict the total portion of the target population that could
potentially be moved into competitive employment through the provision of
STETS~type services.

Despite these limitations with the study, the overall conclusion
that transitional employment is an effective program for increasing com-
petitive job-holding among mentally retarded young adults is quite clear.
In fact, this program appears to be among the more effective employment and
training initiatives that have been field-tested. For example, these
results compare favorably with the often—-cited examples of successful

employment and training programs (Supported Work for the long~term welfare-

183

.. 236




1
dependent population and Job Corps), and they are much more fa%frable than
the results for youth-oriented initiatives other than Job Corps.

1
See Hollister et al. (1984) and Mallar et al. (1982).

2
See, for example, Maynard (1984), Bassi and Simms (1983), and
Dickinson et al. (1984),

184

o ' R37




REFERENCES

Abramowitz, M, "Training and Employment of the Mentally Retarded in
Private Sector Jobs: An Evaluation of the First 16 Months of the WORC
Project.” Boston, MA: Transitional Employment Enterprises 1980.

Bailis, Le.N., R.T. Jones, J. Schreiber, and P.L. Burstein. "Evaluation of
the BSSC Supported Work Program for Mentally Retarded Persons.
Boston, MA: Bay State Skills Corporation, 1984,

Bangser, M., and M. Price. “Supported Work for the Mentally Retarded:
Launching the STETS Demonstration.” New York, NY: Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, June 1982.

Bellamy, Ge.T., R.H. Horner, and D.P. Inman. Vocational Habilitation of
Severely Retarded Adults: A Direct Service Technology. Baltimore,
MD: University Park Press, 1979.

Bellamy, G«Ts, and R. Melia. "OSERS Meeting on Transitional Employment
Programs, Summary of Reccommendations." Memorandum from U.S,
Department of Education, Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitation Services, September 5, 1984,

Birenbaum, A., and M. Re, "Resettling Mentally Retarded Adults in the
Communi ty--Almost Four Years Later."” American Journal of Mental
Deficiency, Vol. 83, 1979, pp. 323-329,

Bloomenthal, A.M., R. Jackson, S. Kerachsky, S. Stephens, C. Thornton, and

Ke Zeldis., “SW/STETS FKvaluation: Analysis of Alternative Data-
Collection Strategies.” Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research,
1982,

Bogen, D., and D, Aanes. "The ABS as a Tool in Comprehensive MR

Programming.” Mental Retardation, Vol. 13, 1975, pp. 38-4l.

Brolin, D. "Value of Rehabilitation Services and Correlates of Vocational
Success with Mentally Retarded.” American Journal of Mental
Deficiency, Vol. 77, 1972, pp. 644-651,

Bruininks, R.H., C.E. Meyers, B.B. Sigford, and K.,C. Lakin,
Deinstitutionalization and Community Adjustment of Mentally Retarded
People. Washington, D.Ce: American Association of Mental Deficiency,
1981,

Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 1983, Washington,
D.Cs: Government Printing Office, 1982,

Burghardt, J., W. Corson, and R. Maynard. "Designing An Evaluation of
Supported Work Programs for the Mentally Retarded.” Princeton,
NeJe: Mathematica Policy Research, April 30, 1980.

185

238




Dearman, N.B., and V.W. Plisko. The Condition of Education, 1982
Edition. Washington, D.C: National Center for Education Statistics,
UsS. Department of Education, 1982,

Eyman, R., G. Demaine, and T. Lei, "Relationship Between Community
Environments and Resident Changes 1in Adaptive Behavior: A Path
Model.”  American Journal of Mental Deficiency, Vol. 83, 1979, pp.
330-338.,

Galloy, E., et al. Coming Back: The Community Experiences of
Deinstitutionalized Mentally Retarded People. Cambridge, MA: Abt
Books, 1978,

Gerjony, I., and J. Winters. “Lateral Preference for Identical Geometric
Forms: 1II. Retardees.” Perception and Psychophysics, Vol. 1, 1966,
PPe 104-106,

Gold, M.W. "Vocational Habilitation for the Mentally Retarded.” In
International Review of Research in Mental Retardation, Vol. 6, edited
by NeR. Ellis. New York, NY: Academic Press, 1973.

Golladay, M.A., and R«M. Wolfsberg. The Condition of Vocational Education.
Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, 1981,

Gramlich, E.M. Benefit-Cost Analysis of Government Programs. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1981.

Grant, W.V., and L.J. Eiden. Digest of Education Statistics, 1981,
Washington, D.Cs: U.S. Department of Education, 1981,

Greenleigh Associates, Inc. The Role of Sheltered Workshops in the
Rehabilitation of the Severely Handicapped. New York, NY: Greenleigh
Associates, Inc., 1975.

Hauber, F., R, Bruininks, B. Hills, K.C. Lakin, and C. White. National
Census of Residential Facilities: Fiscal yecar 1982. Minneapolis,

MN: Department of Educational Psychology, University of Minnesota,
1984,

Heckman, J, "Sample Selection Bias as a Specification Error."
Econometrica, Vol. 47, No. 1, January 1979, pp. 153-162.

Heckman, J., and R. Robdb, Jr, "Alternative Methods for Evaluating the
Impact of Interventions.” Chicago, IL: University of Chicago, 1983.

Hill, M., J. Hill, P. Wehman, and P.D. Banks. "An Analysis of Monetary and
Nonmonetary Outcomes Associated with Competitive Employment of
Mentally Retarded Persons.” Virginia Commonwealth University, School
of Education, Rehabilitation Research and Training Center, 1985.




Hill, M., and P. Wehman. "Cost Benefit Analysis of Placing Moderately and
Severely Handicapped Individuals Into Competitive Employment.”  The
Journal of the Association For The Severely Handicapped, Vol. 8

(Spring) 1983, pp. 30-38,

Hollister, R., P. Kemper, and R. Maynard. The National Supported Wo.k
Demonstration. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984.

Hollister, R., and R. Maynard, "Impacts of Supported Work on AFDC
Recipients.” 1In The National Supported Work Demonstration, edited by
R. Hollister, P. Kemper, and R. Maynard. Madison, WI: The University
of Wisconsin Press, 1984.

Hunt, J., and J. Zimmerman. "Stimulating Productivity in a Simulated
Sheltered Workshop Setting.” American Journal of Mental Deficiency,
Vol. 74, 1969, pp. 43-49. .

Jackson, R., et al. "Survey Procedures and Field Results in the Evaluation
of the National Supported Work Demonstration.” Princeton, N.J.:
Mathematica Policy Research, July 13, 1979.

Kakalik, J.S., W.S. Furry, M.A. Thomas, and M.F. Carney. The Costs of
Special Education. Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation, 1981.

Kemper, P., D. Long, and C. Thornton. "A Benefit Cost Analysis of the
Supported Work Experiment.” In The National Supported Work
Demongtration, edited by R. Hollister, P. Kemper and R. Maynard.
Madison, WI: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1984,

Kemper, P., D. Long, and C. Thornton. “"The Supported Work Evaluation:
Final Benefit-Cost Analysis.” Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy
Research, 1981,

Lambert, N., and R. Nicoll. “"Dimensions of Adaptive Behavior of Retarded
and Nonretarded Public School Children.” American Journal of Mental
Def iciency, Vol. 81, 1976, pp. 135-146,

Lenski, G., J. Leggett, and J. Caste. "Class and Deference in the Research
Interview."” American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 65, 1960, pp. 463-
467.

Mallar, C., S. Kerachsky, C. Thornton, and D. Long. "Evaluation of the
Economic Impact of the Job Corps Program: Third Follow-Up Report."
Princeton: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., September 1982.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. Summary and Findinge of the
National Supported Work Demonstration. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger
Publishing Co., 1980.

Mayer, C.L. Educational Administration and Special Education, A Handbook
for School Administrators. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1982,

187

240




Moss, J.W. Postsecondary Vocational Education for Mentally Retarded
Adults. Reston, VA: ERIC Clearinghouse on Handicapped and Gifted
Children, 1980.

0'Neill and Associates. "Status of DDD County Services Programs.” April,
1983.

Office of Management and Budget. “Discount Rates to be Used in Evaluating
Time-Distributed Costs and Benefits." OMB Circular No. A-94, March
27, 1972.

Pechman, J. Who Paid the Taxes, 1966-85? Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution, 1985.

Riceio, J.A., and M.L. Price. A Transitional Employment Strategy for the
Mentally Retarded: The Final STETS Implementation Report. New York,
NY: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1984.

Richardson, S. "Careers of Mentally Retarded Young Persons: Services,
Jobs, and Interpersonal Relations." American Journal of Mental
Deficiency, Vol. 82, 1979, pp. 349-358.

Rosen, M., G.R. Clark, and M.S. Kivitz. Habilitation of the Handicapped:
New Dimensions in Programs for the Developmentally Disabled.
Baltimore, MD: University Park Fress, 1977.

Rothenberg, G. "Conservation of Number Among Four- and Five—~ Year-0ld
Children: Some Methodological Considerations.” Child Development,
Vol. 40, 1969, pp. 382-406.

Rusch, F. "Toward the Validatien of Social/Vocational Survival Skills."
Mental Retardation, Vol. 17, 1979, pp. 143-145.

Rusch, F., and D. Mithaug. Vocational Training for Mentally Retarded
Adults: A Behavior Analytic Approach. Champaign, IL: Research Press,

1980.
Rusch, F., am R.P. Schutz. "Vocational and Social Work Behavior
Research: An Evaluative Review.” In Handbook of Rehavior

Modification with the Mentally Retarded, edited by J.L. Matson and
JeRs McCartrey. Illinois: Plenum Press, 1980.

Sawyer, D., M. Ruther, A. Pagan-Berlucchi, and D. Muse. The Medicare and
Medicaid Data Book, 1983. Washington, D.C.: Department of Health and
Human Services, December 1983.

Scheerenberger, R.C. "Deinstitutionalization: Trends and Difficulties.”
In Deinstitutionalization and Community Adjustment of Mentally
Retarded People, edited by R. Bruininks, et al. Washington, D.C.:
American Association of Mental Deficiency, 1981.

188

741




Schneider, K., F. Rusch, R. Henderson, and T. Geske. "Competitive
Employment for Mentally Retarded Persons: Costs Versus Benefits,"
Urbana-Champaign, IL: University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign,

1982.
Sieglman, C.K., er al. "Issues in Interviewing Mentally Retarded
Persons: An Empirical Study.” In Deinstitutionalization and

Community Adjustment of Mentally Retarded People, edited by R.
Bruininks et al. Washington, D.C.: American Association of Mental
Deficiency, 1981a.

Sigelman, C.K., et al. "Surveying Mentally Retarded Persons:
Responsiveness and Response Validity in Three Samples.” American

Journal of Meuntal Deficiency, Vol. 84, 1980, pp. 479-486.

Sigelman, C.XK., et al. "When in Doubt, Say Yes: Acquiesence in Interviews
with Retarded Persons.” Mental Retardation, Vol. 19, 1981b, pp. 53-
58.

Sigelman, C.K., et al. Communicating with Mentally Retarded Persons:
Asking Questions and Getting Answers. Lubbock, TX: Texas Tech
University and Training Center in Mental Retardation, 1983.

Smeeding, T.M. "The Size Distribution of Wage and Nonwage Compensation:

Employer Cost vs. Employee Value." Paper prepared for the NBER
Conference on Research in Income and Wealth (Conference: The

Measurement of Labcr Cost, December 3-4), October 1981.

Stumbaugh, M.W. “"Department of Labor Sponsored Programs for the Mentally
Retarded.” Paper presented to the President's Comrission on Mental
Retardation, March 1982.

Taggart, R. A Fisherman's Guide: An Agsessment of Training and
Remediation Strategies. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for
Employment Research, 1981.

Thornton, C., D. Long, and C. Mallar. "A Comparative Evaluation of Job
Corps  After Forty-Eight Months of Pogstprogram Observation.”
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, October 1982,

U.S. Department of Elucation. Sixth Annual Report to Congress on the
Implementation of Public Luiw 94-142: The Education for All
Handicapped Children Act. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1984a.

U.S. Department of Education. "OSERS Meeting on Transitional Employment
Programs: Summary of Recommendations.” Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, July 16, 1984b.

U.S. Department of Labor, "Employment Compensation in the Private Nonfarm

Economy, 1977." U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
April 1980,

189

242




U.S. Department of Labor. A Nationwide Report of Sheltered Workshops and
Their Employment of Handicapped Individuals: Volume 1, Workshop
Survey. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977.

U.S. Department of Labor. Study of Handicapped Clients in Sheltered
Workshops. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1979.

Vera Institute of Justice and Job Path. "A Report to the Helena Rubenstein
Foundation, Inc."” New York, NY: Vera Institute of Justice, 1983.

Wehman, P. "Toward a Social Skills Curriculum for Developmentally Disabled
Clients in Vocational Settings.” Rehabilitation Literature, Vol. 11,
1975, pp. 342-348,

Wehman, P, Competitive Employment: New Horizons for Severely Disabled
Individuals. Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishers, 1981.

Wehman, P., and J. Kregel. "A Supported Work Approach to Competitive
Employment of Individuals with Moderate and Severe Handicaps."”
Richmond, VA: Virginia Commonwealth University, 1984,

Wehman, P.H., and P. McLaughlin. Vocational Curriculum for Developmentally
Disabled Persons. Baltimore, MD: University Park Press, 1980.

Weingless, J. "Draft Memorandum on Job Path Research: Preliminary
Findings."” New York: Vera Institute of Justice, 1980.

Wells, W. "How Chronic Overclaimers Distort Survey Findings." Journal of
Advertising Research, Vol. 3, 1963, pp. 8-18.

Will, M. "OSERS Programming for the Transition of Youth with
Disabilities: Bridges from School to Working Life." Office of
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1984.

Williams, W. Foreward to Wehman, Competitive Employment. Baltimore, MD:
Paul H. Brookes Publishers, 1981.

Wyngaarden, M. "Interviewing Mentally Retarded Persons: Issues and
Strategies.” In Deinstitutionalization and Community Adjustment of
Mentally Retarded People, edited by R. Bruininks et al. Washington,
D.C.: American Association of Mental Deficiency, 1981.

Zider, S.J., N.J. Rhoads, and J.B. Garner. "Training and Employment for
Persons Labeled Mentally Retarded: A Project with Private
Industry.” Ocean Springs, MS: Marc Gold and Associates, 1985.

190

243




APPENDIX A

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

244




TABLE A.l

DEFINITIONS AND MEANS OF BASELINE CONTROL VARIABLES USED
IN THE ANALYSIS

Baseline Reference Period
Control Variables Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
Site

Cincinnati «205 «207 .198

Los Angeles «201 214 «213

New York 244 «239 237

St. Paul .127 124 129

Tucson 223 216 223
1Q Level?

Borderline «293 294 «289

Mild «583 «599 .600

Moderate 124 .107 o111

e

Younger than 22 .731 «692 .689

22 or Older .269 .308 .311
Gender

Male «569 577 «565

Female 431 o423 435
Race/Ethnicity

BlaCk .318 .321 .311

Hispanic .109 e 144 e 142

White and other «573 «535 «547
Living Arrangement

Living with parents .830 «823 815

Living inbsupervised .095 .095 .101

setting

Living independently .075 .082 .084
Financial Management Skills®

Independent 291 274 274

Not independent «709 «726 «726
Receipt of Tranmsfers

SS1/SSDI d 324 «335 «336

Other transfers only 293 e 321 «329

No transfers .383 344 «335
Secondary Handicaps®

Secondary handicag «371 «358 «354

No secondary handicap .629 o642 o064
Cause of Retardation

Organic 164 «163 171

Non-organic «836 «837 .829
Benefactorf

Benefactor 286 291 «296

}:o benefactor .714 .709 .829
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment

Regular job lasting 148 o147 o147

3 months
Otler job lasting .360 «348 «342
3 months
ther 0492 «505 «511
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TABLE A.l1 (continued)

Baseline Reference Period
Control Variables Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
School Status at Referral
Enrolled 0304 0312 0310
Not enrolled 0696 .688 0690
rimental Status
xperimental «512 «507 «522
Control 0488 0493 0478
Number in Sample 283 402 395

NOTE: All control variables are measured at basaline or referral. These
means pertain to those sample members included in the Emgloyment
Outcome models. The following data items were obtained from the
Application?Enrollment form, which was completed by the referral
agencies: 1IQ level, age, gender, race/ethnicity, secondary handicap,
cause of retardation grlor work experience, and school status at
ieferrgl. The other aa a items were collected during the baseline

nterview.

8The three classifications of IQ level are gefined as follows: borderline
is from one to two standard deviations ESD below the mean on tests, mild
is from two to three SD below the mean, and moderate is from three to four
SD below the mean. IQ scores on the Wechsler scales (SD=15) which fall
within these ranges are: borderline 70-84, mild 55-69, moderate 40-54.
The ranges for scores on the Stanford-Binet test (SD=16) are slightly
different. For some sample members, only the range of retardation, and
not IQ score, was reportsi, The American Association of Mental
Deficiency no longer reco;,nizes the borderline classification, but the
term is used in this repcrt to classify individuals with test scores
above the mild range.

bSu ervised settings include institutions, group homes, supervised apartments,
and other semi-independent settings.

CIndependence is defined as performing without assistance at least two
financial management activities (shopping, handling bills, and using bank
accounts), and without assistance in the other financial management activity.

dOt:her transfers include Medicare, Medicaid, AFDC, General Assistance, or
Social Securizy received by or on behalf of the sample member, and food
stamps received by the sample member's household.

eSecondary handicaps include: seizure disorders, visual impairment, emotional
impairment, cerebral palsK, specific learning dIsability, mobility
limitation, and others. ote that STETS clients were td have no secondary
disability that would make on-the-job training for competitive emgloyment
éﬁpractig%% (see the discussion of the program eligibility criteria in
apter .

fBenefactors are defined as individuals named b{ the primary sample member as
providing assistance in two or more of the fol owinﬁ areas: job search,
residential counseling, finapcial management (including helping with the
receigt of transfer payments), other counselinﬁ, and transportation. These
individuals could be relatives or friends of the sample member, or service
agency staff members.
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TABLE A.2

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS IN MODELS USED TO GENERATE SELECTED
NET IMPACT ESTIMATES REPORTED IN TABLE IV.4, IV.6, AND A.4

Qutcome Measure and Time Period

Earnings in Regular Jobs Percent With Any Paid Job
Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
Intercept 7.1 37.7 68.7 0.7
Site
Cincinnati -12.4 -44,1 =21.0 -40.6
Los Angeles ~16.6 -43.4 =21.7 -23.2
New York - - - -_
St. Paul -19.1 -31.6 ~3. 14,4
Tucson 0.6 -14.5 ~2.1 3.8
IQ Level
Borderline 7.3 10.2 11.9 3.7
Mild — - - --
Moderate 9.7 ~4.5 16.4 17.4
Age
Younger than 22 6.2 15.9 -14.3 -6.7
22 or older -— - - -
Gender
Male - -_ - -
Femsle ~0.4 2.1 6.8 -5.9
Race/Ethnicity
Black -1.3 =5.2 -11,.2 -12.3
Hispanic -1.2 8.7 -15.5 -11.1
White and other -— - -
Living Arrangemsent
Living with parents 6.0 -5.9 2.7 -6.6
Living in supervised - - - -
setting
Living independently ~-16.0 -4,1 -45.2 =35.4
Financial Mansgement Skills
Independent 7.4 7.5 2.3 -2.9
Not independent - - -~ -
Receipt of Tramsfers
S51/SSD1 -4.3 -7.9 6.2 1.7
Other transfers only 0.8 -8.3 -2.8 -2.9
No transfers - - - -
Secondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap =7.7 =4,7 -8.6 =5.6
No secondary handicap -— - - -
Csuse of Retardation
Organic 13.6 -5.2 1.9 -3.3
Non~organic - - - -
Benefactor
Benefactor 12.3 1.5 —6.6 3.0
No benefactor - - -_— -
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting 1.6 22.8 -3.0 9.7
>3 months
Other job lasting 0.4 16.1 8.0 21.3
>3 months
Other - - - -
School Status at Referral
Enrolied -6.5

Not enrolled

=14.4 -13.7 -17.0
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TABLE A.2 (continued)

Outcome Measure and Time Period
Earnings in Regular Jobs Percent With Any Paid Job
Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22

Experimental Status
Experimental -3.8 ~-5.9 27.7 ~23.0
Control - - - -

ErSite
Cincinnati 18,
Los Angeles 30.
New York -
St. Paul 42
Tucson 3.

E*1IQ Level
Borderline -5.0 4,5 -10.9 -2.2
Mild —_— _—

Moderate -14.0 17.2 -22.2 -3.0

ErAge
Younger than 22 =8.6 -17.4 11.4 -3.2
22 or older - -

.4 -6.4 17.
o6 -16.2 2.7
2 -4.9 ~-2.2
6 19.1 ~2.8

E*Gender
Male - - -
Female -18.1 -28.6 -12.1 -11.4

E*Race/Ethnicity
Black 11.7 2.4 l.1
Hispanic 6.2 12.9 34.0 29.4
White &nd other - -

E*Living Arrangement
Living with parents -1.1 24,3 -17.0 19.3
Living in supervised - - - -—
setting
Living independently 41,4 23.3 35.0 23.2

E*Financial Management Skills
Independent -9,1 19.5 -4,8 12.0
Not independent - - - _—

E*Receipt of Transfers
§S1/SSDI -6.0 20.5 4,
Other transfers only -5.8 30.3 14
No transfers - - -_— —

E*Secondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap - - - -
No secondary handicap - —_— - -

E*Cause of Retardation
Organic -11.0 10.1 -8.1 15.0
Non-organic - - - -

E*Benefactor
Benefactor -_— —_— —_— _—
No benefactor - - -— -

EMiork Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting 12.7 1.1 14.4 -1.0
3 months
Other job lasting 5.6 -20.9 -10.5 ~18.6

E*School Status at Referral
Enrolled 14.8 4.6 5.8 =2.9
Not Enrolled -— - -— -

NOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. All control variables
are measured at baseline or referral. The variable definitions and their means are reported in
Table A.1. E* indicates that a control variable has been interacted with Experimental
Status. The t-statistics for the coefficient estimates are reported in Table A.3.

3~
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t-STATISTICS FOR ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS IN MODELS USED TO GENERATE
SELECTED NET IMPACT ESTIMATES REPORTED IN TABLE IV.4, IV.6, AND A.4

TABLE A.3

Qutcome Measure and Time Period

Earnings in Regular Jobs

Whether Any Paid Job

Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
Intercept 0.38 1.67 2,58 3.45
Site
Cincinnati -1.38 =-3.46 -1.64 -3.65
Los Angeles -1.87 -3.64 -1.72 -2.23
New York - - - -
St. Paul -1.61 -2.05 -0.22 1.07
Tucson 0.06 -1.13 -0.15 0.34
IQ Level
Borderline 1.12 1.14 1.28 0.47
Mild - - - -
Moderate 0.93 -0.31 1.10 1.38
Age
Younger than 22 0.74 1.48 -1.20 ~0,72
22 or older - - - -
Gender
Male - - - -
Female -0.07 0.26 4.79 -0.84
Race/Ethnicity
Black -0.18 -0.50 -1.06 -1.36
Hispanic -0.12 0.69 -1.05 -1.01
White and other -— - -— -
Living Arrangement
Living with parents 0.51 -0.38 0.16 -~0.48
Living in supervised - - - -
setting
Living independently -0.84 ~0.19 -1.67 -1.87 !
Financial Management Skills
Independent 1.09 0.78 0.24 -0.34
Not independent - - - -
Receipt of Tramsfers
$S1/Ssbl -0.53 -0.70 0.54 0.17
Other transfers only 0.11 0.82 -0.26 -0.33
No transfers - - - -
Secondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap -1.73 -0.79 -1.35 -1.09
No secondary handicap - - - -
Cause of Retardation
Organic 1.54 -0.43 0.16 -0.31
Non-organic - - - -
Benefactor
Benefactor 2,41 0.23 -0.90 0.50
No benefactor - - - -
Work Experieace in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting 0.18 1.84 ~0.24 0.90
23 months
Other job lasting 0.06 1.84 0.87 2.79
23 months
Other - il ol -
School Status at Referral
-1.41 -1.71 ~0.76

Enrolled -2.07
Not enrolled -

o




TABLE A.3 (continued)

Control Variables

Outcome Measure and Time Period

Earnings in Regular Jobs

Month 6

Month 22 Month 6

Whether Any Paid Job
Month 22

Experimental Status
Experimental
Control

E*Site
Cincinnati
Los Angeles
New York
St. Paul
Tucson

E*IQ Level
Borderline
Mild
Moderate

EtAge
Younger than 22
22 or older

E*Gender
Male
Fcmale

E*Race/Ethnicity
Black
Hispanic
White and other

EtLiving Arrangeaent
Living with parents
Living in supervised

setting
Living independently

E*Financisl Management Skills
Independent
Not independent

E*Receipt of Transfers
§S1/SSDI
Other transfers only
No transfers

EtSecondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap
No secondary handicap

E*Cause of Retardation
Organic
Non-organic

E*Benefactor
Benefactor
No benefactor

E*Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting
23 months
Other job lasting
23 months
Other

E*School Status at Referral
Enrolled
Not enrolled

-0.16

1.49
2.41
2.59
0.27
-0.53

-0.99

1.00

0.62

1.46

-0.20 0.84

-0.02 -0.35
0.57 -0.89

0.56 =0.21
-0.81 0.98

0.35 -0.82

0.91 -1.11

0.07 0.80

-1.75 -0.83

0.33 0.40

-0.90

1.11
0.18

-0.12
-0.18

-0.19

-0.18

-0.07

-1.79

NOTE: All control variables are measured at baseline or referral.
their means are reported in Table A.l.
interacted with Experimental Status.
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TABLE A.M

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON EARNINGS FOR KEY SUBGROUPS
OF STETS PARTICIPANTS

A, EARHINGS FROM REGULAR J08s®

Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
Subgroups Defined Control Contrel Control
by Characteristics Experimental Croup Estimated Experimental Group Estimated Experimental Group Estimated
3t Baseline Group Mean Nean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact Group Mean Mean Impact
Total Sample 11.81 9.81 2.00 26,90 16.31 10.59%* 36.36 20,55 15.81%¢
Site
Cincinnati 9.56 5,57 3.99 19,33 6,67 12.66 16.79 1,70 15.09
Los Angeles 17.93 1,36 16.57* 18,27 -1.47 15.78 27,55 2.82 25,13
Mew York 3.85 17,99 =18, 14 50,04 42,48 7.96 61.31 45.79 15.52
St. Paul 27,58 -1.06 28,64 27.00 13,30 13.70 41,90 14,20 27.70*
Tucson 8.14 18.61 ~10.47 20.59 15,94 8,65 32,25 31.28 0.97
Level
Borderline 13,98 13.76 0.22 26.90 29,69 =2.79 45,44 28,32 17.12
Mild 11.66 6.87 5.19 24,45 10.25 14,20%* 30.68 18.09 12.59*
Moderate 7.82 16.18 -8.76 40.7 13,58 27.13* 83.42 13,63 29.79*
Younger than 22 11.17 11.47 0,30 27.83 20,47 7.36 35.89 25.51 10.38
22 or older 13,56 5.29 8.27 24,83 6.99 17.84% 37.41 9,58 27,8380
Cender
Male 19,80 9.99 9.81* 32,32 17.13 15, 19°%* 47.89 19.61 28,280
Female 6,27 9.57 -3.30 19.52 15.19 A 33 21.39 21,75 -0.36
Race/Ettaict ty
Black 18,33 9.05 9,28 16.08 13,82 2,22 31,33 15.72 15,61
Hispanic 12.96 9,15 3.8 .5 30.91 3.60 55.85 29.67 26.18¢
White and other 7.68 10.36 -2.68 31.38 13,87 17,514 35,17 20.93 13.24
Living Arrangesent
Living with parents 10.77 12,04 -1.27 27.11 15.48 11.63%* .17 19.81 18.36%*
tiving in supervised 5.83 5.99 -0.16 10,50 16.54 -6.08 19.72 25.67 -5.95
sett
tiving independently .26 -10.03 M1,27%0 43.83 25,41 19,42 38,38 21.52 17.36
Financial Manaement Skilis
Independent 10.62 15.04 4,82 41,53 14,86 26.67%* 55.98 25.99 29,990
Not independent 12,31 7.67 4,64 21.38 16.86 4,52 28.95 18.49 10.46
Receipt of Transfers .
SSI/SSDI 6.36 6.68 0,32 22.07 16.11 5.96 37.48 18.03 19.45*
Other transfers only 11.62 11.79 -0.17 35.96 14,23 21.73% 46,92 17.63 29,290+
No transfers 16.58 10,95 5.63 23.17 18.44 4,73 24,87 25.93 -1.06
Cause of Retardation
Organic 14,00 21.16 -7.16 17.17 13,40 3.77 40.42 16.24 24, 18*
Non-organic 11.39 7.59 3,80 28,80 16.88 11.92%¢ 35.52 21.43 14,09%*
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regglar Job lasting 21.81 11,00 10.81 83.47 27.83 15,64 58,37 34,47 23,90
>3 months
Other job lasting 12,52 9.85 2,67 26,73 15.76 8,97 29,70 27.82 1.88
>3 months
OtFer 7.55 9.43 -1.88 23,59 13,35 10.24* 34,49 11.69 22,80
School Status at Referral
Enrolled 12.64 0,20 12.8% 22.04 5.42 16.62% 30.06 11.08 18.98*
Not enrolled 11.67 14,18 2,51 29,12 21,25 7.87 39.18 24,79 14,398
Number in Sample 283 402 395

MOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. In additlion to the control variables that are included in the models
which underlie the overall net fmpact estimates reported in Table IV.4, these models include variables that interacted the treatment variable
with the subgroup variables. The full regression from which the 6- and 22-month results were derived are presented in Tables A.2 and A.3.

aReguln- Jobs are those that are nelther training/work-study nor workshop/activity-center jobs.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the S percent level, two-talled test.
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TABLE A.4

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS ON EARNINGS FOR KEY SUBGROUPS

OF STETS PARTICIPANTS

8. EARNINGS FROM ALL PAID J08S

Month 6 Month 15 Month 22
Subgroups Defined Control Control Control
by Characteristics Experiment al Group Estimated Experiment al Group Estimated Experimental Group Estimated
at Baseline Group Hean Hean Impact Group Mean Hean Impact Group Mean Hean Impact
Total Sample 52,39 25.93 26.46%* 7N 26,48 11,430 840,77 28,41 12,38¢¢
Stite
Cincinnat! 40,27 15.49 26,708¢ 21.38 7,96 13.42 21,54 7 17.80
Los Angeles 39.66 13.49 26, 15%¢ 24.00 7.53 16.47 28.7% 8.26 20.50¢
New York 72,32 4,78 27.54%¢ 57,72 56,36 1.36 63.60 52.29 11.31
St. Paul 51,23 22,75 28,480 36.01 31.49 8,52 48,60 38.48 10,12
Tucson 53,088 27.9% 25,94%¢ 46,63 27,02 19.61¢ 840.46 3,19 2,27
I Level
Borderline 58.59 2551 33,08 38.55 35.36 319 87,37 33.06 16,31
Mild 51.80 28,94 26.86%* 34,86 22.06 12,800 36,33 27.50 8.83
Moderate 40,39 31.55 8.64 53.20 26,86 26434 87.7% 21,25 264,49
Younger than 22 53.66 25.22 28,4400 .87 26,60 15.,27¢¢ 80,41 31.29 912
22 or older A3.9% 27.87 21.07¢ 33.09 30.68 2.81 41.61 22.02 19.59¢
Csnder
Male 57.20 21.59 35.61¢¢ 48,16 .10 19.06%* 53,55 28.00 25.,55%¢
Female 46,05 31.67 14,38¢ 23.90 22,90 1.00 24.23 28,93 -4,70
Race/Etmicity
Black 55,27 23.849 31.78¢%¢ 32,09 22.79 9,30 34,93 23.87 11.06
Hispanic 68.36 30.52 37,84¢ee 53.83 47.52 6.1 62,86 37.47 25.39¢
White and other 47.73 26.81 21.32% . 23.01 15.08¢ 38.40 28.64 9.76
Living Arrangoment
Living with parents 50,58 27.89 22.69%¢ 37.05 27,28 9.77¢ 42,29 27.38 18,91 ¢+
lelnglln supervised 57.29 26,28 31.01 3.8 25.67 6.16 31.55 35.56 ~4,01
setting
Living independently 66.1& 3.59 62,55%¢ 52.81 19.36 34.05¢ 37,35 29,70 7.65
Financial Management Skills
Independent 55.56 31.96 23.60%* 56,79 29.95 26,840 60,51 29,67 30,84 *¢
Not independent 51.09 23.46 27.63% 30.77 25,17 5.60 33,34 27.93 5.1
Receipt of Transfers
SS1/SD1 56.90 25.54 31,36 35,35 26,03 11.32 42,93 25.82 17.11
Other transfers only 50,55 23.80 26,75%¢ 48,75 23.69 21.06%* 50.43 25,25 26.18%¢
No transfers 49.98 27.89 22,09 34,01 31,45 2.56 29.19 35,08 -5.89
Cause of Retardation
Organic 47.65 30.77 16.88 36.79 13.20 23,59+ 46,07 22.46 23.61¢
Non-organic 50,31 24,98 28,33 38,12 29.05 9.07¢ 39.70 29.63 10.07+¢
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollsent
Regglar Job lasting 64,09 28.63 35,46 55.49 40.10 15.39 60,55 41,89 18.66
23 months
Othsr Job lasting A8,35 27.89 2U.86% 35.99 .79 4,20 34,72 n.n -2.99
23 months
OtFer 51.82 23.68 28, 14%¢ .11 18.85 15.26%¢ (2.53) 18.32 -20,85¢¢
School Status at Referral
Enrol 48,86 14,65 .21 26,78 22,04 4% 31.89 19.66 12,23
Not enrolled 53.93 30.86 23,07 42.87 28,50 14,37¢¢ 448,78 32,3 12.45¢
Number in Sample 283 402 395

NOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques,
which underlie the overall net impact estimates reported in Table IV.s, these models include variables that interacted the treatment variable
with the subgroup variables.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-talled test.
eeStatistically significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE A.5

COMPARISON OF SELECTED NET IMPACT ESTIMATES BASED

ON OLS REGRE

SSION MODELS AND MAXIMUM

LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION METHODS

Outcome Measure

Workshop/
Reference Period/ Regular Training Activity Any Paid
Estimation Method Jobs Jobs Center Job
Month 6
oLS 1.1 27  2%% -6.3% 22,6%*
Probit -0.2 30.4** -4.8* 24.1**
Month 22
oLS 11,9%% 0.3 =11,3%* 1.0
Probit 13, 5%% 0.1 =9,.2%* 0.1
NOTE: The OLS estimates are based on the basic regression model specified

in Appendix Table A.l.
the coefficient on the e

The impact estimate based on this model is
xperimental status variable. The probit

estimates are based on maximum likelihood estimates of coefficients
on a similar set of control variables as was used in the OLS

model. In this case, th

e experimental effect is estimated as:

PROB (XB|experimental) - PROB (XB|control),

where PROB ( ) is the probability.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
**Statistically significant at the 5 percent leve..

A.9
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TABLE A.6

CHOW TEST RESULTS OF THE ACCEPTABILITY OF
POOLING OBSERVATIONS ACROSS SITES

Outcome Measure F-Statistic Degrees of Freedom

Total Earnings in 1.27 86, 192
Month 6

Regular Job Earnings 1.19 86, 192
in Month 6

Total Earnings in 1.06 86, 304
Month 22

Regular Job Earnings 1.10 86, 304
in Month 22

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
**Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
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ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS IN MODELS USED TO GENERATE SELECTED

TASLE A.7

NET IMPACT ESTIMATES REPORTED IN TABLE V.4 AND V.S

Qutcome Measure and Time Period

Percent in Training Percent in School
Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
Intercept 82.6 54.5 ~7.2 -11.2
Site
Cincinnati -22.2 -2.6 ~3.1 -4.9
Lns Angeles 7.1 0.1 14.6 13.3
New York - - —-— -
St. Paul -2.9 6.5 4.8 -6.7
Tucson ~5.0 1.6 =-0.1 .9
IQ Level
Borderline -1.3 ~-11.3 ~7.3 -0.6
Mild - bl - =
Mode-ate 6.4 -9.1 -6.8 12.0
e
Younger than 22 -21.4 -21.1 -1.5 13.2
22 or older -— - - -
Gender
Male~ - - - -
Female 1.0 0.4 1.0 1.2
3ace/Rthnicity
Black -8.1 ~12.4 0.6 -12.0
Hispanic -12.7 -19.0 0.8 -17.2
White and other — - - -
Living Arrangement
Living with parents =~25.3 0.6 22.1 15.4
Living in supervised - - -— -
setting
Living independently ~51.6 -23.G -0.3 5.1
Financial Management Skills
Independent 5.7 -3.2 15.2 -0.8
Not independent - - - ~—
Receipt of Transfers
§S1/8SD1 ma 6.8 -3.2 8.8
Other transfers only 10.9 6.3 -5.5 0.4
No transfers -— - - -
Secondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap 2.1 -6.8 =7.5 3.1
No secondary handicap - - - -
Csuse of Retardation
Organic -7.3 23.3 8.7 -5.2
Non-organic - - - el
Benefactor
Benefactor -16.8 0.7 1.9 -2.2
No benefactor - -— - -
Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting 5.2 -3.5 -3.6 -10.4
23 months
Other job lasting 13.9 =47 2.7 =3.4
>3 months
Other - - - -
School Status at Referral
Enrolled -9.2 N’ 12.1 10.9
Not enrolled - - - -
Experimental Status
Experimental 2.0 -19.4 15.0 6.9
Control - - - -
A.1ll
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TABLE A.7 (continued)

Outcome Measure and Time Period

Percent in Training Percent in School

Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
E*Site

Cincinnati -3.6 1.1 -1.8 7.5

Los Angeles -35.2 2.7 -13.8 -1.1

New York —-— -— - -—

St. Paul -33.0 4.9 =-5.5 6.3

Tucson 12.7 1.7 .3 1.9
E*IQ Level

Bord~:rline -9.8 9.4 15.5 4,7

Mila - - —-— ~

Moderate -1.5 14.4 11.4 -21.0
E®Age

Younger than 22 23.1 16.6 1.6 -10.3

22 or older - - - -
E*Gender

Male - - - -

Female 10.1 =4.4 -2.9 4.0
E*Race/Ethnicity

Black 4.4 4.5 2.3 14.9

Hispanic 20.4 10.8 14.9 13.6

White and other ot - -— -
E*Living Arraongement

Living with parents 7.7 -8.5 -17.9 -11.8

Living in supervised - - -~ -

setting

Iivint independently 17.8 ~0.5 14.3 -11.5
E*Financial Management Skills

Independent 2.5 2.3 -18.5 2.7

Not independent - - - -

E*Receipt of Transfers
$S1/8SD1 -6
Other transfers only 7
No transfers -— -— -— -—

E*Secondary Handicaps
Secoxdary handicap - -— -— -—
No sezondary handicap - -—

E*Csuse of Retardation
Organic 10.6 -15.8 ~7.5 7.0
Non—-organic — -—

E*Benefactor
Benefactor -— -— -— _—
No benefactor - - -— _—

EtWork Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting -3.7 -8.5 -0.1 4.1
>3 months
Other job lasting -9.4 -6.0 -9.8 5.0
>3 months
Other - -— -— -—

E*School Status at Referral
Enrolled 11.8 4.4 -12.5 -11.8
Not enrolled - - -

NOTE: All control variables are measured at baseline or referral. The variable definitions and
their means are reported in Table A.l. E* indicates that a control variable has been
interacted with Experimental Status. The t-statistics for the coefficient estimates are
reported in Table A.8.

A.12
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TABLE A.8

t-STATISTICS FOR ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS IN MODELS USED TO GENERATE
SELECTED NET IMPACT ESTIMATES REPORTED IN TABLE V.4 AND V.5

Outcome Measure and Time Period

Percent in Training Percent in School

Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
Intercept 3.12 3.17 -0.39 -0.91
Site

Cincinnati -1.75 -0.27 -0.35 -0.71

Los Angeles -0.56 0.02 1.65 2.04

New York - - -— -

St. Paul -0.17 0.55 0.41 -0.79

Tucson -0.36 0.16 -0.02 0.55
IQ Level

Borderline -0.14 -1.66 -1.12 -0.12

Mild - - - -

Moderate 0.44 -0.83 -0.65 1.53
Age

Younger than 22 -1.81 -2.58 -0.19 2.24

22 or older - - - -
Gender

Male - - - -

Female 0.11 -0.06 0.16 0.27
Race/Ethnicity

Black -0.76 -1,57 0.09 -2.12

Hispanic -0.86 -1.97 .08 =2.47

White and other -— - - -
Living Arrangement

Living with parents -1.51 -0.05 1.85 1.81

Living in supervised - - - -

setting

Living independently -1.92 -1.39 -0.02 0.43
Financial Mansgement Skills

Independent 0.60 =1.26 2.26 =0.16

Not independent - - - -
Receipt of Tramsfers

SSI/SSDI 1.78 0.80 -0.40 1.44

Other transfers only 1.01 0.82 -0.73 0.07

No transfers - - —_ —
Secondary Handicaps

Secondary handicap 0.34 -1.51 -1.69 0.96

No secondary handicap - - - -

Cause of Retardation

Organic -0.59 2.56 0.99 -0.80
Non-organic -— - - -
Benefactor

Benefactor -2.32 0.13 0.68 -0.59
No benefactor - - . .

Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment

Regular job lasting 0.41 -0.37 -0.41 -1.54
>3 months

Other job lasting 1.53 -0.70 0.42 -0.70
>3 months

Other - - - -

School Statua at Referral
Enrolled -0.93 0.02 1.74 2.05
Not enrolled - - -— =

Experisental Status
Experimental 0.06 -0.88 0.65 0.43
Control - - - --
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TABLE A.8 {continued)

Qutcome Measure and Time Period

Percent in Training Percent in School

Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
EtSite

Cincinnati -0.19 0.08 ~0.14 0.78

Los Angeles -1.95 0.21 -0.19 -0.12

New York - - - -

St. Paul -1.42 0.30 -0.34 0.53

Tucson 0.66 0.57 -0.02 0.20
E*IQ Level

Borderline ~0.74 0.97 1.65 -0.67

Mild - - - -

Moderate -0.08 1.00 0.81 -2.03
EtAge

Younger than 22 1.50 1.57 0.15 -1.34

22 or older - -— - -—
EtGender

Male - - - -

Fenmale 0.83 -0.52 -0.34 0.65
E*Race/Ethaicity

Black 0.30 0.42 0.22 1.91

Hispanic 0.97 0.81 1.00 1.41

White and other - - - -
EtLiving Arrangement

Living with parents 0.35 -0.56 -1.17 -1.07

Living in supervised - - - -

setting
Living independently 0.55 -0.03 0.63 -0.77

E*Financial Management Skills
Independent 0.18 0.23 -1.88 0.38
Not independent - —_ _— —

EBtReceipt of Travefers
SSI/SSDI -0.41 51
Other transfers only o 49 -1.03 .67
No transfers - - - -

EtSecondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap
No secondary handicap

E*Csuse of Retardation
Organic -0.62 -1.34 -0.62 0.83
Non-organic - -

EtBenefactor
Benefactor -— -— - -
No benefactor - -— - -—

E™ork Experience in Two
Years Prior to Znrollment
Regulaz job lasting -0.21 -0.67 -0.01 0.44
>3 months
OtRer job lasting -0.74 0.66 -1.09 0.77
23 months
Other - - - —_

E*School Status at Referral
Enrolled 0.82 -0.42 -1.23 -1.56
Not Enrolled - - - -

NOTE: All control variables are measured at baseline or referral. The variable definitions and
their means are reported in Table A.1. E* indicates that a control variable has been
interacted with Experimental Status. The t-statistics for the coefficient estimates are
reported in Table A.7.

A.l4
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TABLE A.9
ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS IN MODELS USED TO GENERATE SELECTED
NET IMPACT ESTIMATES REPORTED IN TABLE VI.3 AND VI.4
Qutcoxe Measure and Time Period
Monthly Income from Monthly Income from
§81/SSDIL Other Cash Transfers

Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
Intercept -30.3 111.4 52.6 12.3
Site

Cincinnati 15.4 -21.0 -15.2 16.4

Los Angeles 69.8 81.3 -36.6 -3.7

New York — - - -

St. Paul -8.3 -95.5 31.3 29.4

Tucson 42.5 -29.2 -33.8 11.0
IQ Level

Borderline 0.5 -60.4 -11.7 3.0

Mild - -— - -

Moderate 20.0 -58.6 ~7.3 -14.0

e

Younger than 22 25.2 -25.8 -22.3 -23.4

22 or older - - _— -
Gender

Male - - - -

Female 7.1 -31.7 -12.5 12.6
Race/Etimicity

Black -24.7 -49.2 -11.1 24.5

Hispanic -22.6 =47.1 -9.9 10. 4

White and other -— -_ -— -
Living Arrangement

Living with parents =3.4 8.3 -25.9 -22.4

Living i{n supervised - - - -

setting

Living independently -5.9 126.4 -50.5 -41.2
Financial Management Skills

Independent 7.9 3.3 27.0 31.8

Not independent - - - -

Receipt of Transfers
SSI/SSD1 180.1
Other transfers only 3.7
No transfers —

Secondary Randicaps
Secondary handicap 10.5
No secondary handicap -

Cause of Retardation
Organic -50.8
Non~organic -

Benefactor
Benefactor 18.0
No benefactor -

Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting 8.4
>3 months
Other job lasting 16.8
23 months
Other —

School Status at Referral
Enrolled -3.4
Not enrolled -

Experimental Startus
Experimental 6.8
Control -




TABLE A.9 (contimued)

Outcome Measure and Time Period

Monthly Income from Monthly Income from
S§SI/SSDI Other Cash Transfers
Control Variables Mouth 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
EtSite
Cincinnati -16.8 3.0 -1.6 -2.2
Los Angeles =22.7 13.9 17.2 -2.8
New York - - - -
St. Paul. -38.7 59.6 21.9 7.3
Tucson -25.9 37.5 7.8 -23.8
E*IQ Level
Borderline -6.4 52.0 7.8 -2.0
Mild - - — -
Moderate 11.8 92.4 19.4 26.1
EtAge
Younger than 22 -44.2 =17.5 34.4 39.8
22 or older - - - -
B*Gender
Hale - - -— -
Female -21.8 49.4 24.4 9.4
E*Race/Ethnicity
Black -19.0 -1.6 0.9 6.6
Hispanic -14.4 23.4 7.9 -18.1
White and other - - - -
E*Living Arrangement
Living with parents 41.9 15.7 28.7 25.3
Living in supervised - bt —_— -_—
setting
/| Living independently 115.9 -107.7 48.1 57.6

E*Financial Management Skills
Independent -8.4 -12.3 =25.4 -16.6
Not independent -— -

E*Receipt of Transfers
S§SI/SSDI -13
Other traunsfers only 9
No transfers -

E*Secondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap - -— - -—
No secondary handicap - -— - -

E*Cause of Retardation
Organic 79.5 -87.7 0.1 5.2
Non-organic - -

E*Benefactor
Benefactor - -— -— -
No benefactor - - - -

EdWork Experierce fn Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting -10.5 -4.9 -12.7 -32.2
>3 months
Other job lasting =1.5 59.0 10.0 34.1
>3 months
Other -— -— — -

E*School Status at Referral
Enrolled 11.1 7.7 -19.2 -6.8
Not enrolled -— - -— -—

NOTE: All control variables are-measured at baseline or referral. The variable definitions and
their means are reported in Table A.l. E* indicates that a control variabie has been
interacted with Experimental Status. The t-statistics for the coefficient estimates are
reported in Table A.10.

A.l6
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TABLE A.10

t-STATISTICS FOR ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS IN MODELS USED TO GENERATE

SELECTED NET IMPACT ESTIMATES REPORTED IN TABLE VI.3 AND VI.4

OQutcome Measure and Time Period

Monthly Income from

Monthly Income from

SSI/SSDI Other Cash Transfers
Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
Intercept ~-0.54 1.99 1.46 0.40
Site
Cincinnati 0.58 ~0.67 -0.88 0.95
Los Angeles 2.66 2.72 -2.16 -0.23
New York - - - -—
St. Paul -0.24 -2.54 1.39 1.40
Tucson 1.47 ~-0.92 -1.82 0.63
IQ Level
Borderline 0.02 -2.74 ~-0.94 0.25
Mild - - -— -
Moderate 0.64 -1.67 ~-0.37 -0.64
Age
Younger than 22 1.02 -0.97 -1.40 -1.62
22 or older - - - -
Gender
Male - — —_
Female 0.40 -1.59 ~1.08 1.15
Race/Ethnicity
Black -1.13 -1.93 -0.79 1.75
Hispanic -0.75 -1.51 -0.51 0.60
Whitz and other -— -— - -
Living Arrangesent
Living with parents ~-0.09 0.22 -1.09 -1.08
Living in supervised - - - -
setting
Living independently ~-0.10 2.31 -1.38 -1.40
Financial Management Skills
Independent 0.39 0.14 2.04 2.42
Not independent - - - -
Receipt of Transfers
SSI/SSDI 7.66 4,30 0.97 0.41
Other transfers only 0.17 2.05 4,39 2.17
No transfers - -— - -—
Secondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap 0.79 2.25 1.00 1.38
No secondary handicap - - - -
Cause of Retardation
Organic -1.97 2.75 0.17 -0.20
Non-organic - - - -
Benefactor
Benefactor 1.19 0.42 0.62 -1.62
No benefactor - - - -
Work Experience in Two
Years Priz: w Jurollment
Regular job lasting 0.31 0.19 ~0.18 1.36
>3 months
Other job lasting 0.88 -2.22 ~-0.08 ~-0.79
>3 months
Other -— - - -—
School Status at Referral
Enrolled ~0.17 0.73 1.14 1.09
Not enrolled - - -- -
Experimental Status
Experimental 0.10 -1.28 ~1.46 ~0.97
Control - - -- --
A.1l7 2 6 1




TABLE A.10 (continued)

Outcome Measure and Time Period

Monthly Income from Monthly Income from
§S1/SSDI Other Cash Transfers
Control Variables Month 6 Month 22 Month 6 Month 22
E®Site
Cincinnati -0.44 0.07 -0.07 -0.09
Los Angeles -0.60 0.33 0.71 -0.12
New York - -— - -
St. Paul -0,79 1.13 0.69 0.25
Tucson -0.64 0.85 0.30 0.98
E*IQ Level
Borderline -0.23 1.66 0.44 -0.12
Mild - - - -
Moderate 0.28 1.97 0.72 1.03
E*Age
Younger than 22 -1.36 -0.51 1.66 2.11
22 or older —-— - b -
E*Gender
Male - —-— —-— -
Female -0.86 1.79 1.50 0.62
E*Race/Ethnicity
Black =0.61 -0.05 0.04 0.35
Hispanic -0.33 0.54 0.28 -0.76
White and other - - - -
E*Living Arrangement
Living with parents 0.91 0.31 0.95 1.08
Living in supervised - - - -
setting
Living independently 1.69 -1.57 1.09 1.55

EAFinancial Management Skills
Independent -0.27 -0.38 -1.34 -0.93
Not independent - - - --=

E*Receipt of Tramsfers
§S1/SSDI -0.40 3
Other transfers only 30 -0.96 -1.62 -1.37
No transfers —_— - —_— -

EtSecondary Handicaps
Secondary handicap - — — —
No secondary handicap - - -—

E%Cause of Retardation
Organic 2.18 -2.30 0.00 0.25
Non-organic - -

E*Benefactor
Benefactor - -— -_— —
No benefactor —-— -— —-— -

E*Work Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job lasting -0.28 -0.12 -0.52 -1.40
>3 months
Other job lastiug -0.06 2.01 0.59 2.11
>3 months
Other - - - -

E*School Status at Referral
Enrolled 0.37 0.23 -0.99 -0.36
Not enrolled - - . -

NOTE: All control variables are measured at baseline or referral. The variable definitions and their
means are reported in Table A.1. E* indicates that a control variable has been interacted with
Experimental Status. The t-statistics for the coefficient estimates are reported in Table A.9.
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TABLE A.11

AD EVALUATION PERI(DS
(Percent of the Laborforce)

AREA UNEMPLOYMENT RATES DURING THE DEMONSTRATION
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TABLE A.12

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROLS WITH VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS
USED TO DEFINE KEY SUBGROUPS

Characteristics Nonth 6 Month 15 Month 22
at Baseline Experimentals Controls Experimentals Controls Experimentals Controls
Total "5 18 204 98 206 %
Site
Cincinnati 25 2 3 44 44 34
Los Angeles 30 27 47 3 46 38
New York 35 34 49 47 44 50
St, Paul 18 18 24 26 k73 25
Tucson k] 30 45 42 46 42
13 Level
Borderline [3] a2 57 61 54 60
Mild 84 81 123 118 126 11
Moderate 20 15 24 19 26 18
Me
Younger than 22 100 107 134 144 135 137
22 gr clder 45 n 70 54 n 52
Gender
Male
Female
Race/Etnicity
Black 41 49 61 68 59 64
Hispanic 1" 17 28 30 27 29
White and other 0 72 115 100 120 96
Living Arrangosent
Living with parents 113 122 160 m 161 161
Living in supervised 15 6 16 16 23 17
setting
Living Independently 17 10 22 1" 22 1"
Financial Management Skills
Independent 42 40 61 49 61 47
Not independent 103 98 1% 149 1’5 %2
Receipt of Tramfers
SSI/SDI 47 45 68 67 67 66
Other transfers only 44 39 61 68 61 69
No transfers 54 54 75 63 78 54
Cause of Retardation
Organic 23 23 37 28 38 29
Non-organic 122 115 167 170 168 160
Vork Experience in Two
Years Prior to Enrollment
Regular job larting 23 19 i 18 i
23 months
Other job lasting 52 50 7% 66 n 64
23 months
Other 70 69 99 114 104 98
School Status at Referral
Enrol led 36 50 53 n 52 70
Not enrol led 109 83 151 126 154 119

Total in Sample 283 402 395

NOTE: These figures pertain to the samples used to estimate the employment results reported in Table IV.6. The sample sizes
differed slightly for other subgroup analyses, due to different patterns of missing data for the outcome measure.
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TAMLE A.13

ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS (N THE PERCENT IN WORKSHOPS OR ACTIVITY CENTERS,
8Y KEY SUBCROUPS (F STETS PARTICIPANTS

Morth 15
Subgroups Defined Contral
by Characteristics Estimated Experimental  Group
at Baseline Impact Group Mean Hean

Total Sample £.7¢ 15.6

13.2
20, Tee
-44,6*

17.7
=13.4

2.7 4,8
.6 s, -8,5%
-21.8¢ . 25,0

5.5 =5.7
-10.1 2 ~17,0%e

Cender
Male 6.3 8,70
Female -7.2 -9 g -10,6*¢
Race Etinicity
flack -£,0 . -8.6
Hispanic -12, -3,7
White and cther 5 «11,3¢e -15,5¢¢

Living Acrengoment
Living with parerts -9,8ee <1310
Living in supervised -10,2 -10.8
setting
Living Independently -1.5 0.6
Financial Menageeert Skills
Indeperdent . 9,7 -11,0+
Not independent B -9,0% 1 ~12,0%+
Receipt of Tramfers
SSI/SDI 4,0 -10,7¢
Other transfers only 12,94 7.2
No transfers 7 «10, 7%+ . 17,10
Cawse of Retardation
-17,6%¢

Organde
Non-organic <7.5% 12,70

Other

School Status at Referral
Eprol lad
Not enrolled

Number 1in Sawple

NOTE: These results were estimated through ordinary least squares techniques. In addition to the control variables that are included in the
models which underlie the overall net impact estimates report in Table IV.4, these models include varisbles that interacted the
treatment varisle with the subgroup varisbles.

a
The control group mean value was actually calculated to be slightly negative because of the Lwprecision of OLS estimation with a binary
outcome varisle.

b
The ezperlm;le group mean value was xtually calculated to be slightly negative because of the imprecision of .S estimation with a binary
outcome varidle,

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 5 percent level, two tailed test.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE A.14

ESTIMATED IMPACTS (N THE
OISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL WEEKLY INCOME

Morth 6 Month 15 Mornth 22
Experimental Experiment al Experiment al
Experimental Control Control Experimetal  Control Control Experimental Control Control
Croup CGroup Dif ference Crom Croup Dif ference Croup Croup Dif ference
Percertage Distribution
0 19.01 21,07 -8.06 18.78 20,00 -1.22 2,59 19,58 1.01
$1-%0 17.61 39.10 1.4 32.99 ¥4 ~3.62 26,47 32.28 =5.81
$61-5100 ¥.32 14,29 23,03 16,75 22,05 -5.30 21,57 2.04 647
More than $100 26,06 19.55 6.51 31.47 21,54 9.93 Ny 2.1 11.26
Averege $73.78 $9.63 26,15 §70.62 $58.26 $12.38 §72,52 560,69 11.83
Median $%0.21 $35.00 $5.21 $59.51 $50,46 $9.05 552,80 $55,76 7,04
Number in Sample w 133 44 197 195 IR 204 189 »

NOTE: These data are not regression-adjus*=d, Thus, the mean values (averages) differ slightly from the figures reported in Table VII.S5.
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TABLE A.15

AVERAGE OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR TRANSITIONAL AND
SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS
(1982 dollars)

Average Average
Expenditure Expenditure
per Client per
Program Year Participant
Alternative Programs for Mentally
Retarded Young Adults
Special Education, EMR 5,617 n.a.
(Kakalik et al., 1981)
Special Education, TMR 8,168 Ned.
(Kakalik et al., 1981)
Sheltered Workshops 5,920 Nede.
(UOSO Departmnt of Labor, 1977)
Work Activity Centers 2,525 Nn.a.
(U.S. Department of Labor, 1977)
STETS Program (Riccio and Price, 198%)
Cincinnati 10,311 8,420
Los Angeles 8,743 7,286
New York 11,467 9,651
St. Paul 5,411 4,283
Tucson 6,724 7,060
Average for all participants 8,715 7,553
Virginia Commorwealth University:
Rehabilitation Research and Training
Center
Transitional Employment (Hill 7,119 3,286
et al., 1985bg
Supported Employment (H111 2,404 n.a.
et al., 1985b
Project Employability (Hill n.a. 6,2643
at al., 1985a)
Bay State Skills, Corporation 9,280 3,280
(Baflis, 196%)P ’ ’
University of Washington Food 10,771 9,580

Service Program (Moss, 1980)

NOTE: While an attempt was made to make the cost estimates as consistent as possible,
differences still exist. For example, the costs for STETS and the Bay State Skills
Corporation include some wage payments to participants, while the Virginia Commonwealth
estimates do not include any payments to clients. Costs have been inflated to 1984
dollars by using the change in the implicit price deflator for gross national product.

n.a. means that data are unavailable.

3Because Project Employability combines transitional and supported employment, the total cost
per participant wifl depend on the length of stay. The cost estimates cover 70 months of
operation, although most persons had not been enrolled for that long. Thus, costs per
participant will continue to rise as supported employment services continue to be provided.

bThe figures from Bay State Skills Corporation reflect the experiences of 17 vendors who

enrolled a total of 306 clients during fiscal vears 1982 and 1983, Average costs per
participant for these vendors ranged from about 55,500 to $1,700.
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION




The STETS evaluation required data on the activities and

experiences of experimentals and centrols from the time of their contact
with the program and randomization into the research sample to a point 22
months later. These experiences included 1labor-market activities,
participation in training and schooling programs, receipt of transfer
payments, use of support services, and other activities pertaining to self-
sufficiency. Data were also required on important demographic and personal
characteristics. The data for the evaluation had to be collected in a
standardized manner for all sample members (whether in the experimental or
control group) over time at appropriate intervals to capture the effects of
the intervention and key program events, as well as consistently across the
five demonstration sites. This appendix describes in detail the data
collection design, and reviews several important methodological and
fielding issues addressed in this design., It also provides information on
the results of the data collection effort.

A. DESIGN OF THE STETS DATA COLLECTION STRATEGY

The strategy designed by MPR to collect the data for the impact and
tenefit-cost analyses consisted of many components, and was developed from
our own and others' experiences. In this section, we document the

background of that strategy, and briefly describe the key components.

l. Background to the Development of the Data Collection Strategy

The data-collection approach proposed by MPR to evaluate the STETS
demonstration was the result of an extensive investigation and evaluation
of various methods that have been used in previous studies on mentally
retarded persons and on employment and training programs in general. In

order to develop a strategy that was likely to yield the best data in the

most cost-effective manner, MPR conducted the following:

o A review of literature ayd available published
information from other studies

1Bibliographies of the important references reviewed in conjunction
with the design activities can be feund in Burghardt, Corson, and Maynard
(1980) and in the pilot study report (Bloomenthal et al., 1982).
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. ® An extensive discussion with expert consultants who had
collected data from samples of mentally retarded
persons in previous studies

e A review of MPR's and other groups' experiences in
interviewing populations with similar characteristics

In other evaluations, similar data collection requirements have
usually been met by having trained research interviewers administer
structured interviews to sample members. However, the STETS sample
members' expected lower-than-average 1levels of functioning, cognitive
abilities, and communication skills raised serious concerns about the
quality of self-reported data. Previous research on this target populatidn
relied on data from various sources and on a variety of data collection
techniques. Probably the most common source of data has been "significant
others” (for example, counselors, job supervisors, and parents and
guardians) as informants or proxies (see Rusch and Schutz, 1980; Hunt and

Zimmerman, 1969; Bogen and Aanes, 1975; Lambert and Nicoll, 1976; Eyman et

als, 1979; and Abramowitz, 1980). In many instances, parents or caretakers
were expected to articulate the experiences or capabilities of the mentally
retarded persons who were not interviewed themselves. To date, self-
reported interviews with mentally retarded persons have been used primarily
to provide anecdotal details rather than information on major variables for
statistical analysis (e.g., Wyngaarden, 1981). However, there is evidence
that individuals who are mildly or moderately retarded are willing and able
to provide some portion of the data necessary for evaluation research
through in-person 1interviews (see, for example, Weinglass, 1980;
Richardson, 1979; Gollay et al., 1978; Sigelman et al., 198la; Birenbaum
and Re, 1979; and Brolin, 1972).

As a result of our preliminary review of previous data collection
efforts, MPR formulated a basic approach, relying primarily on self-
reported interview data from the mentally retarded sample members. The
data required for the STETS evaluation were collected through an integrated

system of data collection efforts, including:




o Interviews conducted with the mentally retarded sample
members and, as necessary, with proxy respondents when
sample members were unable to provide key data items

e Corroborating information provided by community service
agencies with which the sample had contact and which
were mentioned during the interviews

e Background information on sample members collected by
STETS project staff as part of the intake process

e Program participation data on all experimental grou
members while enrolled in the STETS projects

n
r

The sample member {and proxy) interviews were conducted at four key points

during the demonstration:

l. TImmediately after random assignment into the sample
(the baseline interview)

2. At a point when many experimental group members were
still actively participating in the STETS project (the
6-month interview, conducted immediately after 6
months had elapsed from1 an individual's random
assignment into the sample)

3. At a point when members of the experimental group were
no longer receiving STETS services (the 15-month
interview)

4. At a point well beyond the end point at which
individuals stopped receiving demonstration program
services (the 22-month interview)

Through our review of previous efforts, we identified several
critical problem areas in the design of self-reported data collection
strategies with mentally retarded persons. For example, researchers have

identified a consistent pattern of acquiescence among mentally retarded

1A two—-thirds sample for the 6-month follow-up survey was
determined to be sufficiently large to detect impacts on sample member
activities while enrolled in the STETS project, since activities of

experimental group members at that time would be determined largely by
participation in STETS.
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respondents in interview settings (Gerjony and Winters, 1966; Rosen et al.,
1977; and Sigelman et al., 1981b). This pattern is not surnrising given
general population survey findings which have suggested that acquiescence
("yea-saying”) is more common among both children and less educated adults
(Lenski et al., 1960; Wells, 1963; and Rothenberg, 19.9). However, this
problem, which 1is 1likely to affect the reliability and validity of self-
reported data, has been found to be most serious among lower IQ samples and
is only somewhat less problematic among those with IQ levels that are
characteristic of the STETS sample (Sigelman et al., 1980). Interviewar
behavior, as well as question wording and response formats, have also been
found to affect the quality of survey data from mentally retarded
respondents. As an example, biased responses due to “test anxiety” and a
heightened desire t» please the interviewer are likely scenarios with this
population (Sigelman et al., 1983). The design of the STETS interview
instruments and procedures took into account the sample's expected levels

of cognitive and communication abilities and interaction skills.

The following sections review the requirements for each data
collection instrument developed for the evaluation, as well as the issues

addressed in their design.

2, Sampie Member and Proxy Interview Instruments

The baseline and follow-up interviews collected point-in-~time data
on the following:

° Current employment, job training, and schooling
activities

e Current involvement in life-skills training, organized
recreational activities, counseling, and
transportation assistance programs

. Current receipt of transfer payments or benefits,
including SSI, SSDI, general assistance or welfare,
Medicaid or Medicare, food stamps, and other

government or private financial assistance

¢ Current living arrangements and residential services
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° Current participation in money-handling Tctivities
including shopping, bill-paying, and banking

The sample member interview was developed by MPR staff, with
substantial input from our expert consultants. A number of versions were
pretested with mentally retarded yo: dults, and although all of the
pretest interviewees had IQ scores in the range of interest (40-80) we
concentrated on lower-functioning individuals so as to assess using the
questionnaire with more problematic respondents., By the time the pilot
instrument was fielded, over 30 pretest interviews had been conducted with
a variety of mentally retarded individuals in a number of living and work
arrangements. The proxy interview was designed to be a close replica of
the sample member interview. Questions and formats were modified only when
a question was inappropriate for a nonretarded respondent or to accommodate
mixed-mode (telephone and/or in-person) administratior. Ten pretest proxy

interviews were conducted.

Measurement design is especially critical to the success of a self-
reported interview strategy with a mentally retarded population. For
example, past experience suggests that questions involving recall are
likely to present problems for this group. Detailed reports of dates and
other aspects of past experiences are believed to be especially
unreliable. Therefore, the STETS interview instruments asked for reports
of current activities only. As described earlier, there is also evidence
of a consistent pattern of acquiescence among mentally retarded respondents
in interview settings, although this pattern 1is less serious among IQ
populations that are characteristic of this sample. The approach taken in
the STETS interview was to follow "yes" answers with questions on the
details of the activity or experience, to ensure that the initial response

was not due to acquiescence.

1The baseline interview also contained information on the work
history and occupation of those with whom the sample member had lived while
growing up.
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Quantitative concepts such as those involving time and money are
especially difficult for mentally retarded persons. Mentally retarded
individuals' knowledge about one particular area of interest to the STETS
evaluation-—their financial situation (sources and amounts of income,
expenses, and assets)-—also varies greatly according to both their level of
independence and their cognitive abilities. There may be fairly iarge gaps
in the knowledge of some sample members in terms of the detajls of their
financial status, depending on whether they handle their own finances. In
the STETS interview instrument, questions on earnings and the receipt of
transfer payments, as well as on other quantitative concepts, were broken
down into simpler subquestions. For example, earnings on a job was
determined by asking for the rate of pay, the frequency of receiving pay,
and the usual (or last) amount received. If the rate of pay was unknown,

the other questions were used to construct it.

Both interviewer behavior and question wording and response formats
can affect the quality of survey data. One major concern was the number
and directiveness of probes. The mentally retarded are likely to be unsure
of their answers and might initially respond "don't know" to many
questions, both factual and attitudinal. However, excessive probing may
provoke biased responses due to "test anxiety” and a heightened desire to
please the interviewer. Therefore, the STETS interview instrument
specified the exact number and type of probes to be used by the interviewer

on items thought to be particularly likely to require probing.

3. Agency Service Interview and Coding Form

During the interviews with primary and proxy respondents, the
following entities were identified and assigned a unique identifying
code: community service providers, employers, and resiaential service
agencies., Interviewers also obtained from the respondents sufficient
information to contact the organization, and then attempted brief telephone

interviews with knowledgeable informants at each organization. These

lphese questions were among those for which missing or inconsistent
responses indicated the need for a proxy respondent.
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interview instruments were designed to determine the types of clients
served and the mix of services provided if the organization was in fact a
service agency. Private employers and other organizations which did not
provide services were askhed an abbreviated set of questions., Sample
members who had named the organizations were not identified, and no attempt
was made to collect individual-level service data. Agency-level data were
used to corroborate sample member reports on services received, including
the type of residential arrangements, schooling, and employment training.
These data were also used to estimate the cost of services received by the
sample, either as an alternative to or in addition to STETS, for

application in the benefit-cost analysis.

4. Application/Enrollment Form

As pari of the intake process, STETS project staff completed
application/enrollment forms for all sample members. The application/
enrollment form summarized information collected from a number of sources——
the applicant, parents or guardians, referral agency staff or records, and
records or reports from other agencies. It contained information
certifying the applicant's eligibility for the STETS demonstration (date of
birth, IQ score and documentation, recent work history, and secondary
handicaps), as well as other background information, including 1living
arrangements, parental background, and history of schooling, training, and
employment. The information from the applicaticn/enrcllment form provided
data pertaining to two important topics: (1) the baseline experiences and
characteristics of the sample prior to the receipt of any STETS services,
and (2) the past education and enployment services received by sample
members. Both topics were critical to the analysis. Data pertaining to
both could not be gathered reliably in the first (baseline) survey, because
the time required for assignmen: and contact attempts meant that baseline
interview dsta from the sample members were obtained at an average of
approximately thirty days after random assignment, when most experimental
group members would have begun to participate in the STETS program.
Moreover, such data could not be sought retrospectively in the first

interview, because of the limited ability of the sample to report details

B.7

275




of their past experiences accurately (the interview asked about current

activities only).

The staff of MDRC and MPR met several times in the process of
developing the application/enrollment form and drew upon an early review of
draft forms by STETS operators and some of their referral agencies. The
form underwent several modifications while used during the early months of
program intake. The initiil instructions to the sites were to complete the
entire form regardless of the data source; later, the emphasis shifted to

completing most of the data items from records.

5. STETS Participation Data

The application/enrollment form for each experimental group member
initiated an entry for that individual in the Management Information System
(MIS) maintained by MDRC for the STETS projects. During the period of the
participation of experimental group members in the STETS demonstration,
information on each individual was provided on a monthly basis to the MIS
database. This inform~tion included the individual's current status in the
project, placement date. .n training and permanent jobs, reasons for changes
in program status (from the Monthly Status Change Form), the number of days
actively involved in STETS, and the hours scheduled and actually attended
in various types of demonstration activities (from the Monthly Activity
Form). These data were used in the Impact and benefit-cost analyses to
determine the length of program participation for individuals and the level
of STETS services provided to them.

B. PILOT STUDY

Following the design period, the data collection for the STETS
evaluation proceeded in two phases. Between November 1981 and January
1982, a pilot study, including interviews with sample members and proxy
respondents, was conducted with treatment and control group members in
three sites. 7The pilot study results were used to modify the instruments
and procedures. The second phase of the data collection began in April
1982, when fielding began in all five sites, and continued until October

1984, when the last follow-up interviews were conducted. This section
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briefly reviews the results from the pilot study; further details on the

procedures and findings of this study are available in a separate report
(Bloomenthal et al., 1982).

1. Study Overview

A pilot study was undertaken to inform final design decisions about
the best source(s) of data for the evaluation, given the uncertainty about
the quality of self-reported interview data from mentally retarded sample
members. The pilot study entailed conducting data-collection activities
with the research sample which was enrolled between November 1, 1981 and
January 31, 1982 in Cincinnati, New York, and Tucson. The pilot-phase
design called for interview attempts with all research sample members and
an 1identified proxy for each respondent. Application/enrcllment forms for
each sample member were received, and the data were entered for data
comparisons. Data from a total of 104 sample members were included in the
pilot study analysis. The study also investigated the availability and
quality of data from offirial records.

The pilot study confirmed the ability of most of the STETS sample
to respond to research interviews and generally to provide complete and
accurate data on themselves, Records and pProxy respondents were not found
to be superior sources, in terms of either completeness or data quality.

The key findings of the study are summarized in the following sections.

2. Sample Completeness

High response rates with both sample members (95 percent) and proxy
respondents (99 percent) indicated that the interview strategy could
provide baseline and follow-up data on virtually all sample members. The
application/enrollment form also provided a high degree of sample

completeness, but was available only for certain baseline data items.

3. Data Completeness

Little or no missing data occurred for many of the variables in the
pilot study data, including the education and training variables--both
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current (from the interview) and prebaseline (from the application/
enrollment form) living arrangement and family composition (from all three
sources), and other living-skills activities (e.g., independence in money-
handling from the interviews). Other types of variables had greater levels
of missing data, regardless of the source. Transfer—program use was the
most striking case. Some aspects of labor-market performance, particularly
earnings, also suffered from substantial missing data from both the sample

member and the proxy interviews.

The missing interview data found during the pilot study followed
the patterns that were expected from a review of the available literature,
the experience of consultants, and pretest experiences. Key areas were
those that involved money, particularly the amounts of earnings and the
receipt and amount of transfer payments. In the area of transfers (both
cash and in-kind), patterns of nonresponse by sample members led us to
believe that a "don't know” response might indicate a reluctance to say
"no"” when the question seemed ambiguous. From these patterns, we were able
to design an appropriate rule for wusing ©proxy interviews which

significantly decreased the amount of missing data.

The missing data encountered on the application/enrollment form
were due to a variety of problems, and there were significantly more
missing data on the form than in the interviews. However, the form did
provide adequate completeness on some key data items (e.g., IQ) that were

not available from other sources.

4, Data Consistency

An analysis of data consistency across sources, together with the
analysis of completeness, enabled us to draw inferences about quality.
Generally, the consistency between sample member and proxy pilot study data
was quite high. Where reporting differences did appear, there were
indications that any errors underlying the inconsistencies were as likely

to come from proxy respondents as from sample members.




C. FIELD PROCEDURES

This section describes the procedures used to implement the data
collection design. These field procedures were initially used during the
pilot phase, and were then modified and extended to the second phase of
data collection. The procedures discussed here include interviewer

recrui tment and training, interviewing, supervision, and quality coatrol.

l. Interviewer Recruitment and Training

The interviewing staff was critical to the success of the STETS
evaluation. Field interviewers were responsible for implementing the data
collection design through interactions with the mentally retarded sample
members and their parents, guardians, and other caregivers, with the STETS
project staff, and with directors of the many community agencies from which
the sample received services. They had to maintain detailed confidential
records to help locate sample members for the follow-up interviews.
Because of the small sample size, only one interviewer wzs hired in most
sites, and that person had to be able to carry out all field data
collection tasks independently, without face-to-face daily supervision.
The importance of field staff to the ev.luation dictated very careful

interviewer recruitment and training efforts.

Recruitment. Applicants for interviewer positions were recruited
primarily through classified advertisements in the major newspaper in each
of the demonstration sites or through recommendations from the STETS
operators 1in each site. Applicants who responded to our newspaper
advertisements and who had relevant experience, both in working with the
mentally retarded or similar populations and in performing research
interviewing, were contacted by telephone. An outline that was followed
during this telephone conversation gathered more details on the quality and
extent of the interviewer applicants' experience and assessed their
willingness to undertake the work. The following types of experiences and

attitudes were assessed:

¢ A willingness to be a data collector without being
able to offer advice, referrals, or services
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e An interest in the study content and an understanding
of the general research objectives

e Experience in setting up and maintaining files and
records and with regular reporting/monitoring
procedures

e Experience in arranging a schedule of appointments by
telephone and in locating difficult-to-locate persons

e Having a home office already established, with work
and storage space as well as a telephone

Applicants were also asked about their current employment or other
commitments and whether they had regular use of an automobile. These
telephone screening interviews were reviewed, and the best set of

applicants were contacted for in—-person interviews.

Senior survey staff traveled to the sites and conducted in-depth
interviews with the selected applicants. In-person recruitmen:t interviews
were scheduled for two days-—the first day involving formal interviews with
applicants, and the second day involving visits to the homes of the top two
to four candidates. The formal interviews were designed to provide a more
detailed follow-up on the relevant experience and background of the
applicants by questioning them about areas of concern that had been
identified In the telephone screening. The applicant's general style was
also crucial, since his or her role would involve contact with the STETS
program and other 1local agencies, with parents and guardians, and, of
course, with the mentally retarded young adults themselves. Applicants
were also asked to conduct a brief mock interview with an MPR staff member

who acted as a respondent.

The home visit allowed the recruiter to talk with and observe the
applicant iIln a more relaxed setting, as well as to answer any additional
questions he or she might have about the job, to obtain more de:ails on
potential issues of concern (flexibility, travel time, other conmitments,
etc.), and to look over the available office space. Extensive reference
checks with recent past employers were also part of the final decision

process.
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The STETS Interviewers. Four pilot study interviewers were hired—-

one each in Cincinnati and Tucson and two in New York. One New York
interviewer was a woman with an educational background in clinical
psychology, who had experience in one-on-one tutoring and had worked in a
group home with mentally retarded young people. The other New York
interviewer was a man who had interviewing experience on an MPR study of
the impaired elderly. The woman hired in Tucson was a tutor and counselor
with the mentally retarded in the same agency which was conducting the
STETS programe The Cincinnati interviewer was a woman with a background in
volunteer work and paid employment with the mentally retarded, and whe had
helped compile a local directory of services for this group.

After the pilot study, the female New York interviewer was retained
for the full study, and the Cincinnati interviewer was replaced by a woman
who had worked for the local STETS host agency prior to taking maternity
leave. She had had extensive experience in counseling and training
mentally retarded persons. Interviewers were also hired at that time in
the Los Angeles and St. Paul sites. Two women were recruited in Los
Angeles to cover the large catchment area of that STETS project. One of
the Los Angeles interviewers was a woman with teaching experience and who
was a MPR interviewer. The other woman was an interviewer with personal
experience in working with mentally retarded young adults. The St. Paul
interviewer was a woman with experience in both counseling and research

interviewing.

There was virtually no interviewer attrition after the pilot
studys One Los Angeles interviewer was laid off in the summer of 1982 due
to the lack of work, and the remaining interviewer continued with the
project to its completion. The New York interviewer left the project 1in
February 1983 to take a full-time job as a counselor in a community
residential program for mentally 1ill clients. She was replaced by an
experienced interviewer, a man who had worked with MPR on a mumber of youth
employment studies. Thig interviewer underwent thorough individualized

training, assisted by the outgoing New York interviewer. He and the other

interviewers continued on the project until its completior in the fall of
1984.




Training. The role of the interviewer involved a complex set of
tasks, as well as interaction with different individuals and agencies in
the process of completing a single interview assignment, The training
sessions were necessarily lengthy and intensive, involving practice

sessions and feedback by MPR staff, with special tutoring as necessary.

Training was conducted during four-and-a-half-day sessions
(December 7-11, 1981, for the pilot study, and April 12-16, 1982, for the
ongoing study) held at the MPR offices in Princeton. Two manuals were
prepared for these sessions, covering the full range of field issues and

activities--Interviewers' Procedures Manual aid Instrument Training

Manual: Primary and Proxy Instruments and Agency log.

These manuals served as the basis for the training sessicus,
providing detailed information on all aspects of field procedures and
questionnaire usage. A considerable portion of the training was devoted to
the practical use of the various forms and instruments. MPR survey staff
held several round-table and one-on-one mock interviews with the trainees,
and observed and commented on all aspects of questionnaire administration
and field procedure . Interviewers whc had pilot study field experience
assisted in the training, sharing their experiences and demonstrating

effective techniques for contact attempts, 1interviewing, and record

keeping.

One of the most useful activities during training was the
interviews conducted by the interviewer trainees with local mentally
retarded young adults, most of whom were at the lower end of the STETS
eligible range in terms of IQ and functional ability. These “"real-world"
practice interviews gave the interviewer trainees confidence in their
abllity to handle field situations with mentally retarded respondents
before they were in the field. Moreover, MPR survey and research stafrf who
observed the interviews had the opportuanity to provide better assessments
of the strengths and weaknesses of the individual interviewers. The round-
table debriefing held afterward was a time to share problems, discuss

possible solutions, and provide feedback on interviewer performance.




Mid-Project Interviewer Conference. On January 24-25, 1983, an

interviewer conference was held in Princeton to review changes in project
schedules and procedures. This conference was attended by all the survey
staff, with the exception of the Tucson interviewer, who participated, as

possible, by telephone. Four main topics were discussed at the conference:

l. Administering the interviews and further detailed

instructions, based on interviewer experiences and
questions

2. Contacting respondents for the follow-up interviews,
particularly the one-third of the sample who were not
assigned the 6-month follow-up

3+ Conducting the agency services interviews and coding
the services log

4. Administrative procedures and 1issues pertaining to
interviewing assignments and pay schedules

The conference provided an excellent forum for research, survey, and field
staff to review the goals of the STETS evaluation, discuss data quality

issues, and resolve field problems. A member of the MDRC staff also
attended the conference.

2, Interviewing

Interviewing activities in the field for the basellne pilot study
began on December 14, 1981, and ended on January 31, 1982. The second
phase of interviewing began on April 19, 1982, after the final data
collection design had been approved by MDRC, additional interviewers were

recruited, and interviewer training had been completeds The field period
ended on October 31, 1984.

Assignments and Contact Attempts. During the fielding of the

baseline interviews, weekly assignments (when intake warranted them) vwere
sent to interviewers frpm the logs kept of the applicants who had been
randomly assigned at each site. Interviewers were sent the name and
identification number of each new sample member. Interviewers were

expected to pick up from the STETS program the consent materials and
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application/enrollment forms that were necessary to begin scheduling

interviews.

At the time of application to the STETS projects, project staff
explained the conditions of participation in the demonstration and the
associated evaluation--in particular, random assignment and periodic
research interviews. Before applicants could be enrollad in the research
sample and, 1if experimental group members, provided with demonstration
services, their written consent had to be obtained and co-signed by a
parenc or guardian if necessary. The baseline interview could not be
conducted until the research intcrviewer had obtained this consent form
from the STETS project. No furth=r written consent for the follow-up
interviews was obtained from the primary sample members. However, at the
time each interview was conducted, the interviewers answered any questions
and explained the voluntary nature of the interview and the confidentiality

of information obtained during the interview.

Information from the application/enrollment form was used to
prepare advance letters and other material for interviewing contacts.
These letters were followed by telephone calls to the primary respondents
to arrange an appointment for an in-person interview. At that time, the
interviewer also spoke with the parent, guardian, houseparent, or otaer
responsible person if the primary respondent was not living independent-
ly. If there was no telephone number on the application/enrollment form or
if the contact information was no longer valid, the interviewer made
personal visits to the home and/or {nitiated search procedures until the
primary respondent could be located or a final noncompletion status
agsigned. Interviewers kept detailed records on oll contact attempts for

every sample member during both baseline and follow-up fielding.

The sample member was interviewed at the scheduled time in the home
if possible or someplace else where the sample member would feel at ease.
Upon completion of the interview, the sample member was given a $5 cash
respondent payment. These payments were well received and seemed to

contribute to the respondents' willingness to be interviewed. Interviewers
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obtained receipts for the respondent payments and submitted these receipts
along with their other interviewing expenses. Proxy respondents did not

receive any payments,

During the follow-up interviewing, assignment sheets which listed
the name and identification number of the sample members who were eligible
for an interview during the upcomiug month were sent to the interviewers at
the end of the preceding mont:h.1 Advance letters, telephone calls, and in-
person attempts were used to contact and interview the follow~up sample.
During the follow-up interviewing, interviewers were aliowed to use their
own judgment in deciding whether to send advance letters to parents when

the sample member did not live at home.

Identifying and Interviewing Proxy Respondents. Critical items on

the sample member interview were used to determine the necessity of
conducting a proxy interview. These included items which jdentified the
sample member's major activity (employment, training, or schooling), hours
and earnings of any employment-related activities, and the receipt or
amount of cash benefits from government transfer oprograms or other
sources. Based on specific instructions in the sampie member interview,
interviewers noted cases in which the sample member was unatle to provide
the required information, where the information was inconsistent
(specifically, when reported SSI benefit amounts exceeded the maximum
possible in the state of residence), and when the sample member appeared

2
qenerally confused or was unintelligible. In these cases, an appropriate

1Sample members were eligible for the follow-up interviews only if
their completed baseline interview had been received in Princeton. The 6-
month follow-up interview was attempted only for a random two-thirds of the
fuil sample, indicated at the time of randomization,

2A set of questions was included as the first module in the
interview to determine the sample member's name, address, telephone number,
and age. Besides providing a non-threatening introduction to the inter-
view, the original intent of this module had been to identify respondents
who could not provide this basic information, as a way to screen out those
who were unable to' complete the interview. However, most sample members
could answer all these items correctly, thus making it useless as an early
screen for those who would need proxy respondents. IQ score was also found
to be an inadequate predictor of the necessity for a pruxy interview.
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proxy respondent was selected from those who were named during the sample
member interview as providing significant services or support. The proxy

respondent was selected in the following order of priority:

le A live-in parent or relative who gave help with
financial management

2, Any other person who gave help with financial
management

3. A live-in parent or relative, when no help with
financial management was received

4. A social worker or caseworker

5. Someone whom the sample member indicated was
knowledgeable, when no other criteria were met

The proxy respondent was interviewed immediately following the
sample member interview if possible; if not, further contacts were made
until an interview could be scheduled and completed. Additional letters
were sent to proxies who had not been contacted during the initial contact
process. After the pilot study (in which in-person interviews were
required), interviewers could conduct the proxy 1interview over the

telephone, if necessary.

Field Editing and Document Transmittal. After the interviews were

completed, interviewers edited all the instruments and forms. Marginal
notes were to be added as necessary to explain special circumstances or to
provide details on ambiguous situations. Agency names mentioned during the
sample member or proxy interview were entered onto an agency log, and code
numbers were assigned and transferred to the interview documents. Agencies
were contacted and asked to describe their services in order to complete

the agency log form.

Interviewers maintained files for each sample member in their
site. These files included contact worksheets which contained information
that would be useful in later contact attempts. Such information included

the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of friends or relatives who

were likely to know where the sample member could be located, and the




agencies or organizations in which he or she had been active. These notes

also included information on any problems encountered during the interview
administration, such as very protective parents, speech impediments, or

emotional upsets.

Documents were sent to MPR in Princeton in two separate packets--
one for the confidential material (application/enrollment form, signed
consent form to participate in the research, contact sheet, and signed
release to interview the proxy), and another for the completed interview
instruments themselves. Interviewers and MPR staff kept independent
records of assignments, completions, and mailings, which were reviewed and
reconciled weekly. Interviewers also reported their time and expenses on a

weekly basis,

3. Supervision and Quality Control

Once received in Princeton, interview documents (interview
instruments, contact sheets, release forms, and agency logs) were logged in
ard edited by an experienced quality control clerk. Interviewers were
trained to make extensive marginal notes on any circumstances that would
affect how responses were coded during the interview. The quality control
clerk carefully reviewed all such marginal notes when evaluating the
appropriateness of the coded responses. Items on the documents for which
responses were missing, ambiguous, or contradictory to other responses were
flagged, and these issues were discussed with the interviewer during the
next telephone call. 1Issues that could not immediately be resolved by the
interviewer were assigned for a call-back by the interviewer to the
respondent. As necessary, memocranda were circulated to the quality control
and 1interviewing staff who were responsible for reviewing recent policy
decisions that affected their work. These memoranda often discussed how to
handle unusual situations encountered during interviewing or brought to

light during quality control editing.

The quality control clerk conducted verification interviews with a

random subsample of completed sample membcr and proxy interviews, The rate
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of verification interviews assigned was greatest for new interviewers
during ine first several weeks of work, and tapered off to a less frequent
but still regular schedule thereafter. tems on the verification interview
confirmed that the interview had beca conducted, asked scme basic factual
information about the sample member (which was compared with interview
data), ascertained whether there had been any problems with the
interviewer's conduct, and verified that the $5 respondent payment had been
made. A total of 254 verification interviews were completed throughout the
entire study period. During the pilot field period, verification
interviews uncovered problems with two interviewers' work, which were then
rectified at that time: the interviewers were terminated from the
project. No problems of any kind were encountered either with the work of
the remai.ing interviewers or with the work of the interviewers hired later

in the project.

Interviewers had a regular weekly reporting schedule with the PR
survey manager. During these telephone reports, assignment logs were
updated with new final statuses. Reports of interim statuses and mailings
were also made on a case-by-case basis. Additional telephone calls,
initiated either by the interviewer or by MPR survey staff, were made to
clarify contact or interviewing situations, to review changes in documents
or procedures, and to resolve any discrzpancies or errors in the
interviews. These calls were made very frequently at the beginning of the
field period, as interviewers confronted new situations and as MPR project
staff made necessary modifications to procedures based on unanticipated

circumstances. As fielding proceeded, the calls were made less frequently.

The weekly telephone reports from the field formed the basis for
the field-status reports monitored by MPR project staff and provided
regularly to MDRC. The receipt of materials in the Princeton office and
the progress of these materials through quality control and data entry were

also re ‘rded.

Periodic site visits with each interviewer by MPR survey and
research staff were conducted throughout the field period. During these
visits, interviewer records and files were reviewed, interviewing or
record-keeping problems or concerns were discussed, and an interview with a
sample member was observed.
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The STETS program operators were responsible for completing the MIS
application/enrollment forms. Completed application/enrollment forms were
sent to MDRC for quality control and site call-backs, where indicated.
After problems were resolved, the forms were sent to MPR for additional

quality control, coding tar selected research questions, and data entry,

C. INTERVIEWING RESULTS

Overall, the data collection strategy using interviews with sample
member and proxies was very successful, achieving both high completion
rates and data of good quality. This section documents the interviewing
results for each interview wave by type of respondent (sample member and
proxy), site, and research status (experimental and control). In addition
to the fiunal status of each interview attempt, we present information on
the completed interviews--elapsed time between assignment and completion,
length of interview, location of interview, ané other details of the
interview process, The completeness of the resulting data set is also

discussed,

l. Interviews with Sample Members

Tables B.l through B.4 present the final statuses and response
rates for interview assiginments with the mentally retarded sample members
at each wave. Response rate is defined as the number of completed
interviews divided by the total sample assigned less those ineligible to be
interviewed because they were incarcerated or deceased, or had moved out of
the study area. These interviewing results show consistently high
completion rates of interviews across sites and between the research
statuses. At baseline, 455 interviews were completed, for an overall
response rate of 97.6 percent (see Table B.l). There was only a sgmall
difference (3 percentage points) in the overall response rate between the
experimental group and the control group (99.1 versus 96.1 percent),
although these differences varied by site. In all cases, the response rate
was greater for the experimental group. There were no substantial
differences in the overall response rates among the sites, the largest

being only 5 percentage poirts between Los Angeles and St. Paul.
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TABLE 8.1

SAMPLE MEMBER BASELINE INTERVIEW
FIMAL STATUS AND RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS

{Percent)
Final Status
Complete/ Sample Parent/  Non- Moved Unable to
Total Partial Member Guardian English- Incar- Out of Locate or Responge
Assigned Complete Refused Refused Speaking cerated Area Deceased Contact Rate

Cincinnati

Experiment al 48 97.9 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 2.1 97.9

Control 47 95.7 2.1 0 0 0 0 0 2.1 95.7

Total 95 96.8 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 2.1 96.8
Los Angeles

Experimencal 52 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 50 88.0 4.0 0 4.0 2.0 0 0 2.0 89.8

Total 102 %.1 2.0 0 2.0 1.0 0 0 1.0 95.0
New York

Experiment al 58 98.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.7 98.3

Control 57 98.3 1.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 98.3

Total 115 98.3 0.9 0 0 0 0 0 0.9 98.3
St. Pau}

txperimental 27 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 27 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Tutal 54 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0
Tuesor

Expariment al 51 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 50 98.0 Y] 2.0 0 0 0 0 0 98.0

Tectal 101 99.0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 99.0

Experiment al 236 99.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 99.1

Control 231 $5.7 1.7 0.4 0.9 0.4 0 0 0.9 96.1

Total 467 97.4 0.9 0.2 0.4 0.2 0 0 0.9 97.6

|
Tot al

Aefined as the mumber of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned less those sample members who were
incarcerated or deceased, or had moved out of the study area.
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TABLE B.2

SAMPLE MEMBER 6-MONTH INTERVIEW
FINAL STATUS AND RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS

{Percent)
Final Status
Complete/  Sample Parent/ Moved Unable to
Total Partial Member Guardian Incar- Out of Locate or Respogse
Assigned Complete Refused Refused cerated Area Deceased Contact Rate

Cincinnati

Experimental 32 9.6 0 0 6.3 3.1 0 0 100.6

Control 30 96.7 0 0 0 0 0 3.3 96.7

Total 62 93.5 0 0 3.2 1.6 0 1.6 98.3
Los Angeles

Experiment al 34 88.2 5.9 0 2.9 2.9 0 0 93.7

Control 30 90.0 3.3 0 3.3 0 0 3.3 93.1

Total 64 89.1 4,7 0 3.1 1.6 0 1.6 93.4
New York

Experiment al 37 97.3 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 97.3

Control 38 97.4 0 2.6 0 0 0 0 97.4

Total 75 97.3 1.3 1.3 0 0 0 0 97.3
St. Paul

Experimental 18 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 18 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Tot al 36 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0
Tucson

Experimental 34 97.1 0 0 0 0 2.9 0 100.0

Control 32 96.9 0 0 0 0 0 3.1 96.9

Total 66 97.0 0 0 0 0 1.5 1.5 98.5
Total

Experimental 155 %,2 1.9 0 2.1 1.3 0.6 0 98.0

Control 148 95.9 0.7 0.7 0.7 0 0 2.0 96.6

Total 303 95.0 1.3 0.3 1.3 0.7 0.3 1.0 97.3

%Defined as the number of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned less those sample members who were
incarcerated or deceased, or had moved out of the study area.

291




TABLE B.3

SAMPLE MEMBER 15-MONTH INTERVIEW
FIMAL STATUS AND RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS

(Percent)
Final Status
Complete/ Sample Parent/ Moved Unable to
Total Partial Member Guardian Incar- Out of Locate or Respogse
Assigned Complete Refused Refused cerated Area Deceased Contact Rate

Cincinnatt

Experimental &7 87.2 2.1 0 0 6.4 0 4.3 93.2

Control 45 97.8 2.2 0 0 0 0 0 97.8

Total /4 92.4 2.2 0 0 3.3 0 2.2 95.5
Los Angeles

Experimental 52 9.4 1.9 0 0 1.7 0 0 97.9

Control 44 88.6 0 0 4.5 2.3 0 4.5 95.3

Total 9% 89.6 1.0 0 2.1 5.2 0 2.1 96.6
New York

Experimental 57 87.7 5.3 3.5 0 0 0 3.5 87.7

Control 56 85.7 1.8 7.1 0 3.6 0 1.8 88.9

Total 113 86.7 3.5 5.3 0 1.8 0 2.7 88.3
St. Paul )

Experimental 27 96.3 0 0 0 0 3.7 0 100.0

Control 27 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 54 98.1 0 0 0 0 1.9 0 100.0
Tucson

Experimental 51 96.1 0 0 G 2.0 2.0 0 100.0

Control 49 89.8 0 0 2.0 6.1 0 2.0 98.0

Total 100 93.0 0 0 1.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 99.0
Total

Experimental 234 9.0 2.1 0.9 0 3.4 0.9 1.7 95.1

Control 221 91.4 0.9 1.8 1.4 2.7 0 1.8 95.3

Total 455 7.2 1.5 1.3 0.7 3.1 0.4 1.8 95.2

®Defined as the rumber of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned less those sample members who were
incarcerated or deceased, or had moved out of the study area.
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SAMPLE MEMBER 22-MONTH INTERVIEW
FIMAL STATUS AND RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS

Total
Assigned

Final Status
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Unable to
Locate or
Contact

Experimental

Los Angeles

Experimental

Experimental

Experimental

Experiment al
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47
45
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The response rates for the follow~up interview waves1 were also
high, as shown in Tables B.2 through B.4. For example, the overall 22-
month response rate was 93.5 percent, with virtually no difference by
research status (92.9 percent for the experimental group and 94.2 percent
for the control group). Note that in the follow-up interviews the control
group was somewhat more willing to be interviewed than was the experimental
group, possibly because members of the control group who were not a* all
interested in the research or who were difficult to interview had not
completed a baseline. Mor::over, ancedotal reports from the interviewars
suggest that a small number of experimental group members becare
disillusioned with the program and refused to take part in further research
interviews. Site differences 1in response rates for the follow—up
interviews were also generally small, although the New York site had higher
rates of refusal and unable-to-lccate final ¢tatuses in the later waves
(15- and 22-month follow-ups) than the other sites. By the 22-month, the
New York response rate was 85.5 percent overall, 8 percentage points below

the ovezall rate, but still high in comparison with most longitudinal
studies.

The excellent overall response rate by sample members (and, as
shown later, by proxy respondents) is probably due to a combination of
factors: the explanations of the research given by the STETS intake
counselors., the advance letters sent by the interviewers to both sample
membess and their parents or guardians, and the efforts that interviewers
made to explain the study during their contact with respondents. The

respect and consideration that the interviewers showed toward sample

1Follow-up interviews were assigned only for those sample members
who had completed the baseline interview. In addition, the 6~month follow-
up included only those sample members who were in the two-thirds subsample
determined at randomization.

sz comparison, the completion rate for the youth sample in the
national Supported Work demonstration 18-month follow-up was 74 percent,
with a 6 percentage point difference between experimental and control
groups. In the New York Supported Work site, the completion rate was 81
percent for the experimental group, and 67 percent for the control group
(see Jackson et al., 1979).




members in giving them an opportunity to speak for themselves may have also
encouraged response. The $5 respondent payments were well received and

also seemed to contribute to respondents' willingness to be interviewed.

Table B.5 presents the elapsed time in days between assignment and
the date of completion, by interview wave and research status. The
baseline interview with the sample member was completed just over an
average of one month after random assignment. Baseline interviews were
assigned weekly or biweekly to interviewers from the central office records
of randomization. Once the assignment sheet reached the interviewer, he or
she had to visit the 1local STETS office to pick up a copy of the
application/enrollment form, which contained contact information and the
signed consent form. The advance letters were then mailed to the primary
respondents and their parents, and, after the letters were received,
telephone and in-person contact attempts were made to schedule
appointments. The necessary delays in executing these steps, and the fact
that there was a small backlog of sample members, both in the baseline
pilot phase and once *“~ full baseline interviewing began, meant that
almost 32 days elapsed octween assignment and completion at baseline. On
average, members of the experimental group were interviewed about 3 days
later than control group members who were assigned on the same day. This
may have been due to the difficulty in scheduling an appointment around
STETS activities.

Every month during follow-up fielding, interviewers were sent a
list of those sample members who were eligible to be interviewed that
month. While they were instructed to interview the sample member as near
as possible to the time of the month which corresponded to the random
assignment date, this was not possible with precision. Therefore, in some
cases, the follow-up interview was conducted up to 2 weeks before the date
which marked the end of the Xth month after random assignment (where X is
6, 15, or 22 months, depending upon the follow-up wave). These cases are
not included as negative values in calculating the mean; rather, the
absoiute value of the difference in the interview date and the date
equivalent to X months after random assignment was calculated. This is the

number of days by which the inteiview date varied from the date marking 6,
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TABLE B.5

TIME BETWEEN ASSIGNMENT AND SAMPLE MEMBER INTERVIEW COMPLETION
AND LENGYH OF INTERVIEW BY
INTERVIEW WAVE AND RESEARCH STATUS

Mean
Mean Time Between Length of
Assignment and Completion? Interview
(Days) (Minutes)
Baseline Interview
Experimental 33.4 32.7
Control 30.1 30.8
Tot al 31.8 31.8
6-Month Interview
Experimental 14.4 24.5
Control 14.5 25.4
Total 14.4 24.9
15-Month Interview
Experimental 10.3 24,2
Control 9.8 24,0
Total 10.1 24,1
22-Month Interview
Experimental 11.9 22,2
Control 13.3 23.0
Tot al 12.6 22,6
Number in Sample
Baseline 455 423
6-Month 288 288
15-Month 415 415
22-Month 403 403

8The number of days between the date of random assignment at baseline and the
aquivalent date in the Xth month after random assignment, where X = 6, 15, or
22 months depending upon the follow-up interview wave. Follow~up interview
assignments were made at the beginning of the Xth month after random
assignment, and interviewers were instructed to complete the assignments by
the end of the month. Because of this, some follow-up interviews were
conducted before the equivalent date. For that reason, the absolute value of
the difference in assignment or equivalent data and the interview date is
presented in this table.
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15,

number of days between assignment and completion was much shorter than at

or 22 months after random assignment. At the follow-up waves, the

baseline, about two weeks or less on average. There were only small
differences by research status, and no consistent pattern or trend emerged

across the follow-up waves.

The baseline 1interview averaged about 32 minutes, although
interviewers often spent additional time, apart from the interview itself,
to introduce themselves, establish rapport, and explain the study. The
follow-up interviews averaged between 23 and 25 minutes depending upon the
wave., The follow-up instrument did not contain the baseline questions on
parental background. This factor, plus a greater familiarity with the
interview process and the questions on the parts of the respondents and the

interviewers, accounts for the shorter follow—up interview administration

time.

Table B.6 presents information on the interview setting. Most
sample member interviews were conducted in the respondent's home, and
generally no one else was present during the interview. When somecne else
was present, it was usually a parent or guardian, and, in the vast majority
of cases, the primary respondent's answers did not appear to be influenced

by the presence of others. These patterns apply to all interview waves.

Table B.7 reports several observations from interviewers pertaining
to the sample members' orientation toward the interview. Interviewers
found that the respondents were generally attentive to the interview,
cooperative, and self-confident. These patterns did not change over the
course of the study. However, interviewers did believe that the
respondents' answers were more reliable in later interviewing waves. At
baseline, over 88 percent of respondents were described as very reliable or
reliable on most items; by the 22-month follow-up, 94 percent were reported
equally reliable. This pattern may have been due to interviewers'
increased appreciation of the abilities of the respondents, to respondents'
greater familiarity with the questions or to greater knowledge of the

issues addressed in the interview, or both.




TABLE B.6

LOCATION OF SAMPLE MEMBER INTERVIEW AND PRESENCE OF OTHERS
DURING INTERVIEW BY INTERVIEW WAVE
(Percent)

Baseline 6-month 15-Month 22-Month
Interview Interview Interview Interview

Location of Interview®

Sample member's home 60.7 91.0 89.9 90.1
Home of friend or relative 1.3 1.4 2.4 3.5
Agency office 0.4 1.0 2.4 2.0
ElsewhereP 2.4 6.6 5.3 4,5
Unknown 35.2 0 0 0

Others Present During

Interview®

No one 80.4 86.8 83.9 85.6
Parent/guardian 13.2 8.7 7.2 7.2
Counselor 0 0.3 0.2 0.3
Roommate/friend/spouse 1.3 l.4 2.7 2.2
Other 7.3 3.5 8.7 7.0

Effect of Presence of Othersd

No others present 80.4 86.8 83.9 85.6
Sample member's answers were

influenced 3.5 2.1 2,2 2.0
Sample member's answers were

not influenced 16.0 11.1 14,0 12.4

Number in Sample 455 288 415 403

8The baseline pilot instrument did not ask interviewers to record this
information.

bIncludes public places such as libraries or restaurants.
®More than one type of person could have been coded as present.

dBased on interviewer judgment,




TABLE B.7

INTERVIEWER OBSERVATIONS ON SAMPLE MEMBERS
BY INTERVIEW WAVE
(Percent)

Observed Characteristics Baseline 6-month 15-Month 22-Month
of Sample Members Interview Interview Interview Interview

Attentiveness During
Interview?
l...Mentally alert, attentive 67.7
2400 22.9
3eee 7.3
4... 1.8
5...Inattentive 0.4
Not answered 0

Cooperativeness During
Interviev?

l...Cooperative 86
2.44 2
3... 2.
4eoo 1.

5...Uncooperative 0 0

Not answered 0.2 0 0

Self-Confidence During
Interview?
l...Self-confident 3
2e0e 4
3ees 1

4 41,9
3
7
4ooo 4
0
0

2

0 37.5
3 1,6
2
2

5...Insecure
Not answered

Reliability of Responses®
Very reliable 49
Reliable on most items 39
Reliable on some items 9
Very unreliable 2. . .
Not answered 0 0 0

Number in Sample 455 288 415 403

aOnly the two extreme points of the scale were labelled in the intcrview.
bpata from the primary respondent interviews which were judged “"very

unreliable” or "reliable on some items" and from those with impaired speech
were replaced with proxy respondent interview data if available.
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2. Proxy Respondents

During the course of the interview with the sample member,
interviewers used a number of predetermined checkpoints in the instrument
to determine whether a proxy respondent was required, based on missing or
inconsistent data on key interview items. The results of these
determinations are shown in Table B.8. During the baseline pilot phase,
proxy interviews were attempted for all respondents; therefore, the pilot
cases are not included in the baseline column. Pilot study results had
suggested that about 30 percent of the primary respondent interviews would
contain missing or inconsistent data, and therefore would require a proxy
interview. In general, a lower percentage of cases actually required a
proxy respondent, from 25 percent during the post-pilot baseline to only 13
percent by the 22-month follow-up wave. H“oderate variation occurred by
site, particularly at baseline, where the percentages of cases which
required a proxy interview ranged from about 15 percent in Los Angeles to
44 percent in Tucson. This variation decreased over time to an 1ll.l
percentage point diffuvent at month 22 between New York and St. Paul. This
secular trend is consistent with the pattern in interviewers' subjective
judgments abcut the reliability of sample member data. While, overall, the
control group sample was more often identified as requiring proxy
rvespondents, this was not true 1in all sites. Generally, however, the
differences between the experimental and control groups in the percentage
of cases which required proxy respondents narrowed after the 6-month
interview. By the 22-month wave, there was only a 4 percentage point

difference on average.

Tables B.9 through B.l12 present the final status and response rate
results for proxy respondents in each interview wave. In all waves,
virtually all of the assigned proxy respondents completed interviews. This

held true in all sites and for both the experimental and the control group.

In general, proxy interviews were completed soon after the sample
member interview was completed, as shown in Table B.13. The average
elapsed time between the intefviews was approximately 2 days at all
waves., As reported in Table B.l4, most proxy interviews were conducted in

person. Since interviewers were required to conduct all proxy interviews

B.32

330




TABLE B.8

WHETHER PROXY RESPONDENT REQUIRED,
BY INTERVIEW WAVE,
SITE, AND RESEARCH STATUS

(Percent)
Baseline 6-month 15-Manth 22-Month
Interviewd Interview Interview Interview

Cincimnati

Experimental 17.1 13.8 17.1 15.0

Control 25.0 17.2 15.9 15.4

Total 21.1 15.5 16.5 15.2
Los Angeles

Experimental 13.5 3.3 10.6 8.3

Control 15.9 18.5 20.5 18.4

Total 14,6 10, * 15.1 12.8
New York

Experimental 36.8 20.0 12.0 6.3

Control 23.8 29.7 14.6 13.0

Total 30.0 23.3 13.3 9.6
St. Paul

Experimental 40.7 27.8 30.8 19.2

Control 25.9 27.8 18.5 22.2

Total 33.3 27.8 24,5 20.7
Tucson

Experimental 27.8 18.2 14.3 12.8

Control 61.1 22.6 11.4 11.¢

Total 44,4 20.3 12.9 12.1
Total

Experimental 23,8 15.1 15.5 11.5

Control 26.7 23.2 15.8 15.5

Total 25.3 19.1 15.7 13.4
Number in Sample 297 288 415 403

NOTE: Whether a proxy respondent was requirad was determined by the
interviewer on the basis of the missing or inconsistent responses in
the prinary respondent interview. The completion of proxy interviews
did not necessarily mean that proxy data replaced primary respondent
interview data for analysis. The use of proxy data for analyses was
determined by explicit rules discussed in Chapter III.

3Does not include baseline pilot data; during pilot study, proxy interviews
were attempted for all respondents.
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TABLE 8.9

PROXY BASELINE INTERVIEW
FINAL STATUS AND RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS
(Percent)

Final Status

Complete/ Unable to
Total Partial Proxy Non-Engl{ sh- Locate or Response
Assigned Complete Refused Speaking Contact Rate?

Cincinnati

Experiment al 18 % .4 0 0 5.5 % .4

Control 18 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 36 97.2 0 0 2.8 97.2
Los Angeles

Experiment al 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 14 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
New York

Experiment al 45 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 39 97.4 0 2.6 0 97.4

Total 84 98.8 0 1.2 0 98.8
St. Paul

Experiment al 10 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 17 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Tucson

Experiment al 37 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 42 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 79 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Total

Experiment al 117 99.1 0 0 0.9 99.1

Control 113 99.1 0 0.9 0 99.1

Tot al 230 99.1 0 0.4 0.4 99.1

3pefined as the number of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned. There were no proxy
respondents ineligible for the survey because of death, incarceration, or relocation out of the study
area.
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TABLE B.10

PROXY 6-MONTH INTERVIEW FINAL STATUS AND
RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS
(Percent)

Final Status

Complete/ Unable to
Total Partial Proxy Non-English- Locate or Response
Assigned Complete Refused Speaking Contact Rate?

Cincinnati

Experimental 4 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 9 100.0 0 0 0 100,0
Los Angeles

Experimental 1 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 6 100,0 0 0 0 100.0
New York

Experiment al 6 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 11 9.9 0 9.1 0 90.9

Total 17 %.1 0 5.9 0 % .1
St. Paul

Experimental 5 100,0 0 0 0 100,0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 10 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Tucson

Experimental 6 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 13 100.0 0 0 0 100,0
Total

Experimental 22 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 33 97.0 0 3.0 0 97.0

Total 55 98,2 0 1.8 0 98,2

%pefined as the number of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned. There were no proxy
respondents ineligible for the survey because of death, incarceration, or relocation out of the study

area.
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TABLE B,11

PROXY 15-MONTH INTERVIEW FINAL STATUS AND
RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS
(Percent)

Final Status

Complete/ Unable to
Total Partial Proxy Non-English- Locate or Response
Assigned Complete Refused Speaking Contact Rate?

Cincinnati

Experimental 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Tot al 14 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Los Angeles

Experimental 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 8 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 13 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
New York

Experimental 6 100.0 0 0 0 150.0

Control 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Tot al 13 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
St. Pasl

£ .perimental 8 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 13 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Tucson

Experimental 7 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 12 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Total

Experiment al 33 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 32 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 65 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

3pefined as the wumber of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned. There were no proxy
respondents ineligible for the survey because of death, incarceration, o relocation out of the study
area.
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PROXY 22-MONTH INTERVIEW FINAL STATUS AND
RESPONSE RATE BY SITE AND RESEARCH STATUS

TABLE B.12

(Percent)

Final Status

Crmplete/ Unable to
Total Partial Proxy Non-Engl{i sh- Locate or Response
Assigned Complete Refused Speaking Contact Rate?

Cincinnati

Experimental 6 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 6 100.0 0 0 0 100,0

Tot al 12 100.0 0 0 0 100,0
Los Angeles

Experimental 4 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 7 100.0 c 0 0 100.0

Tot al 11 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
New York

Experimental 3 i00.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 6 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Tot al 9 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
St. Paul

Experimental 6 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 1 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Tucson

Experimental 6 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 5 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 1 100.0 0 0 0 100.0
Total

Experimental 25 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Control 29 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

Total 54 100.0 0 0 0 100.0

3pefined as the number of completed interviews divided by the total number assigned. There were no
proxy respondents ineligible for the survey because of death, incarceration, or relocation out of the

study area.




TABLE B,13

AVERAGE TIME BETWEEN SAMPLE MEMBER AND PROXY INTERVIEWS,
BY 1 "F.VIEW WAVE AND RESEARCH STATUS

(Days)
Experimental Control
Group Group Total
Baseline Interview 1.6 1.8 1.7
6-Month Interview 0.9 3.6 2.5
15-Month Interview 2.4 1.8 2,1
22-Month Interview 1.9 2.3 2.2
Number in Sample
Baseline 117 114 231
Month 6 22 33 55
Month 15 33 32 65
Month 22 24 30 54
NOTE: Average is defined as arithmetic mean. Only those cases in which

the interviewer determined that a proxy respondent interview was
required and it was compieted are included in this table. Whether a
proxy respondent was required was determined by the interviewer on
the basis of missing or inconsistent responses in the primary
respondent interview. The completion of proxy interviews did not
necessarily mean that proxy data replaced primary respondent
interview data for analysis. Cases in which the proxy respondent
interview was administered immediately after, or on the same day as,
the primary respondent interview are coded as "zero” elapsed days.
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TABLE B.l4

MODE OF PROXY INTERVIEW ADMINISTRATION
AND TYPE OF RESPONDENT BY INTERVIEW WAVE

(Percent)
Baseline 6-Month 15=-Month 22-Month
Interview Interview Interview Interview

Mode of Administration

In person 93.4 87.0 87.7 81.5
By telephone ‘! 6.6 13.0 12.3 18,5
Type of Respondent
Parent 74,2 72.7 63.1 6l.1
Foster parent 4.4 9.1 6.2 5.5
Legal guardian 0 0 1.5 1.9
Other relative 6.1 5.5 0 3.7
Roommate or friend 0.9 0 0 0
Residential house parent 4.8 1.8 7.7 9.3
Agency staff member 9,2 10.9 21.5 13,0
Otber 0.4 0 5.5
Number in Sample 229 55 65 54
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in person during the baseline pilot study, the table includes only those
baseline interviews completed after the pilot study. Even so, proxy
respondents were overwhelming interviewed in person throughout the study,
due largely to the fact that very often the proxy interview immediately

followed the in-person interview with tae sample member.

Table B.l4 also reports the distribution of proxy respondents by
relationship to the primary respondent. 1In any given interview wave, most
proxy respondents were parents of the sample members. However, in later
(15- and 22-month) waves, over 20 percent of the proxy respondents were

agency staff or residential counselors.

3. Missing Data

The amount of missing data (don't know responses or unusable
responses) 1is a critical measure of the quality of response in self-
reported interviews. Previous research with mentally retarded populations
and our own experience in the baseline pilot study led us to expect missing
data from sample members on certain items that were central to the
evaluation. These items were generally those that pertained to the amount
of money received from earnings and benefit programs, as well as to the
identity of the specific programs from which cash and other benefits were
received. This expectation was confirmed by the percentage of missing data
on key items, as reported in Tables B.l5 through B.18. The first column of
percentages in these tables is the percentage of responses recorded as
"don't know" or uncodable. (Refusals to provide information are not
treated as missing data in these tables.) For the sample members
themselves, the items on which 5 percent or more of the data were missing
were those pertaining to transfer program benefit receipt and the amount of
earnings. There was very little missing data on activities or details of
living arrangements. These patterns held true in all waves, with the
amount of SSI or SSDI benefits consistently having the highest level of
missing data. This is not surprising, given the fact that, in many cases,

these benefits were handled by someone else on behalf of the sample member.

What 1is more surprising, perhaps, 1is the fact that proxy

respondents were not necessarily more knowledgeable. Particularly in terms
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TABLE B.15

BASELINE INTERVIEW
MISSING DATA BY SOURCE

(Percent)
Category Sample Member Proxy Combined
of Variable Variable Interviews Interviews Data?
Labor Market Employment Status® 0.2 1.7 0.4
Outcomes Hours Worked per Week® 2.0 10.9 1.5
Weekly Earnings® 5.5 28.4 4o6
Training and In Trainingb 3.7 6.5 2.9
Schooling In Schoolb 0 0 0.2
Public Transfer Receipt of SSI or SspId 11.2 3.5 1.1
Dependence Receipt of Other Cash
Trans fersd 5.7 1.7 0.7
Receipt of Food Stampsd 4,2 2.6 0.7
Receipt of Medicare or
Medicaidd 5.9 3.5 0.9
Amount of SSI or SSDI® 15.8 5.7 1.3
Amount of Other Cash
Transfers® 8.8 1.7 2.4
Independence and Financial Management Activities
Life Style Pays for purchases by self 0.2 0.4 0.4
Banks by self 0.7 0.4 0.4
Pays bills by self 1.3 2.2 1.8
Living Arrangements 0.7 0.4 0.2
Number in Sample 455 229 455

NOTE: Missing data refers only to "don't know" responses or other responses
indicating an inability to provide accurate information (e.g., vague,
uncodable, or unintelligible responses). Refusals to provide the requested
information are not included as missing data.

8Data are combined after identifying the items on which the sample member data were
missing and after replacing them with proxy data if available.

bA "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
the entire work/school/training module.

CA "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
this variable, except for certain special circumstances.

dBased on the pilot study results, "don't know" responses by sample members to
questions about the receipt of transfers were treated as no receipt for the
purposes of analysis. However, "don't know" responses on these items are included
as missing in this table.

€A "don't know" response to any question on the amount of transfer received was an
indicator to use proxy data for all information on the receipt of transfers.

. B.41

309




TABLE B.16

6-MONTH FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
MISSING DATA sY SOURCE

(Percent)
Category Sample Member Proxy Combined
of Variable Variable Interviews Interviews Data?
Labor Market Employment StatusP 0 1.8 0
Outcomes Hours Worked per Week® 1.4 12.7 0.7
Weekly Earnings® 4s5 16.4 1.7
Training and In Trainingb 0.3 3.6 0.3
Schooling In Schoolb 0 0 0
Public Transfer Receipt of SSI or ssp1d 9.4 3.6 0.3
Dependence Receipt of Other Cash
Transfersd 6.9 0 0
Receipt of Food St:ampsd 4.9 0 0
Receipt of Medicare or
Medicaidd 2.4 0 0
Aqount of SSI or SSDI® 10.8 3.6 0.3
Amount of Other Cash
Transfers® 4e2 1.8 1.4
Independence and Financial Management Activiti.-
Life Style Pays for purchases by self 0 1.8 0
Banks by self 1.0 0 1.0
Pays bills by self 0.7 0 0.7
Living Arrangements 0.3 0 0
Number in Sample 288 55 288

NOTE: Missing data refers only to "don't know" responses or other responses
indicating an inability to provide accurate information (e.g., vague,
uncodable, or unintelligible responses). Refusals to provide the requested
information are not included as missing data.

8Data were combined after identifying the items on which the sample member data were
missing and after replacing them with proxy data if available.

ba "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
the entire work/school/training module.

CA "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
this variable, except for certain special circumstances.

dBased on the pilot study results, "don't know" responses by sample members to
questions about the receipt of transfers were treated as no receipt for the
purposes of analysis. However, "don't know" responses on these items are included
as missing in this table.

€A "don't know" response to any question on the amount of transfer received was an
indicator to use proxy data for all information on the receipt of transfers.
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TABLE B,.17

15-MONTH FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
MISSING DATA BY SOURCE

(Percent)
Category Sample Member Proxy Combined
of Variable Variable Interviews Interviews Data?
Labor Market Employment StatusP 0.2 1.5 0
Outcomes Hours Worked per Week® 2,2 6.1 0.5
Weekly Earaings© 6e5 21.5 3.1
Training and In Trainingb 0.2 3.1 0.2
Schooling In Schoolb 0 0 0
Public Transfer Receipt of 351 or SspId 4.3 1.5 0
Dependence Receipt of Other Cash
Transfersd 4e6 1.5 0
Receipt of Food St:ampsd 2.7 0 0
Receipt of Medicare or
Medicaidd 3.4 3.1 0.2
Amount of SSI or SSDI® 9.4 10,8 1.7
Amount of Other Cash
Transfers® 3.6 1.5 0.5
Independence and Financial Management Activities
Life Style Pays for purchases by self 0 0 0
Banks by self 1.0 1.5 0.7
Pays bills by self 0.7 1.5 0.7
Living Arrangements 1.0 0 0.2
Number in Sample 415 65 415

—

NOTE: Missing data refers only to "don't know" responses or other responses
indicating an inability to provide accurate information (e«g., vague,
uncodable, or unintelligible responses). Refusals to proside the requested
information are not included as missing data.

8Data were combined after identifying the items on which the sample member data were
missing and after replacing them with proxy data if available.

bA "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
the entire work/school/training module.

CA "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
thig variable, except for certain special circumstances.

dBased on the pilot study results, "don't know" responses by sample members to
questions about the receipt of transfers were treated as no receipt for the
purposes of analysis. However, "don't know" responses on these items are included
as missing in chis table,

€A "don't know" response to any question on the amount of transfer received was an
indicator to use proxy data for all information on the receipt of transfers.
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TABLE B.18

22-MONTH FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
MISSING DATA BY SOURCE

(Percent)

Category Sample Member Proxy Combined
of Variable Variable Interviews Interviews Data?
Labor Market Employment Statusb 0.2 0 0
Outcomes Hours Worked per Week® 2.0 5.6 0.3

Weekly Earnings® 4e5 5.6 0.7
Training and In TrainingP 0.7 1.9 0.5
Schooling In Schoolb 0 0

Public Transfer Receipt of SSI or SSDId 4.0 7.4 1.0
Dependence Receipt of Other Cash
Transfersd 3.0 1.9 0.3
Receipt of Food St:ampsd 1.7 0 0
Receipt of Medicare or
Medicaidd 4.0 1.9 0.3
Amount of SSI or SSDI® 8.9 5.6 1.0
Aiount of Other Cash
Transfers® 2.2 0 0.5

Independence and Financial Management Activities
Life Ctyle Pays for purchases by self 0.2 1.9 0
Banks by self 0.5 0 0.3
Pays bills by self 1.0 1.9 0.7
Living Arrangements 0.5 0 0

Number in Sample 403 54 403

NOTE: Missing data refers only to "don't know" responses or other responses
indicating an inability to provide accurate information (e.g., vague,
uncodable, or unintelligible responses). Refusals to provide the requested
information are not included as missing data.

8pata are combined after identifying the items on the which sample member data were
missing and after replacing them with proxy data if available.

bA "

don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
the entire work/school/training module.

€A "don't know" response by the sample member was an indicator to use proxy data for
this variable, except for certain special circumstances.

dBased on the pilot study results, "don't know” responses by sample members to
questions about the receipt of transfers were treated as no receipt for the

purposes of analysis. However, "don't know" responses on these items are included
as missing in this table.

€A "don't know" response to any question on the smount of transfer received was an
indicator to use proxy data for all information on the receipt of transfers.
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of hours and earnings from jobs, proxy respondents consistently reported
more missing data than did the sample members who had been identified as

being unable to provide complete and consistent information on their own.

In fact, not all of the proxy data available proved necessary in
constructing the analysis file. In some cases, the proxy data were no
better than the sample member data for missing or inconsistent items; in
other cases, sample member data were accurate and complete for most items
and needed supplementation from the proxy interview only for a few items;
in still others, the entire case had to be based on precxy data. As
summarized in Table III.7 in Chapter III, only about 6 percent of the
sample member interviews were replaced entirely with data from proxy
respondents. Substantial proportions (up to 16 percent) used proxy data
for the transfer benefit module, although this percentage declined (to 7
percent) over the interviewing periods Once the two sources--sample member
and proxy respondent data--were merged, very little missing data remained,

as is shown in the last column of Tables B.15 through B.18.

D. SUMMARY: METHODOLOGICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

The rigorous evaluation of the STETS demonstration makes an
important contribution to research and policy-making in the area of
programs for the mentally retarded. The data collection effort associated
with the evaluation also marks a milestone 1in research with this
population. The STETS data collection is probably the largest systematic
effort to obtain the data necessary for quantitative ansalysis directly from
mentally retarded persons themselves. Certainly, there were limitations on
the data which seemed feasible to collect in a self-reported interview-—in
particular, data on past experiences-~-and it was necessary in some cases to

collect and use data from parents, counselors, and other proxy

1Based on the pilot study results, “"don't know" responses by sample
members to questions about the receipt of transfers were treated as no
receipt for the purposes of analysis.,
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respondents. However, the great majority of mentally retarded persons in

our sample provided complete and accurate1 information on all variables of

interest. While the same level of success cannot be guaranteed with all

mentally retarded persons, this study should make self-reported interviews

a serious option in future research efforts, and provide 2a mdel for

questionnaire design and data collection procedures to maximize the quality
at

of self-reported d

1Accuracy was evaluated in the pilot study through comparisons ot
sample member responses with those of proxy respondents and information in
STETS intake records; it was evaluated during the full study through
comparisons of self-reports of activities and types of services received
with program records and service agency interviews.
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APPENDIX C

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS METHODS AND RESULTS
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This appendix describes the estimates and valuation assumptions
that underlie the benefit-cost findings presented in Chapter VIII. Those
findings reflect both numerous assumptions about the effects of STETS on
participants' behavior and the appropriate values of those effects. While
we feel that these assumptions are reasonable, an inherent uncertainty in
the analysis remains. The information presented in this appendix on the
rationale and use of these underlying assumptions and on the sensitivity of
the results to changes in these assumptions provides a basis for judging

this inherent uncertainty and the validity of the overall findings.

Throughout the analysis, we emphasized that the benefit-cost
analysis represents a method for drawing together information on the
diverse impacts and costs of STETS. It compares the estimated values of
benefits and costs in order to help form judgments about the effectiveness
of the program overall., Thus, the individual dollar estimates of benefits
and costs are intended to suggest the order-of -magnitude of these values,
rather than to represent precise measures of value, implying that attention
should be paid to the pattern of estimates obtained in analysis, and not to
the specific dollar estimates.

Our review of the underlying assumptions ig organized into the

following six sections:

A. General valuation procedures

B. Program cost estimates

C. The value of Phase 1 and Phase 2 output

D. Impact estimates for the benefit-cost analysis
E. Estimated values for impacts

F. Sensitivity tests

The last section examines how the overall findings would be affected by
changes in the valuation assumptions and procedures. It therefore provides
a method for summarizing and assessing the level of uncertainty inherent in
the analysis.
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A. GENERAL VALUATION PROCEDURES

Chapter VIII presented our basic approach to the benefit-cost
analysis. The approach is similar to the approaches used in evaluations of
the national Supported Work demonstration (Kemper, Long, and Thornton, 1981
and 1984) and Job Corps (Thornton, Long, and Mallar, 1982). It also uses
basic benefit-cost accounting procedures, which are described in Gramlich

(1981) and other texts on benefit-cost analysis.

The aralysis attempts to estimate the effect of STETS on the use of
resources and the distribution of resources between the participant group
and the nonparticipant group (i.e., all other persons in society). It does
so by estimating the market value of any use, creation, or savings of
resources. For example, increased output produced by participants when
they leave STETS is valued on the basis of what employers pay those
participants to produce the output. Similarly, when participants reduce
their use of programs other than STETS, we estimate the value of the
resulting resource savings on the basis of what it would have cost the
affected program to provide the foregone services. This focus on resource

use is similar to the approach used to calculate gross national product.

Of course, the focus on resource costs fails to captuce a nvmber of
potentially important intangible benefits that are listed in the benefit-
cost accounting framework (Table VIII.l). For example, the preferences of
participants to be employed productively or to be more self-sufficient are
not captured by the resource-cost approach. Similarly, the altruistic
attitudes of nonparticipants are excluded. However, because these and the
other intangible henefits and costs represent important objectives and
impacts of STETS, we have made an effort to include them in the analysis,
even though they are not explicitly valued. Therefore, throughout the
analysis, it 1is important to remember that the resource-cost approach
captures only some of the components of the accounting framework; judgments
about program effectiveness must reflect all the components and thus must
consider the dollar value of changei in resource use and the potential

magnitude of intangible benefits and costs.
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In using the resource-cost approach, we corrected for the effects
of inflation on the dollar value of goods and services. The data used in
the evaluation cover the period from late 1981 to fall 1984. During this
period, the general price level, as measured by the implicit price deflator
for gross national product, rose by 21 percent.1 Thus, the actual goods
and services represented by a dollar changed over the period. To ensure
that our benefit-cost estimates reflect changes in resource use rather than

in price levels, we value all benefits and costs in 1982 dollars.

This base period was chosen because it corresponds to the period of
"steady-state" operations identified by Riccio and Price (1984; 127£f), and
because the program cost estimates are based on data from this period. By
using 1982 as the base period, we did not have to adjust the program cost
data. For other dollar~denominated benefits and costs (for example,
earnings and transfer payments), we multiplied the amounts reported in the
interviews by the percentage change in the implicit price deflator between
1982 and the interview date. The other benefits and costs, such as months
in a sheltered workshop or school, were valued by multiplying the change in
months of use by a "shadow price” that indicated the monthly cost of using
that program in 1982 dollars. Readers who are interested in the current
value of the benefits and costs digc.ssed in this report can estimate that
value by multiplying our estimates by the change in the implicit price
deflator between 1982 and the current periode For example, to translate
the 1982 dollar estimates into first-quarter 1985 dollars, one would have
to increase the figures presented in the benefit—cost analysis by 10
percent, which is the approximate percentage change in the implicit price
deflator between 1982 and the first quarter of 1985,

An additional adjustment beyond the inflation adjustments 1is
necessary before benefits and costs that occur at different times can be
compared. This adjustment discounts values over time to thei- equivalent

present value. Discounting is necessary because a benefit or cost

1The implicit price deflator for gross national product is used,
rather than other indicators of price levels, because it is more broadly
based. The implicit price deflator essentially reflects prices for all
commodities used in the economy rather than prices for a specific get of
gouds, as is the case with price indexes such as the consumer piice index.
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(measured as a given amount of dollars) achieved this year is worth more
than one achieved, say, ten years from now, even after inflation has been
taken 1into account. Consider a result that 1increased participant
earnings. These increased earnings, if they occurred this year, could be
reinvested and could earn a rate of return over the next ten years. Thus,
over a ten-year period, the value of the increase in earnings will equal
the initial increase plus the return on investment over the next ten
years. This value will cleéfly exceed the value of the same increase if it

occurred ten years from now.

Because of these differences in value, the analysis adjusts all
estimated benefits and costs to equivalent values by discounting those that
occur in the future by a factor that reflects the return that could have
been earned in the interim. The resulting discounted values are termed
"present values.” We use the time of randomization as our base period for
discounting. Thus, all discounted values presented in the report indicate
the present value at the time of random assignment (i.e., enrollment in the

demonstration).

The appropriate discount rate in evaluating social programs is
always somewhat controversial because, although the choice of a discount
rate 1is very important for the evaluation and 1is well established
theoretically, there has never been a completely satisfactory way to

estimate discount rates. Imperfections in the markets for capital, the

1
Suppose that a $1,000 benefit occurs 10 years from now. What

present value invested at 5 percent return per annum would yield $1,000 ten
years from now? Call that value PV. PV invested today would earn 5
percent a year for 1% years, or (1 + .05)10. Thus, its value 10 years from
now is PV (1 + .05)1 equal to $1,000. Divide both sides by (1 + .05)10 o
obtain the present value = $1,000 y or $6l4. This figure is the

(1 + .05)10

present value of a $1,000 benefit that would occur 10 years from now.

2Baumol (1968) provides a theoretical foundation for measuring the
social discount rate. He suggests that it should measure the rate of
return that the resources used for the public investment would have earned
otherwise in the private sector. Bradford (1975) suggests using the rate
at which consumers trade off future for current consumption (the social
rate-of -time preference). These approaches lead to the same rate if all
markets are competitive. However, in the presence of markets that are
characterized by monopoly power, inflation, taxes, and uncertainty, the
approaches lead to quite different results and are difficult to implement

empirically.
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existence of risk, uncertainty, and inflation, and the fact that many tax-
incidence questions are still unresolved have made it impossible to
determine a single discount rate that is appropriate for evaluating social
programs. Consequently, the discount rate is typically chosen
arbitrarily. Most studies of social programs have used rates of between 3
and 10 percent a year. Our procedure is to assume a middle value, 5
percent, and then to cest the sensitivity of the findings to this
assumpgion by recomputirg the values using 3 and 10 percent discount

rates.

For employment and training programs such as STETS, the social net
present value (the basic benefit-cost criterion) will change in an opposite
direction from a change in the discount rate, because social costs are
generally incurred during the in-program period (hence, their value is not
changed much by discounting to the time of enrollment), while the benefits
accrue over many time periods. Therefore, if a higher rate is used, the
present value of future henefits will fall, and, because costs are

essentially unaffected, estimated net present value will decline.

B. PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES

As stated in Chapter VIII, program costs consist of three
elements: operational costs, participant compensation, and central
administrative costs, In analyzing all three types of costs, we recognize
that the cost estimates must be consistent with the impact estimates. 1In
particular, the costs should reflect the resources required to generate the
impacts. We want to include the costs of any program activity that has
affected participant behavior and to exclude the costs of activities that
did not affect the impacts.

1The 10 percent rate is mandated by the Office of Management and
Budget (1972) for evaluating government investments. All the discount
rates are net of inflation; given curren* inflation rates of 4 percent per
year, the 3 to 10 percent range in real rates corresponds to nomimal
interest rates of 7 percent to 14 percent,
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What costs, if any, should be excluded depends on (1) the costs of

the research and evaluation component of STETS and (2) the extraordinary
costs of program operation due to the fact that STETS was a
demonstration. The activities associated with these costs are not part of
the basic STETS model and would not be incurred in an ongoing program.
Moreover, it was assumed that these activities did not affect the delivery
of services to participants or the subsequent behavior of participants.
Consequently, we excluded these costs from the cost estimates presented in
Chapter VIII.

This assumption seems quite reasonable in terms of the research
costs. Most of these costs at the project level pertained to the
additional outreach and screening efforts necessary to identify individuals
who were ultimately assigned to the control group, and to the efforts
necessary to complete the evaluation components of the client and cost-
monitoring forms. Neither of these activities was likely to have affected

the observed impacts.

The assumption is more tenuous in terms of the extraordinary costs
incurred by the projects because STETS was operated as a demonstration.
Many of these costs were attributable to start-up activities and to the
small scale of the demonstration, and it is plausible that a larger ongoing
program would be able to provide STETS services at a lower average cost.
The uncertainty of the assumption exists particularly because the small
scale may have enabled the demonstration programs to provide more intensive
services, This scenario could have occurred, for example, during the
start-up and phase-down periods of the demonstration, when the ratio of
staff to clients was higher than during the steady-state period. If mecve
intensive services were provided, then the extra costs associated with

those services should be included.

We have no way of knowing whether more intensive services were
delivered or what they cost. Even if the services could be identified, it
would be extremely difficult to separate the costs of any intensive
services from the normal start—-up costs and from the costs due to the
relatively small scale of operations. Nevertheless, by using an upper-

bound estimate of costs that 1includes all operating costs of the
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demonstration rather than only those costs that were incurred during the
steady—-state period, we can test the sensitivity of our overall findings to
changing the assumption that the extraordinary demonstration operating

costs did not affect program impacts.

We estimated both steady-state and total costs by using data
provided by MDRC's demonstration accounting system. To estimate steady-
state average cost per participant, we first subtracted estimated research
costs from steady-state operating costs. We then divided by the number of
active months for the period and multiplied the result by the average
active months per participant for the entire demonstration period.1 The
resulting estimates, which are presented in Table C.l, indicate what it
would have cost to serve an average STETS participant had all participants
been served during the steady-state period. Using a similar procedure to
estimate the costs for the entire demonstration period, we find that the
average operating costs per participant for the entire demonstration
(excluding estimated research costs) exceeded the steady-state operating
costs by 32 percent ($8,221, compared with $6,211). The data also indicate
that participant compensation per participant was lower over the entire
demonstration than during the steady-state period. Section F examines how

these differences affect the overall benefit-cost conclusions.

In contrast to operational costs and participant compensation, the
central administrative costs were not estimated on the basis of the
demonstration experience. As we noted in Chapter VIII, MDRC's dual role as

monitor and researcher made it impossible to identify the costs of central

1
We also could have used enrollment months in making this

calculation. Doing so would not have altered the estimate of cost per
participant. While average costs per enrollment month are lower than
average costs per active month, the average length of participation is
correspondingly greater when measured in enrollment months rather than in
active months. We present the costs per enrollment month in Table C.l to
facilitate comparisons with the net cost per service year estimates in
Table 7.1 of Riccio and Price (1984); their net cost per service year
estimate ($8,715), when converted to a monthly amount by dividing by
twelve, equals operating <costs per enrollment month ($552.5) plus
participant compensation per enrollment month ($282.6) less service project
revenue per enrollment month ($108.8).
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TABLE C.1

PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES FOR THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

Steady- State Period Entire Demonstration Period
Service Service
Operating Participant Project Operating Participant Project
Cost Compensation Revenue? Cost Compensaticn  Revenue?
Total for Period 593,498 281,154 108,267 2,496,652 740,079 318,518
b
Research Costs 43,733 -- -- 161,837 -- -
Net for Period 549,765 281,154 108,267 2,334,815 740,079 318,518
Average Per 552.5 282.6 108.8 783.0 248,2 106.8
Enrollment Month
Average Per 666.4 341.0 131.2 975.6 310.0 133,2
Active Month
Net Per Participant® 6,211 3,176 1,223 8,221 2,606 1,122

aService project revenue includes payments received by the projects in exchange for goods
produced by participants or as compensation for participant labor. For the steady-state
period, the service profect revenue was assumed to be obtained with a three-month lag (see
Ricclo and Price, 1984, p. 128, footnote 1).

bResearch costs were estimated to be 5 percent of total project-level costs (operating costs
plus participant compensation); see Ricclo and Price (1984) p. 128, footnote 3.

c
For the steady-state period, there were 995 enrollment months. For the demonstration as a
whole, there were 2,982 enrollment months.

d
For the steady-state period, there were 825 active months. For the demonstration as a whole,
there were 2,391 active months.

eCost per participant for the steady-state perlod is derived by multiplying the average costs
per active month by 9.32, the average length of participation in active months for research
sample members. For the demonstration as a whole, we simply divided total costs by the
number of participants, 284, These costs are not discounted.




administration. We thus estimated these costs on the basis of central
administrative expenses for existing employment and training programs
funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). In fiscal 1982, central
adminigtrative costs for the Employment and Training Administration at DOL
were approximately 2 percent of total program expenditures (see the Budget
of the United States Government, Fiscal 1984, ppe I-01 to I-08). If this
ratio is applied to the steady-state project-level costs (operational costs
plus participant compensation), the estimated central administrative costs
would be approximately $20 per active month. This number represents the
general order-of-magnitude of central administrative costs; the actual
costs that would be incurred if STETS were implemented on a permanent basis
may differ according to the level of central monitoring and technical

assistance provided.

C. THE VALUE OF PHASE 1 and PHASE 2 OUTPUT

We estimated the value of output produced by participants on Phase
1 and Phase 2 jobs by studying the work performed by a randomly selected
subset of participants. These studies were conducted between September and
December 1982, a period that corresponds approximately with the steady-
period.1 We selected eight active participants from each site and examined
the output they produced over a two-week period.2 As part of this
examination, we i{nterviewed program staff and the participants' work
supervisors and consulted actual production records. We collected detailed
production information that included hours worked, wages paid, supervision

provided, and the amount of work completed.

1
The steady-state period differed slightly across sites (Ricecio and

Price, 1984, p. 127}, but generally ran from June to October 1982. Our
value-of —output measurement periods also differed across sites, from late
September 1282 in Cincinnati to mid-December in Los Angeles.

2We studied a total of 40 participants. Of this total, 33 were in
the research sample, and the others had been enrolled prior to tha start of
randomization. The results for the full sample of 40 and for the subsample
of 33 are essentially the same. Both sets of results are presented, but we
focus on the results for the research sample members.
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We made two estimates of the value of output produced. The first
estimate was the alternative supplier's price of the participant output—-—
that is, what an employer would have paid other workers to produce the
participant output had the participant been unavailable. This estimate
assumes that employers could obtain additional labor at the wages paid to
their regular employees, and it ignores any additional costs that may have
been imposed on the employers who hired STETS participants. The second
estimate attempts to deduct these additional costs. It estimates the net
value added by subtracting from the alternative gupplier's price the costs
of extra employer-provided supervision and any reduced output from other

workers.

The net value may differ from the alternative supplier's price for
several reasons. Participants may have required supervision or training
beyond that which would usually be provided to regular workers. For
example, one firm which used a participant to clean its offices received
very little net value, even though the participant performed good work at a
productive pace. That firm provided considerable training and was
unwilling to scale back its purchase of alternative cleaning services until
it could dispense with these services altogether. Alternatively, an
employer may choose to use the participant labor (often provided at
subsidized wages) in a way that fails to maximize output. An example of
this scenario was a firm in which the regular clerical staff “"donated”
their simplest jobs to the participant--photocopying, mailing, and
answering the telephone during employee breaks. The work performed by this
participant was both useful and necessary, but reduced the efforts of other

employees. Finally, the work performed by participants may affect the
‘ quality of output produced, but the employer may be unable to capture the
value of this increased quality by increasing prices or output. This was
the case for a participant who worked at a pre-school and appeared to
provide extra services and more individual atteation to the students.
However, the school did not serve any additional students because of the

participant, and it did not receive any extra revenue. The alternative




supplier's price was just over the minimum wage, but the net value was zero
because no increase occurred in the aggregate value of output. Thus, in

some cases, the net value fails to capture quality changes.

The net supply price is the appropriate concept when using the
resource cost approachs. Nevertheless, the gross supply price is useful for
assessing the potential of participants to be productive. Table C.2

presents both estimates.

The table also presents the average participant compensation per
active month and the average service project revenue per active monthe.
These figures, which correspond to the steady-state period, provide an
interesting basis for interpreting the value-of-output estimates,
particularly when all value-of-output estimates are made on a per-
participant basis. As shown in Table C.2, average revenue was only 35
percent of the average net value added. However, average participant

compensation was only slightly less than ouv: e3timate of net value added.

In assessing how assumptioas about the value of Phase 1 and Phase 2
output affect the overall beneft-cost results, we used the average revenue
estimate as a lower bound. We used the net value added for the research
sample as our preferred estimate. The average alternative supplier's price
for the research sample provides a likely upper bound. Section F examines

how these three alternative values affect the overall results.

D, IMPACT ESTIMATES FOR THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

The impact estimates used 1in the benefit-cost analysis are
essentially those that were presented in Chapters IV through VII, with
three differences. First, as we stated in Chapter VIII, we do not use the
three separate point-in-time estimates of impacts at 6, 15, and 22 months
after randomization. Instead, we linearly interpolate between those point-
in~time estimates in order to estimate the cumulative impact over the
entire 22-month observation period. Second, for dollar-denominated impacts
(earnings, income, SSI/SSDI payments, and other welfare payments), we
measured impacts in 1982 dollars rather than in current dollars, which were

used in the impact analysis (this procedure was described in Secticm A).
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TABLE C.2

ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATES OF THE VALUE OF OUTPUT PRODUCED ON
PHASE 1 AND PHASE 2 JOBS

Valuation ) Value Per Active Month Average Value ,
Method Phase 1 Phase 2 Both Phases Per Participant

b
Net Value Added

Full sample 281 498 Nede 3,446
Research sample 293 503 n.a. 3,531
Alternative Supplier's
Price
Full sample 326 681 Neae. 4,391
Research sample 346 707 n.a. 4,578

Steady-State Phase
Revenue® Nea. n.a. 131 1,223

Steady-State Participant
Compensation n.a. n.a. 341 3,176

a
The per-participant estimates are made by multiplying the estimates of the
value of output per active month by the average length of participation. On
average, participants spent 5.51 months active in Phase 1 and 3.8] months
active in Phase 2, for a total length of stay of 9.32 months. Thesge estimates
are not discounted.

"Alternative supplier's price" is the alternative labor cost of producing the
output produced by the participant. "Net value added” subtracts out any
additional supervision or lost productivity costs incurred by employers who
provide Phase 1 and Phase 2 jobs. These values-of-output estimates are based
on a randomly selected sample of 40 participants; 33 of these selected
participants were in the STETS research sample.
cProject: reverue was received with a lag. The figure in the table assumes that
the lag was three months after the work was performed (Ricein and Price,
1984). 1If no lag was assumed, the project revenue per active month would have
been $106 during the steady-state period.

n.a. = not available.
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Third, we disaggregated the 1living arrangement, schooling, arnd training
variables differently than was done in the impact analysis, so as to enable
us to examine changes in the use of specific types of these programs and to

value those changes separately.

Table C.3 presents the point-in-time and full-period impact
estimates. In most cases, the point-in-time egtimates were developed by
using ordinary least squares regression methods. The exceptions are the
two schooling variables and the four living arrangement variables, for
which estimates are the difference between the means for the experimental
and control groups. Both types of estimation procedures yield unbiased
estimates of the impacts of STETS. 1In all cases, the impacts presented
here are consistent with those presented in Chapters IV through VII.

The following are the specific sources of the impact estimates
presented in Table C.3:

® Non-STETS earnings: regression estimates wusing
inflation-adjusted data and excluding all STETS
earnings (estimates without these adjustments are
presented in Table IV.4)

¢ Income: regression estimates using inflation-adjusted
data (unadjusted estimates are presented in Table
V1L 5)

® Sheltered workshop use: regression estimates are taken
from Table IV.4

e Schooling variables (2 variables): experimental-
control difference in means (Table V.5 presents
regression-based estimates of impacts on the other
school variables)

® Non—-STETS training: regression estimates using data
that excluded STETS training (Table V.5 presents
regression-based estimates, including all training)

e Living arrangement variables (4 variables):
experimental-control differences in means (Table VII.7
presents similar estimates)

e Receipt of transfers (3 variables): regression
estimates (taken from Table VI.3)




TABLE C.3
INPACT ESTIMATES FOR THE CZNEFIT-COST AMALYSIS

Point-In-Time Estimates Period Estimates
Yariable Units 6 Months 15 Months 22 Months _ Months 1-§ _ Months 7-15  Months 16-22  Month 22%
Non-STETS Eaenings $lwk -11.64 %.97 92.20 -151.3 -189.6 199.7 39.87
Incone $/wk 20.11 6.89 8.49 261,41 526.06 233.26 36.79
Months of:
Sheltered workshop 3 0.063 0.097 0.113 <0.189 <0.720 0.735 0.113
Regular secondary school 3 0.067 0.026 <0.083 0,201 0.419 0.282 0.043
Other secondary school L 0.0 <0.017 0.006 0.%18 0,288 0.03 0.006
Non-STETS training pcogram L <0.330 0.135 0.12 0.9%, -2.093 <0.92% 0.129
Center/institution L 0.000 0,006 <0.011 0.000 <0.027 0.060 <0.011
Group home L <0.012 0.00% 0.012 0.036 0,018 -0.01} <0.012
Fostar homs 3 0.004 <0.008 0.006 0.012 0,018 <0.007 0.006
Seat -independent 1iving program 3 <0.012 0.021 0.022 <0.036 0.041 0.151 0.022
SSI/S®I 3 <0.087 0.076 <0.053 0.181 0.554 <0.452 <0.053
Othe, welfare L <0.083 <0.023 0.0%8 0,289 0.477 0.081 0.046
Medicaid/Medicare 3 <0.06 0,054 0.022 0.186 0,522 0.266 <0.022
Transfer Payments from:
SSI/$®I $/mo -10.43 -17.53 ~17.31 <31.29 -125.82 -121.94 -17.31
Other welface $/mo -7.95 -7.19 9.81 -23.85 -£8.13 7.77 9.41

a
These estimates reflect the estimated impacts for the twenty-second month after randomization. These estimstes form the basis for the
extrapolation of the estimated fmpacts.
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e Transfer payments (2 variables): regression estimates
using inflation-adjusted data (Table VI.3 presents
estimates without this adjustment)

Table C.4 illustrates the process used to estimate cumulative
impacts for the out-of-program output variable. The top panel of the table
indicates how the estimate of total compensation (gross wages plus fringe
benefits) was derived from the interview data, which included only net
(i.e., after-tax) wages. This process 1s described in the next section
(Section E.1)s The bottom panel of Table C.4 summarizes the interpolation
process. The first step was to average the point-in-time estimates for the
three periods--months 1 to 6, months 7 to 15, and months 16 to 22. These
averages were then multiplied by the length of the associated periods to
estimate the cumulative impacts. For example, consider the seven-month
period from month 15 to month 22. The two point-in-time estimates are
$5.76 per week (the impact at moath 15) and $13.36 per week (the impact at
month 22). Their average 18 $9.56 per weeks This estimate is then
multiplied by 30.3 (the number of weeks in the seven-month period) to yield
an estimate of the average cumulative impact over that period, $290 per
participant, This figure is then discounted to the time of enrollment
using a real annual discount rate of 5 percent. The resulting present
value for that period is $268 per participant., This procedure was used for
all impacts in all time periods to estimate the cumulative impacts
presented in Table C.3,

E. ESTIMATED VALUES FOR IMPACTS

The impact estimates presented in Table C.3 form the basis of the
benefit-cost analysis. However, these estimates are generally not
denominated in dollars and must be valued as part of the benefit-cost

analysis. This section presents the procedures for valuing these impacts.

l. Non-STETS Output

The benefit-cost analysis incorporates this impact by valuing the
increase in the output produced by participants. This value is egtimated
by using the earnings-impact estimate as the basis for estimating the
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TABLE C.4

ESTIMATES OF CHANGES IN GUT-OF-PROGRAM OUTPUT
(1982 dollars)

Point-In-Time Estimates
Description Units Baseline Month 6 Month 15 Month 22

Change in Out-of-Program $/week 0 -11.64 3.97 9.20
After-Tax Earnings

Change in Qut-of-Program $/week 0 -14.32 4,88 11.32
Pre-Tax Earnings?

Change in Total Out-gf- $/week 0 -16.90 5.76 13.36
Program Compensation

Cumulative Estimates
Months Months Months
Description Units 1-6 7-15 16-22 Total

Cumulative Change in Out- $/participant =220 =217 290 =147
of-Program OQutput®

Discounted Value of $/participant =217 -208 268 -156
Cumulative Changes in
Out-of-Program Output

NOTE: Details do not always sum to totals because of rounding.

a
Pre-tax earnings are estimated as 1.23 times after-tax earnings to reflect the
withholding of 18.7 percent of pre-tax earnings, the rate for minimum-wage
workers.

b
Non-wage compone.. s of total compensation (the difference between pre-tax

earnings and total compensation) are estimated to be 18 percent of pre-tax
earnings.

c
The cumulative changes in total compensation are estimated by linearly
interpolating between the point estimates.

A 5 percent real annual rate is used to discount the value of effects to the
time of enrollment.
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impact on total compensation (i.e., wages plus fringe benefits). Total
compensation will equal the value of output produced if markets function
competitively. Specifically, if the firms are profit-maximizers and
compete in competitive product markets, they will then continue to hire
workers to a point at which the contribution made to to%al output by the
last worker hired (i.e., the value of the marginal product of labor) is
equal to the compensation rate of the workers. At the same time, if labor
markets function competitively, workers can move freely between firms in an
attempt to obtain higher wages, so that all firms will have to provide
equal compensation rates to workers who exhibit the same skill level.
Together, these actions will lead to an equality between the total cost of
an employee (i.e., the worker's total compensation) and the value of goods
and services produced by that worker. Thus, under the assumption that
sample members work in markets that can be characterized 8 competitive,
the value of their outpug in those markets can be assumed to equal the

compensation they receive.

The interview data pertained to after-tax earnings rather than to
total compensation. Thus, we had to multiply the impact estimate Yy an
estimate of the average tax-withholding rate and by an estimate of the
average fringe-benefit rate, where both rates pertain to workers in jobs

such as those held by sample members.

The tax-withholding rate was estimated from Internal Revenue
Service regulations. In 1982, the minimum withholding rate for federal
income-tax purposes was !2 percent. At the same time, the FICA tax rate
for Social Security was 6.7 percent. Thus, the combined rate (ignoring
withholdings for state and local taxes) was 18.7 percent of gross wages,

or, equivalently, 23 percent of after-tax wages.

1
Because sheltered worksheps are required to pay compensation that

reflects productivity, this argument can reasonably be assumed to apply to
sample members 1in both sheltered workshop and regular jobs. The
corresponderce between, total compensation and the value of output produced
is less clear for persons in subsidized training jobs.
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The U.S. Department of Labor (1980) estimated that wages and
salaries for private nonfarm employees in 1977 accounted for 84.6 percent
of total compensation. The remaining 15.4 percent consisted of supplements
to wages and salaries, which included employer expenditures for retirement
programs (both private retirement and Social Security), life, accident, and
health insurance, Workers' Compensation, Unemployment Insurance, and
savings and thrift plans. These percentage estimates imply that the
fringe-benefit rate for these employees is equal to 18.2 percent of wages

and salaries.

Smeeding (1981), providing a more recent estimate of fringe-benefit
rates, used microsimulation techniques to estimate the average cost of
fringe benefits to employers in 1979 and disaggregated the estimate by the
yearly earnings of the employees. His estimates suggest that, in 1979,
workers 'ho were earning $10,000 or less received fringe benefits worth
approximately 17.9 percent of wages and salaries,1 as compared with 19.8
percent for all workers. We have used an estimate of 18 percent, which

lies between the Smeeding and DOL estimates.

2. Use of Other Programs

STETS-induced changes in the use of other programs were valued by
multiplying the estimated impact on the average months of use by the
average cost per person month of serving persons in those other programs.
We examined four alternative programs: sheltered workshops, secondary-
level vocational programs, other school programs, and other job-training
programs. We also consilered four types of residential programs:
ingstitutions or centers, group homes, foster care, and semi-independent
living programs. For all these programs, we used published estimates of
average costs; when published estimates were unavailable for 1982, we
multiplied the available estimate by the associated change in the implicit
price deflator for gross national product. Table C.5 summarizes the values

and sources used in the analysis.

1
Those with the lowest earnings, $2,000 per year or less, received

an estimated 15.9 percent, while those with earnings of $7,501 to $10,000
received an estimated 20.4 percent.
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TABLE C.5

ESTIMATED AVERAGE MONTHLY COSTS FOR SCHOOL,
TRAINING, AND RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Average Cost per Month

Program (1982 dollars) Data Source for Estimate
Sheltered Workshop? 493 U.S. Department of Labor
(1977)
Secondary-Level Vocational 520 Kakalik et al. (1981)
EducationP Table 2.5
Other School Programs® 290 Dearman and Plisko (1982)

Kakalik et al. (1981)
Grant and Eiden (1981)

Other Job Trainingd 113 Kakalik et al. (1981)
Center/Institution 2,060 Hauber et al. (1984)
Table 23
Group Home® 1,239 Hauber et al. (1984)
Table 23
Foster Care 490 Hauber et al. (1984)
Table 23
Semi-Independent Living 830 Hauber et al. (1984)
Program Table 23

a
This excludes capital costs. The cost nets out the revenue received from
sales of workshop-produced goods and services.

b

This is a weighted avearage for serving learning-disabled students and
educable and traine“le mentally retarded students. The weights are the
proportions of borderline, mild, and moderately retarded sample members.

c'I'his value is the weighted average of the costs of college, $368/month
(Dearman and Plisko, 1982), regular secondary education, $284/month (Kakalik
et al., 1981); and postsecondary vocational education, $163/month (Grant and
Eiden, 1981). The weights are the proportions of sample members in these
types of school at 22 months after randomization.

This value is for a work-study program. The other common type of job-
training program for STETS sample members is on-the-job (OJT) training
programs. Taggart (1981) estimates that OJT programs fund2d by CETA cost
$121/month {in 1982 dollars).
eThe group home estimate is a weighted average of the average cost of small
group homes (fewer than 16 residents) and larger group homes (16 or more
residents). The weights are the proportion of sample members in each
facility type.
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3. Transfer Programs

Changes in the use of SSI/_SDI, other welfare programs, and
Medicaid/Medicare enter the benefit-cost analysis in two ways. Reductions
in the amount of transfer payments will be viewed as a cost by participants
and as a benefit by taxpayers. The value of these transfers will cancel
out from the social perspective and, hence, will not enter the social

benefit-cost calculation. Reductions in program administrative costs—-the

amount of resources devoted to making the transfers--will appear as a

benefit to taxpayers. Because an actual resource savings occurs, the

administrative cost savings will enter the social calculation.

We estimated the value of changes in payments from SSI/SSDI and
other welfare directly from interview data, after adjusting for
inflatio: We estimated the average monthly administrative cost for
SSI/SSDI, $15 in 1982 dollars, by using information in the Budget of the
United States Government (1982). The wmonthly administrative costs for
other welfare programs were assumed to equal the administrative costs per
recipient for the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program.
This cost was approximately $13 per month in 1982 dollars (Budget of the
United States Government, 1982).

For Medicaid/Medicare, the average administrative cost per month of
eligibility was estimated as $13, the average monthly Medicaid
administrative expenditure per recipient (Budget of the United States
Government, 1982). The value of Medicaid coverage was estimated as $250,
the average Medicaid expenditure per month (in 1982 dollars) for persons
who are disabled (Sawyer et al., 1983, Tables 4.4 and 4.15).

The use of average coste to value the change in administrative
costs probably overstates short-run effects. In the short-run, the changes
in costs should be estimated by marginal rather than by average costs.
Marginal costs (the change in total costs due to a change of one recipient)

are probably quite low for transfer programs, becouse staffing and

If all Medicaid recipients were included, the average monthly
expenditure would be only $105.
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facilities decisions are probably unaffected by small changes in case-
loads. However, in the long-run, these decisions are more easily affected
by caseload changes, so that average costs may better approximate long-run

marginal costs.

4, Tax Payments

Participants' incomes will change as their earnings and transfer
payment receipts change. These changes will cause changes in tax payments,
including changes in income, payroll, sales, and excise taxes. Changes in
the payments of these taxes were estimated by multiplying the average
estimated change in participants' incomes by an estimate of the tax rate
applicable to total income for low-income households, as obtained by
Pechman (1985). His estimates suggest that persons in low-income
households (i.e., households in the bottom 20 percent of the income

1
distribution) face an average tax rate of 23 percent.

In interpreting this rate, we should note that for households at
the low end of the income distribution a major form of taxation is sales
and excise taxes. Because these taxes are based on consumption and sales
collected by retail firms, it is very difficult to avoid paying them.2 The
other major form of taxation for these households is the payroll tax,
which, when combined with sales and excise taxes, accounts for 80 percent
of the total tax burden of low-income households. Thus, even though these
households face low rates for the individual income tax, their total tax
burden as a percentage of income is not subtantially different from the tax
burden of most taxpayers. It should also be noted that Pechman's estimates
correct for the general level of income underreporting for tax purposes.

He also estimates the incidence of taxes for which the statutory and

1
Pechman presents tax rates for eight sets of incidence

assumptions. In determining the 23 percent rate used here, we dropped the
alternatives that created the highest (28.9 percent) and lowest (20.6
percent) tax rates and averaged the remaining six.

2

However, it could be argued that the incidence is at least
partially incurred by producers.
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ultimate tax burdens differ substantially (e.g., property and corporate

income taxes, which may be shifted to workers and consumers).

Once the rate was estimated, we calculated total income. We
defined income in the same manner as in Chapter VII, with the exception
that we added estimated tax withholding and fringe benefits to
participants' after~tax earnings when estimating the earnings component of

total income.

T, SENSITIVITY TESTS

It is evident from this discussion that numerous assumptions are
involved in estimating net present value. Thus, a critical component of
the benefit-cost analysis is to assess the importance of these various
assumptions. We do so by examining the effect on the basic net present
value estimate of changing sets of underlying assumptions while keeping all
other assumptions wunchanged. The pattern of estimates that are derived
from these sensitivity tests indicates the overall level of uncertainty in
the results. If the estimates change substantially and suggest different
qualitative conclusions, then 1little confidence can be placed in the
results. Alternatively, if the qualitative conclusion: remain the same
under a plausible range of alternative assumptions, then more faith in the
conclusions 1is warranted. In addition, the sensitivity tests highlight
those underlying assumptions that are particularly important for the
results, Changing some assumptions may cause virtually no change in
estimated net present value, while changing others may cause substantial
changes. The sensitivity tests can provide a sense of which assumptions
and impact estimates are particularly important--: sense that is useful in

interpreting the overall findings.

Table C.6 presents alternative estimates of net present value undeE

a variety of different assumptions about the value of impacts and costs.

1
Another concern 1s the precision with which STETS impacts are

estimatede In this regard, it should be noted that the earnings effects
and the effects on the use of elternative programs (the major benefits) are
statistically significant, and the estimates have relatively small standard
errors. Moreover, all estimates used are unbiased measures of program
impacts. Thus, we feel confident that the impact estimates used here
accurately reflect the effects of STETS.
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TABLE C.6

ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATES OF NET PRESENT VALUE PER PARTICIPANT
(1982 dollars)

a Estimated Net Present Value
Valuation Assumptions Social Participant Nonparticipant

Basic Ass)mptions® $-1,038 $2,111 $-3,149

Extrapolation Beyond 22-Month
Observation Period

7 months; no decay of impacts 4 2,333 -2,329
30 months; no decay of impacts 3,221 3,018 203
10 years; 14 percent annual decay 5,237 3,447 1,791

Value of Phase 1 and Phase 2 Output

Value = revenue -3,280 2,111 ~5,391
Value = alternative supplier's =22 2,111 -2,133
price
Operational Cost Equals the Cost -3,552 1,555 -5,107
Observed for the Entire
Demonstration

Discount Rate

3 percent -1,025 2,131 ~3,157

10 percent -1,068 2,060 -3,128

Indirect Labor Market -2,677 2,111 -4,788
Effects

a
A full description of each set of evaluation assumptions is provided in the
text.

b
See Table VIIL.5 for details on the value of specific benefits and costs under
the basic assumptions.
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The specific estimated values change substantially, but the set of
estimates seems to indicate a consistent conclusion—-that STETS will be an
economically efficient investment if the impacts that are observed 22
monihic after randomization persist for as little as seven months, and if
program operating costs can be held at the levels observed during the

demonstration steady-state period.

The assumptions used in the basic estimate are those that we
emphasized in Chapter VIII and in this appendix: that no impacts occur
beyond the 22-month observation period; that the value of Phase 1 and Phase
2 output is the net value added observed in the case studies; that research
costs and the extraordinary operating costs did not affect program impacts;
that the real (i.e., net of inflation) discount rate is 5 percent per year;
that no indirect labor-market effects occur; and that the interpolations
between observed impacts are accurate (in addition, a number of other
assumptions are less central to the analysis). Under these assumptions, we
estimate that social benefits are approximately $1,000 per participant less
than social corts. Substantial benefits occur for workshops and other
alternative programs. Nonetheless, these benefits are not large enough to

of fset the program costs under the basic assumptions.

This basic result almost certainly wunderestimates the true net
present value, because at least some impacts should persist beyond the 22-
month observation period. In particular, the impacts on earnings and
alternative program use should continue for awhile. These impacts are
relatively large and statistically significant. Furthermore, these impacts
appear to be relatively stable between months 15 and 22. Thus, the basic
net present value estimate probably undercounts the benefits associated
with these impacts.

While it seems clear that these benefits will persist, it 1is
impossible to determine how long they will continue or whether the impacts
will increase or decrease over time. It may be that the STETS model, which
provides transiticnal rather than long-run services, generates impacts that
decline shortly after the end of program servicee. Alternatively, some
participants may have successfully made the transition into the competitive

labor market and will continue to earn more than they would have in the
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absence of STETS. 1In the absence of information on long-run effects, we
excluded all future impacts from the basic benefit-cost estimate and

examined potential future impacts in sensitivity tests.

Table C.6 presents three sensitivity tests pertaining to impacts
beyond the observation period. These alternative estimates, along with the
basic estimates, suggest the plausible range of benefits. If the impacts
that are observed at 22 months after randomization persisted at that level,
gsocial net present value would be positive in seven months, and
nonparticipants would perceive a net benefit within 2.5 years. If we
adopted a ten-year planning horizon and assumed that all impacts decliined
by one-half every five years (a 14 percent annual decay rate), then we
would find that STETS would generate substantial net benefits from all
three perspectives. All of these alternative assumptions are arbitrary.
Nonetheless, they suggest that, as long as the impacts do not decay very
quickly (and we have no evidence to suggest that they will), then STETS is
likely to generate benefits that exceed costs from the perspective of
society and participants, The issue is less clear for nonparticipantg--
STETS will need to produce relatively long-run impacts in order to generate

a net economic benefit to nonparticipants,

The estimates in Table C.6 also show that the assumptions made
about the value of Phase 1 and Phase 2 output have .a large affect on the
overall results. The social and nonparticipant net present value estimates
change by over $3,200, depending on whether this output is assigned the
lower-bound estimate (service project revenue) or a likely upper-bound
estimate (gross alternative supplier's price). However, this range
probably overstates the uncertainty surrounding the value of this output.
As gtated earlier, revenue almost certainly understates the actual value of
the output because the demonstration projects focused on generating jobs
rather than revenues. Moreover, the alternative supplier's price is
probably too high because there were several instances in which participant
labor did not lead to net increases in output. What these estimates do
indicate is the potentially important role of Phase 1 and Phase 2 output.
clearly, placing participants in prcductive jobs as quickly as possible can

increase net benefits.,
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The next sensitivity test in Table C.6 shows the affect of

including the ext-a operational costs incurred because STETS was a
demonstration. This estimate excludes estimated research costs, but
includes all other project-level costs for operations and participant
compensation. It indicates that STETS would be much less likely to be
economically efficient 1if costs reached this level (almost $11,000 per
participant rather than $9,400 estimated for the steady state). It is
unlikely that all the extra costs associated with start-up and the
relatively small scale of operations affected impacts. However, some
uncertaint., surrounds the actual costs. It will be crucial to wmonitor
costs closely in any future STETS-type efforts and tc try tc keep them at
the steady-state levels. This situation seems plausible given that (1)
projects were able to operate at these cost levels for five months and that
(2) the impacts estimated for persons who were served during the steady-
state period seem to be larger than those estimated for participants who
were enrolled and received the bulk of their services at other times (see
Table 1IV.7). Therefore, we feel that steady-state costs are the most

appropriate costs for judging the economic efficiency of STETS.

The discount-rate sensitivity tests show that the choice of a
discount rate is not crucial to this evaluation. Increasing the discount
rate to 10 percent a year reduces net present value by 2.9 percent ($30).
Lowering it increases net present value by l.3 percent. These changes are

trivial within the scope of the evaluation.

The last sensitivity test in Table C.6 indicates the effects of
assuming that half of the work performed by participants would have been
performed by other workers in the absence of STETS. It also assumes that
half of the work foregone by participants when they entered STETS is
performed by other workers. These alternative assumptions, which are
discussed in Chapter VIII, affect only those benefits that are associated
with participant output. Thus, even though they would substantially reduce
the value of net present value during the observation period, it is still
plausible that STETS would generate sufficient savings from the reduced use

of other programs to pay for itself from the social perspective.
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Other MDRC Studies
on the STETS Demonstration

Supported Work for the Mentally Retarded: Launching the
STETS Demonstration. Bangser, Michael; and Price, Marilyn. 1982.

A Transitional Employment Strategy for the Mentally Retarded:
The Final STETS Implementation Report. Riccio, Jemes; with
Price, Marilyn. 1984.

lessons on Transitional Employment: The STETS Demonstration for
Mentally Retarded Workers. Bangser, Michael. (A monograph
summarizing the research findings and operational experience.)
1985.
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