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PREFACE

This 1is the third and final report published on the Employment
Preparation Program (EPP) and the Experimental Work Experience Program
(EWEP) in San Diego, California, as part of MDRC's multi-state
Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, States participating in
this project -- in addition to California -- include Arizona, Arkansas,
Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey, Texas, Virginia and West
Virginia, ‘

The Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives is a unique oppor-
tunity for MDRC to work closely with a number of states in evaluating their
employment programs, while at the same time examining a subject that is of
national as well as state concern: the critical relationship between work
and dependency. Addressing state issues in a manner that benefits policy
at many levels is a challenge that MDRC is privileged to be undertaking.

In order to understand this project, one must realize that this demon-
stration documents an important shift in program responsibility away’from
the federal govermment to the states. The studies evaluate the initia-
tives states themselves chose to implement under the provisions of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981, in which they received
authority for the first time to operate Community Work Experience Programs
(CWEP) for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and
to streamline the administration of their Work Incentive (WIN) systems.

Because states responded to these options in different ways, the

demonstration is not built around a single model. Rather, the initiatives
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represent some of the major variations being tried in this country and span
a range of local economic conditions and AFDC progrszm provisiona.

Most states are receiving two reports over the couyfNe of the demon-
stration; Califcrnia, with three, is the exception. TNe first covered
early issues of implementation and participation, The s?%ond updated the
implementation isindings and presented interim program impacts and the
results of a short-term benefit-cost study. In this thiprd ¥nd last report,
the final longer-term impact and benefit-cost results ar® discussed, with
particular emphasis on the cost-effectiveness of the San viﬁgo approach.

MDRC could not have conducted this demonstration wiﬁhout the support
of The Ford Foundation, which provided funds for the plannihg gtage and for
the evaluation activities of the participating states, gatching an equal
investment of state or other local resources. Thi® jolnt funding
relationship is another significant aspect of t.e demonstr?tion effort.

In the implementation and early analysis of the Demop®b‘ration of State
Work/Welfare Initiatives, MDRC has been gratified by the SWstained commit-
ment of the participating states and foundations and theif interest in the
early findings. It is our hope that the results of this ¢éRonstration will
contribute to informed decision-making and ultimatel¥Y 1ead to the
development and operation of more effective programs degiBhed to increase

the self-sufficiency of welfare recipients,

Barbara $#¢ Blum
President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the findings from a three-year study of two San
Diego demonstration prcjects -- one involving a job search requirement, the
other combining that requirement with a short-term work obligation.
Overall, compared to the few earlier studies on similar approaches, the
results are favorable. The San Diego programs successfully implemented a
short-term participatioq requirement for new applicants to welfare. For
applicants to Aid to Families with Dependent Children (ADFC) -- mainly
female single parents who constitute a majority of the welfare caseload =-
both programs increased employment and proved cost-et'fective for both the
applicants and taxpayers, The programs were particularly effective for
individuals often ignored by employment and training programs: those whose
characteristics define them as difficult to employ.

For the AFDC-U applicants -- primarily men from two-parent households
-- the results are mixed. Both programs substantially reduced welfare
costs but did not increase employment significantly, with the result that
taxpayers gained but the welfare applicants did not. A final Judgment on
the programs' effectiveness for this group depends on the relative weight
given to these outcomes,

These results deserve attention because of their reliability, San
Diego successfully implemented an unusually strong evaluation design, based
on rigorously executed random assigmment. As a result, the findings offer
valuable evidence on the potential and 1limits of job search and work

experience in increasing employment and reducing welfare dependency.
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Background
Since 1962, San Diego has operated two innovative empl oyment initia-
tives designed to increase unsubsidized employment and reduce welfare
dependency and costs. The two programs drew on past experience in
California, as well as on the opportunities offered by the federal Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA), that gave states and localities
more flexibility to design and manage welfare employment programs,
ParticipationAin San Diego's two program models, which were imple-
mented by the State Employment Development Department (EDD) and the County
of San Diego Department of Social Services (DSS), began at the point of
wel fare application, The main features of each were:
Job Search, One-day placement assistance provided at the
welfare office preceded registration with the Empl oyment
Preparation Program. EPP was a three-week job search workshop
offering one week of orientation and training and two weeks of

sel f-directed Job-search in a group setting in order to
improve participants' job seeking methods.

Job Search/Work Experjence. Following the Jjob search work-

shop, . those still unemployed and.on.welfare were.required.to.. ..
participate in the Experimental Work Experience Program
(EWEP), involving an unpaid position in a prdlic or private
nonprofit agency for up to 13 weeks. Monthly work hours were
determined by the family's welfare grant divided by the
minimum wagse.

The job search workshops were similar tc other job clubs implemented
in California and elsewhere by the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, the
federal/state employment and training program for welfare recipients. The
work experience followed the federal OBRA option in that work hours were
determined by the family's welfare grant, and the work positions were

intended to enhance participants' employability and skills. However, the
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San Diego approach restricted the work obligation to those on wel fare who
completed job search without employment and further limited its duration
(13 weeks) and its weekly work requirement (32 hours),

Both programs were required for all new WIN-mandatory applicants to
the AFDC program -- both heads of two-parent (AFDC-U) households and, in
most cases, heads of single-parent (AFDC) households in which the youngest
child was age six or over. Failure to participate without good cause could
lead to denial of the welfare application or to a temporary loss of bene-
fits (i.e., sanctioning). Since the programs sought to impose a general
participation and work requirement on all able-bodied welfare applicants,
eligibility criteria were explicitly broad, and only a few groups (e.g.,
union members or those with language difficulties) were excluded from

participation,

e Study De Dle

This report is the last of three in the overall evaluation of the San
Diego initiatives, A first report indicated that the two approaches were
successfully implemented and that the reactions of participants were
positive. A second report assessed operational performance and presented
interim estimates of program impacts, as well as benefits and costs through
December 1983. This final report presents impact estimates for the full
sample for up to two years following welfare application, and a
benefit-cost analysis covering a five-year time span. The major focus is
on the following questions in the impact and benefit-cost studies:

Impact Study

® How effective was each program in increasing employment and

-ix~- >
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earnings and reducing welfare receipt and payments?

e Did the addition of work experience (EWEP) to job search (EPP)
have incremental effects on employment and welfare behavior?

® What was the pattern of the impacts: Were they consistent
across time periods? Did they increase in size, or tend to
decay over time?

® For whom did the programs work best? What were the results
for those differing in prior employment experience, welfare
dependency and other selected characteristics?

Benefit-Cost Studv

® For each of the two programs. how did measurable benefits
compare to the costs?

® What were the gains and losses to welfare applicants and
taxpayers (i.e., everyone other than the applicants), and for
society as a whole?

® What was the net budget impact of these programs? How were
the benefits and costs distributed among the federal, state
and local levels of government?

® For whom were the programs most cost-effective? For example,
did those with limited or more extensive prior empl oyment
benefit most?

To obtain reliable estimates of program effects, an experimental

design was used whereby eligible welfare applicants were randomly assigned. .

to one of two experimental groups -- Job Search only or Job Search/EWEP --
or to a control group offered minimal WIN services. Random assignment took
place at the point of welfare application between October 1982 and August
1983. Because the groups had comparable background characteristies, any
statistically significant dif;‘er'ences between them could be safely
attributed to the programs' treatments. Data were obtained from
computerized AFDC payment and Unemployment Insurance earnings and benefit
records, as well as from program tracking, fiscal and administrative

records.

- -
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The research sample contains 6,997 applicants, with almost equal
proportions of AFDC and AFDC-U applicants., The AFDC sample was predomin-
antly female and had a more limited work histor§ and greater prior welfare
dependency than the primarily male AFDC-U group. Because of these
differences, as well as the different federal regulations for the two
assistance categories -- both of which were expected to affect outcomes --
the AFDC's and the AFDC-U's were anal; zed separately. It is also
notewcrthy that, since the San Diego programs were directed to new welfare
applicants, not on-board recipients -- and were further restricted to
abplicants with school-age children -- the majority of the existing San
Diego caseioad was not covered by these programs. In addition, the San
Diego welfare population studied was less disadvantaged than the wel fare
population nationally, The findings of this study may therefore not be
representative of a welfare population with different background
characteristies,

One other point should be emphasized, Since many believe that a
participation requirement will deter individuals from completing ?heir
welfare applications, random assignment was conducted at the point of
application, not welfare approval or program registration. Program impacts
and benefit-cost findings are therefore expressed as averages per applicant
for a large sample of people including those who for various reasons did
not participate (roughly half) or were not approved for welfare (about 15
percent). Thus, even relatively small changes per applicant imply changes

for the overall caseload that have zonsiderable policy significance.
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Findings on Participation and Program Implementation

® San Diego succeeded in operating a short-term participation
requirement for the vast majority of the program registrants.
Participation rates were substantial, and by nine months after
welfare application, all but a small proportion had 1left
welfare, become employed, met the programs' requirements, or
trere deregistered from the programs.

Overall, about nine-tenths of those randomly assigned to the experi-
mental programs registered with them; and over half these registrants took
pert in some program activity, primarily job search, within a nine-month
follow-up period. Most of those eligible for work experience were referred
to it, and most worked in an EWEP job. This means that about one-fifth of
all applicants who entered the experimental sample at welfare application
participated in the mandatory work experience. The overall participation
rate met or exceeded the participation rates previously achieved in special
tests of mandatory work experience,

However, the ultimate goal of the San Diego programs was to reduce the
size of the welfare rolls, not to maximize program participation. Thus,
any conclusion about operational success must consider not only how many
applicants participated, but what happened to those who did not. Overall,
after nine months, all but 9 percent of the AFDC's and 6 percent of the
AFDC-U's who had 1initially registered with the programs had either
fulfilled the requirements or were no longer subject to them: they had
found Jjobs, were deregistered, or were no longer on welfare, Many of the
small group who had not fulfilled the requirements had been excused for
health or other reasons, 1In contrast, among control group registrants, 24

percent of the AFDC's and 17 percent of the AFDC~U's had not met the very

limited requirements of WIN, become employed, or left welfare,
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® To implement a participation requirement, staff were
persistent 1in their review of registrants' activity and
recommendation of sanctions.

Program staff granted few exemptions and deferrals and were careful to
identify instances of non-cooperation with program requirements. While
staff first encouraged participation, they sought sanctions for those who
were noncompliant, The rates of requested sanctioning were considerably
higher for participants in the two experimental programs (ranging from 4 to
8 percent) than for controls in the more limited WIN Program (1 percent or
less).

® Work experience (EWEP) Jjobs were viewed as valuable and not

"make-work, " although they did not lead to substantial skills
development. Participants generally believed the work require-
ment was fair and were judged to be as productive as regular
workers,

Most of the work experience jobs were entry-level clerical, mainten-
ance, parks and health positions. Convenient location was a primary factor
in making assignments, with individual interest also important. In a
survey of a subsample of worksite participants and their supervisors, parti-
cipants were generally found to possess needed skills when they began their
assigmments; those who did not, acquired them during their EWEP experience.
Supervisors found that EWEP partidipants were as productive as regular
workers in the same entry-level wage range. The great majority of worksite

participants surveyed expressed satisfaction with their jobs and also

indicated that the requirement to work was fair.

Findings on Program Impacts
The impacts of the Job Search and the Job Search/EWEP programs were

estimated by comparing the outcomes of applicants in each of the two experi-

16
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mental groups to the outcomes of the control group. The incremental impact
of adding the EWEP work requirement to the Job Search workshops was
determined by comparing the outcomes of the two experimental groups. Tests
of statistical significance indicated how 1likely it was that measured
differences resulted from the program intecrventions rather than by chance.

Most impacts were estimated for the full sample of welfare applicants.
Two subsamples were also considered: (1) the early applicant group (who
applied for welfare pric~ to April 1983), tracked for about two years, and
(2) later applicants (who applied for welfare from April to August 1983),
tracked for a year and one-half,

Jupacts on AFDC Applicants

e The Job Search/EWEP sequence led to substantial increases in
employment and earnings for the AFDC assistance category.
These gains were sustained over time and were consistent for
the early and later applicants.

As presented in Table 1, the Job Search/EWEP program had statistically
significant impacts on the proportion of AFDC applicants employed (5.6
percentage points) and the amount of their earnings ($700 per experimental)
over a five-quarter follow-up period. This earnings increase represents a
23 percent gain over the control group average earnings of $3,102.
Further, these impacts were sustained over all quarters in the follow-up
period and, except for a slight decline after quarter 3, remained fairly
stable (see Figure 1),

a ccmparison of the early and later applicants indicates that the
groups experienced similar employment and earnings increases. Moreover,

the employment and earnings impacts for the early group persisted for two

years (through quarter 8).
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TABLE .
SAN DIEGD

AFDC APPLICANT8: BUMMARY DF PROBRAM INMPACTS FOR FULL BAMPLE

Job Beeroh - EWEP Job Beesrch

Outcome end Follow-Up Querter Experimentel Controt Differsnce Expearimentel Control Differsnce

Percent Employed During The

Five Querter Fol low=-Up 81.0 85.4 + B.8%0 80.8 85.4 + 8,00

Peroent Employed During
Quarter of Appliostion 85.6 89.1 + 2.8 3p.9 39.1 - 0.0
Becond Querter 85.8 £8.7 + 8,000 7.2 £8.7 + 8,500
Third Querter 40.2 ae.3 + 7.8%00 368.9 32.39 + 4,8
Fourth Querter 42.4 36.8 + 5,000 98.4 80.8 + 1,8
Fifth Querter 42.8 37.8 + 5,4000 37.9 37.8 + 0.4
81xth Querter 41.9 30.1 + 3,0° 37.4 38.1 - 0.7

Average Totel Esrninge nur=n¢ ) .

The Five Querter Follow=Np 3B01.785 9101.83 + 700.9800¢ 338p.096 8101.83 +p51.38

Aversge Totel Eerminge During
Querter of Applicetion 3C0.48 338.88 + Pp.B5O 387.6886 338.88 + 30.80
Beocond Querter 808.51 386.67 + 140.084%0° 488.80 388.87 +117.74%%¢
Third Quarter 700.88 538.40 + 18p.56°%°%e 856.04 536.40 +117.8400
Fourth Querter 808.586 sse.62 + 117.08°° 868.88 88p.50 - £3.83
Fifth Querter 848.33 788.11 + 119,030 74R.42 788.11 + 13.91
8ixth Querter 993.98 772.78 + 180.84%0¢ 788.01 778.78 + p6.P8

Percent Who Ever Receivaed

Any AFDC Payment During The

8ix~0Querter Follow-Up 83.9 04.3 ~0.4 85.2 84.3 +0.8

Percent Who Ever Receivaed

Any AFDC Peyment During
Querter of Applicetion 78.3 80.3 -2.0 79.8 80.3 -0.7
Bscond Querter 64.p 87.8 ~3.4° ss.p 87.8 -1.4
Third Querter 81.8 se.p -4,5%¢ ge.p 88.2 -4.0°
Fourth Querter 45.8 47 .9 ~£.0 45.5 47 .8 -p.4
Fifth Querter 38.8 41.1 ~1.7 4.3 41,1 +1.1
8ixth Querter 85.0 38.p2 ~-1.2 ° 38.p2 3s.p +0.0

Averesge Totel AFDC Paymente

Reoeived During The B8ix

Querter Follow-Up 3409.32 3888.04 -287 .8p%° 9404.05 3806.84 ~20R.80

Aversge Totel AFDC Peymente

Received During

. GQuarter of Appliocetion 733.80 752,08 ~ 18.43 7£7.83 762.03 ~24.40
Bscond Querter 895.38 788.07 - 80,8000 718.88 768.07 ~-48.80°
Third Querter 561.84 853.84 - 71,3800 595.84 853.%4 -58.00°*
Fourth Qusrter 81£.81 879.60 - 88.58°%° 830.30 §78.50 ~48.20
Fifth Querter 482,08 501.20 - 38.14 477.01 801 .20 ~24.00
8ixth Querter 42p.91 445.29 - pp.36 447 .01 445.P9 + 1.7

BOURCEs See Teble 3.BR.
NOTES: These dete include zero veluss for semplie mesabere not saployed end for semple membere not

receiving welfere. There mey be some discrepencias in celculeting sume end differences dus to rounding.

.nunr:nr 1, the quartsr of spplicstion, mey contein some serninge from the period prior to
spplioation and {e therefore exoluded from the messures Of totel follow-up employment end eserninge,

A two-teiled t-temt wee epplied to differences between experimentel end control groupe.
Stetietioal eignificence Lavele ere indiceted se t ® = 40 percent; *®* = § parcenty *** = ¢ peroent. ALl other
differsnces ere not stetisticelly eignificent et the 10 Pc~cent Lavel.
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FIGURE 1
AFDC APPLICANTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
RATES FOR THE FULL SAMPLE
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® The Job Search/EWEP program resrlted in modest wel fare savings
for the AFDC group, but these dscayed over time.

Welfare savings were modest but statistically significant for the Job
Search/EWEP group: the total 18-month reduction in welfare benefite was
$288 per experimental. The evidence indicates that the programs did not
deter individuals from continuing with their welfare applications: similar
proportions of both the Job Search/EWEP and control groups received welfare
at some point during the 18-month period. Despite this, there were
quarterly reductions in the proportions receiving welfare and reductions in
welfare payments (see Table 1). These reductions were highest during the
year after welfare application, and smaller thereafter,

The patterns of welfare impacts were similar for the early and later
enrollees. An examination of the early sample showed continued small
berefit reductions through quarter 8, although these reductiony were not
statistically significant.

e Overall, the Job Search program improved employment and, to a

lesser extent, earnings for the AFDC group, but these impacts
were not consistent. While the early applicants recorded
substantial gains, the 1later applicants, surprisingly,’
experienced a loss in earnings.

As seen in Table 1, the Job Search program increased employment for
the full sample by the same proportion as the Job Search/EWEP sequence -- 5
percentage points -- but the earnings gain of $251 was much smaller and not
statistically significant. For both early and later applicants, Job
Search produced its greatest employment gain in the quarter after welfare
application.

While the early sample experienced these gains throughout the

follow-up, the later sample members did not (see Figure 2). For the early
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FIGURE 2
AFDC APPLICANTS:
TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY APPLICa,ION PERIOD
EARLY APPLICANTS

Percent Employed

60 y Job Sesrch-EWEP
t Experimantals
w } —
Job Seorch
[ ) Expurimantals
Qor .__,:::::::.______-_::::::::u:====2::::::::2::: -------
P oam==== .ﬂ/---- —————
30 - V Controls
20 f \
s
10
D [ -l 3 [ i A 1 Il
Cuerter car cor 3 ror & ror S ror B 1 cor ©
Ipplxcat:zl ol ~ ' : = g

Quarter Relotive to Application

LATER APPLICANTS

rercent Employed - -

50 Job Search-EWEP
Exparimentals
- —
Job Search
\ Experimentals
BF e ceacee.
a0 E Controls
ar
10} .
[
o [ [l 1 1 e ke

.
Quorte~ of r e 3 4 S 6
Ouartaer Raelativa to Application
SOURCE: Sea Tables 3.4 and 3.5,

.
. —xviii- 22




applicants, over the five-quarter follow-up reriod, there was a §
percentage point gain in employment and a $817 increase in earnings, both
of which were statistically significant and similar to the short-term
findings in the interim report. These gains continued through quarter 8.
In contrast, the later enrollees!' employment gain of 3 percentage points
was not statistically significant, and this group took a large average loss
in earnings of $670, an amount that is statistically significant. This
deterioration in earnings for the later Job Search group came from their
failure to retain jobs. Compared to controls, a higher proportion had lost
Jobs without finding new employment.
® The Job Search program produced modest welfare savings which

were not sustained over time but were consistent for both

samples.

As shown in Table 1, the reduction in welfare benefits for the full
sample was $203 over the 18-month follow-up -~ only slightly lower than the
reduction achieved by the Job Search/EWEP program, Impacts were largest
and statistically significant in the third quarter, Thereafter, theée
effects moderated so that, by the sixth quarter, there were no additional
savings. Welfare savings were similar for both early and later enrollees,
despite different employment impacts.

® These results lead to the strong conclusion that job search

followed by a short-term work requirement is an effective
program sequence for AFDC's. The effects of job search alone
in San Diego, though positive, were less consistent. The
effectiveness of EWEP beyond the workshops thus remains
unclear,

For the full sample, the earnings gain from EWEP (above those of Job
search) was a statistically significant $449 over the five-quarter period.

However, the additional EWEP earnings effect was not consistent for early
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and later applicants, No additional impacts occurred for the early
enrollees, but a large earnings gain was found for later applicants,
amounting to a statistically significant five-quarter earnings increase of
$1,292. This finding was driven by the poor employment and earnings
outcomes of the later Job Search experimentals compared to both the Job
Search/EWEP and control groups (both of whom showed notable empl oyment
increases as the labor market recovered from an earlier recession). EWEP
had no incremental effects on welfare receipt or the level of payments for
the full sample or for either group of applicants.

There is no clear explanation for the differential behavior of the
early and later Job Search groups, The report discusses a number of
factors that may explain these findings, including changing labor market
conditions (from a severe recession to a later, stronger economy), changing
characteristics of applicants (related to this labor market shift), a
change 1in program operating procedures (although none was obvious), or
simply, random chance, A full explanation probably includes many factors.

® Analysis of selected subgroups. confirms. the.. findings . from.. .

other studies that employment programs for welfare recipients
have larger impacts on those who are more disadvantaged --
that is, those with no recent employment experience or with
some prior welfare dependency.

Impacts on employment and earnings were concentrated among the most
disadvantaged subset of applicants -- those in the sample who did not have
earnings during the year prior to welfare application. The study shows
that, on their own, controls with no recent employment earned considerably
less and received more welfare than those who had been employed. For the

Job Search/EWEP group with no recent work history, the average earnings

increase over the five quarters was $1,066, three times the gain of
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experimentsls with some recent employment. The pattern was substantially
the same for the Job Search group, although the differences between those
with and without a work history were generally not as large. Wel fare
savings were similar for the two groups.

Earnings and employment gains were also generally higher for those who
had received some welfare prior to application than for those who had not.
The story was mixed on welfare savings, but, in general, reductions in
welfare payments were slightly greater for those with prior welfare
dependency.

Impacts on AFDC-U Applicants

The results for the AFDC-U's are in marked contrast to the findings
for the AFDC's: neither program significantly incizased the employment or
earnings of AFDC-U's, although both substantially reduced their welfare
payments. Moreover, the addition of mandatory work experience to job
search did not produce any incremental effects. It is also worth noting
that the timing of the welfare application did not appear to substantially
influence outcomes, as it did for the AFDC's.

® For both prograa models, there were statistically significant

and substantial reductions in welfare payments, but no
significant impacts on the employment and earnings of AFDC-U
applicants.

Both programs produced small impacts on employment and earnings that
were not statistically significant. Over the five-quarter follow-up
period, earnings increased by $216 for Job Search/EWEP experimentals and by
$384 for the Job Search only group, as shown in Table 2. In contrast, the

18-month welfare savings were substantial and statistically significant.

During this period, the Job Search/EWEP sequence led to a reduction in
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TABLE @
BAN DXEGD

AFDC-U APPLICANTE: BUMMARY OF PADGRAM IMPACTS FOR FULL BAMPLE

Job Beerch ~ EWEP Job Bearch
Outcome end Follow-Up Quartar Experimentsel Control Oifferance Experimentel Control 0ifference
Percent Eamployed Durin' The .
Fivy Querter Follow=-yp 78.% 73.0 + R.? 74.0 73.8 + 0.4
Percent Enployed During
Quertwr of Applicetion 80.2 48.8 + 1.8 48.3 48.8 + 0.7
Second Quarter 48.2 40.7 + 5,800 45.0 40.7 + g.p%°
Third Quarter 50.6 48.8 + 2.0 47 .8 48.8 - 0,8
Fourth Querter 539.3 83.7 - 0.4 se.4 839.7 - 1.3
Fifth Querter 84.4 8g.1 + 2.3 54.3 B2.1 + B
8ixth Querter 83.2 85.3 C g.2 83.9 85.9 - 1.8
Averege Totel Eerninge uur:ng
The Five Querter Follow-Up 7880.64 7144.88 + p185,87 , 75€8.58 . 7144.88 +383.88
Averege Total Eerninge During
Querter of Applicetion 782.07 747.48 + 15.49 810,08 747.48 + 689.48
Becond Quarter 948,00 0e4.27 + 124,38 878.7¢2 824.27 +9140.408%°
) Third Querter 1203.95 1204.857 + 88.3%8 19680.83 1224.57 +1385.98
Fourth Querter ' 1857.08 1800.88 - 48,88 1848.53 1800.08 + 40.88
Fifth Querter 1731.88 1873.3¢2 + 858,24 1708.08 1873.32 + 34.78
S8ixth Querter 1828.97 1822.08 + 7.28 1838.70 1822.08 + 14.82
Percent Who Ever Received Any
AFOC Peyment During The Bix
Querter Follow-Up 8e.9 3.1 -0,7 76.8 83.1 ~3.8¢
Percent Who Ever Received Any
AFOC Peyment During
Querter of Applticetion 75.8 77.3 -4.5 78.0 77.3 ~2.4
Second Querter 55.4 ae.0 -8 ,0000 55.4 82.0 ~§.8e0e
Third Querter 4.7 80.1 «7.40%00 43.2 50.1 ~7.0e0e
Fourth Querter 38.0 41.7 ~5,7000 30.0 41.7 ~8.7
Fifth Querter 3.7 36.5 -3.8¢ 3.5 38.8 ~4.0°
Gixth Querter 30.2 99.1 -2.9 £8.0 93.1 ~5.10°
Averege Totel AFOC Peymentes
Recefved During The Bix
Quertere Follow-Up 3123.70 3p89.08 ~520.50800e 8183.80 38539.88 ~4088,.8@8%%¢
Averege Totel AFDC Peyments
Received Durfng
Quertwr of Applicetipn 701.01 738.8239 - 3g.pe 885.87 7939.23 - 87.5¢
Becond Querter 818.88 738.24 ~1p0.p80 %0 834.00 7308.24 ~105,.24%%¢
Third Querter 808.58 840.30 ~180.800°¢ 581.01 840.38 ~118.47%%
Fourth Querter 488.71 680.78 - 81,0800 500.34 §50.78 ~ 8D.48
Fifth Querter 428.88 818.11 ~ 80,1500¢ 44B.14 518.11 ~ 72,870
S8fxth Querter 4085.48 470.52 - 05.08°° 365.54 470.52 ~ 84.08%
SOURCEs Sees Teble 4.2,
NOTES: These dete {nclude zero veluse for ssaple members not employed and for esmple membete not

receiving welfere, There mey be some dfecrepencies in oelouleting sume end differences due to rounding,

.nunrtnr 1+ the querter of spplicetion, mey contein soms sarninge from the period pricr tg
epplicetfon end 1e therefores excluded from the messuree of totel follow-up employment end sarninge,

A two-teiled t-teet aee applied to differences batwasn experimantel end control growpe,
Stetietiosl eignificence Levele are indiceted seg * = 10 parcent; *® = § parcenty ®*® = 4 pgrcent. All other
differences sre not etetisticelly efgnificent st the 10 purcent level.
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welfare payments of $530, about a 15 percent reduction in benefits. A
slightly smaller reduction of $470 was found for the Job Search group. The
impacts were roughly the same for the early and later groups of applicants.

There are several possible explanations for the large welfare savings
with negligible employment gains, Sanctioning rates were higher for
experimentals than controls, and those sanctioned faced larger grant
reductions than did AFDC's. For AFDC-U's, even modest increases in
employment -- given the program's eligibility rules -- could have tricgered
relatively large welfare savings, It is also possible that the iritial
eﬁployment impact iwhich later disappeared) led to longer-term welfare
savings as AFDC-U applicants who subsequently lost Jobs did not return
immediately to the welfare rolls.

® Program impacts appeared to decay over time for the AFDC-U
applicants,

Both program models produced statistically significant increases in
employment and earnings during the quarter after application. These
impacts then declined so that, by the last quarter of follow=-up (quarter
6), there were negligible and not statistically significant eartiings
increases. The detericration of these short-term gains was primarily due
to the fact that controls quickly caught up tc experimentals.

Welfare savings lasted longer, Reductions in welfare payaents peaked
in quarter 3 for both groups and, after a moderate decline, stabilized and
remained statistically significant through the last follow-up quarter.,

e In general, mandating EWEP for AFDC-U's did not improve

program outcomes compared to those found for the Job Search
program,

EWEP did not have any additional effects on most outcomes measured,
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although employment was slightly higher (about 2 percentage points) and
earnings were slightly lower ($168) during the 18-month period. The EWEP
add-on did cause a statistically significant growth in welfare rereipt of
almost 3 percentage points, but welfare payments also decreased by $60 over
the full 18 months. There is no explanation for these contradictory
trends,

e Examination of impacts on subgroups of AF.7-U applicants
reveals larger reductions in welfare payments and greater
increases in earnings among those with some prior welfare
dependency as compared to those with no prior dependency.

The effects of both program models were greater for applicants with a

history of welfare dependency. The earnings gains were more than five times
higher and the welfare reductions four times as large. These findings

suggest that both program treatments were more beneficial for the

disadvantaged subgroups.

ngs fro e ~Cost sis

The benefit-cost analysis of the Job Search and Job Search/EWEP
programs compares their operating and support costé to their efrects on
employment, dependence on welfare and other transfer programs, as well as
use of alternmative services, over a five-year period beginning with the
random assignment of each applicant. The analysis cornsiders these costs and
effecta from the standpoints of taxpayers, welfare applicants, and society
as a whole, Because the data cover a follow-up period -- on average about
two years -~ that is shorter than the five-year time span, the overall
results reflect a number of key assumptions about projected future program

effects.
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o There were consistent large net gains to taxpayers for both
programs and for both the AFDC and AFDC-U applicant groups.

Both programs produced clear gains to taxpayers. As shown in Table 3,
taxpayers' gains were greater from the Job Search/EWEP approach -- well
over $1,000 per experimental for both the ATDC and AFDC=U groups == than
from Job Search alonme, 1In part this reflects the value of the goods and
services produced by those who worked in EWEP assigmments; which was a
benefit to taxpayers, About one-fifth of experimentals in the Job
Search/EWEP sequence held these positions for periods of up to 13 weeks,
and the estimated value of their work was $205 per AFDC experimental and
$354 per AFDC-U experimental. For the AFDC group, however, the greater
value to taxpayers of the Job Search/EWEP program over Job Search alone
also reflects the larger effects of that sequence on employment (and hence
taxes) and on welfare expenditures, as discussed above.

® The net budget impact of the programs was positive for all

experimental groups. Continuing budget savings over the
entire five-year period easily surpassed short-term costs.

All net benef:lts; and net costs included in the taxpayer perspective,
except the value of the EWEP output, directly affect government budgets.
Thus, the overall net value of the Job Search program to taxpayers -- a net
gain of $452 per AFDC applicant and $1,239 per AFDC-U applicant -- was
approximately the same as :li:s govermnent budget effect. However, work
experience output is subtracted frum taxpayer results to obtain the net
program effect on govermment budgets, as was the case in the Job
Search/EWEP sequence. This still left a budget gain from the taxpayer
perspective for both groups: $950 per AFDC experimental and $1,060 per

AFDC-U experimental. For the AFDC's, increases in taxes (largely because

ov- 29



TABLE 8
SAN OIEGO

ESTIMATFD BENEFITS AND CcOSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL OVER FIVE 'YEARS

Job Search - BWEP ' Job Ssarch
Acoounting Psrapsctivs Accotnting Perapective

Component of Analyais Sociel Applicent Taxpayer Socisl Apnlicant Texpayer
Benefits AFOC SAMPLE

Value of EWEP Output $205 $0 $205 -$3 $0 -$3

Incrassed Earnings feage 223p 0 1536 1536 0

Incracsed Tax Paymants 0 -371 871 0 -g35 235

Reduced AFDC Payments 0 -740 v 740 0 -453 453

Othar Raduced Transfer Peyments 0 -336 836 0 -2o8 283

Reduced Transfar Administrative

Costs 82 0 82 61 0 51

Reduced Use of Treining Progroms ] -4 .74 48 -4 50
Costa

EPP Operating Costs -516 0 -516 =535 0 ~535

BWEP Opsrating Ccats -89 0 -u8 1 0 1

Allowances and Support Services 0 31 -31 0 8 -28

Clisnt Out-of-Pockst Expansss 15 -15 0 0 0 0
Net Prasant Value 81952 8787 81155 810886 $644 8452
Bansf its AFOC-U BAMPLE

Valus of EWEP Output $354 $0 8354 85 $0 85

Incressad Earnings 151 151 0- 433 433 0

Inccensed Tax Paymenta 0 -42 4’ 0 -8g 8o

Reduced AFOC Paymante 0 1851 1851 |~ v -4825 - 1385 -

Othar Reduced Transfar Psyments 0 -221 2e1 0 -p&6 248

Reduced Transfer Administrative

Costs 118 0 118 117 0 117

Reduced Uss of Training Progrems 65 a 85 44 ] 44
Costa

EPP Cperatiny Costs -585 o -585 ~555 0 =555

BMEP Opsrating Costas -106 0 -106 - 0 -1

Allowances and SBupport Scrvices 2 oo - -88 c 1 -81

Cliant Out-cf-Focket Expansas -18 -18 0 0 0 0
Nst P ssent Value -$29 -8$1443 81414 $43 -£49186 $1238

SOURCE: Tablas 5.8 and 5.9.

NOTES: Banef its and coats reflict satimated experimental-control diffsrences, Bee Chepter 5 for
dats sourcss ond sstimstion procsduras, Bacsuse of rounding, dstsil may not sum to totesla.

.Elt‘llltld veluve of ocomponant less than $0.50.
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of the gains in earnings) and reductions in AFDC welfare and other transfer
payments were together greater than the costs of the programs, For
AFDC-U's, reductions in transfer payments were the driving factor,

For the AFDC assistance group, the positire estimated budget impacts
over five years differed from the short-term net budgetary costs reported
in the interim report. For the AFDC-U's, the small short-term budg>tary
gain became much more substantial over the longerr period. 1Indeed, it is
important to recognize that the budgetary return on investments such as EPP
Jo Search and EWEP work experience occurs well after the dinitial
expenditures are made. This is because program parcvieipation precedes the
programs' employment impacts -- impacts that precede the effects of
increased taxes and lower welfare receipt. Moreover, because of MediCal
regulations, the programs' effect on MediCal benefits ocecurs only after
individuals have been off the welfare rolls for several months,

® The positive budgetary impact of these programs was felt at
all levels of govermment -- federal, state and loecal.

Most of the budget impact was felt at the federal and state levels of
govermment, The bulk of the program operating costs was borne by the
federal govermment, but it also experienced the greatest benefits. Reduced
AFDC and MediCal payments, increased taxes and other budget gains resulted
in a positive overall federal budget effect of between $430 and $636 per
experimental, depending on the prograwm and assistance category examined.
The state shouldered a smaller part of the programs' costs but gained
substantially as a result of AFDC and MediCal reductions, as well as tax
increases. The overall budget gain to the state was between $3 and $553.

Interestingly, the programs had relatively little budget impact at
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the local level, the leovel at which the programs were operated, There, the
(2t galns were only between $21 and $71. However, San Diego's county and
city govermment agencies were the primary beneficiaries of the labor
servi~es provided by EWEP participants, although these services did not
affect their budgets.

It should be noted that these budgetary effects reflect %he funding
arrangements and matching requirements present at the time of the demonstra-
tion, Changes in these budgetary parameters obviously would change the
budget impacts, For example, ha'd less federal funding been available to
pay for program operating costs, and had California paid these costs out of
state funds, the net effect on the state budget would have been negative,
This suggests a rationale for federal involvement in the funding of social
programs like these with broad budgetary implications,

e The net financial effect of the programs on welfare applicants

was not as consistent as the effect on taxpayers. For the
AFDC applicants assigned to Job Search/EWEP, there were clear
gains, while the gains to those in Job Search varied by the
time of welfare application, For AFDC-U's, there were large
overall losses.

In contrast to the consistently positive benefit-cost findirtés from
the perspective of taxpayers, some welfare applicants gained financially as
a result of the programs, while others lost income. AFDC applicants
assigned to Job Search/EWEP experienced large net gains; higher employment
generated increases in earnings and fringe benefits of $2,222, reflecting
both the period directly messured and projected future earnings. This gain
was reduced by an increase in the taxes they paid (a gain to tue

taxpayers), Partly because of the program's effect on employment, the

applicants' dependence on transfer prograns was reduced. Average welfare

o
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payments to applicants in Job Search/EWEP decreased oy $740 and MediCal and
Food Stamp benefits also declined. Sill, there was an overall net
increase in income of about $800 per AFDC applicant in Job Search/EWEP,

Early applicants assigned to Job Search only =~ those who applied for
welfare before April 1983 -- had much the same experience as their
counterparts assigned to Job Search/EWEP, However, later applicants in Job
Search experienced a loss in income rather than a gain. This resulted
largely from the poor employment performance of these applicants, as
described in the impact analysis findings. Overall, therefore, applicants
in Job Search had a iouer earnings gain ($1,536) and a smaller net increase
in income ($644) than those in Job Search/EWEP.

AFDC~-U applicants were net 1losers, 1largely as a result of the
programs' effects in reducing the benefits they received from MediCal and
welfare, The net 1hcome shift was especially large for the Job Search/EWEP
group. On average, these applicants lost over $1,300 in AFDC payments and
over $200 in other transfers, while experiencing only a $151 gain in
earnings and fringe benefits. As a result, AFDC-U applicants lost an
estimated $1,443 over the five years covered by the analysis. The AFDC-U
applicants in Job Search had a relatively better employment axperience.
That program generated a gain of $433 in earnings and fringe benefits, and
resulted in a smaller overall income loss.

¢ The social benefits of serving AFDC experimentals were substan-

tial and exceeded social costs for both programs. Fcr the
:ggg;? experimentals, benefits were approximately offset by

By combining the effects on taxpayers and on welfare ap;licants, the

overall impact of the programs on society as a whole can be identified., As '
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shown in Table 3, both programs for the AFDC group produced a net social
gain. 1Indeed, from the perspective of society, both programs for the AFDC
group had more than paid for themselves before the end of the two-year
observation period. When the projected benefits beyond this period are
taken into account -- to cover a five-year period in all -- the total net
present value to society of the Job Search and Job Search/ EWEP programs
was $1,096 and $1,952 per experimental, respectively,

The overall results for the AFDC-U group were less positive than for
the AFVC group. For the AFDC-U applicants, Job Searéh yielded a social net
present value of only $43, while Job Search/EWEP produced a net social loss
of $29. For this group, the long-term benefits of the programs -- those
occurring after the two years of observation -- were estimated as close to
zero. Thus, the overall results for the AFDC-U's differ somewhat from the
interim findings, which indicated that short-term social benefits exceeded
costs for the Job Search/EWEP program but not for the Job Search program.
Using a five-year time horizon, both programs more or .ess came out even.

® The addition of mandatory work experience produced large net

taxpayer and social gains for the AFDC group, but not for the
AFDC-U group.

The combination of Job Search and EWEP produced almost $900 more in
social value for the AFDC applicants than Job Search alone. However, this
was almost entirely due to the relatively poor performance of applicants
assigned to thz Job Search program after March 1983; the social value of
this program was Just as high as the Job Search/EWEP program for early
applicants, This suggests some inconsistency in EWEP's effectiveness,
which, as previously noted, may be associated with varying economic

conditions, differing applicant characteristics, or other factors,
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including random chance. The addition of EWEP for the AFDC-U group
produced no net social or taxpayer gain.

® Job Search/EWEP, and to a lesser extent Job Search, ' zre much

more cost-effective for AFDC applicants with no recent work
experience,

The social net present value of providing Job Search/EWEP to AFDC
fpniicants who had not worked in the past year was three times the vaiue of
that program run for those who had worked. The costs of the program for
those who had not .7orked were slightly higher, but the net benefits were
dramatically higher, Similarly, Job Search alone was more effective for
this group.

® Net operating costs were modest, with the average cost of

operating job search considerably more then that of cperating
the EWEP component.

The net operating costs of the Job Search and Job Search/EWEP programs
-~ that 1s, costs in excess of program expenditures on control group
members -- were quite low. The cost of the Job Search program -~ including
the net costs of registration and assessment (over and above the costs for
controls) ~-- came to between $516 and $585 per experimental (including both
participants and nonparticipants), while the additional costs of FEWEP were
$89 and #106 per AFDC and AFDC-U experimental, respectively. The se
estimates include the costs of operating the Job scarch workshops and EWEP,
the costs of sanctioning applicants who did not comply with program
requirements, ard the costs of recordkeeping and administration, including
administration at the state level, There were, in addition, costs of
between $26 and $36 pe: experimental associated with ailowances and support
sevices provide¢ - .articipants.

It is important to recognize that these benefit-cost results are
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subject to several sources of uncertainty in addition to those already
discussed. First, it has been assumed that the higher employment rates of
experimentals have not reswlted in the displacement of other workers.
Second, several intangible benefits and costs have not been measured, such
as the bhenefits associated with society’s preference for work over welfare.
In addition, the socizl benefits or costs of welfare mothers spending more
time worldng and less time caring for their children cannot be assigned
dollar valves. These limitations should be kept in mind in interpreting

the results of this analysis.
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CHAPTER 1

JINTRODUCTTON

3ince 1982, the County of San Diego in california has been operating a
demonstration to test the effectiveness of two program strategies designed
to increase the employment of welfare recipients and tu reduce the costs of
public assistance. One approach, the Employment Preparation Program (EPP),
emphasizes Jos search, primarily conducted in workshops where welfare appli-
cants are taught how to locate and obtain unsubsidized Jobs., The second
strategy combines EPP Job Search with the Experimental Work Experience
Program (EWEP), an approach that requires welfare recipients to work in
public or nonprofit agencies in exchange for their welfare benefits.

Participation in both program models is mandatory and sequential:
that is, job search is required of all new WIN-mandatory applicants for Aid
to Pamilies with Dependent Children -- both singie (AFDC) and two-parent
(AFDC-U) households.! Individuals in the Job Search/EWEP model who fail to
find regular jobs through the workshops are then assigned to EWEP work
experience.

The Employment Preparation Program is a major California initiative.
After the legislature authorized the program in 1980, California imple-
mented it on a demonstration basis in three counties: Lake, San Mateo and
Ventura, In 1982, the state expanded EPP under federal demonstration
authority, and in the same year, passed legislation authorizing EWEP in San
Diego.2 The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) was

selected to evaluate both EPP Job Search and EWEP in San Diego.3



This report is the last of three on the multi-year San Diego evalu-
avion and presents the final impact and the full benefit-cost study. The
two previous reports, published in 1984 and 1985, examined the feasibility
of the models and the levels of participation; the necond also presented
the programs' impacts and the benefits and costs througt December 1983.%
While this report draws some material from the second report, primarily to
summarize the background and context of the two San Diego programs, it
primarily updates the earlier impact findings using data from a longer
follow=up of the full sample and extends the benefit-cost analysis beyond
the available follow-up period for five years in all.A Other important
issues are whether adding EWEP after the workshops produced incremental
effects on employment and welfare behavior and which subgroups benefited
most from the program models. Impacts for the primarily female AFDC assist-
ance category are analyzed separately from those for the mostly male AFDC-U
group.

This chapter summarizes the salient features of the Job Search and the
Job Search/EWEP variations in San Diego, the MDRC evaluation design, and

the findings on program implementation, as discussed in previous repcrts.

A.  Program Model

Historically, welfare policy has been a main issue in California
politics.5 Prior to the 1980s, California made several attempts to respond
to the problem of growing welfare caseloads, reflecting the public's
interest in requiring useful work from welfare recipients as a condition of
welfare receipt. Between 1972 and 1975, a limited work experience program

had required that "employable" recipients work in non-salaried jobs 1in

-2-
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return for their grants., The program, however, was controversial and had
serious implementation problems; many counties either refused to operate 1t
or delayed its implementation, primarily because there were no additional
administrative funds, many legal challenges, and opposition from welfare
rights groups and community organizations, Overall, in 1974, less than 3
percent of the potentially eligible registrants had participated.

After the election in 1974 and a subsequent change in administration,
the legislature repealed the state's authority to test community work
experience for the welfare population and substituted a new set of employ-
ment and training Qérvioes. The focus was job clubs, with which both the
state and the natiomal Work Incentive (WIN) Program tad had favorable
experiences. Consequently, the Employment Development Department (EDD)
and the Department of Social Services (DSS) developed a demonstration
project called the Job Search Assistance Project (JSAP), which was to offer
AFDC applicants both group and individual job search and some skills
training. The first JSAP project was implemented in 1979, closely followed
by a number c¢f other similar projects including the federally~funded
Employment Opportunity Pilot Project (EOPP), a test of job search folioued
by subsidized employment,

Toward the end of 1979, EDD was searching for a way to expand JSAP,
and the California legislature again concentrated on welfare reform,
initially turning to work experience. From these simultaneous interests
came a bill seeking to categorize "employable" and "nonemployable® welfare
recipients and calling for early intervention to prevent employable persons
from becoming long-term recipients. The primary service was to be group

Job search, as used in JSAP, with the promise of training for those who did
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not ind work through job search.b By the summer of 1980, JSAP had evolved
into EPP which, as no“ed earlier, was approved by the California legisla-
ture that year,

The state 1legislature continued to reject statewide workfare
proposals, emphasizing instead job search assistance, despite the passage
of the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA), which authorized
states to run Community Work Experience Programs (or CWEP) for welfare
recipients for the first time. Interest in work programs did not decline,
however, and a different political context in the County of San Diego
allowed a policy compromise: a test of EPP job search followed by community
work experience for those who failed to find Jobs through the group job
search workshops.

The county's interest in work programs was based on several concerns.
First, the AFDC-U and particularly the AFDC caseload had grown steadily
over the last decade. The AFDC level in fiscal year 1981, for example, was
nearly double that of the caseload in fiscal year 1971 (about 30,500
individuals versus 18,500), while the much smaller AFDC-U caseload was at
5,900 in 1981 compared to 2,400 in 1971.7 The AFDC caseload had, however,
stabilized at a high level in the 1980s. Second, the county had already
experimented with workfare programs for recipients of other income transfer
programs: General Relief, since the 1930s, and Food Stamps, beginning in
1979. Third, San Diego was more conservative politically than other areas
of the state and also consldered itself a lezger on issues of welfare
reform. In the 1980 election, the electorate had reacted positively to a
referendum arking whether the county should "where legally possible, deny

welfare benefits to able-bodied recipients who refuse to perform work in
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return for welfare benefits.” 1In this context, further investigation of
community work experience seemed appropriate.

In translating general publiec support into an operational work
program, county officials specified two main objectives: developing the
work skills of welfare recipients, and reducing the rolls and the costs of
welfare., The San Diego program was thus structured as a sequential program
of four stages, Following job placement assistance provided on the day of
welfare application, people were referred to a three-week group job seabch
program, in which they participated in workshops designed to build self-
confidence and job-seeking skills, 1In the two weeks of sel f-directed job
search that followed a week of orientation, applicanis used phone banks to
call prospective employers. Individuals who had not found empl oyment by
the end of the workshop were then referred to EWEP, or community work
experience, in which they were required to hold positions in public or
nonprofit agencies for up to 13 weeks. The maximum number of work hours
could not exceed the amount of the grant divided by the federal minimum
wage, with the further restriction that participants be allowed one day a
week for individual 'job search.

The San Diego initiatives first gave priority to new WIN-mandatory
applicants for the AFDC-U program, who are primarily male. The target popu-
lation was later expanded to include applicants for AFDC, who are almost
all female,

To fund the project, the county became part of the state's EPP demon-
stration of Jjob search and obtained separate legislative authority to
operate a community work experience program through a federal demonstration

project, Administrative and operational responsibility for the EPP job
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search program was held by EDD staff, while County DSS staff administered
and operated EWEP, With a clear mandate to curb welfare caseloads and
costs by improving the unsubsidized employment of welfare recipients, the
project began operations in August of 1982, with the workshops beginning
immediately and EWEP operations starting up in November 1982.

The EPP Job Search/RWEP model has been continuing to evolve, On July
1, 1985, two local RPP offices built onto the demonstration evaluated in
this report by putting into operation a program called the Saturation Work
Initiative Model (SWIM). Operated as part of a federal demonstration
project, SWIM involves recipients as well as applicants in an employment
program with an ongoing participation requirement. Elsewhere in San Diego
County, the EPP/EWEP model was maintained and was not associated with this
federal demonstration, In September 1985, cCalifornia passed legislation
setting up the Greater Avenues for Independence, or GAIN Program, a
comprehensive employment initiative for the welfare population that in its
design drew in part on the San Diego experience. The legislation calls for
GAIN to be fully implemented in all counties of California over the

following five years.

B. Evaluation Design

MDRC's evaluation of San Diego's initiative was designed to answer
questions raised by the state. I% also reflected MDRC's interest in
studying new welfare employment programs, particularly those with
participation and work requirements, as part of its research in the

Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives. This multi-state study



seeks to assess the relative effectiveness of programs implemented across
the country to improve the employment of welfare recipients and decrease
welfare caseloads and costs.8 The State of California provided funds to
evaluate the EPP Job Search program, and MDRC drew on demonstration funds
provided by The Ford Foundation to evaluate EWEP. Supplementary funding
also came from the Congressional Research Service of the Library of
Congress.

The research design includes three types of studies: process, impact
and bepefit-cost, Table 1.1 summarizes the questions, the methodology and
data sources of each analysis.

1. Ihe Process Analyvsis

The process analysis has two main parts, One describes the content
and operations of the programs, also documenting and explaining the
patterns of participation for the eligible caseload and different sub-
groups. An important issue was whether the mandatory EPP program could
achieve rates of participation similar to those found in prior more volun-
tary Jjob search programs. In examining EWEP participation, a main question
was whether the experience was similar to previous CWEP programs, in which
relatively few among a large eligible population ever received a Job
assigmment. The behavior of nonparticipants was also taken into account in
Judging program accompl ishments.

The second part of the process analysis examines the EWEP worksite
experience through interviews with both participants and their supervisors.
The issues studied include the types and quality of the jobs, the extent to
which the skills and work habits of participants improved, participant

attitudes about the fairness of the work-for-benefits approach, and other
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TABLE 1.1

BAN DIEGD

DESIGN FOR THE EVALUATION OF THE BAN DIEGD DEMONSTRATION

Resserch Component And Questione

Mathodology

Deta Bources

]
Reporte

JAMPACT ANALYEIS

Doas job meerch or job sserch/EWEP in
8an Diego result in en inoresss in
amploymsent and sernings or e reduc~
tion {n welfers depandancy end
berafite?

Do impacte vary for AFOC end AFOC-U
epplicante or for othar subgroupe?

Comparison of the smployment end
welfere outcomes over time for ARDC
and AFOC-U spplicante randomly
mesigned to one Of the two experi-
wantel programe of So & contral
group eligible for raguler WIN
sarvices )

Unifors olient cherecteristice
col lected et welfere epplication

AFDC payment and Unemploympnt
Insurance serninge filee for up
to 24 monthe efter rendom
sesignuent

Burveye of e ssaple of exparimentale
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questions pertirent to a mandatory work program for a welfare population.

2. Ihe Impact Study

The full impact study addresses a numbe; of questions about the effec-
tiveness of the San Diego initiative including: Will either or both models
have impacts on participants'’ eaployment and ~arnings, receipt of welfare
and the size of the benefit check? Will the impacts vary across different
subgroups: the AFDC versus the AFDC-U assistance category? The early
program enrollees versus the later ones? People with pecent empl oyment
experience versus those with a less current work history?

These and other issues are investigated by means of an experimental
design in which random assigmment determines the study groups. In San
Diego, a broadly defined segment of AFDC and AFDC-U applicants were
randomly assigned to one of several experimental groups that took part in
the programs or to a control group, eligible for services from a WIN
Program in which activities had been severely curtailed because of national
funding cuts. Since random assignment should ensure that sample members
are similar in all oharaqteristics except the services they receive, any
statistically significant differences in behavior should be due only to the
different program treatments. (See Chapter 2.) The control group demon-
strates what would have happened in the absence of the special programs
evaluated in this report.

The two main experimental groups allowed separate assessment of the
program models, To investigate the effectiveness of a mandatory Job swarch
requirement, members of one experimental group were required to participate
only in job search. Members of the other experimental group, although also

required to participate in the workshops, were assigned to EWEP positions



if they were still unemployed after Job search, Thus, this sequence tested
a8 program model combining mandatory job search with short-term communi ty
work experience., Program impacts were estimated for both models ty compar-
ing welfare and employment outcomes of the experimentals and controls.

The research sample for this study was large. Between October 1982
and August 1983,9 a total of 6,997 AFDC and AFDC-U applicants were randomly
assigned to the experimental and control groups: 1,878 to the Job Search
only group, 3,235 to the Job Search/EWEP group1° and 1,884 to the control
group. (In addition, 1,639 were assigned to an extra experimental group,
one not part of the research sample because of its low priority for
services,) The full sample and subgroups were tracked for between 15 and
18 months, while early sample members were followed for up to 24 months to
identify longer-term effects,

3. Ihe Bepefit-Cost Analysis

The third part of the research design, a benefit-cost analysis,
compares the net costs of operating EPP and EWEP (i.e, the costs over and
above those of the WIN Program services offered to the control group) to
the net benefits - ones that result primarily from any increases in
employment, reductions in welfare payments and the estimated vaiue of the
work performed by EWEP participants. Three perspectives -- that of society,
the welfare applicants and "taxpayers" (and also the narrower govermaent

hudget view) -- are used to examine questions of cost-effectiveness,

C. Lessons from the Previous Reports
1. Participatjon and Feasibility

As noted previously, prior reports focused on the operational feasi-
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bility and the implementation experience of the two models through tne
spring of 1984. Since enrollment into the demonstration ended in August
1983 and the treatments were relatively short, most of the research sample
received services during this period.

The second report concluded that the two programs operated as planned,
and that San Diego did enforce a job search participation and EWEP work
requireaent. Thé close cooperation of competent staffs in the two agencies
responsible for the programs, as well as strong public and political
support, helped make this possible.

Program operators had anticipated serving about half of all new appli-
cants, and participation rates were close to this goal: 48 percent of the
WIN-mandatory experimental applicants (or 57 percent of the EPP regis-
trants) participated in some program activity, while less than 5 percent of
the control group applicants took part in WIN services, Most of the
activity was concentrated in the workshops, in which 55 percent of the EPP
registrants participa.ted.

Of those randomly assigned to the Job Search-EWEP sequence, almost all
of the people eligible for EWEP (i.e., those spproved for welfare who had
not found jobs during the workshops) were referred, and the majority of
those referred (61 percent) d‘id work in a mandatory EWEP assignment. As a
proportion of those initially registered for EPP Job Search, about 15
percent worked in an EWEP position. In general, this rate is comparable to
or exceeds the levels previously found in special demonstrations of
community work experience for this population,

Somewhat more of the AFDC-U's (60 percent) than AFDC's (55 percent)

participated in the two program models, although there were no strong or
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consistent differences between the two groups., Additionally, the interim
findings showed that the possibility of an EWEP assigmment did not cause
People to withdraw from the program or affect job search participation in
other ways, probably because program staff did not discuss the pending work
requirement until near the end of the workshop.

These participation rates, however, understate operational achieve-
ments, The ultimate goal of the San Diego program was to reduce the size
of the welfare rolls, not to maximize program participation. Thus, any
conclusion about operational success should consider not only how many
participated in the program, but also how many left the welfare rolls
before participating. 1Individuals may have left welfare for many reasons
not associated with the program requirements as well as for related
reasons; they may have found jobs on their own, or remapried; their family
income may have changed. Those who remained on welfare could either have
been sanctioned or legitimately excused from participation for such reasons
as the birth of a child; some may simply have been lost in the administra-
tion of a large program,

A careful examination of the status of participants and nonpartici-~
pants nine months after welfare application suggests that in fact few
registrants remained on welfare without having fulfilled program require-
ments. Of those eligible, only 9 percent of the AFDC and 6 percent of the
AFDC-U groups were still registered with the program but were not served by
staff at the nine-month mark, and many of these people had been officially
deferred or exempted from the program requireuents by San Diego staff.

Further evidence that San Diego attempted to run a large-scale program

involving most of the eligible employable population is seen in the broad
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eligibility criteria and the program's philosophy that the labor market --
not the Judgment of staff -- is the most appropriate way to screen
Job-ready workers. Thus, the program streamlined the WIN appraisal process
and required that most eligible applicants register for job search. While
many people never showed up initially for the workshop, staff were notably
persistent in monitoring and following through with those assigned. In a
randam subsample of registrants going through the Job Search/EWEP sequence,
three-quarters we - tdentified at some point as being noncompliant with
program requirements. However, most problems were resolved without
imposing a sanction,

The prior reports also concluded that a large number of applicants
received instruction in job search skills. Despite the manda tory nature of
the program and socme initial resistance, the registrants soon became caught
up in group job search activities, which in past Job search programs had
been voluntary; less than one-fifth ever dropped out of these workshops,
In a survey of a subsample of applicants, the majority of registrants who
were aware of the job search requirement agreed it was "fair" and those who
participated found that the workshops were helpful in building
nelf-confidence and conveying interviewing skills,

San Diego also operationalized the mandatory work program without
major difficulties. Very few of the implementation delays or obstacles
that arose in earlier (WEP demonstrations were repeated in San Diego.
Building on their experience in operating work programs for other income
transfer recipients, staff readily developed a sufficient number. of
entry-level positions which -- while relatively low-skilled jobs -- were

nevertheless found necessary to the day-to-day business of the sponsoring



organizations,

These jobs, however, did not appear to improve the skills of partici-
pants, A survey of a small pandom sample of participants and their
supervisors found that supervisors Judged that all but a very few EMEP
participants had adequate work habits and general Job skills when they
began their jobs, EWEP nevertheless may have helped participants to
reinforce these habits or skills,

The great majority of participants also expressed satisfaction with
their EWEP positions, although opinions were mixed about whether this work
was "the price you have to pay" to reoeive welfare., When barticipants were
asked to compare the amount of their welfare grant to the value of the work
they performed, half responded that the work sponsor got "the better end of
the deal." However, most participants (84 percent) indicated that the
requirement to work for their benefits was a fair one. Findings from a
separate, larger-scale survey of both participants and nonparticipants
found somewhat less support for this sentiment among AFDC's than AFDC-U's,

2. Impact and Benefit-Cost Analysis

Jmpact Findings. The second report, using data for the full

sample over a six-month period, found that both the Job Search and Job
Search/EWEP programs had substantial and statistically significant impacts
on the proportion of AFDC applicants employed and the amount that they
earned. However, welfare savings were modest and statistically significant
primarily for the Job Search/EWEP group. Longer follow-up, of roughly a
year for an early sample, did not change these patterns,

In contrast, neither Job Search nor the Job Search/EWEP sequence had a

sustained impact on the AFDC-U employment rate or earnings. However, both
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programs produced statistically significant reductions in welfare payments
in the short as well as the longer follow-up period, particularly for the
Job Search/EWEP group.

Tae second report did not find that EWEP produced substantial and
statistically significant additional impacts over the job search workshops
for either assistance category, although results were inconclusive; many
Job Search/EWEP experimentals were still working at the end of the short
follow-up period, A second important but preliminary finding suggested
that the EWEP work requirement had no: caused a change in workshop
behavior,

Benefit-Cost Results. 1In the short-term analysis rresented in
the second report, only bed;fits and costs that accrued through December
1983 were considered, for an average follow-up period of nine months. This
meant that most of the program costs, but only part of the program bene-
fits, could be measured during this time-frame. Sociai benefits were
substantial and exceeded costs for both assistance categories in both
programs, except for the AFDC-U's in the Job Search only model, Both
prograus were also effective from the AFDC applicant perspective, prodﬁcing
net benefits of over $300 per experimental group member. In contrast,
AFDC-U applicants were net losers in the short run, largely because the
programs had reduced their transfer payments -- AFDC welfare, Unemployment
Insurance compensation, Food Stamps and MediCal -- without increasing their
eariuings. Taxpayers experienced a corresponding net gain,

The Job Search/EWEP sequence had a higher overall net value than the
Job Search only program primarily because of the value of the goods and

services produced by individuals who worked in the EWEP positions.
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D.  Ihe Current Report

As this chapter suggests, the evaluation of San Diego's two models
seeks to provide answers to a broad range of questions about the feasi-
bility, impact, cost-effectiveness and targeting of mandatory Jjob search
and worz experience programs, Using longer follow-up data than the earlier
reports, this study presents the final conclusions on program impacts and
cost-effectiveness of the San Diego programs, issues that remained unre-
solved in prior studies of both job search and work experience. Five
quarters of follow-up data on employment and earnings and six quarters of
data on welfare and UI benefits are used to present impacts for the full
research sample, An additional six months of follow-up is available for an
early sample of applicants for whom longer-term impacts were presented in
the second report,

Throughout this report, AFDC and AFDC-U assistance categories are
analyzed separately, as are certain other critical subgroups of the main
sample. The analysis of benefits and costs also draws on data for the full
sample and extends benefits beyond the observation period so that a more..
complete picture of cost-effectiveness is presented. However, because this
report builds on the findings of the two previous reports, less attention
is paid to the process research. More detailed information on these
findings can be found in the second report, particularly Chapters 3 and 4,

Chapter 2 of this report discusses in greater detail the research
design, the samples and data sources. Chapter 3 presents the employment
and welfare impacts produced by both program models for the AFDC assist-

ance category, as well as an assessment of the EWEP add-on effects and the
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applicant subgroups for whom the program worked best. Similar information
is ocovered in Chapter 4 for the AFDC-U's. Chapter 5 addresses the benefit-

cost findings over a five-year time span,
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CHAPTER 2
JHE RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter presents the research design and analytical techniques
used in the process, impact, and, to a lesser extent, the benefit-cost
studies. It then describes the characteristics of the research sample and
discusses the data sources used in the three analyses. Of particular impor-
tance is the use of administrative records to measure key outcomes, as
described in the last section. Chapter § provides a more detailed discus-

sion of the melhodology and data sources for the benefit-cost analysis.

A, The Research Design

The San Dieg> d-monstration tests two program variations for WIN-
mandatory welfare applicants, One starts with a one-day job placement
effort at the welfare office and is followed by a three-week job search
workshop (the EPP Program). The second is similar, except that persons
completing the workshop without finding employment are assigned to
community work experience (the EWEP Program) for up to 13 weeks.

As noted in Chapter 1, an experimental design was implemented to
isolate the impacts of the two variations. Applicants for welfare, either
AFDC's or AFDC-U's, were screened and then immediately randomly assigned to
one of several experimental groups that received program services, or to
the control group, which received only WIN services (thus representing what
would have happened in the absence of the program), Each group was tracked

over a period of time to obtain information on employment and earnings;



welfare receipt and payments; and Unemployment Insurance benefit receipt
and payments.

Employment programs studied by means of an experimental design typic-
ally carry out random assignment at the point of program registration. 1In
San Diego, however, it began at welfare application in order to assass the
one-day Jjob placement effort and to look for any voluntary withdrawal c¢*
applications (the deterrence effect) due to the pending participation
requirement,

Screened applicants were randomly assigneC to one of four groups, the
first three of which formed the main research sample. (See below.) A
fifth group, discussed later, was not randomly assigned and was thereby

excluded from the remternh, al though members were technically eligible for

program services. ' indicates the service eligibility of each of
the five followinz ¢ «fion grcups.
® Contruias, e. . ie to re:2ive regular WIN services, but not
the one-day Jjoo plecement component, Jjob search workshops or
EWEP.

® Job Search only experimentals, eligible to receive all Jjob
search services, but not EWEP.

® Job Search/EWEP experimentals, eligible to receive both Job
search and EWEP services.

® FExtra experimentals, eligible to receive both Job search and
EMEP services, as well as any other EPP services. This group,
however, had a 1lower service priority than the other
experimentals.,

e Applicants not randomly assigned although they were eligible
for services,

The extra experimental group was created for two reasons, First, the
applicant population was very large, and sample sizes were more than

adequate for research purposes, Inclusion of all applicants in the
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TABLE 2.1

SAN DIEGO

EPP AND EWEP SERVICE ELIGIBILITY
FOR THE SAN DIEGO DEMONSTRATION GROUPS

Primary Types aof Bervices Aveileble
One-Day EPP Exparimental Other °

Jab Placement Job Gesrch Work Experience| Resguler WIN/

Demanstration Group Assistance - Workshop Program (EWEP)| EPP Services
Control No No No - Yes
Job Seesrch—EWEP Yes Yes Yes *
Job Search Yes Yes No *
Extre Yes Yes Yes - Yes
Non-Randomly Assigned Yes Yes Yes Yes
NOTES: Although members of s demonstration group may be eligible for e

perticular service, they may not necesserily receive it.

Other regular WIN/EPP services may include individusl job search,
trainingy or education,

*Indicates limited access to other EPP services.

66
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research sample would have been both expensive and unnecessary. Second,
San Diego never intended to serve all of the applicant group, and random
assignment provided a way to resolve the capacity issue, Although extra
experimentals were not expected to receive services, over the course of the
study period many of this group were, in fact, put in program activities.
The fifth group of applicants not randomly assigned was also technic-
ally eligible for program servioces, but these individuals had been Judged
by staff as so unlikely to participate that they were excluded from the
research sample (i.e,, refugees, employed persons),
The research désign reflected the interest of both the state and the
county to evaluate the two program models separately. Using experimental-
control group differences, the impact analysis measures six key outcomes:
percent employed, average earnings, percent receiving AFDC payments,
average AFDC payments, percent receiving Unemployment Insurance benefits
and average UI benefit payments, Chapters 3 and 4 will present:
® A comparison of the outcomes of controls to those of the Job
Search/EWEP experimentals to show any differences between the
whole sequence of activities and the regular WIN Program
services, p

e A comparison of the outcomes of controls with those of tha Job
Search experimentals to show differences between the EPP Job
Search model and the regular WIN Progr'm services.

® A comparison of the outcomes of the two experimental groups to
isolate the impacts of the EWEP component. The only interded
difference between the two treatments is work experience,

As shown below, the experimental and control groups produced by random
assignment were similar in measurable background and demographic character-

isgties., The comparisons should therefore provide unbiased estimates of

program impscts: that is, on average, the estim:*=s should neither over-
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state nor understate the true program effects. However, to improve the
efficiency of the estimates, as well as to account for any small
differences that could have occurred despite random assignment, the program
impacts were calculated using multiple regression analyseaa.1 The tables in
this report indicate by asterisks whether the r~ogram effects on eaploy-
mwent, earnings and welfare (or other outcomes) are statistically signifi-
cant at the 1, 5 and 10 percent level, using two-tailed t-tests or
chi-square tests,?2 These significance 1levels indicate how small the
probability is that a given experimental-control difference would have
occurred in the absence of the program,

1. Eligibility

With only a few exceptions, individuals applying for welfare and
determined to be HIN-mandatory3 were eligible to participate. During the
11-month period of random assigmment, 67 percent (6,997 of 10,389) of the
WIN-mandatory individuals applying for welfare in the county were randomly
assigned to one of the three main research groups (with an additional 1,637
designated extra experimentals)."‘ Table 2.2 shows the number of applicants
in the research sample assigned by assistance category and research group
from October 1982 through August 1983.5

Figure 2.1 follows the flow of new applicants into the program and the
formation of the research sample., As seen in the figure, random assignment
procedures were incorporated into the regular application process. First,
welfare eligibility workers determined if applicants were WIN-mandatory and
then DSS data clerks randomly assigned all who were, except for those who

fell into one of the following exempt categories:
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TABLE 2.2
SAN OIEGO
NUMBER OF MANOATORY APPLICANTS RANDOMLY ASSIGNEO,

8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND RESEARCH GROUP
(OCTOBER 1882 ~ AUGUST 1883 SAMPLE)

Job
Assistance Category and Search- Job
Application Period Total EWEP Search Control
All Assistance Categories
OGctober - Oecember 1882 1883 865 65568 680
Jasnuary -~ March 1883 2282 1008 640 633
April - June 1883 1486 744 3azo asa
July - August 1883 9236 617 319 3o¢
Total 6887 32356 1878 1884
AFOC
Uctober -~ QOecember 1882 803 410 245 248
January - March 1883 1320 803 as58 358
April -~ June 1883 723 367 178 188
July - August 1883 645 317 161 167
Total 3581 1687 843 861
AFOC-U
October ~ Oecember 1882 1080 455 313 312
Jsnuary — March 1883 862 408 281 27¢C
April - June 1883 773 agy 182 184
July - August 1883 581 300 148 142
Totsl i 3406 1548 8356 823

SOURCE: Tabulations from the MORC Client Information Sheeis.
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FIGURE 2.1

SAN OIEGO RESEARCH DESIGN

Mandatory AFOC and AFOC-U

Applicants

Not Randomly Assigned
« Non-Federel Grentee

. Employed
Scresning » Mandetory AFDC With
-_— Children Under 8ix
« Refuges

« Monolingual Other
Then 8panish
- « Other

Random Assignment

[ 3 -
I Control l Jab Caarch -J Job Besarch—-EWEP Extra

i
1

One~0Oay Job Placement Assistence

WIN EPP Registration
Registration :I
Job 8B8serch Workshop
|
EWEP
Reguler WIN
Services Other 8ervices
NOTES: Non-randomly assigned applicants were required to regieter with EPP and

were ol igible for EPP and EWEP services,

Job Search~EWEP and Job &sarch Experimentales were sach Limited to 100
referrals to training and education slots during the demonstration,
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® Non-federal AFDC-U grantees who were not eligible for WIN
services,

® Employed applicants, either full or part-time,

® AFDC applicants who had children under the age of six but were
WIN-mandatory because they were "out of the home for more than
brief and infrequent periods," usually because they were
taking educational or training courses. This ruling took
effect in January 1983.7

L Refugees.8

® Monolingual applicants who did not speak English except those

who spoke only Spanish, (Originally, San Diego planned to
conduct Spanish-speaking workshops and randomly assigned
Spanish-speaking applicants. However, these workshops wer:
never operated on any large scale.)

The people in the ex~: 1t categories listed above, who we"e Lot ran-
domly assijjned, amounted to 16.9 percent of the WIN-mandatory applicants.
Beginning in iate January 1983, information became available to determine
if these individuals had been aprropriately excluded from random
assignuent. AFDC-U's were exempted primarily because they were non-federal
grantees or employed part-time. AFDC's were excused mostly because they
were employed part-time or were WIN-mandatory mothers whose cases included
children younger than six.

/ 2. Randow Assignment

Random assigmment in San Diego began in August 1982 (at program start-
up) in a two-month pilot phase, and ended a year later in August 1983.9
Generally, the procedure went smoothly. The county's DSS data collection
clerks, located in each of the seven inocss maintenance offices, telephoned
MDRC to obtain special identifying codes, based on a predetermined set of

computer-generated random numbers, that indicai¢? for each applicant either

experimental or control status. Applicants were further randomly assigned
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by office and assistance category to ensure equitable distribution among
the four research groups. MDRC kept lists alphabetically and by Social
Security number in order to avoid randomly assigning applicants again if

they re-applied for welfare.,

B. Ihe Research Sample

In some experiments the ccmpleté sample is selected as the program
starts, but in San Diego new applicants were continuously enrolled into the
research sample over the yearlong period. This report focuses on the 6,997
welfare applicants -- 3,591 AFDC's and 3,406 AFDC-U's -- who were randomly
assigned to one of the three main research groups. (It should be noted
that the numbers of AFDC's and AFDC-U's in the research sample are not
representative of their actual proportions in the San Diego caseload.
AFDC-U's constituted a smaller proportion of the sample than they did the
caseload, which included AFDC's exempt from participstion in WIN.) .
Different lengths of post-application follow-up were available for
subgroups of applicants, depending on when random assignment cccurred.

1. Sample Characterigtics

Random assigmment worked effectively to produce experimental and
control groups with similar demographic characteristies. The only signi-
ficant differences in demographic characteristies were slight ones in ethni-
city and marital status for the AFDC category. (See Appendix Tables A.1
and A.2 for selected characteristies.,) Given this overall similarity, most
statistically significant differences in outcomes among the three groups
can be considered to have resulted from the program treatments.

Both the AFDC-U and AFDC samples appeared to be less disadvantaged
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than the national welfare population, as indicated by the findings reported
below on the level of education and previous work experience.!® Table 2.3
shows that the San Diego AFDC~U research sample was primarily male, married
and living with a spouse, and white (53 percent) although another 33
percent were Hispanic. Three-quarters of the sample had children younger
than six. The average age was 31 years, and slightly over one-half of the
sample held either a high school diploma or an equivalency degree. Almost
60 percent had never been on welfare, and about three-quarters reported
some earnings during the year before welfare application,

The AFDC samp]:e was slightly older and primarily female, with a
s;naller' proportion Hispenic; 57 percent were white, with the rest almoast
equally black and Hispanic. The sample's educational background, however,
was similar to that of the AFDC-U category; as noted above, both samples
had considerably higher levels than might be expected of a welfare popula-
tion, The majority .ot‘ the AFDC's were divorced, widowed or married but not
living with their spouses. Less than one-quarter (as opposed to over
three-quarters of the AFDC-U sample) had children younger than six.

AFDC members had had less prior employment than the AFDC-U's; about
one-half (in contrast to almost three-quarters of the AFDC-U's) had held
Jobs during the year before application, Not unexpectedly, AFDC's also
exhibited greater welfare dependency; one-quarter had received welfare

payments for more than two years,

2. Helfare Rules of the Two Assistance Programs

Besides 1indicating that random assignment effectively generated
similar experimental and control groups, the characteristics presented

above point to real differences between the two assistance categories.
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TABLE 2,3
SAN DIEGO
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF WELFARE APPLICATION, 8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 SAMPLE)

Characteristic AFDC AFOC-U

EPP Office (%)

8en Oiego West 18.5 14,8%%*
Dceancide 8.5 7.6
San Diego Easst 10.8 . 11.3
Sarvice Center 12,5 17.0
Escondido 8.8 11.5%%»
South Bay 13.3 18.8%%»
EL Cajon 21.5 19.,0¢%*
Age (%) :
24 Years or Lese 8.1 18.0%**
25 to 34 Years 46.6 51.6%%*
36 to 44 Years 33.7 21.1%%»
45 Yeers or More 10.6 8,3%%
Aversge Age [Years) 33.6 31,19%%
Sex (%)
Male 15.6 83.0%%*
Female 84.4 7.0%%

Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hispanic 56.8 53,10
8lack, Non-Hispanic 20.5 8.6%%*
Hispanic 18.2 33.2%%»
Other 4.5 5.0

Degree Received (%)

None 3g8.1 38.0
General Equivalency Oiplomsa 7.5 g, 5%
High School Oiploma 53.4 51.5
Aversge Highest Grade Completed 11.3 11.2
Currently in School (%] 9.8 4,700
Meritel Status (X) .
Nevor Married 16.0 G.B%ee
Merried, Living With Spouse 12.8 88.,7%%»
Married, Not Living With Spouse 34.1 1.6%%»
Oivorced, Widowed 37.0 1.8%%s

{continued)
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TABLE 2.3 (continued)

Characteristic AFOC AFOC-U
Average Number of Children by Age
Less Than 4 Years 0.15 0.82%%s
4 to 5 Yesrs 0.07 D.25%%*
B to 12 Ysars 0.83 D.60%*»
13 to 18 Years 0.59 0,290+
Average Number of Childran Under
18 Yesrs of Age 1.74 2,138
8
Any Children (X)
Less Than 6 Years 18.4 77,788
Between 6 and 18 Yabars 87.5 45 .,68%%s
Prior AFOC Dependency (X)
Never on AFOC 33.7 58.5%%*
Two Yearse oOr Less 38.9 36.0%%»
More Than Two Years 27.4 5.6%%s
Average Months on AFOC ODuring Two
Yeare Prior to Application 6.9 2,398
Average Months Unable to Work Dus to
Medical Problems in Two Years
Prior to Application 1.1 0,58
Received Unemployment Compensation
in the Quarter grior to
Application (%] 11.6 22,7%%s
Average Amount of Unemployment
Compensation in_thes Quarter Prior to
Application (8]} 104.24 212.26%%»
Held Job at Any Time Ouring Four
Querters Prior to Applicetion (%) 51.5 71.4%%¢
Held Job Ouring Quarter Prior
to Application (%) 33.1 50.2%%%
Avarage Earnings Ouring Four Quarters
Prior to Application (8] 2638.54 6302.20%%*
Avarage Eernings Ouring Quarter -
Prior to Applicetion (%) 621.20 1447 .88%**

-29- —
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TABLE 2.3 {(continued)

- T
Characteristic AFOC AFDC-U
Average Months Employed During Two
Yesrs Prior to Application 10.1 16,7 ¢
For Longeat Job Held in Past
Two Years
Average Hourly Wage Rate (8] 5.13 7.04%00
Average Weskly Hours 36.8 4D 3%
Duration of Job [Honths] 22.0 28.,4%s
Total Sampie® 3581 3408

SOURCE: Celtculstions from MORC Client Information Sheets, progvam
tracking records and UI aarnings and benefits records from the EPP Information

Systenm.

NDTES: Distributions may not add exactly to 100.0 percent because of
rour.”ing.

.Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because spplicents can
have children in more than one catagory.

bCalculotod from Unemployment Insurance benefit rscords from the
State of Celifornia,

CCalculated from Unemployment Insurance earnings records from the
State of Celifornia.

dFor questions concerning Longest Job.'aanple eizes are based on
the number of applicsnts who report & lLongest jJob on the Client Information
Sheet. Due to miesing data for selected characteristics; these sampte sizes
vary from 2418 - 2548 for AFDC's snd 3078 - 3185 for AFOC-U's.

aFor selectad charscteristics, sample sizes may vary up to
seventsen sample pointu duc to missing date.

Differences between assistance cetegories sre statistically

significant using a two—~tailed t-test or chi-square test st the following
Levels:t * = 10 percent; ** = &5 percent; *** = 1 parcent.
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This report will therefore analyze the AFDC and the AFDC=U groups
separately. Another reason for separate analyses is the different pro-
cedures governing the calculation of welfare grants in the two programs.
These were expected to affect the participation, employment and welfare
behavior of the two groups, and are discussed briefly below,

During'nost of the period studied, welfare applications were approved
if an applicant's total income did not exceed 150 percent of the state
standard of need. (However, during the later part of the follow-up period,
when the rules of the Deficit Reduction Act (DEFRA) went into effect, this
linit was raised to 185 percent.) The benefit level paid reflected the
amount that income fell short of the state payment standard. As of October
1, 1984, the maximum benefit for a family of three in California was
$555.11 the second highest in the nation; payments ranged widely among
other states, from $719 in Alaska to $96 in MLssissippi.12 This relatively
high level in California makes it easier to combine welfare receipt with
earned and unearned income.!3 Chapter 3 will discuss this issue further.

When recipients of AFDC take Jjobs, earnings are considered in the
monthly calculation of welfare payments, but grants are not reduced dollar
for dollar, The amount of the grant is determined in the folloving manner.
Allowable work-related and child-care expenses are deducted from earned
~ income to arrive at net earnings. In addition, the first $30 plus 1/3 of
the net earnings is disregarded for the first four months in which
recipients earn income., (Late in 1984, the ruling was changed to extend
the disregard of $30 for an additional eight months.) After these
deductions and disregards, the earnings that remain are considered

countable, In determining the grant, the countable earnings figure is

-31-
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subtracted from the state payment standard based on family size., The grant
amount is further affected by unearned income, over- and under-payazents,
adjustments and prorations, 1%

Determinmation of the welfare grant is similar for the AFDC-U's except
for two important differences in federal regulations, First, AFDC-U's are
no longer eligible for welfare once they work 106G or more hours per month,
regardless of the amount they eara. Second, during most of the demcn-
stration period, if the AFDC-U case head is sanctioned, the entire case is
closed, and no payments are made to the entire family during the sanction-
ing period. (In mid-1984, this rule changed so that in 'Cal:lt‘ornia, some
aid became available for family members.)!® 1In contrast, if an AFDC case
head is sanctioned for not complying with program requirements, only his or
her needs are deducted from the family's monthly grant payment, usually for
three months for the first sanction and six months for the second.

Thus, AFDC's have more latitude to earn money and still receive
welfare benefits than the AFDC-U's, who more quickly lose welfare benefits
when they work and face stricter penalties for not complying with program
requirements,

3. Subsroup Characteristics

The research will examine subgroups of the sample to address the
important issue of whether certain categories of individuals are likely to
benefit morc fvax one or both of the San Diego models, The impact and, to
a lesser extent, the benefit-cost analysis thus focus on several important
subgroups. As riready mentioned, the primary division is between the
AFDC's and the AFDC-U's.

In addition, given the research sample's enrollment over a yearlong
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period, it will be important to determine if the operation of the programs
differed systematically between the earlier and later enrollment periods.
Table 2.4 4indicates that there &%, an fact, some variation in
characteristics, Individuals in &bs ' «top period seemed more dependent on
welfare and had a history of less prior employment and earnings than the
October to March sample, The later sample also included more black
applicants and fewer individuals who had received UI benefits in the
quarter prior to random assignment, In part, the improving economy in San
Diegrn during the later period may explain this variation, as job-ready
individuals == foreéd in the earlier period by a poor economy to apply for
welfare -- may have found employment easier to obtain. This issue is
discussed in more detail in Chapters 3 and 4. Later AFDC applicants were
also less likely to be in school and to have children under six years of
age. 16

The second report suggested that certain other subgroups may have becn
affected in different ways by the San Diego programs, One important set
examined was determined by the extent of prior employment €Xpxroonce, As
expected, AFI'”'s who had held employment at some time during -ce year }:rior
to welfare application were less likely to have received welfare benefits,
but more likely to have received UI benefits than those who were not
employed. (See Table 2.5.) Applicants with recent work experience also
tended to be more educated and wére more likely to have children less than
six, a findiag that characterized the AFDC~U subgroup as well.

4, eg e e

The two analyses in %his report -- impact and “enefit-cost -~ yse

somewhat different research samples and follow-up periods. Table 2.6
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TABLE 2.4
SAN DIEGD

BELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMWPLE, BY AS6I16TANCE CATEGORY AND APPLICATION PERIDOD
[OCTDBER 1962 - AUGBUST 1883 BANPLE)

AFDC AFOC-U
Octobar 1882 - April -~ Octobsr 1862 - Aprit -~
Cherescteristic March 1883 Auguet 1883 Merch 1883 Auguet 1883
Aversges Age (Yesrs) 3.3 94.3%s 31,2 31.0
Bex (%)
Hels 18.9 14,5 8e,o 83.3
Femsle 83.7 85.5 7.1 6.7
Ethnicity' (%)
White, Non-Hisepenic 57.7 55.8 53,6 52.8
Blecky Non-ilispenic 18.8 23, peee 7.8 8.0
Hiepenic 18.7 17.4 23,1 33.4
Other 4.0 3.8 5.6 4,2
Degres Receiver (%)
None 40,0 37.8 . 38,3 38.6
Gensrel Equivelsncy Diplome 7.1 8.1 8.8 9.1
High School Diploms 52.8 54.3 50,8 52,3
Currently t1n Bchool (%) 11,8 B,388s 5,2 3.n¢
.
Any Children (%)
Lees Then € Ysers 24.8 7.0%%¢ 77.4 76.1
Batweesn 6 anc 1B Ysers 83,8 93,3888 51.5 47,4
Prior AFDC Depsndency (%)
Never on AFOC 35.3 31,188 58.5 58.4
Two Ysers or Lesss 360.8 308.8 36,6 35.0
Hores Then Two Ysers 25.8 30,0%%* 4,8 8.6
Aversge Honthe on AFDC Ouring Two
Yesrs Prior to Applicetion 6.1 6.0 2.2 2.3
Held Job et Any Time During Four b
Querters Prior to 2pplicetion (%) 53,3 40,5+ 74,2 §7,3e8s
Aversge Eerninge Ouring Eour Nusrtere
Prior to Applicetion (8] 2078.,66 2576.81 6588,13 5058,72¢%¢
Ever Receiveo Unsmployment
Compensstion in ths Querter
Prior to Applicetion (%) 12,8 10,188s 23,8 20,088
Aversge Amount of Unemployment
Compenestion in She Querter
Prior to Applicetion (8) 111.00 80,01+ 211.99 212.68
Totel Semple’ eeea 1368 2042 1364

SOURCE: Celculeiivie vrom MDRC Client Informetion Shests, UI esrninge record> from the EPP
Informetion Eyestem, end UI compsnsstion recorde.

NOTES: Distributions mey not edd exsctly to 100.0 percent bescsuss of rounding.

[
Distridbutions mey not edd to 100.0 pesrcent beceuss epplicents cen heve children in more
then ons cetegory.

b

Celculeted from Unemployment Insursnce ssrnings recorde from the State of Celifornis,
c

Celculetsd from Uremployment Insurence benefit recorde from the Gtets of Celifornie,

d
For sslected cherectsrietice, sssples eizes mey very up to nine esmple points dus to
nissing Zats,

Differences between spplicetion periode within essistence cetsgories ere stetistically
significent ueing & two~teilead t-test or chi-equerse test et the following Levele: * = 10 percent;

*% x 5 pesrcent; *** = 1 percent.
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TABLE 2.5
SAN OIEGOD

SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY ANO PRIOR EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 SAMPLE)

AFDC AFDC-U
Not Employed in Employed Not Employed i~ Employed
Year Prior to in Yasr Prior| Ysar Prior to in Year Prior
Characteristic Application to Application] Application to Application
Average Age (Years) 33.8 33.4 31.7 30.8%*
Sex (%)
Male 13.8 17.4%¢ 82.3 83.3
Female 86.2 82,68+ 7.7 6.7
Ethnicity (%)
white, Non—-Hispanic 88.5 £8.4* 63.0 49,34+
Bleck, Non-Hispanic 22.4 18,7%+" 8.3 8.4
Hi spanic 17.8 18.2 22.1 37.6%%s
Other 4,2 4,7 6.7 4,7
Osgres Raceived (X)
None 44.4 33.0%¢# 38.6 38.7
General Equivalency Oiplome 8.8 6 .2%ss 11.3 g8,.8%¢
High School Oiplome 46.7 F0,80%8s 4.1 62.5*
[
Any Children (%)
Less Than 6 Years 17.0 18,7%¢ 74.9 78,7%¢
Between 6 and 18 Ysars 88.0 B86.9 - 60.8 48.4
“rior AFDC Oependency (%)
"fJVBI‘ on AFDC 33.8 33x3 58.6 §7.8
Two Yaars or Less 38.1 38.8 34.8 36.5
More Then Two Years 28.1 26.8 5.6 5.6
Average Months on AFDC Ouring Two
Years Prior to fpplication 7.2 5,08 3.0 2.0%%s
Average Earnings Ouring Eour Quarters
Prior to Application (§) 0.0 5130.12%%* 0.0 8824,12%%*
Ever Recaived Unemployment
Compensation in thg Qusrter Prior
to Appl.ic.t'lon (x] 3.7 18.1... 9.1 29.8..‘
Amount of Unemployment
Compansation in thg Quarter Prior
to Application (§) 38.56 165.,70%%+ 88.85 262,0a%%*
Total Sampled 1738 1843 872 2428

SO0URCE ANO NOTES: Sea Table 2.4.

d
For sslected characteristics, cemole sizes may vary up to ten sample points dus to

missin: data.
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TABLE 2.8
SAN DIESD

PRINARY RESEARCH BAMPLES FOR THE IWPACT AND BENEFIT - COST STUDIES

Application Nuster of Follow-ilp Totol Sampla Bizuc
udy Cheptar Dutcosss Paricds Kontha Attar Applicet!an AFDC AFDC-U
puot 8,4 Esployesant, Eernings, Dotobar 1882- 1A Montha" 3931

Welfare, and UI Benafite Auguat 1883
for Full Basple snd
Salectad Bubgroupa
Esployesnt, Esrnings, October 1882- 24 unn:hlb 1850 1783
Welfare, and Ul Banafite Merch 1883
for Early Applicent
Sespln
naf{t - Cost B Nex Bane®i%e and Costs Dctober 1882- 21 to 06 Montha 2923 2042

March 1883

April 1883 - 16 to 23 Monthae 1368 1384

Aupust 1883

NDTES: .For ssployssnt end ssrninge, ths follom-up pariod {a 1>ua quarters aftar the quartar of randos sseignesnt.
bFor esployeant snd sernings, tha follow-up pariod is wavan quartars sfter ths quartsr of rendos sssigneant.

°Includu Job Baarch-EWEP Exparisantal, Job Besrch Experisentsl and Centrol reesarch groups. For soss of tha analysin, sseple
as say be elightly lowar dus to eissing data.
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indicates the primary samples for both of these studies,

As the table shows, the impact analyses in Chapters 3 and 4 will
present the effects of the two program models on employment, earnings,
welfare and UI benefits separately for the AFDC and the AFDC-U assistance
categories, The impact sample consists of people who applied for welfare
from October 1982 through August 1983 for whom key data were not missing,
The full sampie was “ollowed for a fixed period of time, between 15 and 18
months after welfere application. This sample is also used in the analysis
of selected subgroups: those differing in their extent of prior work
history, welfare receipt and receipt of Ul benefits, as well as number of
children. Aiso, because of notable differconces between the early and later
enrollees, spacial z:tention will be given to the variation in impacts by
time period of welfare applicati~u, Finally, an additional six months of
follow-up is avatlable for the ~arly grouy or applicants and will be used
to discern longe--terr trends.

The benefit-cost study is aiso based on the full sample, but includes
some people who had been excluded from the impact sample.“7 In contrast to
the impact study, it makes use of all available follow-up data, although
“he amount varies depending on when an individual applicd for welfu.re and
the data source, For example, in t.hq case of earnings data, the earliest
enrollees have eight quarters (or 24 months) of follow-up data, vhile the
latest enrollees have five quarters (or 15 months) of data after the

quarter of application,

C. Data Sources

The research design used a mixed strategy to analyze patterns of parti-
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cipation in job search and EWEP, to describe implementation factors, to
measure employment and welfare outcomes, and to estimate program benefits
and costs. The data sources were thus many and varied. Of particular
importance in this project und others in MDRC's demonstration has been the
use of sdministrative rerords to measure key outcomes. A detz’led dis-
cussion of this methodrlogy appears in the section foilowing this brief
description of the dats sources,

The four primary sources of information were the Client Information
Sheets (CIS), designed by MDRC 77 .‘lled out at welf.re application; the
EPP Information System (EPPIS), n...tained by the State of California; the
County EWEP attendance 1logs; and the Unemployment Insurance benefit

records, These are discussed below.

o Client Information Sheets, introduced by MDRC as part of the

random assigmment process, provide information on the demo-
graphic characteristics of sample members. The data were
merged by the state into the EPPIS files.

e EPPIS is a compilation of several data sets:

e AFDC records suppiy information on monthly AFDC (i.e., wel-
fare) grants and status (e.g , denial, discontinuances and
approvals). - These ‘duete- were obtained - directly  fram- the -
County of San Diego and collected through February §:d5 for
the analyses in this report.

° ) Yme nings
lecords (the Calii'ornia Base Wage File) provide quarterly
erployment and earnings data reported by employers for each
calendar quarter: e.g., January, February and March; April,
May and June, Thgae data were collected through the fourth
quarter of 1984, !

o The EPP Revorting Svstem contains information on program

services, particularly on participation status in group job
search, Referral to EWEP, as well as to other regular WIN
activities such as individual job search, training or subsi-
dized employment, is recorded, as is information on EPP/WIN
activities related to deregistration and sanctioning.
Program data were available through September 19gi,19

-38-
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e Job Search Attendance Logs recorded the days of attendance

in the job search workshops and the number of unexcused
absences, The lcgs also indicated the completion and
employment status of individuals at the point of program
departure,

e On:=hay Job Placement Assistance Logs provide data on referral
ana placement by the welfare office at the time of welfare

appliocation,

° supply information on
monthly UI benefit (Unemployment qompensation) payments,
obtained from the state. UI benefits data were collected
through March 1985,20

® EWEP Logs are maintained by the San Diego Workfare Unit with-
in the DSS. Employment Services Bureau, The logs contain
information on EWEP referrals, whether or not individuals
showed up at orientation or were assigned to worksites, their
worksite attendance, completion status and any sanctioning
activity, as well as reasons for nonparticipation. Throughout
the demonstration, the logs were completed by the EWEP staff
at each of the local welfare of'fices and periodically sent to
MDRC. However, complete EWEP data are available only through
February 1984, so the EWEP follow-up on sample members is
slightly shorter than the EPP period. A limited number of
EWEP activity logs were also missing at the time of this
report, so these data may somewhat understate referrals,

As indicated in Table 2.7, these data sources provide varying lengths of
follow-up, depending on the application period of enrcllees.

Other data sources include two survey interviews, one administer;d to
a randonmly selected ..oup of ='plinsants six months after random assignme~i,
and the other used with a random wubsamsle of worksite perticip- - and
their supervisors, A review of EWEP, EDD and welfare case folders for a
small group of registrants, various fiscal reccrds on program and partici-
pant costs, and reports from a field researcher based in San Diego complete
the main data collection activities. (Appendix B describes these data

sources in more detail,)



TABLE 2.7

SAN O0IEGO

LENGTH OF AVAILABLE FOLLOW-UP 8Y OATA SOURCE AND APPLICATION PERIDO
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1983 SAMPLE)

Point at Which

Length of Follow~-Up By Application Period

, Last Oete Oata|Oate Starts to Octobar - Jenuary - April - July -
Data Saurce Are Aveailabte | Be Collacted | Decambar 1882| March 1883 June 1883 August 1883
Progrsem Records September 1884 Dato of Twenty-cne Eighteen Fiftean Months|Thirteen Months
Application Monthe Months
EKEP Activity Lngu. February 1984 Opa: of Fiftean Monthe] Twelve Months| Nine Months | Saven Months

App;icatinn

Juarterly Employment | Fourth_Calen-| Four Duarters|Eight Quarters|{Seven (uariors} Bix Quartars |Five Quarters
and Earnings b/c dar Quarter Prior to After Aftay After After

of 1884 ApplLication Applicar’ i Application | Application Application
lonthly !alfara Grant(Fsbruary 1885 Month of Twenty-seven | Twenty-four Twanty-one |Ninatean Monthe
Paykants Application Months Mot ihs Months
fonthly Unslploynagt March 1885 Six Monthe Twenty-sight | Twenty-five Twenty-Two |Twenty Months
Insurance Henefits Prior to Months Months Months

Application

a
NOTES: EWEP Lop deta providss slightly lsss past-applicstion follow-up for individuals spplying during
the Latter pavé of any narticulsr month,

b
Employment asnd earnings dats are based on Unemployment Insurence sarnings recerds whi-
tarningr. on & calendar quarter basis,

c
Caterdar quarter of applicstion is not considerad to be a follow-up quarter for empioymes. und 88
arnings for the San Niego evaluation,

d
The first month of .4= first quarter of follow-up for welfere grant payments §8 the month in which
n individual applied for welfara,

e
The firet month of the first quarter of follow-up for unemployment insurance bensfite i8 ths month
n which an individual eppliad for welfara.
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D. € - rds

The reliance on administrative records to measure outcomes in employ-
ment, earnings, welfare and Unempl oyment Insurance compensation offers many
advantages as well as some limitations. In mar; previous studies, inforsa-
tion has been gathered by jolsrviewing sample aemburs, both at progran
svart-up and at selected points thereafter. Depending on the u«vailable
resources, the thoroughness with which ﬁhe survey is conducted and the
mobility and cooperation of sample members, this method has been very
reliable, but has usually resulted in sample attrition rates of from 10 to
25 percent (and sometimes different r.oponse prates across iresearch
groups) .22

Administrative records, in contrast, do not require ongoing contact
with sample members, are = less expensive way to collect data, and may
result 1n'10wer attriticn rates in the later follow-up periods., Adminis-
trative records also do not depend on the ability of individuals to recall
precise but important information, such as dates, household income or the
length of enrollment in programs or schools, However, administrative
records are limited 1. #h~ ‘vpes of outcomes they measure and, &3 discussed
in this section, have .t:.*- drawbacks in quality and completeness of the
data,

As stated above, Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, main-
tained by the State of California, are the primary source for sample
members’ employment and earnings, and AFDC peyment records, kept by the
County of San Diego, are the main source for welfare receipt. These data
allow an unbiased comparison of employment and welfare outcomes between the

experimental and control groups for as long a follow-up period as nay be
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desired, Overall, in the San Diego evaluation, the administrative records
were found to be eomplete.23 An independent check of quarterly earnings
with EPPIS data indicated that the files matched properly with the UI
system. Further, only 9.5 percent of the AFDC sample and 11.0 percent of
the AFDC-U sammple lacked information on welfare payments for one or more of
the first 12 months of follow-up.zu However, despite the high quality of
these two sources, the use of administrative records as the main data bnse
for the impact study does raise some important questions as discussed
bel ow.

First, because of the reporti-g lags typical of the UI wage reporting
system; data for the full sample were available only through six quarters
of follow-up, although a follow-up of nine quarters was possible for the
earliest sample members. (This includes the quarter in which an iadividual
is randomly assigned.) Second, figures for the fourth quarter of 1984
should be considered preliminary because some employers may have been late
in reporting earnings to the system.

Tnird, UI earnings records provide somewhat limited coverage. The
data do not include people who have moved or who work out of state, or
those for whom empioyers do not report earnings, especially domestic
workers, Off-the-books earnings are also never in these records. Never-
theless, there is no reason to expect that these coverage issues introduced
major biases since experimentals and controls should have both been affect-
ed to the same extent. In fact, a comparison of the six-month applicant
survey and the UI earnings records showed that the discrepancy in the
proportion of individuals employed according to these twc data sources was

fairly similar across research groups.
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Finally, since earniigs are re~orded by calendar quarter, the quarter
of welfare application reflects gzero to two months cof post-application
follow-up, depending on when in the calendar quarter an individual applied
for welfare, For example, since information was collected starting in
October 1982, an individuval applying for welfare in that month had approxi-
mately two montis of follow-up activity ‘n the quarter of welfare appli-
oation (which ended in December), while an individual applying in the
month of December, the same quarter would show mostly the activity before,
not after, welfare application.

Thus, the quarter of application is not a true follow-up quarter for
earnings. Because time lapsed between random assignment (i.e., welfare
application) and the next activity (usually program registration but same-
times employment), the quarter of random assignment could contain little
post-program employment activity but repbrt earnings through the UI system
from jJobs held prior tc welfare application, As a result, quarter 2 is con-
sidered the first true quarter in measuring impacts, and reflects applicant
behavior during the three-to-five-month psriod after welfare appiication.

In contrast, because ::lfare date ‘are reparted monthly, the first
month includes the day of - veiicatien; 1¢ Is thus a true follow-up month
since sample members were nc: on welfare immediately before application.
In the organization of data for this study, welfare payments arg aggregated
into three-month time periods where the first month of the first follow=-up
quarter is the month in which an individual applies for welfare. Thus,
while data on welfare receipt and payments are not exactly comparable by
perisd with employment and narnings information, the match is close.

One important issue was missing welfare records. For conslstency,



sample members with missing records were eliminated from the estimation of
all impacts. This may have resulted in slightly greater earnings impacts
than would have been the case if all sample members, including those with
missing welfare data, had been included in the estimation of enpl oyment
ispacf"s.as

Unempl oyment Insurance benefits data, also reported monthly, are avail-
abie for the full sample for six months prior to the month of application
and for at least 18 months after application, As in the case of welfare,
these datu have been aggregated into three-month periods, in which the
first month of the first follow-up quarter is the month of random

assienment.,
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CHAPTER 3

AFDC APPLICANTS: EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND WELFARE IMPACTS

Chapters 3 and 4 summarize the employment, earnings and welfare
impacts produced by the two San Diego program models: job search alone
(EPP) and Job search followed by community work experience (EWEP). This
chapter focuses on findings for the AFDC applicants, a primarily female

assistance group, Chapter 4 examines impacts for the mostly male AFDC-U

group,

A.  The Impact Analvsis Design and Sample
The chapter begins with a brief discussion of the differences in
program treatment for sample members in tie three main research groups. It
then presents the overall program impacts, with a special focus on the
following four major questions:
® D either or both of the twn experimental programs affect
sample members' employment, earnings, welfarr receipt or the
level of payments?
¢ Are there any incremental impacts from the add-on of community
work experience (EWEP) to the Jjob search component beyond
those resulting from the workshops alone?

® Are the observed impacts stzble and consistent across appli-
cation periods? Do they tend to increase ¢ dvcay over time?

e For what subgroups do the programs work best, and how do their
varions outcomes influence the overall pattern of program
impacts?

To exomine these issues, several samples were used. First, data were

analyzed for the full sample of AFDC applicants (3,591 individuals) whc
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applied for welfare and were randomly assigned between October 1982 and
August 1983.1 This sample was tracked for 15 to 18 months to collect five
quarters of post-application earnings data (quarter 1 is not a true
follow-ur quarter) and six quarters of welfare and Unemployment Insurance
benefits (with all quarters capable of reflecting impacts). By the end of
this follow-up, most experimentals were no longer receiving program
services,

SuBgroup samples were drawn from this full sample and were also
analyzed over the -15- to 18-manth follow-up period. The patterns of
applicants enrolling in the early versus the later demonstration period
were especially important to exmiﬁe, given the changing labor market
conditions in San Diego /-ee Chapter 2) and their different character-
istics. (The second report focused on this early group,) Other important
subgroup sets were the "more emplovahle" compared to the "less employablen
applicants, as defined by recent work history, and those subdivided by
level of prior welfare dependency, as well as numbr~ of children.

Iwo quarters of cdditionmal follow-up data were available for an early
sa. .2 of applicants: 2,223 AFDC’s enrolled from October 1982 through March
15.., 8 group representing 62 percent of the total AFDC sample, This
longer fellow-up was used (o estimate the direction and the possible
magnitude of impacts over time.

In all these¢ analyses, impacts were calculated by comparing the
employment, earnings, welfare and UI benefits outcomes of the Job Search
only group and the Jeb Search/EWEP experimentals -- both regzistrants and
nonregistrants, as well av participants and nonparticipants -- to those of

all controls,? To isolate the effects of adding the work experience
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‘'>quirement after job search, the outcomes of the Job Search/EWEP

experimentals were compared to those of the Job Search only group.

B.  Experipental-Control Treatment Differences

As background for the discussion of program impacts, this section
summarizes the differences in service levels for the experimental and
control group members. This information is particularly important in an
experimental design, where control group behavior serves as a measure of
what individuals would have done in the absence of a special program, In
this evaluation, the contrcl group membars were eligible to take part in
regular WIN services, typlcally the kind of activity available to welfare
applicants if neither of the two experimental programs had been operating,
The experiences, or outcomes, of the controls thereby set a standard
against which the achievements of the experimental groups can be assessed.

Table 3.1 shows that ther2 were large differences in program activity
levels, While almost one-half of the experimental group members were
engaged in some significant activity during the six months after welfare
application, only 5 percent of the cosntrol group memters recorded any
activity, When the follow-up period was extended to nine nonths,
participation levels increased by at most two percentage points. ( See
Appendix Table C.1 and Chapter 1 for s discussion of the AFDC participation
rates ir EPP Job Search and EWEP.,) Thus, people participated fairly
quickly if they were going to do so at all.

The type of program activity was also very difierent for the three
research groups. While the main activity of experimentals was a job search

workshop, plus a work experience position for the Job Search/EWEP group,

w
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TABLE 8.1
SAN OIEGO

AFOC APPLICANTS: SIX-MONTH PERFORMANCE INDICATORS, BY RESEARCH GROUP
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 SAMPLE)

Expsrimental {1 Control
Jub Ssarch-
S{x-Month Psrformence Indicator 1 EWEP Job SBesrch WIN
Aeceived Job Plecemsnt Assistence (X] 88.8 80.7 0.0%ss
Registered With EPP/WIN [X] 85.5 85.7 86.8
Perticipatead in Any Post-
Registretion Activity [X] 44.6 47 .5 5,188

Perticipsted st Lsesst
One Day in Job Sesrch ) 42.3 45,3 D.88%s
Workshop [X] .

Worksd st Least Dne Hour at

sn EWEP Worksite [X] 11.8 0.0 D.0%ss
Recejved Other
EPP Services [%X] 4.1 4.8 4.4
Progrem Plecement °
(Found Employment) [X] 25.86 25.3 13,2883
Osregistered From EPP/WIN [%X] 52.1 48.7 40 0%
Due to Request for Sanction (%) 6.8 5.7 D,7%ss
Totel Applicuntnb 1540 867 888

BOURFE: HDRC oslculations from the EPP Informetion System and EWEP Activity
Logs maintsined by the Sen Diego County Dspesrtment of Sociel Services.

NOTES: All performence indicetors ers calculsted ss & percentags of all
impsct esmrle membars in the indicetsd rssssrch group.

.Progrl- placement informetion is besed on smployment that is reportsd
to progrem steff. Progrem plecement dste wi'l not be used to messure impects.

bExctud.s spplicents missing AFDC peyments for one month or more
during the first six months sfter spplicstion.

Differsnces bstween rsassrch groups within en assistancs cstasgory are

stetisticelly significent using & two-tsiled t-test at the following Levels: * = 10
percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent, '
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control group members in WIN -- if they participated in anything -- were
usually enrolled in individual job search (a much less intensive service
than group job search). Only a small number of applicants in all three
research groups were imvolved in training either within or outside of WIN.
Finally, while most experimentals reported for the one-day job placement
activity, only a handful were actually referred to a specific opening and
less than two dozen accepted a job offer.

Although the experimental groups received more services than the
control group, their participation levels were not universal. This
reflects not only a small number of program-approved deferrals and
exemptions (because of illness or language difficulties), but also factors
not related to the programs' participation requirements. Many departures
from the rolls or program terminations prior to participation were due to
the typical turnover in the welfare caseload: that 1is, in the normal
course of events, people will leave weifare (and thus the program) because
they find jobs on their own or because their family income or circumstances
have changed. A major reason for welfare departure, for example, is
remarriage,

In other cases, departures may be more closely linked to a special
program, particularly mandatory omes, such as these San Diego models,
Applicants may prefer to withdraw from the rolls or seek employment on
their own rather than participate in a mandatory activity. Others may fail
to comply with program rules and be sanctioned, or temporarily deregistered
from the program, All of these factors -- whether related or not to
program requirements -- reduce the pool of eligible persons with whom

program staff can work during a specified period.
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Thus, a more comprehensive measure of program performance is used in
this evaluation. It takes into account not only participation in program
activities, but also the registrants! ongoing eligibility to take part in
the services., The approach, described in Chapter 1 and in detail in the
second report, seeks to measure program success by determining how many
sanple members still remain on welfare and registered with the program at a
particular point in time Without having completed program requirements.
The critical questions are: Among those receiving welfare and continuously
registered in either the experimental or the WIN programs as of the ninth
month after application, (1) How many had completed or were completing the
Fequired activities, and/or were employed? (2) How many never participated
or dropped out? The size of this =2cond "uncovered" group as a proportion
of all applicants who initially registered with the program can signal the
program's failure to persist in providing adequate services to an eligible
caseload.

As indicated in Appendix Table C.2, there were major differences
between the experimental and control groups when the "coverage" analysis
was conducted -- in the level of activity among those continuously enrolled
in either the experimental programs or WIN, as well as in the proportion of
sample members deregistered due to sanctioning. Experimentals were not
only more likely to be "out of reach of the program" (that is, off welfarve
or deregistered), but also substantially more likely to have completed or
to be colpleting'program activities at the ninth month. While only about 9
percent of all experimental registrants were still in the program but had
not completed the requirements or found employment, almost one-quarter of

controls were in the "unserved" oategory.3
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Additionally, it appears that most of the 9 percent of the unserved
registrants in the experimental programs had not been ignored by program
staff, When a special review was conducted on the case files of a
subsample of experimental registrants to determine their reasons for
nonparticipation, most were found to have been officially deferred or
exenpted for reasons such as poor health, language difficulties or union
nenbership." However, higher levels of sanctioning also contributed to the
substantial coverage difference,. Within the nine-month period, between 6
and 8 percent of the experimentals were déregistered from one of the two
programs because of a request for sanctioning: less than 1 percent of the
controls in the more limited WIN Program were deregistered for this reason.
(See Appendix Table C.1.)

Thus, both measures of participation indicate that San Diego operated
a mandatory Job search and work requirement, and that there were signifi-
cant and large differences in the program treatment between the experiment-

al and control groups, as well as between each of the two program models.

C. Impacts on Emplovment, Earnings and Welfare
1. Earlier Pindings

The second report presented impacts for an early sample (approximately
62 percent of the full sample) tracked roughly for a year after application
as well as impacts for the full sample for six months following welfare
application. Data for the full sample showed (and the longer-term
follow-up of the early sample confirmed) that both programs produced
substantial and statistically significant employment and earnings gains for

the AFDC group, but only modest reduc:ions in welfare receipt and payments.
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The report emphasized that these findings probably reflected only the
Job search effects of both models since many Job Search/EWEP experimentals
were still in their work experience positions at the end of the follow-up
period. Thus, the findings were inconclusive about the effectiveness of
adding a work experience requirement to the Job Search model. It was more
evident that the "threat"™ or existence of a work requirement had not thus
far deterred people from completing their welfare applications or changed
axperimentals' behavior during the workshops, although this finding was
preliminary,

In this final report, these earlier results are held up to more
detailed scrutiny. However, while the follow-up period is now of adequate
length to isolate the effects of the work requirement, it is important to
bear in mind that the gverage impacts for the full sample do not tell the
whole story. As stated previously, the sample was enrolled over an
extended period -- 11 months beginning in October 1982 -- and averages can
mask diversity and substantial change in behavior over time. There were in
fact notable differences in the background characteristics of the appli-
cants entering the sample in the early and later demonstration periods, as
well as changing labor market conditions. Thus, as Section E will show,
findings for the full sample do not reveal an important finding discussed
later: the direction and magnitude of some of the impacts for one program
== Job Search -- differed markedly, depending on when applicants entered
the sample. In turn, this influe: :s overall conclusions using the full
sample.

2. Final Impacts

Overall, for the full sample, the additional follow-up in this report
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suggests that the six-month improvements in employment and earnings seen in
the second report continued for the Job Search/EWEP experimentals over a
15=-month period. Early impacts for the Job Search only experimental s,
however, had all but disappeared by quarter 4, as shown in Table 3.2. As
will be discussed in Section E, the rapid deterioration of the empl oyment
and earnings gains of this group as a whole was being driven by the
behavior of the later Job Search applicants -- those entering the sample
after March 1983. For those applying before April 1983 (the focus of the
second report), employment and earnings gains persisted through the sixth
quarter., Welfare savings are émall but positive in this report and the
prior one, although those for the Job Search/EWEP group are slightly larger
and more consistently statistically significant.

When the findings of this report are studied in more detail, Table 3.2
shows tha., over the five-quarter follow-up period, Job Search/EWEP
experimentals experienced a statistically significant empl oyment increase
of 5.6 percentage points,> This was associated with a statistically
significant earnings gain of $700, or a 23 percent improvement over the
control group average of $3,102 during this period. The overall five-
quarter employment gain was similar for the Job Search only experimentals
(5.1 percentage points), but the $251 earnings gain was considerably
smallsr and not statistically significant.

Quarter-by-quarter, the Job Search/EWEP model produced empl oyment
gains that were from 3.8 to 7.8 percentage points higher than control group
employment. Earnings increased per quarter by between $117 and $163, with
the gains peaking in quarters 3 and 6.6 (See Figures 3.1 and 3.2.) All of

these impacts were statistically significant. In contrast, the Job Search



TABLE 8.2
BAN DIEGO

AFDC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF J0B BEARCH-EWEP ANO JOB BEARCH
[OCTOBER 1982 ~ AUBUST 1983 INPACT BAMPLE)

Job Besrch - EWEP Job Besrch
Dutoose end Follow-Up Querter Expsrissntesl Control gifference Expsrisentsl Control Difference
Ever Eopl:yod. Quertesrs
2 -6 [x)] 81.0 55.4 + 5,890 80.5 66 .4 + 5,19
Aversgs Nunbesr of Quertesrs
sith E-ploy-ont. Quertere ) .
2 -8 2.08 1.73 + 0,209 1.88 1.73 + 0.14
Ever Euployed [X]
Querter of Applicetion 35.8 33.4 + 2.5 8g.8 83.1 - 0.2
Querter 2 as.e 8.7 + 6,900 97.2 28.7 + B.,5%°°
Querter 3 40.2 ae.3 + 7,8000 38.8 3g.8 + 4,8%°
Quarter 4 42.4 a8.8 + B, 5000 38.4 36.8 + 1.6
Guesrter & 42.9 87.5 + 5,4000° a37.8 97 .8 + 0.4
Querter 8 41.9 a8.1 + 3.8° 7.4 38.4 - 0.7
Averegs Totel Eorn:nno.
Quarters 2 - 8 [0] 8801.76 8101.63 + 700,189°%° 8352.886 8101.83 +261.882
d.eregs Totsl Esrnings [0]
Querter of Applicetion 359.46 336.86 + 22,658 867 .86 836.688 + 80.80
Guertesr 2 508.01 388.87 + 140,840°°° 486,60 3688.87 +117.74%°°
Quertear 3 700,08 538.40 + 162,6589°° 6568.04 538.40 +117.84%°
Quarter 4 809.688 652,582 + 117 .08°° 86868.88 682.52 - P3.83
Querter & 848,33 728.11 + 119,23°° 742.42 728.11 + 13,31
Querter 8 933,38 778.75 + 180.84°°° 7968.01 778.75 + 26.286
Ever Received Any AFOC -~
Pesysunter Querters 1 - 8 [X] 83.8 84,8 -0.4 85.2 84,3 +0.8
Aversgs Nusber of Monthe
Recefving AFDC Psyssente:
Querters 1 - 6 8.43 8.84 ~0,48° 8.33 8.81 -0.28
Ever Received Any AFOC
Paysente [X]
Querter of Applicetion 78.3 80,3 -2.0 78.5 80.3 -0.7
Querter 2 84,2 87.6 -3.4° 68.2 87.8 -1.4
Querter 3 54.8 58.82 -4,5%¢ 52.2 58.2 ~4.0°
Gusrter 4 48.8 47 .9 -2,0 45.5 47 .0 -2.4
Querter & 39.5 49.1 -1.7 42,3 49,1 +1.1
Quertesr 8 85.0 36.2 -1.2 36.2 as8.2 +0.0
Aversgs Tntel AFDC Pesysents
Received, dusrters 1 - 8 [0] 3408.32 3686.84 -287.82°° 3484.05 3686.84 -202.80
Averesgs AFDC Psysants
Receivad [0]
Qusrter of Applicetion 733.80 752.03 -~ 18.43 7827 .83 752.03 -24.40
Querter 2 695.38 765.07 - 88.88%°° 718.88 785.07 -48.82°
Querter 3 581.84 853.34 - 74,380%0° 586.34 853.8} -58,00°
Guesrter 4 812,91 578.50 - 86.58°° 530.30 578.50 -49.20
Querter ¢ 482.08 801.20 - 88.14 477 .01 501.20 -24,20
Guerter 6 422.91 445.28 - 22.38 447,01 445.28 + 1.782
Besples Bize 1502 873 888 873

[continued])
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TABLE 3.2 [continued])

SOURCE: MORC celculetione froes County of San Diego welfere records snd Unesploysent Insurence ssrningse
recorde from the EPP Inforestion Systes.

NOTES Thees dets include zero veluss for sssple sesbers not ssploysd end for sssple sesbers nct
Thess dets srs ragression-sdjusted uveing ordinery leest squsres; contralling for

receiving sslfers.
Thers sey bs soms discrepencies in celculeting susse end

pre-spplicetion cherscteristice of sssjple sesbers.
differences dus tc rounding.

.nuor:or 1+ the querter of epplicetion, mey contsin eoes ssrnings froe ths period prior to
spplicetion snd e thersefore excluded from the messures Of totel follow~-up employsent snd ssrninge.

A two-teiled t-teet wes epplisd tc differances betwesn sxpsrissntsl end control groups.
Stetisticel eignificence Levels ere indiceted se: ®* = 10 percent; ** = 5 parcent; *** = 1 psrcant.
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FIGURE 3.1

AFDC APPLICANTS:
TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT RATES
(OCTOBER 1882-AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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FIGURE 3.2

AFOC APPLICANTS:
TRENDS IN AVERAGE QUARTERLY EARNINGS
(OCTOBER 1982 - AUGUST 1983 IMFACT SAMPLE)
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only experimentals showed quarterly earnings gains of $118 in quarters 2
and 3, but thereafter the increases disappeared. This seéms to reflect
this group's eamployment pattern, which declined sooner than that of the Job
Search/EWEP sample. The drop was most pronounced fa1 the later group of
Job Search applicants, as discussed below. '

Table 3.2 and Figure 3.3 show trends in welfare receipt and average
wel fare payments over an 18-month follow-up., The summary measuvres -- "ever
received a welfare payment"™ and %“average total AFDC payments" -- are
discussed first, 4s seen in the table, one notable finding is that a
negligible reduction in welfare receipt for the Job Search/EWEP group was
associated with a more pronounced and statistically significant reduction
in welfare benefits ($288 -- about an 8 percent reduction from the control
group mean of $3,697). This should not be surprising since AFDC grant
calculation rules -- especially over the first four months of employment
when the income disregard is in effect -- often result in grant reductions
rather than terminations. (For AFDC's, even a sanctioning penalty deducts
only the part of the grant directed to the person sanctioned.) The overall
$203 reduction in payments for the Job Search only experimentals was not
statistically significant.

Quarter-by-quarter, the table and figure show that the Job Search/EWEP
program produced s.atistically signi‘icant grant reductions for as long as
one year after welfare application, but that the impacts from the Job
Search only program declined soon2r; by the sixth quarter, there were no
impacts at all. As seen in Figure 3.3, this reflects an earlier leveling
off in the welfare payment reductions for this group compared to the Job

Search/EWEP sample. Control group payments after quarter 2 also followed a
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FIGURE 3.3

AFDC APPLICANTS:
TRENDS IN QUARTERLY AFDC PAYMENTS
(OCTOBER 1982 - AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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steady decline so that 18 months after welfare application, almost the same
proportion of experimentals and controls -- a little over one-third -- were
receiving welfare,

Confirming the findings of the second report, these data on welfare
receipt lead to the conclusion that deterrence -- in the form of a
participation requirement that might discourage persons from completing the
welfare application process -- was not an important effect of either of the
San Diego approaches for the AFDC group.8 As noted in Chapter 1, in the
design of the San Diego programs, county staff hoped that the job search
requirement for applicants, as well as the EWEP work requirement, would
deter a certain proportion of people from completing their applications,
According to Table 3.2, the proportion of individuals who received welfare
at some time during the follow-up period was virtually identical for the
samples in both experimental programs and for the control group in the WIN
Program. However, the data collected for this study do not address the
broader question of whether the existence of the requirements deterred
individuals from applying for welfare in the first place.

The relationship between earnings gains and welfare savings is another
important issue to address. This relationship is always complex, but the
findings in this study of 'larger earnings gains than welfare savings
suggest that the San Diego results were consistent with the rules and
procedures for grant calculations and sanctioning during this period.
Several factors are relevant, First, under OBRA (which was in effect
during most of the follow-up period), earnings do not reduce welfare grants
on a dollar-for-dcllar basis. (This was true in earlier periods as well,)

For AFDC's, benefit levels are reduced by earnings only after child-care
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and work-related expenses are deducted and, for a limited period of time, a
$30 plus 1/3 disregard on the remaining earnings.9 In a separate special
study of welfare grant calculations, it was found that, on average, for
those simvl taneously receiving welfare benefits and earnings, an additional
dollar of earnings reduced the monthly grant amount by 56 cents, 10

Second, the State of California has the second highest monthly payment
standard in the country. During the period under study, the standard was
$526 for a family of three, and on July 1, 1984 this was increased to $555.
Thus, individuals in California can earn substantial amounts (or have
unearned income such as Unemployment Insurance benefits) and stil) receive
supplesental welfare payments.!! Third, sanctioning does not remove all
welfare assistance, For AFDC's, only the amount covering the needs of the
person sanctioned is deducted from the family grant. (As Table 3.1 has
indicated, sanctioning rates were considerably higher in the Job Search and
the Job Search/EWEP programs than in the WIN Program with limited program
services,)

In addition, a lag is expected in adjusting welfare grants in response
to any employment or sanctioning activity, Paperwork flow and the
possibility that not all of the earnings gains will be reported to the
welfare system or that the welfare system will inadequately record reported
changes are potential problems, Therefore, welfare savings are not

expected to parallel employment and earnings gains exactly,

D.  Impacts of the EWEP Add-On
To test San Diego planners' belief that the addition of work experi-

ence (IWEP) zfter job search (EPP) would have an incremental effect on
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participants' outcomes, the evaluation was designed to look at three
possible ways in which EWEP could produce impacts. The work requirement
could:

e Deter people from completing their welfare applications or
change behavior in the job search workshops. That is, people
would leave welfare (and hence leave or never participate in
the program) to seek their own employment (or perhaps rejoin a
spouse or remarry) in order to avoid the pending work
requirement; or

e Deter people at the point of EWEP referral or at some time
during their participation in that program, Again, people
would leave welfare either when they heard about the work
requirement or after they began working because they disliked
the job or the requirement to work; or

e Have its own effect: that is, the treatment -- short-term work
experience -- couid fulfill its stated intention of improving
the skills, work habits and records of participants and, as
such, serve as an employment and training >otivity that helped
people to improve their iabor market positions.

One other possible EWEP effect could nol be examined separately in this
evaluation. Many have speculated that those holding jobs for which wages
are not reported to the welfare system -- including "off the books" income
not reported to the UI system -- would be "smoked out" by a participation
obligation requiring substantial program activity. In other words, it
would be impossible for these people to both participate (and thus collect
welfare) and to work at the sime time, To the extent that these jobs were
already covered by the UI system, employment and earnings levels will not
change,

This discussion begins by first comparing the outcomes for the two

experimental programs to measure the incremental effects of the EWEP
add-on, Table 3.3 shows the effects of the EWEP add-on for the full

sample, indicating that, over the five-quarter follow-up period, EWEP
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TABLE 3.3 .
SAN DIEGO

AFOC APPLICANTS; IMPACTS OF EwWEP ADD-ON
(OCTOBER 1982 ~ AUGUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Outcome and Fol low—-Up Period Job Search—BEWEP Job Search Difterence

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 6 (%)° 61.0 60.5 +0.5

Averaga Number of nuarterSBWith

Employment, Querters 2 - 6 2.03 1.88 +0.15¢%

Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Application 35.5 32.8 +2.6
Quarter 2 35.6 37.2 ~1.6
Quarter 3 40.2 36.9 +3,3*
Quartar 4 42.4 38.4 +4,0%*
Quarter 5 42.9 37.8 +5,0%*
Quarter & ‘ 41.9 37.4 +4,5%%

Avarage Total Earn;ngs.
Quarters 2 -~ 6 (§) 3801.75 3352,96 +448,80%*

Average Total Earnings (§)

Quarter of Application 359.46 367,66 - B8.20
Quarter 2 508,51 486,60 + 22.80
Quarter 3 700.85 656,04 + 44,92
Quarter 4 809.58 668,88 +140,68%%»
Quarter S 848,33 742,42 +105.81*
Quartar & 833.39 789,01 +134,37%*

Ever Received Any AFOC Peyment,

Quarters 1 — 6 (%) 83.9 85,2 -1.4
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, 2:erters 1 - 6 8.13 8,33 -0.20
“Evar Received Any AFOC Paymente (%)
Quarter of Application 78.3 78,5 -1.2
Quarter 2 64.2 66.2 -2.0
Quarter 3 51.8 52,2 -0.4
Quarter 4 45,8 45,5 +0.4
Quarter 5 39.5 4.3 -2.8
Quarter 6 35.0 36,2 -1.2

Average Total AFDC Payments .
Received, Quarters 1 — 6 (§) 3408,32 3484.05 -B4,73

Averege AFDC Payments Raceived'ISJ

Quarter of Application 733.60 727 .63 + 5,97

Querter 2 695.38 716,88 -20,87

Quarter 3 581.94 585,34 -13.38

Quarter 4 512.91 630,30 -17.38

Quarter 5 462.0€ 477 .01 -14.85

Quarter 6 422,81 447,01 -24,10
Sample Size 1502 856

.SO0URCE AND NOTES: Sae Table 3.2, S&ignificance tests pertein to differences between Job Seerch-
o EWEP end Job Sserch. 1 1 4—63—




procauced an additional statistically significant earnings gain of $449
compared to the Job Search program alone. This gain was largest in the
last three quarters, where a statistically significant employment increase
was also evident, 1In contrast, welfare savings from the EWEP add-on were
small and not statistically significant =-- $85 over six quarters,
Nevertheleus, these savings were consistent and occurred in every quarter
of follow-up after the application quarter.

These overall effects suggest that, on average, a program adding work
experience after a -job search component is more effective than a program
offering jJob search alone, This finding, however, is highly sensitive to
the date of the application. As will be qualified in Section E below, the
additional EWEP earnings gain was caused almost entirely by the behavior of
the later group of applicants -- those who applied for welfare after March
1983. (Similar to the second report findings, adding EWEP did not increase
program effectiveness for the early applicant group; for them, both San
Diego moudels produced similar impacts.) The positive finding for the EWEP
add-on rests on the relatively worse employment and earnings performanee of
the later Job Search only group compared to that of the later Job
Search/EWEP group, The record of the later Job Search group is discussed
in more detail below.

It is important to interpret these data in the context of this
report!s findings on possible deterrence, as raised in the hypotheses posed
at the beginning of this section. A key conclusion of this and prior
reports is that, contrary to the expectations of many, the presence of a
work requirement in San Diego did not affect the behavior of individuals

prior to or during the workshops. The impacts discussed above and in
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Section E are more likely to hrve occurred because of deterrence at the
point of EWEP referral (or within that program) or because of the work
experience treatment itself,

Several scparate analyses support this conclusion. First, the second
report found no evidence that deterrence occurred either right after
welfare appliocation or in the job search workshops. This report confirms
that, over a longer follow-up, almost identical proportions of both
experimental groups received welfare; quantitative and qualitative data
also show that the experience of both groups in the workshops was similar.
(See Appendix Tables C.3 and C.4.) In addition, information collected in a
six-month survey of a subsample of experimentals and controis suggested
that less than two-thirds of the Job Search/EWEP group were aware of a work
requirement, and most learned about it only through their workshop
participation,12 Even then, interviews with program staff found that the
requirement was only emphasized toward the end of the workshops, near the
point of EWEP referral,!3

A special analysis was conducted to ensure that the incremental
earnings effects for the EWEP add-on primarily reflected the behavior of
only those referred to the activity and not the small numbers of people who
were aware of the requirement during the workshops. 1In this analysis, the
impacts of EWEP for workshop Ycompleters" (i.e., those who finished the
workshops without finding a job) and for "noncompleters® or "others" (i.e.,
the nonregistrants, individuals never assigned to the workshops, no-shows
and dropouts, as well as those who found jobs while in the workshops), were
calculated separately.'¥  There was very 1little EWEP effect on the

"noncompleters” but fairly substantial employment effects on the job search
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workshop completers, although this did vary according to application
period. Appendix Table C.7 indicates that ror completers (those most
likely to be referred to work experience), EWEP® increased the employment
(10 perocentage points) and earnings ($947) compared to the Job Search only
group over the five-quarter follow-up period. These findings were less
pronounced for the later appl:lcants.15 - The welfare impacts were less
clear-cut, but overall, the evidence appears to suggest that the EWEP
add-on effects can be mostly attributed to ccapleters without a job. The
impacts most likely resulted from a change in behavior at the point of EWEP
referral or during that program (i.e., deterrence) or because work
experience itecelf was a beneficial activity, helping participants in the
labor market. Unfortunately, the two possibilities cannot be separated ovt

in this evaluation,

E. Impacts by Application Period

Evaluations of other welfare employment programs have suggested that
progran impacts may vary for sanples enrolled at different periods in time
and may also differ depending on labor markets, characteristics of the
research sample and program pr'act:lees.16 Such is the case in this evalua-
tion, where impacts seem str:ongly related to the period in which sample
members applied for welfare,

People applied for welfare during the early part of the demonstration
== October 1982 through March (983 -- in the midst of a severe economic
recession. Later applicants -- the April through August 1983 group =--
entered the sample at the beginning of an economic upturn. The unemploy-

ment rate in San Diego peaked at 10.5 percent in January 1983, but by

-66- 117



August of that year, it had dropped to 8.2 percent. A year later, it had
further declined to 6 percent. (See Figure 3.4.) The state of the economy
thus determined, at least in part, who needed and applied for welfare and
who entered the sample, Individuals applyinz in the later months appeared
somewhat less “employable,™ as defined in terms of work history, compared
to those in the early sample. The more Yemployable"™ individuals who needed
to apply for welfare in the early period probably would have been working,
had labor market conditions been better. They most likely were working in
the later period. (Sample characteristics are discussed in more detail in
Chapter 2.)

Yat, despite the lower employability of the later applicants, this
group had one labor market advantage over the earlier applicants: a growing
number of job opportunities, making it easier for them to find empl oyment,
even without program assistance. As indicated in Figure 3.5, the controls
applying in the later period had slightly lower levels of employment and
earnings in the quarters Just prior to welfare application than their
earlier counterparts. But these later control applicants soon exceeded the
employment levels of the earlier controls who had to job hunt in a weaker
economy, This pattern of differences was not as pronounced in the welfare
statistics, houe;er, as seen in Figure 3.6.

Tables 3.4 and 3.5 and Figure 3.7 compare the outcomes of controls to
experimentals in both application periods. The most striking finding is
the large difference in earnings impacts for the Job Search group between
application periods. Over the five-quarter follow-up period, the later
applicants in the Job Search/EWEP group recorded a comfortable earnings

gain -- $623 compared to $719 for the earlier applicants -- but the later
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FIGURE 3.4
TRENDS IN MONTHLY UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
(JULY 1982 - MARCH 1985)

Monthly Unemployment Rate (%)
12r
1F

10' . \\/,

OIIIIIlJlIllIlIIIlIlI!IIIII!IIIIIL

b
5 & ¢ g P 120
119 §o°

SOURCE: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics -




FIGURE 3.5
AFDC CONTROLS: QUARTERLY TRENDS IN EMPLOYMENT
RATES AND AVERAGE EARNINGS
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FIGURE 3.6
AFDC CONTROLS: QUARTERLY TRENDS IN AFDC RECEIPT
AND AVERAGE PAYMENTS :

Quartarly AFDC Raeceipt (2)
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TABLE 3.4

AFDC APPLICANTB: INPACTS OF J0B BEARCH-EWEP,

8Y APPLICATION PERIDD

.

{DCTOBER 1982 ~ AUBUBT 1883 INPACT BANPLE)
Job Besrch -~ EYEP
]
Dctober 1882 - Nerch 19883 April - Auguet 1883
Dutcome end Folloa~Up Quertar Expsrissntal Control Differance Exparisantal Control Diffarence
Ever Esployed, Quarters
2 - 68 [Xx] 8D.2 83.7 + B.6°%° 6e.1 88.0 + 4,1
Ever Elplgyld. Quarters
e -8 (5] 84.8 00.7 + 4.2° n/a n/a n/n
Ever Eaploysd [X)
Querter of Applicetion 33.5 3a.2 + 0.4 38.3 38.0 + 5.,3°
Quarter @ ag.8 25.8 + 7,000 86.8 83.8 + B,pee
Quarter 8 88.1 28.8 + B.Ro0e 48.1 a7.7 + 5.3
Guarter 4 41.4 84.5 + 8,000 43.8 40.7 + 8,2
Querter 6 42.2 35.4 + 8,809 43.8 40.0 + 8.0
Quartear B 86.0 38.4 + 8,2 45.2 40.8 + 4.5
Quarter 7 40.4 34.4 + 8,0°° n/e n/e n/e
Quarter B8 88.68 85.38 + 4,3° n/e n/e n/e
Aversge Totel Eerninge,
Quarters 2 - 8 [§] 3507 .48 2768.81 + 718.68%°¢ 4218.74 aspe.ne +82p.70°
Aversge Total Eernings,
Quarters 2 -~ B [§] 5324.286 4383.72 +1000.54%° n/e n/e n/e
Avarsge Totel Earninge (8]
Quarter of Application 366.06 348.20 + 7.88 382,85 817 .28 + 45.39
Querter 2 432.42 301.86 +131,08%¢ 818.57 476.88 +142,71°°
Quarter 3 827 .41 488.17 +171.240900 805.88 868.10 +137.50°
Quarter 4 748.87 617.28 +120,08° - 880.48 811.27 + 88.21
Quearter 6§ 83e.ae 876.38 +155.84°° 870.88 812.60 + 58,38
Quartar 6 888.97 7387.81 +131.36°" 1024,.12 828.28 +185.83°%°
Querter 7 885.86 787.56 +148,12° " nle n/e n/e
Quearter 8 827.08 768.45 +387 .85° n/e n/e n/e
Evar Recaived Any AFDC
Paysents;,; Querters ¢ - 8 [X} 83.8 85.3 - 1,7 84.2 82.7 + 1.6
Ever Reosived Any AFDC
Paysantes, Quarters 1 - 8 [X] 83.8 88.1 - 2.2 n/e n/e n/e
Ever Receaived Any AFDC
Paymsants [X]
Quarter of Applicetion 78.8 B81.5 - 4.8%° B80.4 78.2 + R.,2yy
Quearter B 84,7 88.0 - 4,3° 83.5 85.4 - 1.8
Querter 3 53.8 58.7 - 4,8° 48.7 52.2 - 3.4
Quarter 4 47 .6 48.8 - 1.0 43.4 48.8 - 3.4 0 garid
Querter & 40 .4 41.8 - 1.2 38.1 40.4 - 2.3
Quertar € 36.4 87.0 D.5 3e.8 34,8 - 2.0
Quarter 7 88.5 83.3 + 0,2 n/e n/e n/e
Quarter 8 30.2 30.8 0.7 u/s n/e n/a
Average Totel AFDC Peymante
Received, Quarters 1 - C [6] 455,01 3721.63 ~-285,5R* 3368.51 36868.03 -~-288.62
Aversge Totel AFOC Peysante
Asceivade Quarsars ¢ - B8 [§] 4215.84 4545.83 ~-330.18 n/s n/e n/e
Avarage AFDC Paymantes
Receaivad (6]
Quearter of Application 718.18 786,18 - 18.87 754.81 773.31% - 18.38
Quarter 887.82 784.80 - 78.88%° 708.50 768.42 - 69.82
Quarter 3 604,38 686.42 - 84.03° 548.75 8e8.62 - 78.87°
Querter 4 634.02 583.28 - 58.24% 482.74 657.78 - 76.04°
Querter & 488.02 511.58 - 41.64 450,30 485.14 - 34.84
Querter 8 420.88 423 .55 - £3.88 425,31 446.77 ~ 21.48
Quarter 7 402.87 428.41 - 23.54 n/e n/e n/e
Quarter 8 388.21 385.27 - 28.07 n/e n/a n/e
Beeple Bize 878 835 ae3 ass

Q
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 3.4 {continuad)

SOURCE: HORC celouistions from County of Gen Oiegec walfars recorde end Unemployment Insuresnce records from
the EPP Infocmetion Eystar.

NOTES: Thees date tnclude zerc valuass for ssmple membare not employed and for semple members not
raceiving welfers. Thass dete ere ragression-sdjusted using ordinery lLesest squarss, controlling for
pra-spplication chersctaristice of ssmple membare. There may be scme discrepencies in zelculating sums end

differsnces dus to rounding.
Only 18 monthe of follow-up 1o aveilebdle for the Later spplicente.

.ﬂunrtnr 1y the quarter of epplicetion, mey co *ein some ssrninge from the paricd prior to applicetion
ard ia tharafors sxcluded from the messurss of total foilow—up for smployment and serninge.

A two-tailed t—teet wee applind to diffarsnces batesen sxperimentel and control groupe. GEtetistical
significence Lavele eres $ndiceted se: ® = 10 parcent} ** = B parcent; **® = 1 parcent.

A two-tailed t—tent wee epplind to differances in impacte betwesn spplicetion parfcds. Etatisticel
significence Levele srs 1ndicetad eat y = 10 parcent yy = 5 pesrcant} yyy = 1 percent.
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AFDC APPLICANTB: INPACTB OF JDB BEARNCH,

 TABLE 3.5

{OCTDBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 INPACT BAMPLE)

8Y APPLICATION PERIDD

Job Besarch
Dctober 1882 - Nerch 1883 April - Auguest 1883

Dutcome an3d Follow-Up Quartar Exparisantal Control Difference Exparisantal Control Differance

Ever Elpls,ldv Quartere

2 - 8 [X] 50.9 53.7 + 8,29 81.4 58.0 + 3.4

Ever Elplgyld. Uusrters

2 - 8 [X] 85.8 80.7 + 5.3° n/e n/» n/e

Ever Employsd [X]
Quartar of Appliceation 32.5 83.2 - 0.7 83.7 83.0 v 0.7
Quartar B 85.8 25.68 +10,1900 88.8 83.8 + 8.0°
Querter 3 38.89 28.8 + 8,000 36.8 37.7 - U.8Yy
Gusrter 4 28.4 84.5 + 4,8° 88.8 40.7 - 8.8y
Querter B az.8 35.4 + 2,5 az.8 40.9 - 8.0
Querter 6 88.3 38.4 + 2.9 34.2 40.8 - B8.5%y
Quearter 7 38.4 84.4 + B5.0° n/e n/» n/e
Querter 8 38.8 85.3 + 3.8 n/e n/e n/e

Aversge Totel Earninge,

Quarters 2 - 8 (8] 8606.04 2788.81 +817.23%%¢ 2026.35 8508.02 -668.87%yyy

Avarsge. Totel Enrnzngn.

Quarters 2 - 8 [8] 5438.48 43p3.72 +1114.770° n/a n/s n/n

Avarsge Total Earninge [8]
Quearter of Applicetion §938.12 348.28 + 49.84 825.80 917.28 + B8.34
Quertar 2 501.681 301.85 + 200,259 480.77 475.688 - 16.08yy
Queartar 3 706.16 458.17 + R4B.9G%°* 572.31 866.10 - 86.78yyy
Quarter 4 718.78 817.28 + 00.48 587.61 81%.27 -223,88°%%yy
Quertar B 787 .23 876.38 + 120.04 650.75 B12.50 -181.78yy
Querter 8 865.27 737.81 + 147.88° 654.91 ge8.28 -1738.38yy
Quarter 7 9e?2 .£1 787.55 + 1685.68°* n/e n/a " n/e
Querter 8 823.73 768.45 + 134.28 n/e n/e n/e

Evar Recaivad Any AFDC

Peymente, Querters 1 - 6 [X] 85.2 85.3 - 0.1 85.2 82.7 + 2.5

Ever Raceived Any AFDC

Peaymaute, Quarters 1 - 8 [X] 85.7 86.1 - 0.3 n/e n/e n/s

Ever Recaived Any AFDC

Paymante [X]
Quartar of Applicetion 78.8 81.5 - 1.7 78.0 78.2 + 0.8
Querter B 68.5 88.0 - .4 85.8 65.4 + 0.3
Querter 3 62.5 58.7 - B.R2%° 61.8 52.2 - 0.8
Quarter 4 48.3 48.08 - 2.8 44,2 48,8 - 2.8
Querter B 42.3 41.8 + 0.7 42.3 40.4 + 1.8 B ™
Querter 6 36.8 87.0 - D.2 as.2 34.89 + 0.3
Quartar 7 83.1 83.3 - D.2 n/e n/s n/a
Querter 8 an.s 80.8 - 0.2 n/e n/e n/e

s 'arnge Total AFOC Peymentae

Received, Quarters 1 - 6 [§] a588.98 871,33 -182.868 T421.88 36FH.03 -087 .44

Average Totel AFDC Psymants

Received, Quarters 1 - 8 [8] 4298.25 4545.083 -048.87 n/e n/a n/e

Average AFDC Paysante

Recaived [¥]
Qusrter of Applicetion 782.68 738.16 - 08.48 718.856 773.31 - 638.36
Quarter B 714,58 784,80 - 60.08 718.0¢2 766.42 - 46.680
Quarter 3 811.82 86806.42 ~ 568.88 5688.58 ges.8e - 81.03
Querter 4 845.06 503.28 - 44,01 486.24 567.78 - 58,653
Quertor § 488.53 511.68 - 23,03 450.88 485.14 - £B.48
Quertar B 442,87 438,55 - R.18 455.30 448.77 + 08,52
Quartar 7 3868.80 428.41 - 26.81 n/a n/e’ n/e
Querter B 880.40 385.27 - 14.87 n/e n/e n/e

Besple Bize 5386 -1:1] agod aae
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FIGURE 3.7
AFDC APPLICANTS: TRENDS IN AVERAGE EARNINGS,

OCTOBEN 1982 - Ma—~ch 1983 BY APPLICATION PERIOD
Quarterly Average Earnings %)
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Job Search only applicants had a very different experience, The earlier
applicants' significant earnings gain of $817 completely disappeared in the
later period, and the 1later Job Search applicants registered a
statistically significant $670 loss in earnings, This later Job Search
performance thus had a marked influence on the size of the overall average
impacts for the Job Search program alone as a whole as well as the EWEP
add-on. (See Tables 3.2 and 3.3.)

To measure the incremental effect of EWEP, Table 3.6 compares the
outcomes of each experimental program to t’he other by application period.
The table indicates that, for the early enrollees, the differences between
the two programs i'rere not statistically significant, although there were
slight losses in earnings and small welfare savings for the EWEP add-on
model, However, the variation in employment and particularly earnings
between the two groups becomes dramatic in the later period as large and
statistically significant differences develop, It is thus important to
bear in mind that the EWEP earnings effects for the full sample (Table 3.3)
have not been stable over time, and have stemmed from this later gain,
al though, as discussed above, the gain is particularly large because of the
poor performance of the Job Search only group.

There is no clear reason for the performance of the later Job Search
group in the last half of the follow-up, particularly since welfare
behavior did not change significantly from the earlier period. The key
question is: Can the difference in earnings impacts between the two srmples
in the different time periods be related to specific fa-ctors, such as
changes in the labor market or program content of either the Job search

wor'tshop or EWEP; or is the difference simply a statistical aberration? As



§AN 0IEGO

AFDC APPLICANTG: INPACTS OF EWEP ADD-ON, BY APPLICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUSUST 1883 IMPACT BAMPLE}

Octobar 1862 ~ March 1983

April - August 1983

Job Search- Job Search-

Outcome and Follow-Up Quarter | EWEP Job Gearch Differencs ENEP Job Search  Dif "srence

Ever Employed, Quarters

g -8(% 80.2 58.9 + 0.3 82.1 81.4 + 0,7

Evar Employed, Querters

2 -8 [% 84.8 85,8 - 1.1 n/a n/a n/a

Ever Employed [%)
Quarter of Applicetion 33.5 32,6 + 1.0 38,38 3.7 + 4,7
Quarter 2 32,8 35.8 - 3,2 8.8 89,6 +0,2
Quarter & 38,14 36.9 + 1.2 4.1 36.8 + 0.2
Quarter 4 4.4 38.4 + 2,0 43.8 38.9 + 7,0%
Qusrter § 42,2 7.8 + 4,3 4.8 37.8 + 6,0¢
Guarter 8 30,8 8.3 + 0,8 46,2 34,2 +11.00%0yyy
Quarter 7 40,4 a4 + 1.0 n/a /s n/s
Gusrter O 38,8 8.8 +0,8 n/a n/e n/»

Aversge Totsl Earnings,

Qusrters 2 - 6 [#] 3507.48 3606,04 - 988,65 4218,74 2826.36 +1202,38004yyy

Average Totsl Esrnings, »

Quarters 2 - 8 [4] 6324,26 5438.48 - 114,22 n/a n/e n/e

Average Totel Earnings [$)
Qusrtar of Application 356,86 303.12 - 368,18 362,86 326,60 + 37,06
Quartar 2 432,42 501,64 - 9,18 818,57 480,77 + 167.78%%yy
Querter 3 627.41 705,16 - 17,76 806,69 72,34 + 233,37%%%yyy
Querter 4 748,37 716,78 + 29,60 889,48 567,61 + 311,87000yyy
Querter § 832,32 187,23 + 36,10 870,880 860,76 + 220,14%¢
Guarter 8 886.87 ° 886,27 - 46,30 1024,12 854,91 + 389.21"'y§?
Quarter 7 £85,86 82,21 - 37,54 /s n/s n/a 2!)
Quarter B 827,08 £23,78 + 3,38 n/a n/a n/s

(continued)



TABLE 4,8 [continued)

-y

October 1882 - Merch 1883 ' April - August 1883

Job Besrch- Job Search-
Outoome ond Follow-Up Quecter |  EWEP Job Search Difference ENEP Job Search  Difference

Ever Receivad Any AFDC
Peyntnte, Quarters ¢ - 6 [X] 83.6 86.2 - 1.8 64,8 852 -1.0

Evor Recaivad Any AFDC
Peynents, Quertsrs 1 - 8 [¥] 83,8 86.7 - 1.8 n/a n/a n/s

Ever Recaived Any AFDC
Paynents [3)

Quartar of Application 8.8 18,8 - Wl 80.4 78,0 t 14
Guerger 2 4.7 86.5 - 1.8 83.6 86.8 - 2,8
duerter 8 53.8 52,5 + 143 48,7 §1.8 - 2.8
Quorter 4 . 4.8 48,3 +1.2 4.4 44,2 - 0.7
Querter & 4.4 42,8 -1.8 3841 423 - 4,2
| Querter @ 38.4 36,8 - 0.4 32.8 36,8 - a4
3 verter 7 33.5 334 + 0.4 nfa n/s n/a
! Quartar £ 30.2 a0,8 - 0.4 n/a n/s n/a

Aversge Totsl AFDC Payments
Raceivad, Quartars 1 - 6 [§) 3436.,01 3638,18 -103.47 3368.61 3421,68 - 62,08

Avarage Total AFDC Payments
Received, Querters 1 =~ 8 [$] 4215,84 4288,28 - 80.62 n/a n/a n/a

Average AFDC Payments
Received [§)

Quarter of Application 718,138 132,68 - 13.48 764,01 710,85 + 34,86
Guarter P 887,82 714,55 - 26,83 708,50 718.82 - 13,32
Guarser § 804,38 811,82 - 1.44 540.76 568,58 - 18,84
Guarter 4 534,00 548,26 - 16,23 482.74 488,24 - 18,564
duarter § 488,02 488,53 - 18.81 450,30 458,69 - 8,39
Quarger 8 420,88 442,37 - 21.48 426,31 456,30 - 28,86
Quarter 7 402,87 308,60 + 8.7 /e n/a n/e
Quarter 8 a68.21 860,40 - 14,19 /s /s n/a
Bempls Siz2e 878 53R 6ed 320
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Just noted, there is some evidence to suggest that the Job Search group did
in fact perform poorly, and that there may have been an EWEP add-on effect
during the later application period. The losses in earnings for the later
Job Search group, however, may not be of the magnitude reported here, A
few hypotheses can be posed to try to account for this group's behavior,
but there is 1ittle hard evidence to inform them.

One hypothesis is that there were either computational errors or
errors in assemvling the sarnings data, Extensive review of the quality of
the earnings records and related computational methods indicated that
these firdings werc not the result of data errors, Aprendix E presents a
description of these data quality checks.

Another hypothesis is that the program models and/or the program's
operational performance changad substantially over this period. ~ As
uiscussed in the previous section, there is no evidence to support this;
Appendix Tables C.3 and C.4 indicate no major differences in progran
activity levels for either research group or application period, and
interviews with program staff suggest no operational changes of importance.

Other hypotheses are more closely linked to the labor market, As
noted above, labor market conditions changed, as did the applicants'
characteristics, over the demonstration period.” Later applicants had
less of a work hislory, but came into the sample and began job search
during a better economy than earlier applicants. Thus, one possibility is
that job search workshops may be less effective in strong labor markets
than in weak ones. Previous studies, for example, have shown that group
Job search moves individuals into entry-level, low-wage jobs as a first

step into the labor market and that these jobs are similar to those usually



found without special assistance. However, in an improving labor market,
people left to their own devices -~ especially those with recent labor
market experience -- may have more effective ways of finding employment or
methods that lead to better quality jobs. If required to participate in a
Job search program, they might forego these alternative methods and rely on
the program to produce job opportunities. Thus, while both those in the
workshops and those on their own find jobs in good labor markets, the types
of Jobs may differ. An analysis of earnings impacts for those with and
without recent prior work history indicates that the largest loss 1in
earnings and the largest reduction in quarters worked is experienced by
those with a recent work history. (See Section H and Appendix Table C.11.)

A related hypothesis deals with job loss. The cdata were carefully
examined to determine if the later Job Search and Job Search/EWEP appl i~
cants, once employed, appeared to remain so. For both groups, the main
employment surge took place in quarter 2, but the later Job Search group
did not hold their jobs to the same extent as their Job Search/EWEP counter-
parts, Appendix Table C.8 shows that the majority of applicants who ever
worked during follow-up had jobs by the quarter after application, Both
programs resulted in substantial and statistically significant increases in
the proportion holding jobs in quarter 2 but virtually no effect on finding
Jobs after that quarter, As seen in Appendix Table C.9, the later Job
Search group experienced more job losses between quarters 2 and 6 than
controls (by a statistically significant 11 percentage points), while the
later Job Search/EWEP group's job loss compared to controls was only a
nonsignificant 3 percentage points, Therefore, some part of the poorer

earnings performance of the later Job 3earch group is due to their greater



Job loss and subsequent tendency to stay out of the labor market: thosze
employed in quarter 2 show a higher propensity to be unemployed in quarter
6. Further, there was also a slight but not statistically significant
increase in the proportion of those returning to the welfare rolls among
the later Job Search group, as seen in Appendix Table C.15.

Another possible explanation is that, in better labor narfkets. work
experience of the short-term type offered by BWEP is particularly helpful
for applicants with a poor work record, In fact, there may be a
complicated interaction between good labor markets and an inexperienced
welfare pcpulation that can explain why additional program assistance,
Seyond Job search instruction and support, is needed for some people to
make demonstrable gains in the labor market.

Any of the possibilities seem reasonable and in fact it may have been
several working together, along with random chance and other factors, that
combined to produce this large difference in earnings effects across

application periods for the Job Search group.

F. Do Impacts Decline or Increase Qver Time?

This section will draw together the various impact trends, both those
for the full sample and those by application period, to focus on the
consistency und stability of the observed impacts. To examine how these
impacts mighi hold up over time, two additional quarters of data were
analyzed for an early applicant group -- those applying during the October
1982 through the March 1983 period. (See Figure 3.8.) These data will be
referred to when appropriate.

Data for the full sample (Table 3.2) suggest that the Job Search/EWEP

-80- 134



FIGURE 3.8
AFDC APPLICANTS: TRENDS
IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS
(OCTOBER 1982 - MARCH 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Quorterly Emplayment Rote (2
or
!

o

40

.
. n e e e S e e A A N
- Ll PRSI

At S am o ol e w2 2

10

0 i L 1 1 1 1 1 A . A b}

upcfﬁer gpcfﬁgr é#ﬂ“*ﬁr ;”crggr gﬂcrtﬂr :” 4,00 A o 2”or;ar 2U°rgef guﬂ'”°r 8

prio” © petof

Quorter Ralativae to Applicccion

Averagae AFDC Paymants ($)
800

800 |-

400 |

3
300 el - A L 4

Nd’ var i mo\'“r 2 moﬂ‘r 3 nugf'“r 4 mﬂﬂ‘r S guof_'b‘r mgf'“r 1 Mf'f:‘r 8
Quarter Relotiva To Application

See Tables 3.4 and 3.5.
-81~

SOURCE:

135

Jab Search-ENEP
Experimantals

—mw .

Controls

Job Saearch-EWEP
Experimentols

Job Saearch
Experimantals

Controls




employment and earnings it icts were fairly stable throughout the demonstra-
tion period, but that this was not true for the Job Search group, whose
overall trend was strongly influenced by the experience of the later
applicant group. For both program models, there were notable welfare
reductions during the year after welfare application, but thereafter the
wel fare reductions became smaller, particularly for the Job Search group.

When the impacts are observed in more detail, quarter-by=-quarter, it
is clear that employment and earnings gains for the Job Search/EWEP group
persisted and were statistically significant over the five quarters of
follow-up, witn some drop after quarter 3. By quarter 6, the employment
rate was higher than controls by 4 percentage points and the earnings had
risen by $161. Despite some differences between the early and later Job
Search/EWEP groups, Table 3.4 and Figure 3.8 show that similar levels of
impact's continued for an additional two quarters of follow=-up.,

In contrast, Job Search alone produced Large and statistically signifi-
cant improvements in employment and earnings only in the first two quarters
of follow-up; after these quarters, there was a marked decline in ,both
measures, By the sixth quarter of follow-up, there was no employment
impact and the earnings difference had stabilized at a low level -- $27 per
sxrarimental ~- a figure that is not statistically significant,

An examination of the Job Search group shows the diversity by applica-
tion period. For the early group of applicants -- the focus of the second
report -- there were positive employment and earnings improvements for as
long as seven quarters after application, although the gains became some-
what lower in the later quarters., During the eighth quarter, there was a

3.5 percentage point increase in the proportion working, and an earnings
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gain of $134, al though neither was statistically significunt. (Table 3.5
and Figure 3.8.) 1In contrast, the later group of Job Search applicants
experienced net losses in earnings which, although not statistically
significant, did continue through the sixth quarter, despite the initial
increase in the proportion of 1later applicants working. The Job Search
impact trend is thus very sensitive to the timing of application and not at
all stable, although, as seen in Table 3.5, employment impacts in the
additional two quarters of follow-up seemed to be steadier for the early
sample, |

As noted previously, welfare savings in both programs were modest but
reached their highest points in quarters 2, 3 and 1§, The impacts
thereafter stabilized at a low level, There is some suggestion in the
eight-quarter follow-up of the early applicant sample that small welfare
reductions may continue to occur for both program models. In support of
these findings, Table 3.2 shows that, in quarters 2 through 4§, Job
Search/EWEP payments declined by between $67 and $72, while the Job Search
only reductions were slightly lower, The reductions were nevertheless
statistically significant until quarter 5 when the impacts became smaller
and, for the Job Search group, disappeared. Figure 3.8, however, shows
that over the longer follow-up for the early sample, small and not
statistically significant welfare reductions continued for both programs.
The timing of the welfare application did not appear to affect the welfare
receipt ard payments of either group.

To obtain an additional reading on loager-term impacts, earnings gains
and welfare reductions were estimated for the combined last two quarters of

data available :'or each application period. For the earliest applicants
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(October 1982 through December 1982), these were quarters 8 and 9, counting
from the quarter of random assigmment; for those applying in July and
August 1983, quarters 5 and 6 only. Despite the difference in the relative
quarters used for each individual, these estimates have the advantage of
using the full sample and the last available follow-up data, Estimates for
these final quarters (in unadjusted form) have been used in the
benefit-~cost analysis (Chapter 5) as the base froa which to project total
earnings gains and welfare savings up to five years following random
assignment,

The adjusted control group average of earnings for the last two
follow-up quarters is $1,592. From this baseline, gains of $289 and $74
were experienced, respectively, by the Job Search/EWEP and Job Search
groups, with only the former statistically significant. The corresponding
welfare reductions were $44 and $15 (neither statistically‘significan;.) on
a control group AFDC payment base of $829 for the last two quarters

combined.

G. Impacts op Other Income Sources

The previous discussion has addressed the San Diego programs' effects
on two important sources of i_ncome for sample members: welfare receipt and
the applicants' own earnings. However, as indicated in the second report,
applicants may be beneficiaries of other cash and in-kind income which they
themselves may receive, or which immediate family members or other indivi-
duals living either in or outside of their households may receive. 18
Except for Uneaployment Insurance compensation, information on other income

sources is avallable from a survey conducted by MDRC with a random sub=-
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sample of experimentals and controls six months after welfare application.
Some survey results were included in the second report, but at that time,
administrative records data on UI benefits were not available for the full
eanple.19

The survey data confirmed that welfare receipt an. applicants'
earnings were the most important income sources for both the applicants and
their families, accounting for more than three-quarters of all income
reported by the applicants and 70 percent of all family income. The data
also show that Food Stamps and Unemployment Insurance compensation were the
next most ifwportant sources, at least during the sixth month after appli-
cation,

With administrative records on UI benefits now available for the fail
sample for at least 18 months, this section reports on two issues: the
extent to which the San Diego programs affected receipt of UI oompensatiqn,
and -~ using welfare, earnings and benefits data == program impacts on
measured income,

1.  Unemployment Insurance Bepefi{s

During the quarter of application, almost one~quarter of the AFDC
applicants -~ both experimentals and controls -- received some Unempl oyment
Insurance compensation, but by the sixth quarter only 5 to 6 percent did
so. (See Table 3.7.) Generally, neither program affected this pattern nor
the size of the payments throughout the follow-up period, although there
were small and positive but not statistically significant increases in the
level of benefits paid to the Job Search group ($67 over 18 months). This
was due to the later Job Search applicants, who received slightly more over

the 18 months ($97) than the earlier group ($38), as indicated in Appendix
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TABLE 3

o7

BAN DIEQO

AFDC APPLICANT8: INPACT8 OF JDB BEARCH-EWEP AND
J0B BEARCH DN UMEMPLOYMENT INBURANCE BENEFITE
\OCTOBER 1982 - AUGUBT 1863 IMPACT BAMPLE]

Job Besrch - EWEP

Job Beerch

Dutoome ond Follow-Up Quartar Exparimantel Control Differance Exparimental Cantral D17ferance

Ever Racefved UI Banafite,

Quartors 1 - B [X] 27.0 ea.3 + 0.7 28.0 26.3 + 1.7

Avermge Number of Nonthe

mith U] Benefite,

Quertere 1 - 8 1.34 1.386 - 0.04 1.50 1.38 + 0.13

Ever Recefved UI Banafite [X]
Quarter of Application 20.7 19.8 + 0.8 21.4 18.8 + 1,8
Quarter 2 14,1 14.1 - D.1 16.0 14,1 + 0.8
Querter 3 10.1 10.8 - 0.8 10.8 10.6 + 0.1
Querter 4 *7.8 ‘8.8 - 0.7 " 8.7 8.2 + 1.4
Querter 5 8.2 6.8 + 0,7 6.8 5.5 + 1.4
Querter 8 4.6 .0 - 1.0 5.8 5.8 + 0.3

Avearesge Total UI Benefite,

Quarters 1 - 8 [§8] 449,05 453.62 . - 4,87 520.28 453.62 +686,08

Aversge Totel UI Benafite [6]
Quarter of Applicetion 143.13 148.74 - 6.81 156.52 148.74 + 7.78
Querter 2 117.23 128.40 - 9.18 134.53 128,41 + B.12
Querter 3 80.78 "71.18 + 8.84 ' 88.08 71.16 +18.80
Quarter 4 48.77 43.21 + 3.58 66.25 43.21 +12.08
Querter 6 3g.87 3g.3¢2 + 0.65 44,62 3g.3¢2 +12.20
Querter 8 268.268 31.78 - 3,53 41,43 31.78 + 8,83

Bample Bize 1502 873 858 873

BOURCE: NDRC oslouletions from UI Banafite records from the Btats of Celifornis.

NOTEB:

ragression~edjustead using ordinery Lesst aquaren,

membare.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Regressicon controle aleo fnoluda prior UI benefit recetipt.
calculmting sume ond differances dus to rounding.

The firet month of the querter of gppliocstion is thm month in whioh sn tndividual wees rendomly

These dete fnolude zeroc valusse for semple membars not recsiving UI benefits.
oontralling for pre—aeppliceticn ochersotaristice of samplae
There 20y be some disorespencies ¢n

Thess date ere

Mons of the differsnces batween ths indiceted sxparimsntal and control groupe asre astatistiostlly
significent at the 10 percent Lavel ueing » two-teiled t~-tast.
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Table C.10. Other than this, early and later applicants exhibited fairly
similar patterns of UI receipt.

2. Measured Income

To obtain a measure of total income that included the three major
income sources -~ welfare payments, earnings and UI benefits -~ information
from monthly AFDC and UI benefits records were aggregated into three-month
calendar quarters to match the UI earnings quarterly periods. Table 3.8
indicates that the Job Search/EWEP sequence- improved total income by the
statistically significant amount of $86%4 over the five-quarter follow-up.
The increase for the Job Search program was lower and nbt statistically
significant ($159).

The greater improvement for the Job Search/EWEP group reflects in part
this group’s smaller reductions in welfare payments relative to their .
larger earnings increases (as compared to the Job Search group). The Job
Search group’s small increase in UI benefits helped these experimentals to
off set reductions in welfare payments. However, as discussed previously,
these findings mask differences in employment and welfare patterns between
the early and later applicants. For example, the gain in measured income
for the earlier group of applicants from both programs was substantial and
statistically significant ($468 for the Job Search/EWEP group and $676 for
the Job Search only experimentals), For the later group there was a
statistically significant loss in measured income for the Job Search group
and small but not statistically significant increases for the Job Search/
EWEP group. (See Appendix Table C.12.)

The bottom panel of Table 3.8 also shows the composition of the total

sample by sources of income -- i.e., income status -- as of quarter 6.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 3.8
BAN DIEGD

AFDC APPLICANTB: INPACTS OF JDB SEARCH-EWEP AND J0B BEARCH ON NEABURED INCONE
{OCTOBER 1882 - AUBUBT 1983 INPACT BAMPLE)

] )
Job Besrch - EWEP Job Bearch
Dutcoss and Btetua Exparionutel Control Diffearence Exparisantel Control Difference
Average Totel Inooms .
Reosived, Quarters 2-38 (8) ae82.60 8518.589 +464,01°° 8877.12 86516.58 +158.53
Avarsge Totel Incoms
Receivad (8} . =
Quarter of Applicetion [} L] [ ] [] L] [ ]
Quarter 2 1408.38 1828.89 + 78.08°%° 1424.95 1326.38 + 86.56°°
Querte. 3 ' 1408.59 13138.20 + 98.4D0°%° 1380.98 138138.20 + B87.78
Quarter 4 1403.058 1838.77 + 84,28 1288.786 1838.77 - 80.00
Querter B 1362.34 1280.89 + 81.45 1278.85 1280.68 - 1.04
Querter B 1389.27 1267.34 +141.90%° 1802.58 1267.34 + 45,22
8tatus During Querter 6 [l]b
No serninge, AFDC Paysentes
or UI Benefite 31.0 83.1 - 2.1 82.4 33.1 - 0.7
No serninge, snd soesas AFDC
Paysasnte or UI Banefite 27.0 28.1 - 2.1 80.1 208.1 + 1.0
Bosns sarninge, AFODC
Paysente or UI Banafite 12.1 12.6 - D.B 18.0 12.8 + 0.4
Soss sarninge, no AFOC
Peaysante or UI Banafite 30.0 26,2 + 4.8 24.5 265.2 - 0.7
8eaple Bize 1502 873 666 873

BOURCE: NORC celoulstions froe County of Ben Diego walfers recorde and Unssploysent Insursnce sernings
rcoorde froe the EPP Inforsstion Byetes end Unemploysent Insurence bensfits recorde froes ths Btate of
Celifornia,
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Generally, the San Diego programs did not result in major changes in the
use of various income sources although there was an increase in the
proportion of applicants recording earnings. This suggests impacts reflect
mostly changes in the level of these incomz sources, not types. In quarter
6, approximately one-third of experimentals and controls recorded no
earnings, welfare payments or UI benefits. To examine this further, the
six-month survey data were used to look for other sources of income or
contributions by immediate family members or others inside or outside of
the household. There was 1little evidence that these sources were
important, except for a small and not statistically significant increase in
contributions to the Job Search group from individuals other than
applicants., One explanation may be remarriage or earnings not reported to
the UI system,

Table 3.8 indicates that between 25 and 30 percent of the full sample
were found to have only earnings; this group received no welfare or UI
payments at any time during the sixth quarter. The remainder received both
welfare and UI benefits, possibly in combination with earnings, at some
point during this quarter. This is not surprising given California's high
welfare payment standard that allows some lower earners to collect welfare

even though they have income from other :ources.

H.  For Which Groups Do The Programs Work Best?

This section presents subgroup analyses to address the question: For
which groups of applicants does job search or job search combined with work
experience have the largest impacts? Impacts are estimated separately for

individuals with differences in work history, prior AFDC dependency and
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family size (that is, if they have one or more children).20 In each case,
the full sample has been subdivided to obtain sufficient sample sizes.
Differences vy application periods, discussed previously, are not
explicitly analyzed, except for the work history subgroups.

1. Impaote by Prior Work History

Beoause previous evaluations,2! including the second report, have
suggested that employment and training programs have their largest impacts
on individuals with 1little or no recent employment experience, this
analysis is a particularly important one to umierstand. The finding as a
rule does not mean that very hard-to-employ groure =:hieve high levels of
postprograz employaent. On the contrary, absolute rates of employment are
generally much higher for more job-ready individuals. However, because
welfare receipt is only a temporary source of aid for many,22 a substantial
nunbér of people leave the rolls on their own within a short time, without
any assistance. Thus, programs that work with peopie who would have found
Jobs by themselves or cycled off welfare for other reasons may appear
successful when in fact they have not made a large differense; employment
rates would have been high in any case., In contrast, programs helping
those who would have done poorly on their own may look less successful
because of the low absolute 1_evels of employment, but they may have caused
a graater change in behavior,

Thus, as shown in Pigure 3.9 and Table 3.9, the Job Search/EWEP
experimentals with no work record in the year prior to random assignment
experienced an almost 10 percentage poiant employment gain through quarter 6
#nd the earnings iwmprovement was $1,066. Compared to contrcls with no

recent prior employment, this is a 72 percent increase in earnings; it is



FIGURE 3.9
AFDC APPLICANTS: AVERAGE EARNINGS AND AFDC
PAYMENTS, BY PRIOR YEAR EMPLOYMENT STATUS
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TABLE 3.8

8AN DIEGD

AFDC APPLICANTS: GELECTED IMPACTS OF JOB SEARCH-EWEP AND JOB BEARCH
BY PRIOA YEAR EMPLOYNENT BYATUS '
(OCTOBER 1062 - AUBUBT 4863 INPACT SAMPLE)

. Priar Job Baarch - ENEP Job Bearoh
Enpl vy —
outooms wnd Follow=Up Pariod mont | Expartmentel  Gontrol  Diffarence Exparinantel  Control  Differsnce
Ever Exployad, Quartera 2 - 6 ll]' None 40,1 8.4 ALY 465 3.4 +1.1449
Some 3.2 M. +.8 745 1.4 +3,1
Average Nunber of ﬂulftlrl.'ith Nona 1,48 1.00 10, 44000y 1.00 1,00 40,289
Employssaty Quartera @ - § Some 2.58 2.2 +0.15 2.43 2.8 +0.00
4
Evar Eaployad {n None 30.0 £3,8 +0,3% 25,0 23,8 +d
Quarser B {X) Boma 83,1 B1.7 Hd 0.2 5.7 3.8
Averege Total Elrnlﬂﬂlp None R540.02 1474.00  +1066,03%%% 2114.82 1470,00 +840,82°
Guertars 2 - 6 (4] Gons 4980.28 4840,75  + 347,83 4510.66 4640,75 -182.10
1 '
. Avarage Totsl Earnings fn Nome 633,20 303,82 +RADD4YMY 487,60 399,00 +84,3¢
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Evar Rucaivad Any AFOC Paymente {n ] Nom 36,6 Q2. =1.5 8.7 2.1 -2.d
Quarter 6 (%) Sone 3.8 30.8 .0 .4 30,5 4.3
Average Total AFDC Peymants None 3881475 227,38 -266.60 4007.886 427,38 -134,73
Recelvady Querters 1~ 8 (9] Bome 2080.38 3100.61  -309,24° 2087.24 3100,61 ~162.37
Average AFDC Paymants Aecaived {n Noma 501,64 552,48 ~50.02 627.07 652,48 -25,39
Querter 6 (1) Bome 34,684 340,86 + 4,08 aN.eé 343,08 2,19
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‘three times as great as the ippacts for those with a recent work history.
These figures are in marked contrast tc a 1.8 percentage point increase .n
employment and an earnings gain of $348 for those with some work history in
the prior year. Job Search/EWEP experimentals who had held a Jjob previous-
ly experienced only a T percent earnings gain compared to their control
counterparts, although earnings levels were three times those of
individuals without prior work experiehoe, bearing out the finding
explained above.

Similar results were seen for the Job Search only group. Those with
no recent prior employment had larger employment (T pereeritage points) and
earnings gains ($641) in quarters 2 through 6 compared to those who had
worked recently (3 percentage points and a loss of earnings of $122). This
suggests an important finding: that the relatively poor performance of the
later Job Search group, especially during the later application period, was
in large part due to the behavior of those with prior work history.

None of the gains in employment and earnings for either experimental
group resulted in any consistent statistically significant welfare impacts
that could be tied to applicants' work history. As indicated in Table 3.9,
the group with no recent employment had somewhat lower welfare savings over
the follow-up period than the group with prior employment, despite this
former group's larger earnings gains., However, there is some indication
that, by the last quarter of the follow-up, welfare savings were larger for
those with no recent work history, but only for the Job Search/EWEP group.

The impacts on subgroups identified by recent work history appear
particularly sensitive to the timing of welfare application within the Job

Search group. For the early applicants, those with no recent work history



registered earnings gains of $1,228 over five quarters; during the later
period, their small losses were not statistically significant. (See Table
C.11.) In . contrast,. the early applicants with some job history had
earnings gains of $389 that were not statistically significant, but their
later oounterparts sustained a large and statistically significant loss of
$1,060. While both those with and without recent wocrk experience among ihe
later applicant group had lower oarningd impacts, the large losses for
those with a recent work history are notable., Welfare impacts were similar
across the two application periods for individuals in both subgroups.

These results confirm those of the second report, in which it was seen
that the San Diego Job Search and Job Search/EWEP programs had a generally
greater earnings imgact on appliocants who were hard-to-employ, as character-
ized by the lack of recent employment prior to welfare application.

2. Jmu&uuuLJnLJkusuLAxnn_ngngnnsnnx

Impacts were also estimated separately for applicants who had never
received welfare, had received it for two years or less, or had received it
for more than two years, all prior to this recent application for welfare.
This analysis provides insight into how the programs affected 1nd1viciuals
who had recently undergone a financial change in their lives (such as Job
loss) and had applied for welfare, perhaps for the first time, compared to
those who might be more entrenched in the wel fare system.

In general, impacts were larger for AFNC's who had received some
welfare prior to application than those who had not. (See Figure 3.10 and
Appendix Table C.13.) Regardless of prior welfare receipt, the employment,
earnings and welfare impacts were generally larger and more frequently

statistically significant for the Job Search/EWEP experimentals than for
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FIGURE 3. 10
AFDC APPLICANTS: AVERAGE EARNINGS AND AFDC
PAYMENTS, BY PRIOR YEAR AFDC STATUS
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the Job Search group.

3. Impagts of Job Search by Number of Children

Program effects on families with one child were compared to those for
families with more than one child. Earnings and welfare savings were
greater and mostly statistically significant for families with two
children or more. This probably reflects the fact that individuals with
larger families receive higher grant paynehta, and thus, there is a greater

potential for welfare grant reductions among this group. (See Appendix
Table C.14.)



CHAPTER {4

AFDC-U APPLICANTS: EMPLOYMENT. EARNINGS AND WELFARE IMPACTS

This chapter presents the impacts of the two San Diego models for the
AFDC-U applicant group =-- mostly male heads of two-parent households.
Similar to Chapter 3, impact findings for the full sample are discussed
first, followed by impacts by period of welfare application and other

important subgroup distinctions.

A, e - ences

As for the AFDC group, Table 4.1 shows that there were statistically
significant and large differences in program treatment between the two
experimental and control groups, as well as between each of the two program
models, Within a six-month follow-up period, close to one~half of the
experimental applicants had participated in some structured activity, but
only 3.5 percent of the control group members had done so. As noted in
Chapters 2 and 3, those randomly designatezd as controls were required to
register with the regular WIN Program. The main activity for experimentals
was group Jjob search, taught in workchops, followed by, for the Job
Search/EWEP group, a work experience position in a public or nonprofit
agency. (Controls, if served, generaliv received individual Job search, a
far less intensive activity.) Fifteen percent of all AFDC-U applicants in
the Job Search/EWEP experimental group spent at least one hour in a work
experience job,

Another principal difference between the groups was the level of
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TABLE 4.1
SAN O0IEGO

AFOC-U APPLICANTS: SIX-MONTH PERFORMANCE INOICATORS, BY RESEARCH GROUP
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1983 SAMPLE]

Expsrimentsl 1 Control

Job Search-

Six-Month Performence Indicator EWEP Job Search wWIN
Job Plescement Plscsment Assistence [X] 88.3 88.0 0.0
Registared With EPP/WIN [X] 85.7 B6.5 ] 88.4**

Participated in Any Post-
Registration Activity [%X] 51.8 48.0 3.5e%e

Perticipated at Lesst
One Oay in Job Search 50.8 47.0 O.5%%s
Workshop [X]

Worked at Lesast One Hour at
en EWEP Worksite [X] 15.1 0.0 0.1°%*"

Received Other 1

EPP Services [X%] ] 2.8 3.0 3.0
Program Placement a
{(Found Employment) [%] 31.1 30.3 15.5%%¢
Oersgistered From EPP/WIN [X] 58.9 56.7 48.4%**
Oue to request For Sanction [X] 5.1 4.3 1 o0.7%ss
Total Applicants b 1403 855 838

S0URCE: MORC calculations from the EPP Information System and EWEP Activity
Logs maintained by the Sen Oisgo County Departmant of Social Servicas.

NOTES: All parformance jindicetors ere celculated as a parcantagas of sall
impact semple memberas in the indicetead rassarch group.

.Progro- plecement informetion is bssad on smployment that is reportad
to progrem etaff. Progrsm placemsnt date will not be used to masasure impacta.

bExcludol applicents missing AFOC payments for one month or mora
during ths first eix months after applicetion.

Diffarances batweasn ressarch groups within sn sssistance castegory
are stetistically significent using s two-tailed t-test st the following Lavels:
® - 10 percant; ** = 5 psrcent; *** = 1 percant.
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sanctioning, Rates for the two experimental groups were considerably
higher than the control rate (4 to 5 percent compared to less than 1
percent), reflecting the low 1level of services available to WIN
registrants, By the ninth month after application, the sanctioning level
for the Job Search/EWEP group had gone up to 6.3 percent. (See Appendix
Table C.1.)

Also by the ninth month after application, only between 5.5 and 6.2
percent of the Job Search only and Job Search/EWEP registrants remained in
the program but were unserved by program staff, while 16.6 percent of the
control registrants had not been‘reached. " {See Table C.g and the discus=-
sion in Chapter 3.,) These rates, also slightly lower than those of the
AFDC's, indicate that very few AFDC-U applicants stayed continuously
enrolled in the program without fulfilling the requirements, Those who
did, as a special case file review revealed, were primarily registrants who
had been officially deferred or exempted from participation. These data,
as well as other information presented in the second report, strongly
suggest that San Diego did in fact implement a mandatory job search and

work requirement for the AFDC-U as well as the AFDC applicants.

B. Impacts on Employment, Earnings and Welfare

As seen in the second report, the impacts over the six-month follow=-up

reflected mainly the effects of the job search treatment since many Job

~Search/EWEP experimentals were still in work experience positions at the

end of this period. In contrast to the AFDC findings, however, there were

substantial reductions in welfare payments among AFDC-U's. The longer-term

follow-up of the early sample showed particularly large savings for those
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in the Job Search/EWEP model. There were also smaller employment
increases. While both programs led to statistically significant six~month
employment gains, there was no promise of sustained impacts on either
employment or earnings in the longer follow-up. In addition, similar to
the AFDC's, the AFDC-U's did not show changed behavior due to EWEP,
although it was still too early to measure EWEP's effects reliably.

As explained in Chapter 2, individuals applied for welfare over an
extended period of time -- 11 months beginning in October 1982. Thus,
overall impacts for the full sample -- which express the average change in
behavior for a var.iety of individuals over time -- can wask important
diversity, as for tae AFDC group. There were, in fact, some differences in
characteristics between AFDC-U's applying early in the demonstration as
compared to those applying later, as well as some small differences in
program outcomes. Nevertheless, the AFDC-U sample, regardless of
application period, was on the whole a quite employable group, with over
two-thirds having a job record in the year prior to welfare application.
The impact differences between the early and later applicants were also not
as pronounced a= those for the AFDC's. The average impacts for the ,full
AFDC-U sample are thus fairly representative of the programs' effects on
this group throughout the demonstration.,

The principal findings of this report show that the early six-month
‘improvements in employment and earnings were not sustained for members in
either -experimental group (as predicted in the second report's yearlong
f'ollow-ub for th"e“?'early sample). In this report, after a year and
one-half, the full sample. experienced virtually no employment or earnings

-gains. However, there were large and statistically significant welfare
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savings for both program models.

Table 4.2 shows that, during the full five-quarter follow-up in this
report, 76.3 percent of the Job Search/EWEP experimentals and T4.0 percent
of the Job Search only experimentals worked as compared to 73.6 percent of
the controls. (These small differences are not statistically significant.)
Except for the quarter after random assignment (in which a 5 to 6 percent-
age point gairn in employment occurred), enﬁloynent impacts were erratic and
not statistically significant. Overall, earnings improved by $384 and $216
for the Job Search and Job Search/EWEP groups, with the largest gains
taking place in quarfers 2 and 3. By the final follow-up quarter, however,
the impacts were essentially zero. This pattern reflects not so much a
poor record on the part of AFDC-U experimentals but rather that controls
quickly caught up to the experimentals' levels. Even in the absence of
special services, more than one~-half of the AFDC-U control group were
employed by quarter 4, (See Figure 4.1.)

Table 4.2 and Figure 4.2 show trends in welfare receipt and average
welfar~ payments over the 18-month follow-up period. Over this period,
similar proportions of Job Search/EWEP experimentals and controls at’some
point received welfare payments, while welfare receipt amor.,g the Job Search
applicants declined from the control level by a statistically significant
3.5 percentage points. This suggests that the Job Search program may have
deterred some members of this group from going on welfare.

A review of welfare receipt quarter-by-quarter shows that reductions
in the proportion receiving some welfare peaked for the Job Search/EWEP
group in the third quarter, when the drop was a statistically significant

7.4 percentage points. Thereafter, reductions slowed to about 3 percentage
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TABLE 4.2

BAN O0IEGD

AFDC~U APPLICANTB: INPACTS DF JOB BEARCH-EWEP AND JOB GEAACH
(OCTDBER 1982 - AUGUST 1883 INPACT BANPLE)

Job Bemrch - EWEP

{

Job Besrch

Outcome end Follom~Up Quarter Exparimentale Controle Differanoce Exporimentale Controlae Oiffereance
Evar E-plgyld- Quertere
2 -8 [x] 78.3 73.6 + 2,7 74.0 73.8 + 0.4
Avermges Numbsr of Quarters
with Employments Quartesrs
g - 8" .58 2.50 + 0.07 2.54 2.50 + 0.04
Ever Employad [X]
Quartar of Applicetion 50.2 48.8 + 1.8 48.3 48.6 + 0,7
Querter 2 48.2 40,7 + 5,5°° 45.8 40.7 + 5,2°°
Querter 3 50.8 48.8 + 2.0 47.8 48.8 - 0.8
Querter 4 53.3 83.7 - D.4 52.4 63.7 -~ 1.3
Querter & 54.4 52.1 + 2,3 54,3 62.1 + 2.1
Quarter 6 58.2 55.3 - 2.2 53.8 65.3 - 1.6
Aversge Total Earninges
Qusrtsres 2 - 6 (8] 7360.54 7144.88 + 215.87 7528.56 7144.88 +383.68
Avarage Totel Earnings [§]
Quartar nf Applicetion’ 762.87 747 .48 + 15.48 816.986 747.48 + BB.48
Querter B 848.82 8R4.27 + 124.35° 873.72 828,27 +140.48°°
Querter 3 1203.95 1224.57 + B88.38 1380.53 1224.57 +135.68 -
Quarter 3 1567.08 1600.65 - 43.58 1848.53 1600.85 +°48,88
Querter & 1731.08. . 1873.32 .+ B5B.24 . 1708.08 1874.32 - + 34.78
Querter B 1828.37 1822.08 + 7.28 1836.70 t822.08 + 14,82
Ever Received Any AFOC
Peymante, Querteare 1 - 6 [X] 82.3 83.1 -0.7 78.5 838.1 -3.5°
Avarege Numbasr of Non‘hn
Receiving AFOC Paysante,
Quarters 1 - 6 8.58 7.51 ~0.829°%° 6.88 7.51 -0,83°%°°
Evar RacCeived Any AFOC
Paymante [X]
Quartar of Applicetion 76.8 77.3 -1.5 75.0 77.3 -2,4
Querter 2 55.4 €2.0 -E.6%*° 855.4 62.0 ~6.6°%%°
Querter 3 42.7 50,1 =7.4°%° 43.2 60.1 ~7.0°%°°
Querter & 86,0 41.7 -5.7°%°%° 38.0 41.7 -2.7 ~
Querter B 32.7 36.5 -3.8°° 32.5 38.5 -4.0°
Quarter 6 30.2 33.1 -2.8 28.0 33.1 -5.1°°
Average Total AFDC Paymentas
Recaiveds Quarters 1 - 6 [§] 3123.70 3653.28 ~-528.58°°° 3183.60 3653.28 -4806.68°%°°
Avarage AFOC Peaymante
Recaivea [8]
Quertar Of Applicetion 701,01 733.83 - 3e.pe 885.687 733.23 -37.58
Quertar 2 818.88 738.R4 -120.28°°° 834.00 738.24 -105.24°°°
Querter 3 508.58 840.38 -130.,80¢°°° 521.91 840.38 -118.47°°°
Querter 3 452.71 550.78 - 81.08°%°° 500.34 550.789 ~80.45
Querter & 428.08 516.11 - BD,15°%°° 446.14 518.11 ~72,87°%°
Querter 6 405.48 470.52 - 85.08°° 385.54 470.52 ~84,88°%°
Besple Bize 1378 813 831 813
lecontinued]
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TABLE 4.2 [continusd])

SOURCE: NORC celculations from County of Gan Disgo walfare recorde and Unemployment Inaursnce serninge
racorde from the EPP Informetion System.

NOTES: Thaes dete fnclude zerc veluse for semple membars nct smploysd and for semple membere not
These dete are ragresaion~adjusted using crdinery Lesst squerse, controlling for

receiving woelfare.
Thare may be some discrepencies in celculeting saume and

pro-spplicetion charsctaristice Of ssmple membare.
diffearances dus to rounding.

'ﬂunrtlr 1y the querter of spplicetion, mey contein some sernings from the paricd prior to
spplicetion and 8 thardéfore excluded from the messurss of totel follow-up employment and serninge.

A two-tailed t~tent wee eapplind to differences betwesn oxparimentel end control groupe.
Statintical significence Lavels ere indicatad ses ® = 10 parcentj *®* = 5§ parcent; **® = 1 parcent.
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FIGURE 4.1

AFDC-U APPLICANTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY
EMPLOYMENT RATES AND AVERAGE EARNINGS
(OCTOBER 1982 ~ AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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FIGURE 4.2

AFDC-U APPLICANTS: TRENDS IN AFODC RECEIPT AND
AVERAGE PAYMENTS
(OCTOBER 1982 —~ AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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points in the final quarter, a difference that is not statistically signi-
ficant. The pattern was similar for the Job Search group, with the impacts
large in quarters 2 and 3 but then following an erratic course. However,
in the final quarter of follow-up, the level of Job Search welfare receipt
was 5 percentage points below that of controls, a statistically signifi-
cant change,

As previously noted, the AFDC-U welfare experience was markedly
different from that of the AFDC's, with statistically significant payment
reductions occurring in both program models., Over the 18-month period,
welfare payments to the Job Search/EWEP experimentals were reduced by $530,
a statistically significant 15 percent decrease from the control group mean
of $3,653. Welfare savings for the Job Search experimentals were also
significant at $470. Quarter-by-quarter, the impacts were largest in the
third quarter and then declined. Even in the sixth quarter,- however,
savings were $65 for the Job Search/EWEP group and $85 for those in the Job
Search program. These figures were statistically significant and represent
a 14 and 18 percent change from the control group mean. Both groups
received welfare for almost one month less than the controls.

Examination of quarters 2 through 6 reveals ore surprising finding:
welfare reductions are noticeably larger than the increases in earnings.
In this period (quarters 2 through 6), the Job Search/EWEP earnings gain of
$216 was accompanied by a grant reduction of $497, twice the size of the
earnings impact. For the Job Search only group, earnings gains of $384
occurred at the same time as a $432 reduction in welfare payments, or 113
percent of the increase in earnings. Since additional earnings do not

usually cause a dollar-for-dollar decline in welfare payments == but in
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this case were accompanied by larger reductions -- the ratios found above
are quite unexpected, Several factors together may help to explain why
welfare savings can be relatively high in a program in which the overall
employment rates and earnings are not significantly improved.

For one, although the relationship above seems inconsistent with the
rules and procedurss for grant calculations {(where child-care and work-
related costs can be deducted from earnings before grants are calculated),
AFDC-U's -- who are mostly male heads of a two-parent household -~ do not
have as high expenses as the AFDC group, and therefore their grant levels
are reduced more by any earnings. Second, as noted earlier, AFDC-U reci-
pients losf all of their benefits if they work more than 100 hours a month,
and AFDC-U members d’d more frequently find full-time Jobs which paid
higher wages,! Thus, new employment probably caused more AFDC-U case
closings thar it did among AFDC households.

It is also important to remember that there was, in fact, a substan-
tial short-term employment impact on this group, as noted in the second
report and as seen in quarter 2 of Table 4.2 in this report: a statistical-
ly significant 5 to 6 percentage point gain for both groups. Because of
the reasons above, this new employment probably resulted in a high
proportion of case closings and may at least pari¢ially account for the
decline in the percent receiving welfare, a pattern that is not found for
the AFDC group, As indicated in Appendix Table D.7, once off welfare,
experimentals did not show a higher propensity than controls to return to
it.

Third, movement off welfare does not all have to be explained by new

employment. Program requirements mey cause some to leave the rolls. For

=-107=-
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example, the sanctioning rate could have had a direct bearing on case
closures since, for most of the demonstration period, sanctioning resul ted
in closure of the entire case, not just the part applicable to the person
sanctioned.2 The sanctioning rates for the AFDC-U experimental groups were
higher than the ocontrols: over a nine-month period, 6 percent of the Job
Search/EWEP applicants were deregistered because of a requested sanction,
as were 4 percent of the Job Search only experimentals.

One final theory is also pertinent -- that the program identified
people who were working at application and had earnings ndt reported to the
welfare aystem, This hypothesis assumes that people with jobs cannot both
work and participate in a mandatory program as a condition of welfare
receipt if that participation requirement means a substantial level of
activity, filence, it is reasone:, they will choose work and leave the
_rolls, 7o the extent that these earnings are already being reported to the
91 system, employment levels as measured in this report will not be
affected by individuals choosing to remain employed. To the extent that
those Jjobs were not previously reported to the welfare system, welfare

measures will be affected,

C. Impacts of the EWEP Add-On

The results of the EWEP add-on are far less dramatic for the AFDC-U
group than for the AFDC's. Similar to the second report findings on the
early sample tracked for a year, the findings for the full sample followed
for a year and one~half show that the add-on of work experience did not
generally affect the employment or earnings levels of the AFDC-U group.

And, although the second report had noted somewhat larger (but not statis-
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tically significant) grant reductions for the early sample due to EWEP,
this was not true when the full sample was examined. EWEP did not lead to
statistically significant reductions in welfare beyond the workshops, as
the earlier analysis had suggested.

Table 4.3 indicates that, over the five-quarter follow-up period, EWEP
resulted in increased employment of 2 percentage points, but losses in
earnings of $168. Welfare savings from the EWEP add-on were also small ==
$60 over six quarters -- and welfare receipt was actually higher in some
quarters, particularly the last one. Most of these amall changes were not
statistically significant, except for an overall increase in welfare

receipt of 3 percentas points.

D. Impacts bv Application Period

While the AFDC impacts overall were strongly affected by the period in
vhich persons applied for welfare, this was much less true for the
AFDC=-U's, The situation for AFDC-U controls in the later period was
similar to that of the AFDC controls: they entered the sample with a lower
prior employment and earnings level than the earlier AFDC~E sontrols. But
within five quarters, these later applicants had caught up to and slightly
exceeded the employment and earnings record of the earlier appiicant
controls, who were job hunting in a weaker economy. The later controls
also entered the sample with somewhat higher welfare receipt and larger

wel fare payments.

Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show that, over the five quarters, the later and
early experimentals had fairly similar «>rnings gains: for Job Search

only, $487 and $327 respectively; for the Job Search/EWEP groups, $184 and
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TABLE 4.3

SAN OIEGO

' AFDOC-U APPLICANTS: IMPACTE OF EWEP ADD-ON
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUBUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Qifference

Outcome and Fol low-Up Period Job Search—BWEP Job Seerch

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 6 [%). 76.3 74.0 + 2.3

Averege Number of nuartcn.mth

Emptoyment, Quarters 2 - 6 2.58 2.54 + 0.04

Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Application 50.2 49,3 + 0.8
Quarter 2 46.2 45.8 + 0.3
Quarter 3 50.6 47.8 + 2.8
Quarter 4 563.3 52.4 + 0.8
Querter 5 54.4 54.3 + 0.2
ﬂul't.l' s 53.2 53.9 - 0.7

Average Totel Earnings,

Quarters 2 - 6 (8) 7360.54 7528.56 -168.02

Average Totel Earnings (8)
Quarter of Applicstion 762.87 816.86 - 53.88
Quarter 2 948.62 873.72 - 26.11
Quarter 3 1283 .85 1360.K3 ~ 5B8.58
Querter 4 1557.06 1648.53 - 82.47
Quarter 5 1731.56 4798.08 + 23.47
Quarter B 1829.37 1836.70 - 7.33

Ever Received Any AFOC Payment,

Quarters 1 - 6 (%) 82.3 78.5 + 2.8°

Averege Number of Months Rsceiving

AFOC Payments, Quarters 1 - 6 6.58 6.68 < .08

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
Quarter of Application 75.8 75.0 + 0.8
Quarter 2 55.4 55.4 + 0.0
Quarter 3 2.7 43.2 - 0.4
Quarter 4 38.0 398.0 - 3.0
Quarter 5 32.7 32.5 + 0.2
Quarter 6 30.2 28.0 + 2.2

Averege Totsl AFOC Paymente

Received, Quarters 1 — 6 (8] 3123.70 3183.60 - 58.80

Averege AFDC Psyments Received ($)
Quarter of Application 701.01 685.57 + 5.34
Quarter 2 6818.98 634.00 - 15.02
Quarter 3 508.58 521.81 - 12.33
Quarter 4 458.71 500.34 - 40.83
Quarter 5 428.86 446.14 - 17.18
Quarter 6 405.46 385.54 + 18.93

Sampls Bize 1378 831

BYEP end Job Seerch.

.2. SBignifivance teots pertein to d fferences betwaen Job Search-
GOURCE ANO NOTES: See Teble 4.2 ignifican 8 p 167
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TABLE 4.4

6AN OIEGOD

AFOC-U APPLICANTE: IMPACTS OF J06 GEARCH-EWEP,
{OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUET 1883 IMPACT EBAMPLE)

8Y APPLICATION PERIOD

Job Basroch - EWEP

Octobar 1882 - March 1883

April - Auguast 1883

Outcoma and Follom-Up Quartar Exparimantal Control Oiffarance Exparimantal Control Oiffarance

Ever Employad, Quartars

2 - 6 [%] 77.1 72.7 + 4.4° 75.2 75.2 - 0,0

Ever Employad, Quartars

e -8 (%" 81.6 76.3 + §.3%¢ n/a - n/a n/a

Evar Employad [X]
Quartar of Application 48.1 48.6 - 0,7 61.2 47.0 + 4,2
Quartar 2 43.8 38.4 + 4.4 48B.6 42.8 + 5,9°
Quertar 3 50.0 40.4 + 0.6 51.1 47.5 + 3.6
Quartar 4 53.86 63.8 - 0.3 52.8 63.5 - 0.7
Quartor § 54.5 50.4 + 4.1 54.2 65.1 - 0.9
Guartar 6 52.7 54.1 K 53.5 57.4 - 3.9
Quartar 7 65.7 52.3 + 3.4 n/a fi/a n/a
Quartar B 63.7 53.8 + 0.2 n/a n/s n/a

Avarage Total Earnings,

Quartara 2 - 8 [8] 7258.07 7080.14 +167.82 7445,63 7261.34 +184.48

Avarags Totsl Earnings,

Quartars 2 - B [8§] 11188.80 106868.70 +320.74 n/a n/a n/a

Avarage Totel Esrninga [8]
Quartar of Application” 781.22 786.88 - 15.74 735.65 674.865 + 61.00
Quartar 2 782.82 745.01 + 47.80 1128.02 852.58 +173.43°
Quertar 3 1240.05 1246.33 - 6.28 13561.08 11856.17 +155.82
Quartar 4 1561, TH683,.26 -102.185 1545.01 1808.37 + 36.64
Quartar & 1763.27 1645.08 +116.18 1686.33 1726.27 - 38.04
Quartar 6 1800.73 17680.48 +110.27 1737.38 1878.983 ~142.56
Quartar 7 £016.00 1872.47 +143.58 ““n/e B .7{] “‘n/e
Quartar 6 1833.87 1836.58 - &,72 n/a n/a n/a

Evar Racaivad Any AFOC

Paymanta, Quartars 1 - 6 [%] 82.0 82.4 - 0.4 82.8 84.0 - 1.2

Evar Racaivad Any AFOC

Paymanta, Quartara 1 - 8 [X] 62.5 83.8 - 1.1 n/a n/a v:/a

Evar Racativad Any AFOC

Paymant [X]
Quartar of Application 74,8 768.3 - 1.7 77.3 78.0 - 1.7
Quartar 2 56.5 81.3 - 3.8° 54.3 83.0 - B,7%ee
Queartar 3 44.4 50.1 - 5.8°° 40.8 50.9 - 8,300
Quarter & 37.8 40.8 - 3.0 - 33.8 42.9 - B.goee
Quartar 4 33.4 37.8 - 4.4° 32.0 34.3 ~ 2.3 -
Quartar 6 28.7 33.2 - 3.5 30.8 3.7 - 1.8
Quartar 7 26.1 31.4 - 5.3°° n/t n/a n/a
Quarter 8 5.9 28.2 - 2.4 n/a n/a n/s

Avaraga Total AFOC Paymanta

Racaivad, Quartare 1 - 8 (8] 8083.24 3616.21 -552.07¢°° 3207.47 3689.72 ~482.25°*°

Avarags Total AFOC Paymants

Raceivad, Quartars 1 - 8 [8§] 3766.38 4543.49 =777.10°°° n/e n/e n/a

Avaraga AFDC Paymanta

Racaived [8]
Quarter of App.ication 672.08 682.08 - 19.88 735.86 784.61 - 58.63
Quarter 2 605.38 700.19 - Ba.74%e §37.70 786.40 -160,70°%°
Quartar 3 482.87 633.2% ~140,35%* 531.61 640.38 -447.78°*
Quarcar & 480.08 556.55 - 76.47° 437.60 540.11 -102.31°**
“uyarcar B 428.87 552.58 ~122.62%°** 428.7: 464.58 - 34.88
Acartar 6 381.08 480.78 - 86.81°** 434.68 452,63 - 17.87
Quartar 7 348.58 473.23 ~123.68°%°° n/a n/a /e
Quartier 8 348.87 438.71 - 88,73°° n/a n/a n/a

Byapla Bize 741 488 835 314

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 4.4 [continued)

SOURCE: MORC calculstions from County of San Ofsgo melfars racords and Unsaploymsnt Insurance racords
from ths EPP Informastion Systeam.

NOTEF: Thass dets tncluds zaro valuss for sasapls asabars not smploysd and for ssapls asabars not
receiving walfars. Thsss Jats srs ragrassion-adjusted using ordinary Lasst sgqusras;, controlling for
pre-spplicstion charactariatice of semple mambara. Theras may be socss discrspanciss in calculating aums and

diffarances dus to rounding.

Only 18 months of folloa-up s svailabls for ths Latar spplicents.

.ﬂunrtnr 1, the guarter of appiicetion, msy contsin soms sarnings from the parfod prior to
spplication and s thersfors sxcludsd from ths msssurss of totsl folloma-up saploymsnt and ssrnings.

A two-tailad t-test wes mpplisd to diffarsnces batmssn axparimantal and control groups.
Statistical significeancs Lavals ars indiceted sst ® = 10 parcant; ** = § parcant; °*° = 1 parcent.

A tao-tsjlad t-tast wes mpplisd to diffsrances in impacts batmsan sppifcation parfode.
Statiatical stgnificance Lavals aras indiceted sa: y = 10 parcent; yy = 6 parcent; yyy = 1 parcant.
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AFDC-U AFPL

TABLE 4.5
6AN DIEGD

ICANTS: INPACTS OF J0B SEARCH,

(OCTDBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 INPACT SANPLE)

BY APPLICATION PERIDOD

Job Geerch
Dctaber 1882 ~ Werch 1863 April - Auguet 1883

Dutcome end Follow-Up Querter Experissntel Control Difference Experissntel Control Difference

Ever Employed, Querters

2 - 8 [X] 73.4 72.7 +0.7 75.0 75.2 -0.2

Ever E-plgyod. Querters

2 -8 [X] 77.9 76.3 +1.8 n/e n/e n/e

Ever Employed [X]
Querter of Applicetion 48.8 48.8 -0.8 50.4 47.0 +3.4
Querter 2 43.1 a38.4 +3.8 50.7 42.8 +7.8°%°
Querter 3 47.1 48.4 ~-2.3 48.1 47.5 +1.6 -
Querter 4 51.3 63.9 -2.6 TV, 3 63.5 +0.0
Querter § 83.0 50.4 +2.6 56.6 55,1 +1.5
Querter 6 85.2 54.1 +1.1 51.8 67.4 -5.85
Querter 7 58.8 82,3 +3.6 n/e n/e n/e
Querter 8 65.7 53.8 +2.1 n/e n/e /e

Aversge Trisl Eesrninge, *

Querters 2 - 6 [8] 7418.88 7080.14 +326.,71 7748.13 7261.34 +488.78

Aversge Totsl Esrninge,

Querters 2 - 8 [8] 11588.80 10868.70 +720.15 n/e n/e n/e

Aversge Totel Earninge [8]
Querter of Applicetion’ g802.02 786.86 +106,.06 686.05 674.85 + 11.40
Quertsr 2 876.658 746,07 +131.67 1136.62 852.58 +184.02
Querter 3 1336.85 12468.33 + 80.52 1805.12 11856.17 +200.905
Querter 4 16864.16 1863.28 + 0,80 16833.44 1608.37 +125.07
Querter 5 1686.55 1645.08 + 51.48 1736.,10 1725.27 + 10.83
Querter B T842.72 1780.46 + 52,28 7836.88 1878.83 - #3.08
Querter 7 20981.74 1872.41 +218,33 " n/e " B/ a/n
Querter 6 2022.04 1938.58 + B83.45 n/e n/e n/e

Lver Received Any AFDC

Peymentes, Querters 1 - B8 [X] 81.8 6R2.4 -D.8 76.8 84.0 - B.2%%%yy

Ever Received Any AFODC

Peymente, Quarters 1 - 8 [X] BR.4 83.6 -1.3 n/e n/e n/m

Ever Receiveo Any AFDC

Peymente [X]
Querter of Applicetion 77.3 78.3 +1.1 71.1 78.0 - 7.8%%y
Querter 2 58.2 61.3 -3.1 50.8 83.0 ~-12.,29%°%%y
Querter 3 46.2 50.1 ~3.8 38,2 50.1 -11,88%%s
Querter 4 41.0 40.8 +0.2 35.5 42.8 - 7.8°
Querter § 38.4 37.% -3.4 28.3 34.3 - 4,8
Querter 6 28.8 33.2 ~3.5 25.0 32.7 - 7.7%®
Querter 7 24.8 3.4 -B.5°° n/e n/é a/e
Querter 8 23.8 28.2 -4.3 n/e n/e n/m

Aversge Totel AFDC Peymente

Received, Querters 1 - 8 [8] 3211.62 3616.21 -404,60°*° 3124.30 a6ge.72 ~576.42°°

Aversge Totel AFDC Peymente

Received, Quertere 1 - 8 [8] 3800.37 4543 .48 -644,.12°° n/e n/e n/e

Aversge AFOC Peymesntes

Raceived [8]
Querter of Applicetion 686.18 682.86 + 3.23 682.87 784,61 -101.74°%%
Querter 2 B837.51 700.11 - 62.58 625.68 788.40 -172.71°°*°
Querter 3 622.85 633.21 -110.27°° 517.56 648.38 -131,83°*°
Querter 4 512.11 65€.65 - 84,44 478.13 540.11 - 60.88
Querter & 456.03 662.58 - 86,667 427 .63 464,568 ~ 36,85
Querter 6 3686.82 48D.78 - 83.87°° 381.42 452,63 - 71.21
Querter 7 351.53 473.23 -121.70%°° n/e n/e n/s
Querter 8 355,36 438.71 - B4,34° n/e n/e n/e

Semple Bize 513 489 318 314

6DURCE AND NOTES: Ges Tebla 4.4,
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$168. Welfare savings were also similar: for the Job Search/EWEP experi-
mentals, $492 compared to $553; for the Job Search only enrollees, $575
compared to $405. None of these differences between application periods
was statistically significant.

Table 4.6 compares results for the two application periods to examine
any EWEP effect. 1In general, there was none in either application period.
The early group showved some losses in earnings but small welfare reduc-
tions, neither of which was statistically significant. The later applicant
group also showed some earnings loss; welfare receipt increased signifi-
cantly as a result of the add-on, but this was not accompanied by
significant changes in average welfare payments.

The similarity by period for the AFDC-U's may be due to the overall
greater employability of this population compared to the AFDC's, and their
greater ability to find jobs in all types of situations, including

different labor markets,3

E. Do Impacts Chapge Over Time?

To see whether impacts increase or decay over the follow-up period, 1t
is of interest to examine more closely the data for the full sample over 15
and 18 months as well as the trends from the two additional follow-up
quarters available for the earlier applicants (those applying during the
October 1982 through March 1983 period). Generally, the employment and
earnings impacts were not very stable and declirud over time, but welfare
savings persisted for both groups in both program models.

Table 4.2 irdicates that, for the full sample, both employment and

earnings peaked immediately following welfare application (quarter 2) but
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TABLE 4,6

SAN DIEGD

AFDC-U APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF THE EWEP ADD-ON, BY APPLICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUBUST 1883 INPACT SANPLE)

Octobar 1862 ~ Nerch 4883

April - Auguet 1883

Job Sesrch- Job Search-
Outcond end Follow-Up Quarter EWEP Job Sasrch  0ifferance ENEP Job Benrch  Difference
Ever Employed, Quartsrs
2-8 (5 74 73.4 b O] 76,2 75,0 + 0.1
Ever Employed, Querters
2-8(s" 81,8 7.0 ENL /e n/a /s
Ever Employed [X] ‘
Qusrter of Application 48,1 48,8 + 0,2 b1.2 50.4 +0.8
Quarter 2 4.8 43,1 +0.8 48,8 50,7 - 1.8
L Quarter 3 50,0 474 + 3,0 51,4 4.4 + 2,0
0 Querter 4 63.8 51, + 2,0 62.8 64, - 1.6
' tuarter & 5446 63,0 + 1,6 642 66.8 - 2.4
Querter 8 52,7 66.2 - 2.b 53,5 5.9 +1.8
Quarter 7 56,7 §5.8 ~ 0,8 n/a n/s n/a
Gusrter 8 53,7 §6.7 - 2.0 n/s n/a n/a
Average Totei Estnings,
Quarters 2 - 6 [#4) 1268,07 1416.,88 ~ 168,78 7445.83 774813 -302,30
Aversgs Totsl Earnings,
Quartors 2 - 8 [#4) 11169,60 11688.80 - 309,40 n/a /s n/a
Averags Totsl Earnings [4)
Quarter of Applicstion 781,82 02,08 - 120,60* 736,86 686,05 + 48,60y
Quarter ? 782,82 876,58 - 83,67 106,08 1136,62 - 10,58
Quarter 3 1240,06 138,85 ~ 98,80 1361.09 1406,92 - 54,03
Quarter 4 1561.10 1684,18 - 103,08 1646,04 1033,44 - 80.43
Guarter § 1783.27 1688.66 + 66,72 888,33 1786,10 - 48,77
Guarter 8 1800,73 1842.72 + 58,01 173738 1836,80 - 89.48
Querter 7 2018,00 081,74 - 76,74 0/ " n/a
Qusrter 8 1833,67 goee.04 - 06,17 n/s /s n/s
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TABLE 4,8 (continusd)

October 1082 - Msrch 1883 April - Auguet 1883
Jab Sesrch- Job Sesrch-
Outcome snd Follow~-Up Quarter EWEP Jab Search  Diffarsnce EWEP Job Bearch  Diffarence
——— ]

Ever Receivad Any AFDC

Peyments, Quarters : - 6 [§] 82,0 81.8 +0.2 82,8 76.8 +1,0%44yy

Evar Received Any AFDC

Paymant, Querters { - 8 [%) 82,6 82,4 + 0,4 n/e n/a n/a

Ever Recafved Any AFDC

Paymants [¥)
Quarter of Applicstion 74,6 1.3 - 8.7 1.3 14 +6,24%yy
UUIrIlP ) 58.5 58.2 b 197 54;3 50.9 +3|5
UUOrtlr 3 4‘.4 48,2 - il’ 40.9 39.2 +2,8
Quarter 4 7.9 41,0 - 3,2 33,8 36.6 -1.8
Quarts; § 33,4 34.4 - 1.0 2.0 20,3 +2,7
UUIrtOF 8 29.7 29.8 - 0'9 30.8 25.0 +5|9‘
Quarter 7 28,1 24,8 + 1,0 /s n/a n/s
Quarter 8 2.8 28,9 + 2,0 /s n/s n/a

Aversge Totsl AFDC Peyments

Recetved, Quarters 1 - 6 [§] 3083,24 3211,62 -148,38 3207.47 3124,30 + 83,47

Average Totsl AFDC Payments

Raceived, Quarters 1 - 8 [4] 3766,88 3898,37 ~-132,08 n/s n/s n/n

Average AFDC Payments

Received [4]
Quartar of Applicetion 872.98 686,58 - 23,22 136,88 882,67 + 43.11
Quorter 2 606,36 637,64 - 32,15 837,70 826,688 + 12,0
Quarter 3 482,87 622,95 - 30.08 531,64 517,58 + 14,06
Querter 4 480,08 12,41 o~ 32,08 437,80 479,13 - 41,38
Quarter § 429,97 458,03 ~ 26,08 426,72 427,83 + 2,08
Guar:ar 8 361,90 386.82 - 4,84 434,66 381.42 + 53,84
Quartar 7 348,68 35468 - 1,85 n/a n/s n/s
Quarter 8 340,87 365,36 « B8 n/a n/a n/s

Gemple Size 4 518 838 38 Ij?

§OURCE AND HOTES: Sea Table 4.4,

J



then decliied so that, by the sixth quarter, the impacts were negligible.
The' two additional follow-up months for the early sample showed a slightly
different trend, with employment and earnings rising, particularly for the
Job Search group, but none of the impacts was statistically significant.
(See Figure 4.3.) By the eighth quarter of follow-up, the earninis gain
for the early Job Search applicants was $83. For the Job Search/EWEP
group, the impacts had held up and grown in quarter 7 ($143) but then
disappeared. (See Tables 4.4 and 4.5.)

Welfare savings for the full sample were largest in the third quarter:
thereafter, they dropped and stabilized at a lower level in both programs.
The third-quarter 7 percentage point reduction was statistically signifi-
cant and was associated with quarterly welfare savings of $131 and $118 for
the Job Search/EWEP and the Job Search only experimentals, respectively -=-
reductions of 20 and 18 percent from the control group payment average of
$640 for the quarter, Although welfare savings declined, the amounts
continued to be statistically significant in both progranms,

Statistically significant welfare savings continued for the early
applicant group in both programs through quarter 8. Although the quarter-
by-quarter impacts were somewhat erratic, by the end of the follow=-up
period around one-quarter of the applicants were receiving paywents. In
the eighth quarter alone, savings were between $84 and $90, representing
beiween a 19 and 20 percent reduction from the control group average
payment of $440.

As in Chapter 3, impacts on earnings and welfare receipt were
estimated for each sample member using data from the last two quarters

combined. These estimates indicate that earnings gains for the AFDC-U's

=-117-
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FIGURE 4.3

AFDC-U APPLICANTS: QUARTERLY TRENDS
IN EMPLOYMENT RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS
(ODCTOBER 1882 ~ MARCH 1983 IMPACT SAMPLL)-
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SOURCE: See Tables 4.4 and 4.5.
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did not persist, but that welfare reductions continued over the longer run.
More precisely, neither Job Search/EWEP nor Job Search only experimental:
showed statistically significant earnings increases for the combined iinal
quarters. The former group earned $86 less thz. the control group and the
latter grcup earned only $65 more, on a control group regression-adjusted
average of $3,798.

Welfare expenditures, on the other hand, were down by statistically
significant amounts from the control group mean of $863 in the last two
quarters. The savings were $119 for the Job S*arch/EWEP group and $125 for
the Job Search equpimentals == representing payments that ware about 14

percent below the averag: payment of controls.

F. JImpacts on Qther Income Sources

The previous discussion has addressed the programs' effects on two
important sources of income for sample members: welfare receipt and
applicants' own earnings. However, contribuﬁions from family members (as
well as from individuals both in and out of the household) may be parti-
cularly important for the mostly male AFDC-U who, by definition, hav
spouse, As indicated in the second repor:, the six-month applicant ¢ -
data found that, while the apnlicants' welfare be “~fits and earnings were
the two main sourcas of income, Unemployment Ins. ance (UI) compensation
and Food Stamps were also important. Contributions from other family
members, particulariy their earnings and welfare benefits, were also
prominent for the AFDC-U assistsnce category.

Using UI administrative records, this seciion reports on the extent to

which the San Diego programs affected receipt of UI compenasation. It then
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uses welfare, earnings and benefits data to examine program impacts on
meacsured iicome,

1.  line~rloyment Insurance Benefits

Similar tc the AFDC's, the AFDC-U applicants' receipt of UI benefits
was initially high for both experiment«ls and controls and then declined,
in this case, from between 42 and 43 percent in the quarter of applica~
tion to between 10 and 12 percent by the end of the follow-up period. Not
only were these rates higher than those found for the AFDC's, the level of
UI benefits was also considerably higher (see Tableé 3.7 and 4.7).
Howover, neither of the programs seemed to have much effect on this
nE tern,

Overall, there was a small, positive increase in UI benefits ($18) for
the Job Search only group. Job Search initially reduced benefics but lavar
led to increases, By the sixth quarter, impacts on benefits for the Job
Search group reachad the statistically significant figure of $33, or a 51
percent increase over the contrcl group mean of 365.

The pattern of UI receipt :mong the Job Search/EWEP group was more
erratic; overall, benefites were reduved by a not statistically significant
amount of $32. An initial decrease, followed by mostly incre.ses,
characterized this trend, although in the sixth quarter, there was a $14
increase that was not statistically significant.

While there were som= :xwrall differences in UI benefit receipt between
application periods, tie peuvierns were not consistent. (See Appendix Table
D.3.) Later Job Search applicants showed reductions i UI benefits ($52
over 18 months) compared to increased benefits for the earlier applicants

($56). Benefit impacts for the Job Search/EWEP group were also mixed.
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TABLE 4,7
BAN 01E60
AFDC-U APPLICANTB1 INPACTS OF JOB BEARCH-EWEP AND

JOB BEARCH ON UNENPLOYENT INBURANCE BENEFITB
(OCTOBER 1062 - AUGUSY 1883 INPACT SAMPLE)

Job Bearch - ENEP Jab Search

Qutcons end Follow-Up Quarter | Exparieentel  Control  Offfarance | Experimental  Control 0iffarence

Evar Recefvad UX Banafiin,
Quartara 1 - B [X) 60.9 61.8 “1.0 . 53.6 51.8 +1.0

Avarage Nuabar of Honths
with Ul Banefits,
Ousrtera 1 -8 2.08 2,07 - 0.0 2.08 2.9 - 0.02

Evar Recatved UI Benefite (3]

Quartar of Application i 2.2 4.6 - 0.4 4.0 42.5 + 0.2
Quarter 2 , akd 33,6 -1 ai.e 3.6 = 2.2
Quarter 3 1.4 23,6 - 2.2 228 23.8 - 1.0
Querter 4 18.0 16.8 -0, 184 16.8 - 0.
Qusrter § 1 1.0 - 0.8 131 1.8 + 1.2
Quarter 8 10.1 10.0 + 04 1.8 10,0 + 1.7

Avarege Tata! UI Banafite,
Quertara 1 - € (4] 1ee.n 1238.18 -32.47 1250.18 1282,18 +17.87

Avarage Totat U Benefite [9)

Cusrter of Applicaticn 293,14 40932 -10.47 282,26 03,82 -p1,38

Querter 2 d18.44 FTUINY =37.53 d28.48 366.97 ~07.48

Cuartrer 8 £207.99 202.08 + 5.3 216.17 202.68 +12.48

Quarter ¢ 188,32 17,34 + 6.07 123.41 1"17.9 + 6,10

Quarter § 1744 §1.14 =00 10e.54 87.14 +16.49

Quarter 6 18.688 8,47 1.2 “B0.28 63,47 +12,02¢¢
Booplo §ize 1378 e 8 818

SQURCE:  MORC celculetions froa the U1 Banafita racorda frem tha State of Coiriornie.

HOTEB:  Tho firat eonth of thu quarter of spplicesion {s the sonth fn which an individusl is rendoaly
sasignad. These dote {nclude zaro veluse fur wzepi- waabars not receiving UI panafite. Thase dese ate
regrension-adjuated uaing arainery (cast squeran, cantrolling for pra-application characteristice of waple snabare,
Ragreesian santeele aleo S2:iude peior UI banefit raceipte Thate oy ba sons dieorepancies in calculating sune and
diffarancas dus so rounding,

Differancas batwean Fasesrch groups are atetiaticell: ¢!gnificent using o two-tafled t-test ot the
follewing Lavales * = 10 parcanty % = B parcenty **¢ » § papcunt.
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Ovr the six quarters, the early applicant group experienced mostly benefit
reductions (totaling $79, a figure that is not statistically significant).
The later applicant group, in contrast, had higher benefits by about $48,
again an amount that is not statistically significant.

2. Impacts on Measured Income

For this analysis, information or welfqre rayments and UI benefits
were aggregated into three-month calendar quarters that matched the U3
earnings quarterly periods in order to obtain a measure of total income
reflecting the three important income sources. Table 4.8 indicates that,
over the five-quarter fuiisi.i:» period, the Jor Search/EWEP model reduced
measured income from the control group mean of $11,171 by $346, a 3.1
percent reduction reflecting both the overall reductions in welfare
payments and the level of UI benefits received by this group =-- for the
most part losses that were, only to a small extent, offset by this group's
increased earnings. This loss was not statistically significant. The Job
Search model reduced measured income by only $68, partly because of this
group's increase in UI bemsfits, For both models, there were los.:s in
measured income through the sixth quarter, although these were not
statistically significant.

As with the AFDC's, the programs did not appear to affect the import-
ance ~f various sources of income to applicants, but, similarly, there were
people in the sixth quarter (between 22 and 26 percent) who had mnot
recorded either earnings, welfare payments or UI benefits as income
sources, However, because the AFDC-U applicants are e.ways part of a
two-parent family, it is likely that there was income other than that of

the applicants. As noted in the second report, there were small increases
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TABLE 4.8

8AN DIEGO

BEST Copy AVAILA

AFOC-U APPLICANTS: INPACTS OF J0B SEARCH-EVER AND JOB SEARCH ON WEASURED INCOME

. [OCTOBER 1482 ~ AUGUST 1883 INPALT SANPLE)
| | )
Job Buarch ~ ENEP Job Besrch
Cutconn wnd Statue Expardoontal  Coutrol  Difterenne Exportmontsl  Control Oiffarunce
Avorage Total Incom
Rucutved, Quartery 2-0 [t]' 1082470 11171.20 ~348,48 11103, 10 1171,20 - 80,14
Average Totel Incon
Recelvad [#]
Quarter of Application e [} [] ' ] ’
Ouarter 2 2005, 74 204e,02 - 40,88 2048, 28 046,892 = 0,3
Duarter 3 061,60 231,90 - §9.50 2148,43 211,30 + 17,83
Quarter 4 181,32 325,50 ~144,2¢0 3oz, #1 232659 - 22,02
Quarter b ase,ne 2268.42 - 8,4 254,70 220842 = 13.%3
Querter 6 323,04 8arg, 22 - 55,40 2350,44 2378,32 - 28,00
Btatus During Querter 6 lllb
Ko sarninges AFGC Paymants
or U Blﬂl”t. 8.1 2108 + ‘.2 25.0 2119 + 34
No warninge, end gome AFDL
Peynante or Ul Banetite 20,8 23,0 -2 1.2 23,0 - 1.8
Bown wernings, AFDC
Peyaunte or UI Banetite 18.0 18.0 -0 1. 10,0 - 0
Sona waraingn, no AFRC
Payaunta o+ Ul Banefits | 3744 A + 0,2 38,1 . =4
Senple Biga 1378 01l 831 813

BOURCE1  MORC coleulotions fron the County of Sun Dingo walfare records ond Unemployuent Insurencs stninge
focords frow the EPP Informetirn Bystes ond Unemployount Insursnce benefit recorde fros the Btate of Californis,

NOTES:  Mswaurud fncoms 1v defined ue totol surninga, wolfare payments, ond unseployment companeetion
recatved during o calender quertar,

Theae dota Sncivda coro yolyas (ov aeple ansbary not employed snd for sonpld meoture not recelving
xalthre or UL bennfites Thuse dute are Fogrosnton-ndyueind uring ordinery (aent equares, conteolling for
keg-voplicetion charectartuticy of snpta eevbere,  Thars giy be aome discropancien {n taieelnting suns and
dF{arancen dug to rounding,

]

Nowsurad Vnconw Is nus evedleoce for the quartar of epaiteation beceuss only .ndlvidus. s ». pridsd
Tur AFOC gurtng the firet sonth of the celendst qUOrtar heve Infurmation abnut weifors pays. '« + he full thrae
monthe of that quartar,

U
The colculetions Tor Stetus during Quarter b have oo regrasslon-adjusted; teotu of otatisticsl
stynificonce wers not celeulated. { 12

A two-taited Eetost woo opplingd to difterances batener oxperimentol and control greups, Btetissicel
afgnitionce Lovale are {ndicatdd am * » 40 purcanty ** x B parounty 990 & 4 pypqapt,
L.:‘ .1 doow



during the sixth month in income received from other family members in both
programs, although these increases were not statistically significant.
There was also some indication that support was received from persons
outside of the household, particularly in the Job Search program during the
sixth month after appl 1cation.u

During the sixth quarter, mcre than one-third of the experimental
AFDC-U’s had earnings but no xelfare or UI benefit payments; the remainder
received either welfare or UI benefits or both. Fewer received both

earnings and income from one of the two transfer programs,

G.  Subgroup knalvsis

As in Chapter 3, this section presents program impacts for various
subgroups of the AFDC-U assistance category. Data for the full sample were
used in order to have sufficient semple sizes for the analysis.

1. Impacts bv Frior Welfare Dependency

AFDC-U's who had rcords of prior welfare receipt benefited most fror
the programs, with statistically significant and greater employment and
earnings gains. There were also more welfare savings from this group than
from those whe sald they had never been on welfare prior to random assign-
ment, > La2spi’~ these larger impacts, ecxperimentals with a welfare history
did not achieve the earning levels of experimentals who had never been on
welfare, and their average welfare receipt was still higher, (See Figure
4.4 and Table 4.9.) Over the follow-up period, the earnings gains for
those with some prior welfare dependency ranged from $816 for the Job
Search/BWEP group to $1,466 for the Job Search only experimentals., This is

an increase of between 13 ito 24 percent over the control group average
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FIGURE 4.4

AFDC-U APPLICANTS: AVERAGE EARNINGS AND AFDC
PAYMENTS, BY PRIOR YEAR AFLC STATIS
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TABLE 4.8
S8AN DIEGD
AFOC-U APPLICANTS: SELECTED IMPACTS OF J0OB SEARCH-EWEP

AND J0B SEARCH, BY PRIOR AFDC RECEIPT HISTORY
(OCTOBER 1882 — AUGUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

i
Prior Job 8eerch - EWEP
AFDC
Qutcume end Follow-Up Pariod History Expsrimentel Control DOifferance
Ever Employad, . No Prior AFDC 76.1 76.2 - 0.1
Quarters 2 - 6 (%) Two Yeare or Lrss 76.5 : 70.8 + 5.8°%
More Thaean Two Years 77 .2 66.2 +11.1
Aversge Number of Ou.rt.ra.lith No Prior AFOC 2.60 2.66 -0
Employment, Quarters 2 ~ 6 Two Yeers or Lass 2.54 2.30 S ]
Moru "hen Two Years 2.60 2.15 2 %, 4B
Ever Employed in No Prior AFDC 63.7 58.4 - A
Quarter 6 (X) Two Yeere or Lees 52.7 50.8 + 1.8
More Then Two Yasars 50.6 53.1 - 2.6
Averaegs Totel E-rnznga. No Prior AFDC 7572.43 *852.13 - 278.70
Querters 2 - 8 (8) Two Yeers or Less 7053.71 6237.08 t 816.64
More Than Two Years 7122.48 5724.14 +1388.32
Averege Total Eernings in No Prior AFOC 1885.03 2048.13 -153.10
Quarter 6 (8) Two Ysars or Less 1736.81 1485.186 +241.85y
’ More Thean Two Ysasre 1741.76 1606.58 +135.18
Avarage Number of Monthes Receiving|No Prior AFOC 5.80 6.51 - D.6D°*
AFDC Peymeantes; Querters 1 - 6 Two Years or Lees 7.45 8.67 - 1.22%%"
; More Then Two Years 8.08 10.37 -~ 2.29%*
Ever Kecsived Any AFDC Peymonte in|No Prior AFDC 25.6 26.0 - 0.4
Querter 6 (X) Two Yeere or Lasi 35.8 41.4 - 5.5°%
More Than Two Ysare 41.5 53.0 -11.5
Avarege Totel AFOC Paymantas No Prior AFDC 2723.50 2881.87 -~ 25B8.47
Received, Quarters 1 - B (8) Two Ysare or Less 3608.38 4471,88 - B72.60%%%yy
More Then Two Yssre 4154.53 5261.78 -1107.25°*
Averesge AFDC Peyments Received in |No Prior AFOC 325.63 362.18 - 3B.53
Querter 6 (8) Tewo Yoérs or Laes 484.80 602.66 - 407.86°%*
More Thean Two Yaare 657.87 741.65 — 33.78
Sempl2 8ize No Prior AFDC 800 470
Two Years or Lase 486 288
More Then Two Yesre 80 45

(continued)

18¢
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TABLE 4.8 {continued)
Prior Job Search
AFDC . -
Outcome and Follow-Up Period History Experimental Control Difference
Ever Employed, R No Prior AFDC 765.0 76.2 - 1.3
Quartars 2- 68 (X) Two Yesrs or Less 78.3 70.8 + 1.7
Mors Than Two Ysers 74.3 66.2 + 8.1
Averesgs Number of uunrtava.iith No Prior -:DC 2.586 2.68 - 0.10
fwployment, Quaritecz 2 -~ B Two Ysar: ar Less 2.53 2.3D + 0.22y
More Ther "o Years 2.43 2.15 + 0.28
Zver Employmd in No Prio:r AFuu 66.D 68.4 - 3.4
Quarter 6 (X) Two Yssrs or Less 52.7 5D.6 + 1.6
‘ Mors Then Two Yeers 60.3 63.1 - 2.6
Average Totesl Esrnings, No Prior AFDC 7487 .73 7862.13 - 864.40
Querters 2 -~ B8 (8] Two Yaesrse or Less 7703.48 6237 .08 +1466.40%%yy
More Than Two Ysars 8911.31 6724.14 +1167.17
Average Total Earnings in No Prior AFDC 1866.11 2048.13 -183.01
Quarter 8 [§]) Two Yesrs or Less 1634.68 1485.16 +338.53%y
) More Tharn Two Years 1676.856 1608 .68 + 70.37
Average Number of Months Raceiuing]No Prior AFDC 8.15 8.561 ~0.36
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - B Two Ysasrs or Less 7.47 8.87 -1.29%*
v More Than Two Yesars 7.01 10.37 -3.36%%¢xy
Ever Received Any AFDC Peyments in|No Prior AFDC 24.8 26.0 - 1.0
Quarter 6 [X) Two Yesrs or Less 2.0 41.4 - B.4%0y
' More Then Two Yasers 33.2 63.0 -18.6%%x
Avsrage Totsl AFDC Peyments No Prior AFOC 26836.58 26881.87 ~ 1456.38
Recsived, Quarters 1 - 6 [$) Tro Ye- or Lase 3688.83 4481.968 -~ 783.16%*°%y
IMora Tu.» Two Yesrs 35D1.71 6261.78 ~1760.C7%%%xx
,‘_ . . O, ‘.'J {" »
Aversge AFDC Payments Recefved .- 'do Frior AFDC 338.20L 362.186 - 23.886
Quertsar 6 [§) Tvo Yosrs or Lsesas 456.71 602.66 -145.05%%y
' More Than Two Yesars 408 .87 741.65 ~334.87%%x2x
Sample Size No Prior AFDC 481 470
Two Yeers or Less 285 298
More Then Two Ysars 456 45

SOURCE AND NOTES:

Gee Tabls 4.2.

Coefficients of regreesion control varisbles ere constreinad to
squality ecroess resserch groups snd scroes subgroups,

A two-teiled t-test was spplisd to differances in impacts bstwean

subgroups.

Statisticel significence Levels ore indicated ss: y = 10 percent; yy = 5 percent;

end yyy = 1 percent for difffersnces betnasn thoss with no prior AFDC receipt and thoass with
two years or !'=saj sand x = 1D percentj; xx = 5 percent; end xxx = 1 percent for differsnces
batween those with = prior AFDC receipt and those with mors then two years receipt history.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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earnings. For those without prior welfare receipt, the losses in earnings
were not statistically signrificant.

Welfare payment reductions for those with some prior dependency ranged
from $793 to $1,760, depending on both the program model and the length of
prior welfare receipt. These reductions brought the payment level down by
18 to 33 percent from the control group average over the 18 months ($4,482
to $5,262). Those with no prior weifare receipt had reductions of only
$145 (for the Job Search group) and $258 (for the Job Search/EWEP gromup),
reductions that were not statistically significant and just 5 to 9 percent
lower than the average control group 18-month payment level of $2,982.
(See Figure 4.4 and Table 4.9.) This pattern of greater welfare savings
for those with prior welfare dependency (as compared to those with no prior
wel fare history) continued into the sixth quarter,

2. Impacts bv Prior Work History -

In general, neither subgroup based on y2ar-prior employment had statis-
tically significant employment or earnings g,ains.6 Cvar the follow-up
period, however, there were similar atatistically significant payment
reductions and decreases in welfare receipt for both experimentals with no
recent work history =nd those with u "=2apt work hirtory. (See Figure 4.5
and Table D.4.) The total 18-month w::f:r: recu>:ion for those with no
recent work history came to between $1,015 and $1,021, down approximately
one-fifth from the control group mean of $4,908. Those with some recent
work history experienced reductions of only ::tween $253 and $334, a
decrease of 8 to 11 percent from the average control group payment level of
$3,155. Even in the sixth quarter, individuals with no recent work history

continued to experience larger welfeare reductions than those of the more
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FIGURE 4.5
AFDC-U APPLICA" - AVERAGE EARNINGS AND AFDC
PAYMENTS, BY 1. "R YEAR ZMPLOYMENT STATUS

Average Earnings and AFDC Payments ($)
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recently employed,

These data thus suggest that both program models had their strongest
welfare impacts on individuals who would have, in the absence of special
services, received the largest welfare payments. There was, however, no
evidence to suggest a consistent impact on empl oyment-related outcomes for
individuals categorized by recent work history., The findings of somewhat
larger impacts for the more disadvantaged, primarily in welfare measures,
parallel the results for the full AFDC-U sample, for which there were
significant welfare impacts but no corresponding effects on employment ang
earnings.

3. Igpacts bv prior UI Bepefit Receipt

When the impacts for those who re¢zeived UI benefits in the six montns
prior to random assignment were compared to those who had not, people in
-both pregrams with no prior receipt had larger employment and earnings
gains and welfare savings, the latter being statistically significant.
These results are generally similar to those found in the prior empl oyment
subgrou» analysis. 1In faet, the "prior UI benefits® category may serve as
a8 proxy for prior employment since, to receive UI compensation, one needs
to have worked previously. (See Appendix Table D.5.)

y. Impacts by Number of Children

Lastly, impacts were computed separately for families with one child
and for those with more than one child since larger welfare savings may be
expected for larger families with higher érant levels. iIn fact, somewhat
greater welfare savings and greater reductions in welfare receipt were

found for the larger families in both programs., Positive and statistically



significant employment and earnings gains, however, were found for families
with one child -- impacts that were considerably greater than those for

applicants with larger families. (See Appendix Table D.6.)
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CHAPTER 5

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

This chapter presents an evaluation of the benefits and costs of the
EPP Job Search program and the Job Search/EWEP sequence in San Diego.
Benefit-cost analysis provides a useful way to compare the effects of
programs to their costs, Moreover, the approach used in this evaluation,
one based on techniques develt?ped in previous evaluations of social
programs," allows both the economic et‘t‘iciency and the distributional
consequences of the two program models to be assessed systematically for
the groups served by the programs.

This chapter focuses on key aspects of the analytical approach and on
the results of the evaluation rather than on the intricacies of the
analysis itself -- its numerous underlying assumptions, distinctions and
calculations, several thousand in all. The first section of the chapter
provides an overview of the analytical framework. The following two
sections present the individual benefits and costs that are considered.
The fourth section aggregates these benefits and costs to produce the
cverall results and examines how benefits and costs vary according to the
group being served; this section also assesses the sensitivity of the
results to key assumptions and the programs' budgetary impacts by level of
govermment. The last section interprets the_ significance of the results
for policy. Readers who are interested in the more technical aspects of
the benefit-cost evaluation, as well as in further details on data sources,

should consult an earlier paper which documented these features of the
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analysis, 2

The results presented below differ from the preliminary results
provided in the second report on the San Diego program (Goldman et al.,
1985). The earlier results were based on data collected through December
1983; program benefits and costs that accrued after that time were not
estimated. This analysis uses an additional year of follow-up data and
estimates future benefits and costs. Modifications in some estimation
procedures, which are all noted either in the text or the footnotes of this

chapter, have also been made.

A. tica oa

The heart of this analysis is the benefit-cost accounting framework
summarized in Table 5.1. That fram.-ork indicates the components
considered in the benefit-cost analysis and the perspectives from which
they are valued. From the social perspective, all benefits and costs are
valued for socviety as a whole, and the way in which benefits accrue to
groups in society 1is ignored. This 1s the perspective usually used to
Jjudge whether a program is an economically efficient use of resources., The
perspective of the welfare applicant considers benefits and costs to the
applicants assigned to the Job Search and Job Search/EWEP groups, and
determines whether these groups fare better or worse as a result of the
program., The third perspective is that of everyone in society other than
the welfare applicants. Often termed the "taxpayer"3 perspective, it is
usually politically important. To assess the various budgetary impacts of
the programs, this taxpayer perspective can be broken down by level of

govermment,
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TABLE 5.1

8AN OIEGD

EXPECTED EFFECTS OF CONPONENTS OF THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS, BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

Accounting Perspsctive

1

[]
Dete Source

ponsnt of Anslyesis Socisl Appl icent Texpayar
ef ite
utput Produced by Perticipsnte
Velus of In-Progres Output + 0 + Workeite Survey, EPPIS
Incresssd Dutput fros Esploysent + + 0 Unssploymsnt Insursnce Recorde,
Publ ished Dete
ncressed Tex Peysente 0 - + Unemploysent Insurence Recorde, AFDC
* Records, Published Dete
sduced Uss of Trenefer Progrese
Reduced AFOC Peysentes o - AFOC Records
Reduced Pesyments from Other Prograss 0 - Applicent Survey, Unemploysent Insurenc
Recarde, AFDC Records, Published Dstas
Reduced AFDC Adminisetretive Costs + 0 + AFOC Records, Published Dets
Reduced Adsinistretive Coste of Othar
Progress + 0 + Applicent Survey, Published Dete,
Progrem Recorvds
reference for Work Dver Welferse + + + Not Mesaured
sduced Uss of Other Progress
Reduced Allowances : 1] - + Applicent Survey, Progres Cost Oeste, EP
Roduced Opesreting Coste * 0 + Applicent Survey, Progres Cost Dets,
Published Dete, EPPIS
te
rogrem Opereting Coste
EPP Opsresting Coste - 0 - Progres Cost Dete, EPPIS
EWEP Dpereting Coste - 1] - Progres Cost Deta, EPPIS
Llosences end Support Servicos 0 + - Progres Cost Oste
articipent Out-of~Pocket Expsnsss - - 4] Worksite Sur-ey
- - 0 Not Messured

orsgons Personsl snd Femily Activitiss

NOTESs
spective.

[]
Ses text for descriptions of dets sources.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Componsnte srs Listed ss banefits snd costs sccording to whether their expscted effect is & net benef it or cost fros the soc
Individusl items srs shosn se en sxpected benefit (+), cost [-), or neither ® benefit nor e cost (D).



These perspectives and components constitute the underlying structure
of this analysis, Because welfare applicants and taxpayers together are
defined to include everyone in society, the benefit and cost values for
these two perspectives add up to the values for society as a whole. Thus,
transfers betu'eeen applicants and taxpayers entail no net change to society.
However, benefits or costs to one group that are not offset by correspond-
ing costs or benefits to the other do involve real changes in the resources
available to society and are listed in the social accounting column of
Table 5.1. For example,' since a reduction in AFDC payments is a benefit to
taxpayers and a loss to applicants, the effects cancel each other out from
the perspective of society as a whole. However, any resulting administra-
tive cost savings are a social benefit because the gain to taxpayers is not
offset by a reduction in the well-being of welfare applicants.

Table 5.1 presents the components considered in the framework and
lists them under the benefit or cost heading according to their expected
net impacts from each perspective., As the AFDC example above illustrates,
components may affect taxpayers and welfare applicants quite differently.
The table also cites the data sources used in valuing the components,

The values of the tangible benefits and costs were estimated by first
measuring the effects of the program and then valuing these effects in
dollars. Program effects were estimated as the experimental-control differ-
ences ir means for several different program enrollment and outcome
measures.u For earnings and welfare impacts, the mean differences were
estimated vsing the Unemployment Insurance records and AFDC data described
in Chapter 2. For the other outcome measures, data came from the applicant

and the worksite surveys and information collected on the use of alterna-
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tive training programs as well as from Unemployment Insurance and AFDC
records, The factors valued in estimating program operating costs --
differences in the length of Job Search and EWEP enrollment =-- were
measured using Job Search workshop and EWEP attendance logs in addition to
EPPIS data, 1In all cases, the experimental-control differences indicated
how the experimental groups! experience differed from what it would have
been had the programs not been implemented.

These effects were then valued in terms of the resources produced,
saved or used as a result of Job Search and EWEP. The costs of these
resources were estimated in 1983 dollars using published data and program
expenditure records. This resource-cost approach is practical, consistent
and relatively easy to interpret. However, it does not take intangible
effects into account, and 1t accurately values tangible effects only
insofar as the social demand for these resources is reflected by the cost
estimates,5

Benefits and costs have been estimated for each of the four experi-
mental groups in the demonstration: AFDC Job Search, AFDC Job Search/EWEP,
AFDC~U Job Search, and AFDC-U Job Search/EWEP. 1In addition, the estimates
have been disaggregated according to applicants' prior work experience. To
do this, experimental-control differences in enrollment and outcome
measures were calculated separately for each experimental group and then
valued using the resource-cost estimates. In most instances, these
estimates did not vary by experimental reseapch group, but the exceptions
will be noted. As a result, benefit-cost findings can be compared by
research group to ascertain differences in the relative effectiveness of

the Job Search and the Job Search/EWEP models as well as the relative
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ei'fectiveness of serving different groups of welfare applicants.

All benefit-cost estimates reflect effects on program participants as
well as nonparticipants for reasons explained below. One of the inten-
tions of programs witk mandatory participation requirements, such as EPP
and EWEP, 1s tc deter welfare applicants from receiving welfare. Participa-
tion need not occur for a program to serve as a deterrent. Moreover, costs
are associated with nonparticipants as well as participants, including the
costs of contacting and registering welfare applicants, enforcing mandatory
participation requirements, as well as the costs of program reporting and
administration required for these activities.

The data used to estimate various benefit and cost components cover an
observation period beginning in October 1982. As indicated in Chapter 2,
random assigmment to the experimenta' and control groups began in August
1982, but only applicants assigned after September 1982 are included in the
analysis. The end of the observation period varies by data source from
September {984 (for program enrollment data) to March 1985 (for Unemploy-
ment Insurance benefits data). Program benefits and costs aceruing after
the end of the observation period -- up to five years after random assign-
ment -- have been estimated on the basis of these data and a series of
assumptions. All benefits and costs have been d.scounted to reflect 1983
dollars.

Given that applicants were randomly zssigned between October 1982 and
August 1983, the length of observation ranges between 13 and 29 months (on
average, 21 months) depending on the time of application and the data
source, This 13 shown in Figure 5.1. For example, for an applicant assign-

ed in October 1982, the length of observation for earnings data 1is 26
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FIGURE 8.1
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months. The period of observation in this case includes between 22 and 24
months of postprogram follow-up (that 1is, after program participation)
because the average time between application and completion of program
activities is about two months for the Job Search group and four months for
the Job Search/EWEP group.6

The length of postprogram follow-up was obviously shorter for succeed-
ing groups of applicants. At the extreme, an applicant assigned to the Job
Search group during August 1983 had an average earnings follow-up of 1%
months and, if in the Job Search/EWEP group, 12 months. However, these
figures are aver'ages.; follow-up on individual applicants was more or less
than the average. In a few cases, applicants had not yet completed program
activities by the December 1984 cutoff. As discussed later in this
chapter, the limited length of follow-up means that the results are subject

to some uncertainty.

B.  Benefits

The principal benefits of the Job Search and the Job Search/EWEP
sequence are increased output, increased tax payments, reduced dependence
on transfer programs, and reduced use of alternative training programs.
These benefits will be discussed in tuirn,

1. Increased Output

Experimentals in the Job Search and Job Search/EWEP groups produced
more goods and services during the observation period than did their
counterparts in the control group. First, EWEP participants were assigned
to work experience positions in govermment agencies and nonprofit organi-

zations; they provided labor while obtaining job experience. Second, both
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groups of experimentals on average worked more hours in regular labor
market Jjobs than controls, generating another net increase in output.
These two types of output will be addressed separately because the benefits
associated with each were estimated using different methods and data
sources, They will also be treated differently within the accounting
framework outlined above,

The goods and services that the Job Search/EWEP group produced in work
experience assigments were used by the general community and hence repre:
sent a benefit to both taxpayers and society as a whoie. For example,
participants worked as groundskeepers in local parks, clerks and typists in
public schools and agencies, and program aides in youth and senior citizen
services organizations,

In keeping with the resource-cost approcach, the value of this output
was estimated as the supply price of the labor service provided -- that is,
the cost to an agency of obtaining alternative labor to supply the same
service. Data from the worksite survey, EWEP attendance logs and EPPIS
were used to calculate the value of this output. First, the productivity
of EWEP participants relative to regular workers was estimated by agency
staff who supervised the participants.” This was used to calculate a
productivity ratio that was multiplied by the number of hours participants
were assigned to the job during the period they were actively wor-kinge in
order to provide an estimate of the time regular workers would take to
perform the same work, For the AFDC group, an estimated 44 hours of
regular workers' labor per experimental (or 291 hours per EWEP participant)
would have been needed to do the work. For the AFDC-U group, the estimate

was 52 hours per experimental (273 hours per EWEP participant).
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This estimate, in turn, was multiplied by regular workers!' wage rate
(marked up for fringe benefits), which yielded the supply price estimate
used in the analyais.9 The average rate for the work done by the AFDC
participants in BWEP was $4.48 per hour (plus 17 percent for fringe
benefits); the rate was $5.30 (plus 15 percent for fringe benefits) for the
AFDC-U's., Using this approach, the value of the output produced by EWEP
participants was estimated to bs $205 per AFDC experimental and $354 per
AFDC-U experimental assigned tc the Job Search/EWEP group.

The higher estimate for the AFDC-U group reflects three factors.
First, as indicated in Chapter 4, the rate of participation of the AFDC-U
experimentals in EWEP was higher than for the AFDC experimentals; thus, the
number of hours they worked was also higher. Second, the average produc-
tivity of AFDC-U participants was rated as very high =~ higher, in fact,
than the regular workers to whom agency supervisors compared participants.
This finding is consistent with the high ratings of AFDC-U participants?
skills, effort and dependability given by the supervisors in the worksite
survey.10 The average productivity of APDC participants was 87 percent
that of regular workers, a reasonable level given the 1limited work
histories of some participants. Third, as indicated above, tiiec =2verage
regular wage rate for EWEP jobs held by AFDC-U participants was higher than
the rate for AFDC participants, reflecting the difference in the job tasks
performed by the two groups.1!

Increased output also resulted from the regular jobs held by both Job
Search and Job Search/EWEP experimentals after thay left the program.
Experimental-control differences in earnings were used as the basis for

valuing the net increase attributable to the Job Search/EWEP sequence, as
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seen in Table 5.2. For the AFDC group, the earnings difference during the
observation period was $788 for those assigned to the Job Search/EWEP group
and $693 for those assigned only te Job Search. The differences for the
AFDC-U experimentals were also positive but smaller: $312 and $231, respec-
tively. Readers should bear in mind that these figures reflect aggregate
earnings differences through December 1984 for all experimentals and there-
fore differ from the regression-adjusted earnings results for individual
quarters reported in Chapters 3 and 4.

Assuming that labor markets are competitive, employers will pay total
compensation equal to the value of a worker's marginal product.!2 Thus,
the estimate of the value of tne iiicrease in output due to the program was
based on the experimental-control differences in earnings. The calculation
also took account of nomwage compensation, which national employment compen-
sation data indicate is about 18 percent of earnings in the relatively low-
wage jobs held by most experimentals and controls.!3 The resulting fringe
benefits estimates are shown in Table 5.2.

The value of employees' output benefits taxpayers, but because they
also pay for the output, the net value to them is zero. In contrast, the
net increase in wages and other compensation is a benefit to welfare appli-
cants and a net benefit to society as well. The value of the EWEP output
is also a benefit to socicty, but the social gain is distributed different-
ly: the value of EWEP output is a benefit to taxpayers and does not affect
experimentals.1“

Iwo important caveats need to be considered concerning output compo-
nents, PFirst, unlike regular labor market output, the EWEP output was

produced under conditions in which employers did not demonstrate a willing-
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TABLE 6.2
S§AN 0IEGO
ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL OIFFERENCES IN EARNINGS, FRINGE BENEFITS,

AND TAXES PER EXPERIMENTAL FDR THE DBSERVATION PERIOD®,
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND RESEARCH BROUP

] |
AFOC AFDC-U
Job Sesrch- Job Job Search- Job
Component of Anslysis EgEP Gearch EWEP Seserch
Earningsb $788 $683 $312 $231
Fringe Benefits 142 185 66 42
Tlxes.
Faderel Income Tex 78 68 36 32
Stetes Income Tax 13 1 6 b
Social Security Tex 85 48 22 16
6tate Sales end Excise Taxes 4 4 -5 -5
Totel Texes 161 132 69 48

SOURCES: MORC calculetionse fron Unemployment Insursnce earnings records;
published date on tax retes snd smployee fringe benefits.

NOTES: The results sre besed on o semple of 3235 Job Search - EWEP
experimentals, 16878 Job Seerch experimentals, end 1884 controls. Because of

rounding, deateil mey not sum to totelaes.

'Tho end of the observetion period wes December 1884 for
Unamployment Insurance sarnings records,

bThuuu estimetes ere unadjusted experimantel-control mean
differences in total sarnings through December, 1884 end thus differ from the
ragression-edjueted estimates for fixed periods of follow—-up presented in
Cheptere 3 end 4.
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ness to pay for it; there was no direct cost to them of obtaining EWEP
labor services., Thus, the supply price of the output does not necessarily
reflect demand for the output, although there is evidence that the demand
was substantial, 15 Second, in working in both EWEP assignments and regular
Jobs, experimentals may have displaced other workers who subsequently
became unemployed. To the extent displacement occurred, the net value of
the increased output to society was reduced, because society sgave up the
output that would have been produced by the displaced workers. However,
the short-term displacement caused by EWEP jobs appears to have been
ninina1;15 and the relatively iou unemployment in the San Diego ares,
particularly in the later months of the demonstration, makes it likely that
many workers who were c¢isplaced by experimentals either in EWEP or regular
employment could have found other jobs.

2. Increaged Tax Pavments

Experimentals' earnings gains from regular jobs resulted in increased
tax payments, including federal and state income taxes, Social Security
payroll taxes, and state sales and excise taxes. These taxes have been
imputed based on experimentals' earnings (total earnings in the case of
payroll and sales taxes, earnings over a base amount for income taxes),
other income (for sales taxes), marital status and dependents, the relevant
tax rates and average consumption patterns. The resulting estimates are
consequently experimental-control differences in legal tax ineidence, 17

The overall differences in taxes for AFDC experimentals were $i51 for
the Job Search/EWEP group and $132 for the Job Search only group. The
differences for the two AFDC-U experimental groups were $59 and $49,

respectively. Federal income and Social Security taxes accounted for most
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of this, Thus, slightly less than one-fifth of the earnings increase
received by experimentals went to taxpayers in the form of higher tax
payments, Because this benefit to taxpayers was offset by a loss to
experimentals, there was no net benefit or cost to society as a whole.

3. e e e

In part because of their increased earnings, experimentals reduced
their dependence on public transfer programs, thus generating two types of
benefits, First, the reduction in cash and in-kind transfers represented a
benefit to taxpayers and a loss to welfare applicants, As in the case of
the increase in tax payments, this reduction resulted in no net soecial
benefit. Second, the reduced use of transfer programs freed administrative
resources, benefiting both taxpayers and society.

Changes in five types of transfers were estimated: welfare (AFDC),
Food Stamps, General Relief, Unemployment Insurance, and MediCal. Experi-
mental-control differences in total welfare payments and UI benefits during
the follow-up period (as opposed to the differences for the fixed period
covered in Chapters 3 and 4) were estimated using AFDC and UI records
dat.a.18 Applicant éurvey data were used to estimate experimental-control
differences for General Relief,19

Differences in the other transfer payments were not directly measured,
but were estimated using various data sources. Food Stamps differences
were imputed on the basis of household incame (including earrings, AFDC and
UI) and the earnings disregard (18 percent of earnings) as well as child
care and medical deductions used to determine both Food Stamps eligibility
and the amount of benefits,20  Finally, differences for MediCal were

estimated based on the regulations in force at the time of the demonstra-
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tion, which specified that persons who were off the AFDC rolls for more
than four months were not eligible for MediCal in most cases. Differences
between experimentals and controls in the number of months of MediCal
ineligibility were estimated. These differences were then valued on the
basis of the average monthly payments made to MediCal participants who were
public assistance recipients in the County of San Diego during fiscal year
1983.21

The results are presented in Table 5.3. The welfare (AFDC) payments
of all four experimental groups decreased. The reductioﬁs for the AFDC=D
research groups -- $817 for the Job Search/EWEP group and $724 for the Job
Search group -- were roughly double the $411 and $326 reductions for the
AFDC groups. The pattern of MediCal effects was about the same, which is
not surprising given that MediCal eligibility is mainly determined by AFDC
status for the population served by the programs, The reductions in
MediCal benefits for the AFDC-U group were larg.r than those for the AFDC
experimental 3,

The other results, however, do not follow this pattern of reductions.
First, Unemployment Insurance was higher for experimentals than for
controls, except for the AFDC applicants assigned to the Job Search/EWEP
group, whose UI payments showed virtually no change. The size of those
increases in UI benefits are small compared to the preliminary estimates
reported earlier.2? Given that more experimentals than controls got jobs,
some of the increases in UI benefits may be attributed to those who gained
and later lost jobs, thus becoming eligible for UI.

Second, Food Stamps transfers decreased for the AFDC research groups,

but increased for the AFDC-U groups. For the AFDC's, relatively large
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TABLE 6.3
SAN DIEGD
ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN TRANSFER PAYMENTS

AND ADMINISTRATIVE CDSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL FDR THE OBSERVATIDN PEHIDD‘.
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND RESEARCH GROUP

: ]
AFDC AFDC-U
Job Search- Job Job Seerch- Job
Type of Psymsnt or Cost EWEP Search EWEP Search
Transfer Paymants
aFoc® -8411 -$326 -$817 -8724
Generel Relief c 12 -1 4 7
Unemployment Compensation -1 (:]:] 186 24
MediCal -121 -62 -148 -138
Food Stamps -53 -123 54 5
Total Transfer Payments -673 -443 -891 -8286
Administrative Costs
AFDC -33 -26 -86 -58
Genesral Relief 1 b b b
Unemployment Compensation -b 6 1 2
MediCal -8 -4 -10 -8
Food Stemps -4 -10 4 b
Total Administrative Costs -44 -34 -68 -84

SDURCES: MDRC cslculations from AFDC and Unemployment Insurance earnings
and benefits records; applicant survey; published date on walfare administrative

costs.

NDTES: The sample sizes for the survey-generated estimates of General
Relief payments are 155, 3D2 and T4Q for the AFDC controle, Job Search - EWEP
experimentals, and Job Search experimentals respectively; and 148, 335 end 168
for the AFDC-U controls, Job Sesrch ~ EWEP experimentals, and Job Search
exparimentals. The sample sizes for other payments are 3235 Job Seerch - EWEP
experimantals, 1878 Job Search experimcntals, end 1884 controls. Beceuse of
rounding, detail may not sum to totesls. L

aThe end of the obssrvation period was February 1885 for AFDC
records, March 1885 for Unemployment Insurance benefit records, and December
1884 for Unemployment Insurence sarnings records. Genaral Relief benefits were
estimated through December 1983 using dats from the applicant survey conducted
gix monthe after appli. tion,

b -
Less th:z- $D.50D.

cThGl. estimates are unadjusted expesrimental-control mean
differences in total payments through December 1884 and thus differ from the
regression adjusted estimates for fixed periods of follow-up presented in
Chapters 3 and 4. ’
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earnings increases and relatively small reductions in welfare and in UI
payments account for their reduced eligibility for Food Stamps. In
contrast, for the AFDC-U's, small increases in earnings and large welfare
reductions led to small Food Stamps increases. Finally, G.ener'al Relief
payments increased by small amounts for all experimental groups except AFDC
Job Search, :

The overall reduction in transfer payments to AFDC-U experimentals was
very large: over $809 per experimental for both Job Search, BWEP and Job
Search experimentals. This overall finding reflects the substantial
reductions in welfare and MediCal payments, offset to some extent by
increases in UI, Food Stamps and General Relief. The overall reduction for
the AFDC group was less substantial. This net reduction was a little more
than half the AFDC~U savings -- $573 and $443 for the Job Search/EWEP and
Job Search groups, respectively -- due to the fact that welfare and MediCal
reductions were much smaller,

Changes in the administrative costs incurred by the five transfer
programs were also estimated by multiplying the experimental-control
differences in transfer payments by the estimated average administrative
cost per dollar of transfer. The administrative cost figures were derived
from data for the County of San Diego, the State of California, and the
federal govermment covering the fiscal year 1983.23

The resulting estimates in Table 5.3 generally mirror the findings for
transfer payments. The estimated administrative cost savings were $69 and
$64 per experimental in the AFDC-U Job Search/EWEP and Job Search groups,
respectively, with most of the savings coming from the welfare program.

Again, the savings for the AFDC groups were smaller. These cost savings
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were a benefit to taxpayers and, inasmuch as the applicants were
unaffected, a benefit to society as we:1l.

. educe e ro

The principal employment and training services available to members of
the control group were classroom training and individual job search through
the WIN Program and, for those eligible, training provided under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA). A small number of experimentals also
received these services. In addition, a few members of the control group
participated in the Food Stamps Workfare program operated in San Diego.2u
Since more of these training resources were devoted to controls than to
experimentals, the net cost of these resources must be taken inte account
in this analysis. The costs associated with registering and assessing
controls are treated separately in the "Program Operating Costs" section
below.

The training service that controls enrolled in most frequently was WIN
classroom training in health occupations provided in the Employment Service
Program (ESP); a few experimentals also participated. ESP class attendance
data were collected to determine the difference in the use of this program
by experimentals and controls.25 EPPIS data were used to estimate the
participation of controls and experimentals in WIN training programs other
than ESP, as well as in individual job search. Finally, the applicant
survey data were used to assess the use of the JTPA and Food Stamps
Workfare programs,

Based on these data, experimental-control differences in the use of
training options were calculated. On average during the observation

period, controls were actively enrolled in individual job search for about
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half a day more than experimentals and in WIN training classes for half a
day to a full day more than experimentals, depconding on the experimental
group. Controls also participated in JTPA and Food Stamps Workfare
slightly more often than experimentals. These Jdifferences were valued
using training program cost data obtained from WIN, the Regional Fmployment
and Training Consortium (RETC, the JTPA agency in San Diego) and time-study
data for the work experience unit of the San Diego Department of Social
Services, 26

The resuiting estimates of the cost sav.rgs associated with the
reduced use of alternative training services varied between $44 for the
AFDC-U Job Search group and $57 for the AFDC Job Search/EWEP group. The
experimentals' less frequent use of the ESP program accounted for most of
the savings, which constituted a benefit to taxpayers and to society as a
.whole,

In additign; participants in these training alternatives could receive
assistance with child care, transportation and other training-related
expenses. Data on the cost of these services for WIN registrants (both
experimentals and contrbls) indicated small reductions for both the AFDC
and AFDC-U experimental groups. These reductions were a benefit to
taxpayers and a loss to experimentals, producing no net social benefit.

5. Future Benefits

The benefits discussed thus far were estimated for the observation
period only., However, the analysis also addresses the benefits that occur
after this period, To calculate these benefits, assumptions were made
about how the size of the impacts changed after the observation period.

Four specific assumptions were used in extrapolating benefits from
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increased output aiid taxes and reduced dependence on transfers. These
assumptions pertain to the base estimate, time horizon, decay rate and
discount rate,27

First, the base estimate selected for extrapolation was the experi-
mental-control impact difference (for example, the difference in earnings)
for the last two quarters of the observation period (for the earnings data,
this period covers July through December 1984). This is the most recent
evidence available, and therefore 1is the most appropriate basis for
extrapolation. Chapters 3 and 4 presented regression-adjusted estimates of
impacts for these last two quarters, while this analysis has used
unadjusted estimates,

Second, the time horizon over which the benefits were extrapolated was
set at five years from the point of random assignment. This is approximate-
ly the average length of time AFDC applicants remain on the rolls nation-
wide.28 This uniform horizon implies that benefits are to be extrapolated
into the future for different lengths of time, depending on the date of
random assignment for each person, For example, for someone enrolling
between October 1982 and March 1983, the observation period was approxi-
mately eight quarters, depending on the data source, and hence benefits
were extrapolated for three years. For those enrolling between April and
August 1983, however, only six quarters could be observed, so extrapolation
covers three and one-half years,

Third, the decay rate 1is the rate at which the base estimate is
assumed to change over time. Decay rates were estimated for the earnings
and AFDC impacts during the observation period,29 and these rates were

assumed to apply in the extrapolation period. Separate rates were computed
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for each of the four experimental groups and for the application periods
from October 1982 through March 19863 and from April through August 1983.
The results indicate that impacts did decay over time -- that 1is, experi-
wental-control differences declined in size from their levels in the second
or third quarter after random assigmment -~ but that the amount of the
decay varied by experimental group and period of assignment. The estimated
quarterly decay rates for earnings varied between zero and 39 percent,
depending on the group, while the welfare decay rates ranged from 5 to 22
percent per quarter. The decay rates for Job Search/EHEP.were substantial-
ly lower than those for Job Search ~- in other words, the Job Search/EWEP
impacts lasted longer than the Job Search impacts. The earnings decay rates
were used for both the earnings and taxes benefits, while the welfare rates
were used for all transfers., These estimates are obviously very important
to the extrapolation procedure and, therefore, the sensitivity of the
results to alternative decay-rate estimates will be tested in the following
section of the chapter,

Finally, the discounting procedure adjusted future benefits to their
1983 dollar values. This procedure took account of both inflation and the
value of foregone investment after 1983. A real discount rate ~- that 1is,
a rate adjusted for inflation -- of 5 percent per year was used for this
purpose, 30

Table 5.4 presents estimates of the observed benefits, the estimated
future benefits, and finally the total estimated benefits of EPP and EWEP,
The extrapolated benefits substantially increase the total benefit
estimates for both AFDC groups. For the AFDC~U groups, the extrapolation

also increases the size of total benefits over those observed except in the
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TASLE 5.4
SAN O0IEGO

ESTIMATED OBSERVED AND EXTRAPOLATED BENEFITS
PER EXPERIMENTALs BY RAESEARCH GROUP AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

! Job Search - EWEP ! Job Search
Obssrved Extrnpolntgd Five-Yesr Obeervad Extrepolated Five-Yaar

Banofit Varisblse Bensfits Benef its Totel Benafits Bsnefits Totel
AFOC

In-Progrea Output 8205 0 8205 -$3 0 -83

Earnings and Frings Benafits 918 1313 2232 810 728 153§

Tex Paymsnts 147 224 arz1 129 108 236

Trenafer Paymsntes 568 509 1076 437 243 678

Trensfer Progres Adeinistrstion 42 41 g2 33 18 51

Aaducod Uss of WIN 57 0 57 50 0 50
AFOC-U )

In-Progres Ouput 8354 $0 8354 5 $0 $5

Esrnings snd Frings Bensfite 367 -2156 151 270 162 433

Tex Paymants 58 -15 42 47 41 [:1:]

Trenefer Payments aa2 681 1672 818 754 1571

Trenefer Progres Adsinfstretion 1} 63 118 62 55 117

Asduced Uss of WIN 65 0 66 44 0 44

SOURCES: MORAC celculetions from Unsmploymsnt Insurencs rscordej AFOC detej spplicant survey; worksits survay EPP

Inforamtion System snrollmsnt dete; EPP, EWEP, WIN snd JTPA progrem cost recordsj end published dets on welfere costss tex rmtss,

snd employss frings benefitse. Sms text for descriptions of thsss sources.

NDTES: Assults sre sxprersssd in flscsl yser 1983 dollsrs snd thersforn will not precisely match obssrved results pressnted
in Tebles 5.2 end 5.3. Becsuss of rounding, detsil mey not sum to toteles.

[
Bsssd on svsilsble follow-up dests.

b
Extrepoleted benefite srs sstimested from the end of the obessrvetion pariod to five yssrs from ths point of rendom

sssignmsnt.
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case of earnings and taxes for the Job Search/EWEP group.

It should be remembered that all estimates of program benefits in the
table are unadjusted experimental-control differences in outcomes for the
entire observation period, not regression-zdjusted estimates for fixed
follow-up periods reported in Chapters 3 and 4, Adjusting for exogenous
differences between the experimental and control groups -- as was done in
estimating employment and welfare impacts -- 13 clearly desirable.
However, the benefit-cost analysis must simultaneously weigh a number of
different program outcomes and costs. Making adjusted estimates of all
benefit and cost components that are comparable to those used in Chapters 3
and 4§ would require additional data collection and assumptions, as well as
further statistical modeling not undertaken for this analysis. Given that
adjustments in all components could not be made, the consistent use of
unadjusted estimates permits all benefits and costs to be weighed on the
same scale,

In most instances the unadjusted estimates of earnings and welfare
effects in Table 5.4 do not differ substantially from adjusted estimates.31
However, these differences -- together with the fact that estimates for the
benefit-cost analysis - cover the entire observation period, not fixed
follow-up periods -- mean that the estimates in Table 5.4 differ from the
impact findings oresented earlier, The sensitivity of the overall
benefit-cost results to the use of unadjusted rather than adjusted

estimates is discussed later in this chapter.

C. Costs
EPP and EWEP costs fall into two categories: (1) program operating
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costs and (2) allowances and support service costs. Costs in the first
category 1include staff salaries and fringe benefits, expenditures for
facilities, and other related expenses, The second category includes
allowances pald to experimentals, as well as child care, trausportation and
other support services,

1. Program Operating Costs

Estimating the net operating costs of providing Job Search and EWEP
services to experimentals is a complicated matter. One of the difficulties
is that demonstration costs were charged against a number of different
program accounts, to which other program costs were also charged. Another
problem is that the operating costs of EPP Job Search and EWEP apply to all
ﬁrogram enrollees, not Jjust to those in the experimental and control
groups: The estimation of costs thus entails numerous decisions about how
to allocate total program expenditures.

A six-step procedure was used to estimate costs. First, the resources
used in the two programs -- and the accounts to which these costs were
assigned -~ were identified. EPP and EWEP operations in the state and
local offices of EDD and DSS had been charged to separate EDD and DSS
demonstration grants, five different EDD WIN accounts and two County of San
Diego WIN accounts, as well as to EDD and County general-purpose accounts.
In addition, some support service costs were charged to other program
accounts, as discussed below.

Expenditure data for these accounts qere collected for the five
quarters of program operations between October 1982 and December 1983.
These data not only include all of the operating costs of serving experi-

mentals and controls, but also the costs incurred for people served by EP¥
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or EWEP who were not in one of the demonstration research groups.

Second, the total operating costs incurred at the local level by EDD
and DSS offices during thia five-quarter period were allocated among tr.e 24
program functions listed in Table 5.5. This allocation was based on a time
study of work activities in the EDD and DSS offices as well as data
obtained from EPPIS and staff interviews,

The time study was conducted during a two-week ,(eriod in August
1983.32  Staff recorded the time they devoted to 20 EPP, EWEP and WIN
functions as well as to unrelated activities (personal leave, and other
programs such as the Employment Service and Food Stamps). Although some
functions were clearly related to one of the two programs for experimentals
or to the regular WIN Program for the control group, other functions could
not readily be assigned to one or the other. For example, the same staff
members registered EPP and contrcl group applicants, and it would have been -
difficult to assess the amount of time spent on the different groups.
Therefore, in the time study the staff simply recorded the amount of time
devoted to registration as a whole, and that amount was allocated between
EPP and WIN based on EPPIS data identifying the number of applicants in
each group.

Part or all of some EPP Job Search functions were associated with the
demonstraztion research, not ongoing operations, and were thus excluded in
estimating net operating costs, The amount of staff time devoted to
research-related activities was determined from the time study and from
staff interviews. All of the EDD staff time spent on random assignment, 47
percent of the EDD staff time and 12 percent of the DSS staff time devoted

to program reporting, and 20 percent of all the time spent on administra-
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TABLE 5.5
SAN DIEGD

EOD ANO DSS ODIRECT LABOR COS8TS,
BY PROGRAM FUNCTION

Percent of Oiresct Lebor Costs

|
Function %00 088

Job Sssrch Segistretion Functions
JWP Job Bsarch 4
Regietretion/Orisntetion 8.%
Assssemant 2.8
Adainietretion/Supervision 2.8
Totel " 18.3

Job Beserch Ongoing Functione

Counesling/Pesymente end

Support Services Arrengeasnts 8.3
Noncomplisnce Follow-Up 7.8
Job Seserch Workshop 18.1
Post JBA SBsrvices 8.8
Progrem Reporting 6.8
Administretion/Supsrvision B.8
Totel - 54.8

EWEP Functions
Plscement snd Counseling 1 0
Support Services Arrsngements 0
Progrem Reporting 0.
Noncowpl isnce Follow-Up ) 0
Adeinietretion/Supervision 0
Totel v 1

WIN Functions
Ragistretion/Orientetion 4.3
Asssssmant 1.0
Progrem 8srvices/Support Services

Arrsngements 5
Progrem Rsporting ] 2.
Adminfstretion/Bupsrvieion 2
Totel . 15

Resserch-Releted Functions
Rendom Assignment 0.0
EWEP SBtert-Up Coste 0.3
Progrem Resporting 8.5
Adainietretion 1.5

1.3

Totel

Totel

BOURCES: MWDRC time study of DSB8 end EOU eteff hours spent on EPP snd EWEP
end dets on DSS and EDD eteff ssiariss.

NOTE: Distributions mey not sdd exsctly to 100.0 percent bscsuse of
Q. rounding. -157- -
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tion, was judged to be related to research,33

Third, the resulting allocation of staff time was valued using perti-
nent wage rates, yielding a functional breakdown of direct labor costs.
This breakdown can be considered representative of the five-quarter period
over which operating cost data were collected, except in two respects that
required adjustments. The first adjustment was needed because fewer
resources were devoted to EWEP functions during the first three quarters
thazn the time study indicated due to the fact that a number of EWEP staff
were hired during the summer of 1983. A second adjustﬁent was required
because much of the staff time devoted to EWEP during the first quarter
(October through Dacember 1982) was associated with program start-up, not
ongoing operations,3%

The final allocation of direct labor costs by program function is
. shown in Table 5.5, This allocation indicates, for example, that 19
percent of EDD labor costs and 15 percent of DSS labor costs were devoted
to the Jjob search workshops, A substantial portion of staff time was
¢evoted to monitoring noncompliance, including efforts to bring individuals
into compliance with EPP and EWEP rules and to institute sanctioning
procedures, Also notable is the fact that abcut one-fifth of the labor
costs of both EDD and DSS were devoted to program reporting that was not
required for the other functions listed in Table 5.5 (such as registra-
tion). A large part of this reportirz wase res.arch-related,

The fourth step involved aggregating the labor costs into the five
program categories shown in Table 5.5, determining the fraction of total
labor costs in each category, and then allocating all personnel and non-

personnel costs accordingly for the five quarters ending in December 1983.
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All operating costs incurred in the local offices were divided into (1) EPP
registration costs, (2) ongoing EPP costs, (3) EWEP costs, (4) WIN regis-
tration and ongoini; costs (for controls), and (5) costs related to research
and start-up. Costs in the first three categories together constitute the
total operating costs of EPP and EWEP; the fourth category includes all
costs associated with WIN registration, assessment and referrals Jor
controls,

Operating costs incurred for administering EPP Job Search, EWEP and
WI. at the state level were estimated and allocated proportionately among
the tour operating categories, Because San Diego was one of six counties
involved in the statewide demonstration, EPP's share of state-level
demonstration expenditures was estimated to be one-sixth., The share of WIN
state-level expenditures for EPP was estimated as 7.4 percent, San Diego's
fraction of the State's on-board WIN registration during fiscal year
1983.35

The next step involved estimating the following three unit costs to be

used in calculating the net operating costs for the four research groups:

° ntal -~ This is the cost
of EPP registration (the first cost category) per experimen-
tal, minus the -cost of WIN registration per control (part of
the fourth cost category).

o Net EPP opgoing cost per working participation dav -- This is
the ongoing EPP cost (the second citegory) minus the cost of

ongoing WIN fuactions (the remalader of the fourth cost
category) per EFP enrollment day.

o Nei EWEP cost per EWEP eqgrollmeny dav ~- This cost includes
all BWEP functions (the third cost categrry) and is expressed
per EMEP emrollment day.

EPPIS data were used to generate the enrollment unit denominators for the

first of these three unit costs, while Job Search workshop and EWEP
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attendance logs were used for the other twe. The unit estimates are
experimental-control differences through September 19811.36

Finally, as shown in Table 5.6, experimental-control differences in
EPP Job Search participation and EWEP enrollment for eacﬁ of the four
research groups were multiplied by the unit costs. These differences
reflect the entire observation period for enrollment data of October 1982
through September 1984, The figure used for days in EPP is the number of
days of active participation in the job search workshops, and the number of
EWEP days covers the period from referral to EWEP through completion of the
work assignment.37

Because the average amount of participation in the job search work-
shops was slightly greater for AFDC-U's than for AFDC's, the EPP cost per
AFDC-U experimental was proportionately higher, In addition, the cost of
..8serving Job Search/EWEP experimentals in both assistance categories was
higher than that for the Job Search only group. As a result, the operating
costs of the demonstration ranged from a low of $537 for the AFDC Job
Search applicants to a high of $696 for the AFDC-U experimentals assigned
to the Job Search/EWEP group. These estimates reflect the net operating
costs of EPP and EWEP ~- that 1is, the gross EPP/EWEP costs of serving
experimentals33 minus the costs of serving controls. These costs consti-
tute the largest single expenditure for taxpayers and for society as a
wnole,

2. Allowances and Support Services

The second category of EPP anl EWEP costs includes the allowances prid
to experimentals during Job Search, as well as the child care, transporta-

tion assistance, and other support services provided during Job Search and
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TABLE 5.8

SAN 0IEBO

ESTIMATED LENGTHS OF ENROLLMENT AND NET ENROLL MENT COSTS
PER EXPERIMENTAL FOR THE OBSERVATION PEHIDDO.
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY ANGC RESEARCH GROUP

Meen Length of Enrollment (Deys] Total Cost
AFDC AFOC-U AFDC AFDC-U
Operating

Job Job Cost of Job Job
Seerch- Job Search- Job Enrollment |Search- Job Search- Jo
pes of Cost EWEP Sesrch EWEP Search |{per day] EWEP Search EWEP Sear
t EPP Registration - - - - - $88,03 $68.03 $68.03 868,
t EPP Enrollment 4.71 4.91 6.44 6.12 86.70 450.756 488,88 520.81 4889
t EWEP Enrolllentb 21.88 -0.30 28.06 0.33 4.1% 89.87 ~ -1,23 107 .07 1
tal Net Coats 808.756 538.88 886.71 6589,

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from progrem cost dete,

tendance logs.

EPP

Informetion Systsm date,

EWEP Logs and Job !

NOTES: The enrollment dasy means are based on a semple of 3235 Job Sesarch - EWEP experimentals, 1!

b Search axperimentale and 1884 controls.

.Tho end of the obeervation period wae Septembsr 1984 for progrem tracking records.

ﬁSO-c members of tha control and Job HSearch group did enter EWEP.

Therefore,

rollment -- that is, the experimental-control differances in anrcliment, to secimate costs.

224

vt

we have uset

225



EWEP, These allowances and services were funded by several sources.
Expenditure data on allowances and support service costs paid by EDD for
program participants were collected by EDD in an automated accounting
system, Cost data for services funded by other sources were assembled frem
individual case file records.

EDD paid a job search allowance of $5 per day of attendance at the
workshops. The cost of this Jjob search allowance per experimental was
estimated using EDD data.39 The resulting allowance estimates are
presented in Table 5.7, along with estimates of the costs of support
services., The estimates varied from $20 to $23 per experimental for the
AFDC and AFDC-U Job Search/EWEP groups respectively,

Child-care assistance was provided by EDD (charged to WIN), DSS (also
charged to WIN accounts), CDF (Child Development Funds managed by the
Education Department) and County funds. EDD paid for child care provided -
during Job Search at a cost of $4 per AFDC experimental and $1 per AFDC-U
experimental, The amount of money spent on subsidized child care during
EWEP was surprisingly small: CDF and WIN incurred child-care costs of only
$3 per AFDC Job Search/EWEP experimental, and less than $1 per AFDC-U
experimental, The reason that average child care costs are so low is that,
while the cost per experimental who received child care assistance was $82
for thoce in Job Search/EWEP and $59 for those assigned to Job Search
alone, only about 5 percent of experimentals received such assistance.

Transport: on reimbursements and bus t".olcens were provided by WIN
(EDD), WIN ¢..: .4EP (both DSS), and County funds. Miscellaneous assistance
for clothing and uniforms, emergency needs and other items was provided by

EDD, WIN and Ccunty funds, The average value of the transportation
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TABLE 6.7
SAN DIEGD
ESTIMATED NET COS8TE OF EDD ALLOWANCES AND BUPPORT SERVICES

PER EXPERIMENTAL FOR THE OBSELVATION PERIDD®,
BY ASBISTANCE CATEEORY AND RESEARCH GROUP

AFO0C AFOC-U
Job Seserch- Jeob Job Sesrch~- Job

Type of Coet EWEP Sssrch EWEP Sesrch
EDD Aliowsncee $20.06 820,36 $23.04 $22.24
Child Cero

EDD Child Cere 4,01 4,02 D.64 0.80

Other Child Cere 3.02 0D.12 0.24 0.00

Totel Child Ccre 7.03 4.14 0.88 0.80
Transportetion 2.22 0.38 4,05 2.18
Other Support Barvices 2.12 1.886 B8.33 §.78
Total 831.43 ¢28.53 836.30 $30:88

SOURCE: MDRC celculetions from progrea cost dat-.,

NDTES: A few membare of ths control group received EDD ellowences end -
support eervices during the observetion periode In eddition, esomes other support
sarvices ore aveileble to memboare of both the experimentel and the control
groups, Thersfors, the net coeste of slliowences and support ssrvices =- thet {s,
the experimentel-controi differances tn coste psr experimental ~- heve been
esetimeted.

.Th- end of the observation period wee Merch %885 for support
services and Junes 1885 for EDD ellowenues.
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assistance ranged from less than $1 to $4 per experimental, depending on
the research group. The cost of the other assistance varied between $2 and
$8 per experimental,

Total net =liowances and support service costs -- that is, the costs
for experilentalsno minus the costs for controls -- were highest for experi-
mentals assigned to the Job Search/BWEP group. The cost was $31 and $36
for experimentals in the AFDC and AFDC-U assistance categories, respec=-
tively, and slightly lower for experimentals in the Job Search group. It
-3 important to underscore that these amounts are expresse'd per experiment-
al; the costs per participant are considerably greater than these figures
while the costs per nonparticipant are approximately zero. Because the
cost of these allowances and services to taxpayers is offset by their value
to experimentals, no net social cost results,

- In addition, experimentals themselves bore some of the costs of child
care aud transportation, These out-of'-pocket expenses were estimated for
EWEP, using worksite survey data, as $15 per AFDC experimental and $16 per
AFDC-U experimental; most were for transportation., Out-of-pocket expenses
for EPP Job Search enrollment, which were probably small, were not
measured,

Finally, in estimating costs for this benefit-cost analysis, the focus
has been on the average operating and support costs of serving experimen-
tals over and above what it costs to serve controls. However, policymakers
are also interested in the full cost of serving an experimental who regis-
ters and then completes the maximum three weeks in Job Search and 13 weeks
in EWEP. This cost was estimated to be approximately $1,200 for registra-

tion and Job Search and $400 for the addition of EWEP. The cost is

=16 4=
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slightly higher for AFDC experimentals because of their child-care needs.
The cost of job search and work axperience for an experimental who leaves
the programs before reaching the participation limits is correspondingly
less. As indicated in Chapter 3, participants leave the programs to take

regular jobs, because their status has changed, and for other reasons,

D. BResults
In presenting the results of the analysis, the overall findings will

be discussed first and the results for subgroups will follow. The
sensitivity of these results to assumptions used in the analysis will also
be assessed. Finally, the budgetary implications of the results will be
evaluated by level of govermment.

1. Qverall Results

The findings for the benefit and cost components discussed above,
discounted to reflect 1983 dollars, are added together in Tables 5.8 and
5.9. The first table covers the two AFDC experimental groups, and the
second corresponds to the two AFDC-U groups. The results suggest that the
programs' total benefits over a five-year time horizon exceeded their costs
from the point of view of society as a whole for all experimental groups
except the AFDC-U Job Search/EHEP group. However, both the amount of net
social value genmerated and the way in which that value 1s distributed
between applicants and taxpayers varied widely depending on the treatment
and assistance group,

For the AFDC groups, the estimated social net present value is highly
positive -~ $1,096 for applicants assigned to Job Search only and $1,952

for those assigned to both Job Search and EWEP. To a great extent, these
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TABLE 5.8
BAN OIEGOQ

AFOC APPLICANTS; ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY RESEARCH GROUP AND ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

I T
Job Search - EWEP Job Seerch
Accounting Perspsctive Accounting Perspuctive

mponent of Analyeis Socisl Applicant Tanxpayer Socisl Applicent Texpey
nefite
Qutput Produced by Pertioipente

Velue of In-Progres Output $205 $0 $205 -$3 $0 -$3

Increased Output fros Employsent 2232 2232 0 1538 1538 0
Incressesd Tex Peymente 0 -371 371 0 -235 235
Reduced Uss of Trenefer Progresse

Reduced AFOC Peymante 0 -740 740 0 -453 463

feduced Psyssnts fros Other Progress 0 -338 336 0 -228 228

Reduced AFOC Adsinistretive Coste 57 0 57 35 0 35

Reduced Adsinietretive Coste of Other

Progrese 25 0 25 18 0 18

Preference for Work Over I-lfnr-n + + + * + +
Reduced Uss of Other Progress

Reduced Allowsences 0 -4 4 0 -4 4

Reduced Opersting Costse 53 0 53 48 0 48
ate
Progres Opsreting Coste

EPP Opesreting Costse ~518 0 -518 ~-5356 0 -538

EWEP Opereting Coste -88 0 -88 i 0 1
Allossnces end Support Services 0 31 -31 - 0 28 -28
>articipent Jut-of-Pockat Expenses -15 -15 0 0 0 0

]

~oregons Psrsonsl snd Femily Activities - - 0 - - 0
. Present Velus (Benefite Minus Costs) 81852 $797 $1155 $1088 8644 8452

SOURCES: MORC celculetions from Unamploymant Insurance records; AFOC dats; spplicent survey; workeite survey; EPP Informstion Syst
rollment dete; EPP, EWEP, WIN end JTPA progres cost racorde; and publiehad data on welfare costs, tex retes, snd ssployss frings besnef

2 text for descriptions of these sources.

NOTESS Components srfe Listed se bensfite oF costs sccording to o priori sxpsctstions regerding their velue fros ths socisl
~spactive, Howsver, the resylts presentsd reflect sotusl outoomss, not sxpsctstions. Positive ssounts indicets o benefit; negetive
unte indicets ® cost. AllL benefite snd costs srs setimsted for a five-yeer time horizon beginning at spplicetion, end ere expressead
33 dollers. Beceuss of roundingr deteil mey not sus to toteles.

®Thess srs intengible effects not messured in this snelysis.

O
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TABLE 5.8
BAN O0IEGO

AFOC-U APPLICANTS: ESTIMATEQ BENEFITE 0 CO8TS PER EXPERINENTAL AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY REBEARCH GROUP ANO ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

Job Seerch - EWEP Job SBeserch

Accounting Perspective Accounting Perspesctive
Component of Anslysis Sociel Applicunt Texpayer Bociel Applicent Texp.
Benefite
Output Produced by Perticipents
Velus of In-Progres Output 8354 -%0 6384 -85 -60 -
Incresssd Output fros Employsent 151 151 Q 433 433
Incresssd Tex Peymente Q -42 42 0 -89 l
Reduced Use of Trensfer Progress
Reduced AFOC Peysentse 0 ~1351 1351 0 -1325 13
Reduced Peysente fros Other Progress 0 -221 221 Q -246 -]
Reduced AFDC Adsinistretive Coste 104 Q 104 102 1] 1
Reduced Adsinietretive Costs of Other
Progremse 14 0 14 15 0 ‘
Preference for Work QOver 'llflrl. + + + + +
Reduced Uss of Other Progress
Reduced Allowmences 0 b b ] b
Reduced Opsresting Coste 85 1] 55 44 0 4
oete
Progres Opsreting Coste
EPP Opsreting Costs -5685 0 ~-588 -855 0 -5t
EWEP Opsresting Costs -108 0 -108 -1 0 -
Allowences snd Bupport Services Q as -36 Q a1 =3
Perticipent OQut-of-Pooket Expsness -16 -18 ] ] Q
Forsgons Psreonsl end Fesily Actlvltl-s. - - ] - -
ist Presant Velus (Benefits Minus Cost) -828 -8$1443 $1414 843 -31188 8123

SO0URCES: MORC celoul&tions fros Unesploysent Insurence recordej AFOC dete; spplicent surveyj workeite survey; EPP Inforsstion 8y
inrolilment detey EPP, EWEP, WIN and JTPA progres cost recordsj snd published dets on welfsrs costs, tex retes, srd ssployss frings bene
jss text for dascriptions of thess sources.

NOTES?S Componsnts sre tisted ss bensfits or costs sccording to s prior! sxpsotstions rogerding their velus fros ths socisl
srepscive. Homsver, the results presented reflsot sctusl outcomssy, not expsctetions. Povitive ssounts indicets e bensfit; negetive
mounts 'adicgte 8 costs ALl bensfits snd coste sre sstiseted for o five-ysser tims horizon beginning et wpplication, end sre sxpresesc
983 doltires Bescsuss of rounding, deteil mey not sus to totels,

[ ]
Thene ars intengibls srreoss not asssursd 10 shie snslysis,
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results reflect the overall earnings gains experienced by these groups.
The estimated social net present value of Job Search/EWEP is larger than
that of Job Search alone because of its greater impact on output: (1) Job
Search/EWEP had about a 50 percent greater effect on output from employ-
ment and (2) EWEP generated work-experience services worth an estimated
$205 per experimental,

Figure 5,2 presents the social net present value of the two models
graphically over time -- from the point of welfare application through the
following five years. The figure indicates that the social net present
value of these two models became positive well before the end of the
observation period. The social value of Job Search/EWEP reached the break-
even point sooner mainly because the value of the EWEP services -- which
was substantially higher than their cost -- gave it a short-term boost.
After reaching the breakeven point, the net value of Job Search/ EWEP
increased faster because of greater earnings gains in the second year of
observation. As shown in the figure, there 1is uncertainty about the
magnitude of benefits after the observation period although they are
clearly positive, The shaded area of the figure indicates the extent of
this uncertainty: the lower-bound estimates assume no future benefits,
while the upper-bound estimates assume that observed benefits for the last
two quarters continue into the future with no decay.

Not only does society as a whole benefit from the two models, but both
'groups within society that are considered in this analysis =-- welfare
applicants and taxpayers -- benefit as well, The net value of the two
programs to AFDC applicants is approximately the same: $644 for those in

Job Search and $797 for those assigned to Job Search/EWEP. The larger
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AFOC APPLICANTS: SOCIAL NET PRESENT VALUE
OVER TIME, PER EXPERIMENTAL
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MDRC calculations from Unemployment Insurance records; AFDC data; applicant survey; worksite

survey; EPP In{ormation System data; EPP, EWEP, WIN and JTPA program cost records; and published data on

welfare costs, tax rates and employee fringe benefits.

Results are expressed in 1983 dollars.

See text for descriptions of these sources.

NOTES: Vertical line indicates "break-even point" at which program net benefits equal net costs.
lower estimate represents observed program impacts with no extrapolation,

Q while middle and upper estimates extrapolate program impacts for five years, with decay and no decay assumptions

[E l(:‘ respectively.
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earnings gain for applicants in the Job Search/EWEP group is offset to a
great extent by increased taxes and reduced tranfers. Thus, most of the
additional social net prresent value generated by EWEP accrues to taxpayers;
their net gain is $1,155 per Job Search/EWEP experimental, compared to $1452
for Job Search alone.

The results are quite different for AFDC-U applicants. The social net
present value of the two models is only $43 per AFDC-U applicant assigned
to Job Search and is slightly negative for applicants in Job Search/EWEP.
Equally important, while taxpayers gain substantially --.well over $1,000
per experimental for each program -- welfare applicants lose approximately
as much, This loss for applicants results from the program's modest effect
on earnings compared to the reduction in transfers; indeed, the welfare
reductions alone amounted to more than twice the total cost of the two
progranms,

Figure 5.3 graphically depicts the social net present value of Job
Search and Job Search/EWEP over time for AFDC-U applicants. As indicated
in this figure, the cost <f Job Search is paid back within five years after
random assigmment, #hile Job Search/EWEP breaks even during the observation
period and then loses ground with slightly negative results projected for
the future, The short-term performance of Job Search/EWEP is relatively
more positive due to the value of EWEP services. The curves showing the
net present values of both programs are relatively flat following the
observation period -- with the line for Job Search rising slowly end that
for Job Search/EWEP declining slightly -- primarily because projected
future earnings differences are small, However, the two net values

composing social net present value -~ that is, the values to applicants and
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Figure 5.3

AFOC-U APPLICANTS: SOCIAL NET PRESENT VALUE
OVER TIME, PER EXPERIMENTAL

NET PRESENT VALUE (DOLLARS)

2100 r
1800 +
1S00
1200
i
800 P
600 ~
300
0
-300
KEY
YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT Net Present Value
in Observation Period
Job Search-EWEP
.
. Middle Estimate of Net Present
NET'PRESENT VALUE (DOLLARS) value in Post-Observation
ann[ Period
18C0 i
L Lower and Upper Estimates
1500 + of Net Present Value in
' Post-Observation Period
20
800 r
€00
b
oo )
0Or
-300

YEARS AFTER RANDOOM ASSIGNMENT

Job Search

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Unemployment Insurance records; AFDC data; applicant survey; worksite
survey; EPP Information System data; EPP, EWEP, WIN and JTPA program cost records; and published data on
welfare costs, tax rates and employee fringe benefits, See text for descriptions of these sources.

NOTES: Vertical line indicates "break-even point” at whirh program net benefits equal net costs.
Results are expressed in 1983 dollars. Lower estimate represents observed program impacts with no extrapolation,
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taxpayers -~ differ dramatically, The curve for the value to applicants
has a steeply negative slope and the one showing the value to taxpayers has
a correspondingly positive slope; the flat slope for social net present
value that appears in the figure results from summirg over these two
subgroups.

2. Disaggremated Results

Disaggregating these overall results yields several important insights
into the effectiveness of the two program models. The analysis dis-
aggregates the benefit-cost results by period of application for welfare

and by amount of prior work experience,

Period of Application. The benefit-cost results by period of

application for welfare mirror the pattern for impacts discussed in
Chapters 3 and 4, As indicated in Table 5.10, benefits were greater for
- experimentals in both programs who applied between October 1982 and March
1983 than for later applicants, The difference between application periods
is greatest for AFDC applicants assigned to J»b Search. The early
assignees generated a social net present value of $3,470 per experimental,
while the sccial value for later assignees was -$3,758. Thus, the overall
net present value of $1,096 masks a pronounced inconsistency in the
effectiveness of the Job Search model in serving these two groups. This
difference may reflect varying economic conditions, characteristics of
welfare applicants, or simply random chance; whatever the explanation, the
finding certainly suggests caution in interpreting the results for the Job
Search only program.

Prior Emplovment. As 1indicated in Chapter 3, the programs'
impact on employment and receipt of welfare differed according to whether

-172-

oo
&
(&g



TABLE 5,10
SAN OIEGO

ESTINATEC BENEFITS ANO COSTS8 PER EXPERIMENTAL AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY RESEARCH GROUP, ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE,
ASSISTANCE CATEGORY ANOC APPLICATION PERIOO

Job Sesrch - EWEP Job Seerch
Accounting Perspective Accounting Perspective
Component of Anslysis Socisel Appticent Texpesyer Sociel Appticent Texpesyjer
AFOC
Cctober 188B2-Merch 1883
Benefite [1-1:3:14 01042 01850 04008 02382 0188587
Costs -841 17 -8567 -538 28 =583
Net Prsssnt Velus 2061 1068 283 3470 2377 1084
Aprit 18B3-Auguet 1883
Bensfite 2303 343 1880 -3234 -3032 -goe
Costs -587 16 -803 -524 28 -852
Net Present Vetus 1718 358 13567 -3788 -3004 -754
AFOC-U
Cctober 18B2-March 1883
Benefite 01833 -0752 02384 0858 -05386 01380
Coste -724 23 -747 -588 32 ~-588
Net Presssnt Velus 808 =728 1837 280 -504 782
Aprit 1883-Auguet 1883
Benefite 4.2 -1888 1848 112 -2177 2832
Costs -88e 17 =706 -838 28 ~-588
Net Present Velus -434 -1878 1243 -184 -2148 1084

SOURCES: MORC cetculstions from Unsmployment Insurence recorde; AFOC dete; sppliosnt survey; workeits survey; EPP
Informetion System enrollment dete; EPP, EWEP, WIN and JTPA progrsm cost recordej end published dete on welfere costs, tex
retes, snd smployes frings bensfite. Sme text for descriptions of thess sources.

NOTES?: Componsnts srs Listed se benefits or costs sccording to m prior!{ sxpectstions regerding their velus from the
socist perspsctive. However, the ressults presented reftect sctuslt outcomes, not sxpsctetions. Positive smounts {ndicets ®
benefit; negetive smounts indicets @ cost. AlL benmfite end coste srs setimeted for o five-yssr time horizon beginning et
sppliceticn, end sre expresesd in 1883 dotlers. Beceuss of rounding, deteil mey not sum to totslas.
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applicants had recent employment experience. Given this evidence, the
benefit-cost analysis has been disaggregated according to the same
criterion used in that chapter: whether or not an applicant had been
employed in the year prior to application for welfare. The results are
presented in Table 5.11.

For the AFDC assistance group, the disaggregated results indicate that
both programs were more effective in serving applicants without prior
employment. From the social perspective the Job Search progran generated a
net present value that was almost $800 higher per apdlicant without prior
enployhent than for those with it. The addition of WWEP had an even more
dramatic effect on applicants who had no recent work experience. The
social net present valu: of the Job Search/EWEP progrim was about $2,000.
higher for an applicant in this group than for one with experience.

-Although in both cases costs were slightly higher for the inexperienced
group, the programs had a much greater net impact on the esployment of this
group, which generated substantially greater social benefits. Moreover,
these additional benefits accrued to both applicants and taxpayers.

The finding that the effectiveness of programs designed to increase
the employment of welfare applicants varies according to previous
employment 1ir understandable since those who are least employable may
reasonably benefit most from intervention, In particular, it is logical
that providing work experience is most ef“e :tive for those who have none.
The magnitude of the difference is noteworuiy: Job Search produced more
than twice as much net social value for the inexperienced group and Job
Search/EWEP generated more than than three times as much value.

AFDC-U applicants who had no work experience in the last year



TABLE 5.11
. SAN DIEGO

ESTIMATED BENEFITS ANO COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY RESEARCH GROUP, ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE,
ASSISTANCE CATEGORY ANO PRIOR WORK HISTORY

T 1
Job Ssarch - EWEP Job Seerch
Accounting Percpective Accounting Peraspective
Component of Analysie Social Applicent Taxpayer Socisl Applicent Taxpayear
AFOC
With Prior Employment
Benefits $1509 $173 $1337 $919 $254 $865
Coete -598 16 -615 -501 286 -527
Net Present Value 811 189 722 418 280 138
Without Prior Employment
Benefits 3486 1347 2139 1775 6§17 1157
Coetse -645 18 ~681 -565 28 -581
Net Prasent Velue 2641 1363 1478 1210 643 566
AFOC~U
With Prior Employment
Bensfits s208 -3$1568 $1847 $823 -$1014 $1837
Coete ~747 20 ~738 -582 31 -813
Net Present Velue -431 -1548 1109 241 -883 1224
Without Prior Employmant
Bensfite 515 -2490 3c06 -385 -2477 2093
Coete -718 20 -739 ~548 31 ~-577
Net Presesent Veluse ~-204 -2470 2267 -931 ~-2446 1516

SOURCES: HORC celculstione from Unemployment Ineuresnce racotds; AFOC dete; applicant eurvey; worksite survey; EPP
Information Syetem snrollment date; EPP, EWEP, WIN end JTPA progrem cost recorde; and publ{iehed date on welfare coete, tax
rates, and employss fringe benefite. 5See text for deacriptions of these sources.

NOTES: Componentse are listed as benefite or coste sccording to s prior{ expactetions regarding thelr value from the
sociel perspective. However, ths results presented raflact actual outcomes, not expectstiones. Positive emounts indicete &
benafit; nagative emounte indicete s cost. ALl benefite end coste ors estimated for o five-year time horizon beginning et
applicetion, end sre sxpreseed in 19683 dollers. Baceuvse of rounding, deteil may not eum tO totalaes.
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represent a small group that, given the eligibility requirements of the
AFDC-U program, did have a history of prior employment.“ Disaggregating
findings according to this criterion indicates greater transfer reductions
for the applicants in both programs who had not worked in the last year,
thus producing larger gains for taxpayers. PFrom the social perspective,
disaggregation by history of prior employment produced a smaller

difference,

3. Sensitivitv of the Results

As has been noted several times in this chapter-,.the benefit-cost
analysis incorporates many assumptions. However, the sensitivity of the
overall results to changes in key assumptions used in the analysis has been
systematically tested. The results of the tests, which are presented in
detail in Appendix F, indicate that although the dollar estimates are
indeed sensitive to some of the assumptions, the benefit-cost conclusions
do not change,

The results are most sensitive to the assumption that displacement
does not occur as a result of the increase in employment due to these
programs, If there is substantial displacement, the net present value of
the program declines for taxpayers (who include the displaced workers) and
society as a whole; the value to applicants is unaffected. However, none
of the conclusions change unless at least one-fifth of the increased
employment causes displacement, and even then only the net prosent value to
soclety of Job Search for AFDC-U applicants changes -~ from positive to
negative., The results from other perspectives and for other groups change
only if more extreme displacement assumptions are made.

The way in which program outcomes were estimated also had a relatively

-176~-



large effect on the benefit-cost results., For reasons discussed earlier in
this chapter, the estimates of program effects used in the benefit-cost
analysis were unadjusted experimental-control differences in outcomes for
the entire observation period, not the regression-adjusted estimates for
fixed follow-up periods reported in Chapters 3 and 4. However, 1if
regression-adjusted estimates of earnings and welfare reductions are
substituted, the net present value estimates change by between $77 and $63%
per experimental, depending on the group and perspective. Most notably,
for AFDC applicants, the social net present value increases for Job
Search/EWEP and decreases for Job Search alone, which means the net value
of adding EWEP becomes higher, Also, for AFDC-U applicants, the
substitution reduces estimates for Job Search/EWEP and increases them for
Job Search, making even more substantial the negative value of the addition
of EWEP for that group.

The other assumptions are less crucial to the conclusions. Not
extrapolating benefits substantially reduces most net value estimates,
while extending the time horizon for extrapolation from five to eight years
substantially increases them. Substituting other assumptions -- such as
using altermative decay rates for extrapolation -- leads to large changes
in scue, but not most of the findings; the overall conclusions remain the

-

same,

4.  Budgetary Analvais
One particularly important concern for policymakers is the net effect

of social programs on govermment budgets. While the programs have direct
costs, they also generate cost savings for other programs as well as

additional tax revenues, The effects of these costs, savings and revenues
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on budgets are different for federal, state, and loecal (county and city)
levels of govermment. This section of the chapter assesses the budget
effects of EPP and EWEP,

All the benefits and costs included in the taxpayer perspective except
the value of EWEP output affect govermment budgets. Increases in tax
payments contribute to federal, state and local revenues. Reductions in
transfer payments and administrative costs, as well as in the use of WIN
and JTPA by experimentals, decrease the expenditures required for those
programs. EPP and EWEP expenditures affected government budgets at all
levels,

In order to assess budgetary impacts on different 1levels of
govermment, all pertinent benefits and costs have been allocated between
the budgets of federal, state and local government, taking into acqount
sources of funding, matching arrangements, and tax regulations in force at
the time of the demonstration. For example, the program costs charged to
the special federal demonstration grant that funded more than half of EPP
operations were divided evenly between federal and state budgets, while
regular WIN funding from the federal govermment -- which requires only a 10
percent state match -~ was allocated accordingly. Another important
component of the budgetary impact, reductions in AFDC payments, was
allocated between the federal, state and local levels according to matching
requirements for AFDC payments (in most cases, 50 percent federal, 45
percent state, and 5 percent county); savings in AFDC administrative costs
generally were distributed slightly differently (50 percent federal, 25
percent state, and 25 percent county.)%2

The resulting breakdown of budgetary gains and losses by level of
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govermment is presented in Table 5.12. As indicated in the table, the
federal govermment shouldered most of the burden for program costs through
its grants for EPP and EWEP and its regular WIN funding. However, the
federal govermment also received the largest share of benefits. It
received most of the increased tax revenues, because most of the increase
was in federal income taxes and Social Security pay-7ll taxes. It also
gained about half of the AFOC savings and the largest share of savings from
other transfer programs, because it covers most of MediCal payments, and
all Food Stamp benefits. The federal govermment was also the principal
beneficiary of other program savings, notably from WIN. Consequently, the
net federal budgetary effect was clearly positive: the gain ranged from
$430 to $636 per experimental depending on the group served.

The State of California paid less for the program -- its WIN funding
match and EPP grant match plus some support service costs. The State also
received smaller budgetary gains than the federal govermment; gains for the
State included state income and sales tax revenue, almost half of the AFDC
savings, and large savings from the UI and MediCal programs. As a result,
California had a net budget gain of between $3 and $553 per experimental,

It 1s noteworthy that the budgetary effects were modest at the local
level -- the level at which the programs were operated. The County of San
Diego bore a small part of the overall program cost, including a portion of
the EWEP grant and part of the support services costs. In return, San
Diego received a =mall amount of tax revenue (its share of sales taxes),
AFDC savings and other program savings. However, the city and county were
the primary beneficiaries of EWEP labor services, a benefit that does not

enter this budgetary assessment, Approximately 60 percent of the
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TABLE 5.12
SAN OIEGD

ESTINATED FIVE-YEAR DENEFITS AND COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL FRON THE SUOBET PERSBPECTIVE,
8Y LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT, RESEARCH GROUP AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

Job Sserch - EWEP I Job Ssesrch
Level cf Government
Assistence Cetsgory end . .
Compcnent of Anmlysis Federsal Stete Locel Federeal Stete Locel
AFOC Applicente
Bensfite
Incressed Tex Pesymentes 4327 42 [ 1 s206 27 82
Reduced Use of AFODC as’ 345 54 . 243 e12 33
Reduced Use of Other Trenefer Progreas 303 82 -4 328 -87 4
Reduced Uss of Other Progrems 52 2 4 468 1 3
Coste
Progrem Dpsrating Coste ~-418 -167 -22 ~3688 -147 -18
Allowences snd Support Bervices -27 -2 -2 ~-24 0 -2
Net Present Velus psr AFOC Applicent [Bensfite
Ninus Costs) $836 s282 832 8430 83 se1
AFOC-U Applicents
Senefits
Incresssd Tex Peymsnte 848 -84 ~-92 87 o4 -2
Reduced Uss of AFDC 721 835 88 707 8ea :1:]
Reduced Use of Other Trenesfer Progrems 125 112 -2 188 75 -4
Reduced Use of Other Progrems 50 1 3 . k] 1 3
Coste
Progrea Opereting Coste -475 -181 -25 -383 -153 -20
Allowances end Support Services -31 0 -5 -27 0 -4
Net Present Velus psr AFOC-U Applicent [Benefitse
Ninue Costs) 8438 8553 488 8812 $550 71

S8OURCESs NORC celculetions from Unsmploymsnt Insurence renordej AFOC dete; spplicent survey; workeits surveyj EPP
Information Syetem enrollment dete; EPP, EWEP, WIN end JTPA progrem cost reccrdej end published dete On welfers ccets, tex
retesy, end saployes frings bensfite. Ses toaxt for descriptions of thess sourcses.

NOTESS Componente sre Listed ss benefite Or costs sccording to e pricri{ expsctetions regerding their vpluse from
the socisl perspsctive. Howsver, ths resulte presented reflect sctusl Outcomes, not expesctetions. Positive smounts
indicets ® benefit; negetive smounts indicete ® cost. All bensfite snd coste sre setimeted for & five-yser time horizon
beginning et epplicetion, end ere expresesd in 1883 dollere. Sescesuse of rounding, deteil mey not sum to totseles.

.Loul government pesrepective includes county end city gocvernment. ?48
(ot
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estimated value of these services accrued to city and county agencies,
while the remainder went to state agencies and nonprofit organizations in
the San Diego area.

The timing of the budget costs and gains merits attention. Although
all of the costs were incurred during the observation period -- most within
the first few months after application for welfare -- the budget gains
occurred throughout both the observation period and the post-observation
period covered by the analysis. Indeed, the costs incurred at all three
levels of government were not offset by gains within the observation period
for most of the groups served, while the costs were easily surpassed over
the longer five-year time horizon. This pattern of budgetary impacts after
the observation period is based on the fact that the programs generally
make a difference in the employment of participants only after they have
participated in the program -- and there is a further lag until gains in
employment are translated into increased taxes and reduced wel fare
receipt. Moreover, due to MediCal regulations, the programs' effect on
MediCal benefits takes place only after individuals have been off the
welfare rolls for several months, )

The fact that these budgetary effects reflect the funding arrangements
and matching requirements present at the time of the demonstration is worth
underscoring. Changes in these parameters would clearly change the budget
ic.hacts, For exzmple, if the special federal demonstration grants that
paid for more than half of the operating cost;s had not been available, and
had California paid these costs out of state funds, the net effect on the
state budget would have been negative. Thus, federal involvement in the

funding of EPP and EWEP was important to the budgetary findings of this
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assessment.

E. Conclusions

Several important conclusions emerge from this benefit-cost evaluation
of Job Search and Job Search/EWEP. First, from the standpoint of taxpayers
both programs consistently provided a substantial return on the investment
that was required regardless of the group of welfare applicants being
served or the time they entered the program. The size of the investment --
between $560 and $727 per experimental -- was relativély modest. The
return came in the form of EWEP labor services in the short-term and small
but steady reductions in the use of transfers and program services and
increases 1in tax payments over the five-year period covered by the
analysis, It is worth underscoring that, as explained in the previous
section, much of the return occurred well after the initial investment. By
the end of five years, however, taxpayers had received an estimated $452
to $1414 more in benefits per experimental than their investment. This
resulted in budgetary gains at all levels of govermment -- federal, state
and local -- for both programs.

In contrast to the finding that taxpayers benefit from both programs,
the findings for welfare applicants show increases in financial resources
for some applicants and 1osse~s for others. AFDC applicants assigned to Job
Searoh/EﬂEP, especially those with no recent employment received
considerable financial benefits. Net income definitely increased for early
AFDC enrollees in Job Search as well. However, AFDC-U applicants in both
programs and later AFPC enrollees in Job Search were worse off than their

counterparts in the control group. ‘These negative results for applicants
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partly offset the consistently positive findings for taxpayers -- leaving
the social net present value highly positive for AFDC applicants in Job
Search/EWEP and somewhat lower for those in Job Search. Society more or
less broke even with both programs for the AFDC-U applicants.

These findings suggest that these prograa models are promising,
al though consideration of program modifications and targeting strategies is
warranted. For example, work experience appears to be much more effective
for people who did not have recent Work experience prior to applying for
welfare, suggesting that they be given priority in programs that provide
work experience, Similarly, varying the length and content of job search
workshops aoccording to economic conditions and the types of applicants
being served may be desirable.

Finally, while most of the general conclusions of this analysis can be
drawn with a reasonable level of confidence, the dollar estimates that have
been made should not be regarded as precise. One of the reasons for this
is the normal uncertainty surrounding the point estimates included in the
analysis. This reflects not only statistical concerns, but ulso
measurement ei*ror due to data problems and other issues. Another reason is
the fact that numerouS assumptions have been required for the analysis.
Benefit and cost estimates are sensitive to some of the key assumptions,
al though the general conclusions of the analysis appear to hold regardless
of the specific assumptions made. Finally, many benefits and costs of EPP
and EWEP could not be included in the analysis. Notable among these
intangible factors are the satisfaction and self-esteem gains to
participants from holding EWEP and regular jobs, and the reduction in time

available to participants for parenting due to holding these jobs. Despite
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these limitations, the analysis provides important evidence regarding the
programs' overall effestiveness, as well as the pattern of its financial

-consequences for welfare applicants and govermment budgets.
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TABLE A.1
SAN DIEGD
AFOC APPLICANTS: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF WELFARE APPLICATION, BY RESEARCH GROUP
(DCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 18B3 SAMPLE) .

Job Search-
Chsrecteristic EWEP Job Search Control
Averege Age (Yeers] 33.6 33.6 33.8
Sex (X)
Male 15.6 14.6 16.7
Female B4.4 85.4 B83.3
Ethnicity (%)
White, Non-Hispanic - 5646 58.2 55.2
Bleck, Non-Hispanic 20.0 18.8 23.0*
Hi spanic 18.8 17 .5 17 .8
Dther 4.6 4.6 4.1
Marital Status (%)
Never Married 14 .1 16.5 19,09%%»
Married, Living With Spouse 12.4 13.2 13.7
Married, Not Living With Spouse 36.6 34.0 28.8%%
Oivorced, Widowed 37.0 36.4 37.4
Average Number of Children Under
18 Years of Age 1.73 1.73 1.78
Prior AFDC Dependency (%]
Never on AFDC 34.8 33.7 31.8
Two Years or Less 38.3 38.2 38.6
More Than Two Years 26.9 27.2 28.6
Held Job at Any Time During Four R .
gQuarters Prior to Application (%) 51.3 52.6 50.6
Average Esrnings Ouring Eour Quarters
Prior to Application (8] 2602.98 2701.22 2643.18
Total S--plnb 1687 843 261

SDURCE: Calculations from MORC Client Information Sheets and UI aernings
records from the EPP Informstion System.

NOTES: Distributions mey not edd exectly to 100.0 percent because of
rounding.

L]
Celculated from Unemployment Insurence earnings records from the
State of California.

b
For selectsd characteristics, esemple sizes may vary up to six
semple points due to missing data.

Differences smong the three research groupe were statistically
significant using 8 two-teiled t-test or chi-square test at the following
levels: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; #s% = 1 percent.
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TABLE A.2
SAN OIEGO
AFDC-U APPLICANTS: SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF WELFARE APPLICATION, BY RESEARCH GROUP
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 SAMPLE)

Job Search-
Characteristic EWEP Job Search Control
Aversge Age (Years) 31.2 31.0 31.1
Sex [(X)
Male 83.1 83.3 82.8
Female 8.8 8.7 7.4
Ethnicity [X)
White, Non-Hispenic 54.5 51.86 52.4
8lacky Non-Hispanic 7.8 8.8 8.7
Hispanic 32.6 33.5 33.8
Other ' 5.0 5.1 5.1
Marital Status (X)
Never Msrried 7.3 8.6 6.3
Marriedy Living With Spouse 89.6 80.4 89.0
Married, Not Living With Spouse 1.4 1.4 2.2
Divorcedy, Widowed 1.7 1.8 2.5
Averages Number of Children Under
189 Yesars of Age 2.12 2.10 2.18
Prior AFDC Oependency (X]
Never on AFOC 58.4 598.1 57.8
Two Ysasrs or Less 36.0 . 356.8 36.4
More Than Two Years 5.6 5.4 5.7
Held Job at Any i1ime During Four o
Quarters Prior to Application (X) 71.8 71.2 71.0
Averasge Earnings Ouring four Quertars
Prior to Application (8) 6585.50 6032.25 6133.50
Total Sl-plcb 1548 835 823

SOURCE: Calculetions from MORC Client Information Sheets and UI earnings
records from the EPP Information System.

NOTES: Distributions may not add exactly to 100.0 percent becsuse of
rounding.

.c.lculated from Unemployment Insurance earnings records from the
State of Californiea.

b
For selected cheracteristics, sample sizes may vary up to thres
sample points dus to missing data.

None of the differences among the three ressarch groups are
Btatistically eignificant et the 10 parcent Level using & two-tailed t-test or
chi-square tast.
-187-
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APPENDIX B

SPECIAL DATA COLLECTION STUDIES

This appendix will discuss the special data collection studies which

enhance the analysis described in this report.

1. Ihe Worksite Survey administered by MDRC provides information

on the types and characteristics of EWEP jobs and the percep-
tions of participants and their EWEP supervisors about the
worksite experience, These data will also be used to address
issues such as the quality of the worksites and the value of
the output produced by participants. The results are based on
a_random sample of 49 supervisors and 49 EWEP participants,
interviewed between July 1983 and Ma;ch 1984,

2. Ihe Six-Month Applicant Survey was conducted either in person
or by telephone over a period of six months after welfare
application. It provides information on sample members'! first
Jobs, particularly average weekly hours and hourly wage rates,
occupational titles and job retention, participation patterns
in Jjob search and EWEP, child-care arrangements, and income
sources other than employment. (Information on these
additional sources of income is crucial to the benefit-cost
analysis,)

For this six-month survey, a random sample was taken from
all three research groups, which together included 4,337

people who had applied for welfare from January through July
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of 1983. The random sample contained 2,867 (or 66 percent) of
these applicants. About 65 percent of this sample were
lacated and interviewed. The response rate was similar in
each research group. However, characteristics of respondents
differed from those who did not respond; respondents were more
likely to have participated in a program activity or to have
found employment. For more information on survey procedures,
r-espons.e rates and any possible response bias, see Appendix B
of Goldman et al., 1985.

3. A Case File Study administered by MDRC during the spring of
1984 examined a random subsample of 211 Job Search/EWEP experi-

mental registrants who applied for welfare during March and

April 1983 tudy used a number of different files .--
those of thL - ¥aintenance District, EPP and EWEP -- to
obtai: a bre. vange of ‘nformation on sample members' pro-

gram experiences. assignment to activities, noncompliance (if
any) with these assigmments, staff follow-up of noncompliant
sample members and the results of this follow-up, including
program deregistration or the imposition of a sanction. This
case file study provided the data used in the discussion of
the implementation of a mandatory participation requirement in

Chapter 4, Goldman et al., 1985.

4, Ongoing Observations of EPP and EWEP Operations. Direct

observation of program activities, interviews with staff and
recipients, and limited reviews of local office case files

were all used to study current program activities for the
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process analysis. The field researcher, assisted by other
MDRC staff members, collected the qualitative and quantitative

data for this analysis.
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TABLE C.1
6AN DIESO
NINE-MONTH PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR APPLICANTS,

BY RESEARCH GROUP AND ASSISTANCE CATESORY
(OCTOBER 1882 ~ AUGUST 1883 SAMRLE)

AFDC AFOC-U
Job Search- Job Search-
Nine-Month Performsnce Indicetor EWEP Jab Search Control BWEP. Job Search Control
Job Placsmant Assistence [X] 88.2 80.8 0.0%*® 89.8 89.1 0.,D%**
Registered With EPP/WIN [X] B86.1 88.6 g7.2 86.2 87.0 89,7%¢
Participated in Any Post- i
Registration Activity (%) 46 .4 48.8 G.1%¢¢ 52.8 49,5 §.,4%%s

Participated ot Least
One Dsy in Job Search 44.1 46 .6 0.Bese 6§1.6 48,3 1,08

Workshop [%)

Worked ot Least One Hour at

en EWEP Worksite [X] 13.9 0.0 0.0%%¢ 16.7 0.0 0.1%%¢
Received Other
EPP Services [%X] 4.6 5.1 5.4 3.3 4.1 4.4
Progrem Placement a
(Found Emptoyment} [X] 28.4 27.6 16.5%%¢ 34.0 33.2 21.,2%%s
Osregistered From EPP/WIN [X] 60.6 68.1 52.0%** 68.1 65.3 60.3
Owe to Request
Fur Senction [%] 8.0 6.7 0.7%%¢ 6.3 4.4 1,1%8#
b
Totel Applicants 15640 867 889 1403 855 838

SOURCE: MDRC celculstions from the EPP Information System and BWEP Activity Logs maintained by the San
Oiego County Department of Socisl Services,

NOTES: AlLL psrformance indicators sre calculeted as & percentage of all impact sample members in the
indiceted ressarch group.

.Progru placement information i besed on smployment that is reported to progrem steff. Program
placement dete will not bs used to measure impacts,

b
Excludes spplicants missing AFOC paymsnts for at lesst one month within the first six months of
spplication,

Differsnces betwesn ressarch groups within sn sssistence category sre statistically significant
using & two-tailed t-test at the following Levals: * = 10 percent; ** = § pe~cent; *** = 1 percent,
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TABLE C,2

SAN DIEGO

DISTRIBUTION DF EPP REGISTRANTS BY PRDGRAM, WELFARE AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS

IN THE NINTH MONTH AFTER WELFARE APPLICATION, BY RESEARCH GROUP AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
(OCTOBER 1882 ~ JUNE 1983 SAMPLE)

AFDC AFDC-U

Job Search- Job Search-
Lfare Status EWEP Job Search Control EWEP Job Bearch Control
f Welfare 65,2 54.1 51.8 €5 83.4 58,0
ceiving Welfars, .
registered 22.4 18.7 18.7 18.7 16.2 17.5
ceiving Welfare,
ﬂ’.t.r.d 22.5 271 31.3 14.8 18.2 513.8
Completsd Raqui rements 10,2 18.2 2.6 7.1 12,¢ 1.7
Employed, and Did Not
Complets Requiruments or
Never Partioipsted 3.1 2.1 5.1 1.1 6.7 6.2
Inknown, Did Not Complete
Rsqui rements or Never
Participated 8,0 8.8 23 9 8.2 5.5 16.8
tal Registrants 118D 678 683 1p87 685 687

-

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the EPP Information System, County of San Diego welfare records and

smployment Insurance records,
NOTES: Distributions may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Participation 1s defined es sttending any ssrvice/activity for st Least ons dsy,

Testr of ststisticel significsnce wsre not celculeted,
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TABLE C.3
SAN DIE;O
AFDC APPLICANTS: SIX-MONTH PERFORMANCE INDICATORS.

BY RESEARCH GROUP ANO APPLICATION PERIOD
{OCTOBER 19882 - AJGUST 1983 SAMPLE)

Job Bearch~EWEP Job Search
October 1882 - April- October 1882 - April-
Six-Month Parformance Indicator March 1883 August 1883 March 1983 August 1983
Contected Worker For Job Placement
Assistance (%) 88.1 88.6 91.0 80.0
Referred to & Job 4.7 6.2 4.0 i 5.8
A-cgpted Jab Dffer 0.0 0.0 0.4 i 0.0
Registered With EPP (X) 85.7 85.2 5.7 B84.7
Participated in Any Post—Rsgietration
Activity (X} 43.8 45.8 4.2 49.8
Participated in Job Search Workshop [%)° 41.1 43.9 43.8 46.3
Found Employment During Workshop 8.7 12.3 13.0 14.0
Completed Workshop, Not Employed 23.9 23.4 21.6 24,9
Did Not Complets Workshop 7.5 8.2 8.0 . 8.3
b -
EWEP (%)
Referred to EWEP 22.8 21.8 0.4 0.0
Interviewad by EWEP Staff 17.0 15.6 0.2 0.0
Assigned to Worksitr 15.3 13.8 0.0 0.0
Worked at Least One Hour et Worksite 12.8 10.3 0.0 0.0
Received Other EPP Services [S]c ' 4.9 3.0¢ 5.5 3.
Deregistered From EPP (%) 52.4 51.7 49.8 47.0
Ous to Request for Sanction (X} 6.8 8.2 8.2 4,7
d
Progrem Placement (Found Employment] (%) 23.9 28.0* 24.9 25.9
Totel Applicsnts® 807 833 54 a1

SOURCE: MDRC celculstiona from the EPP Information Systes und BWEP Activity Logs.

NOTES: ALl performsnce indicators ere calculated as @ parcentage of ell epplicents in the
indicated reseesrch group.

.Participat'lon is definaed as sttending e workehop for at Lesst one day.

(continued)
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TABLE C,3 (continued]

hInfornt‘lon on EWEP sctivity {s obtainad from ENEP Activity Loge maintained by the San
Diego County Dspartmant of Socisl Services, As compared to the other indicstors, EWEP Log date provides
slightly less post—spplicetion fol low~up for individuale epplying during the latter part of eny
particular month,

thher EPP sarvices includes On-the-Job Treining, subsidized employment, individual job
ssarch, end WIN Work Experisnces,

dProgrn placemsnt information 1s basad on employment that {e raported to program ateff,
Program placemsnt dats will not bs used to messurs progrem impacts,

'Excludu epplicants misaing AFOC paymente for et leset one month within the first aix
months efter epplication,

Differances between spplication periods within @ ressarch group sre statistically
significent using a chi-square test et the following levels: ®* = 1D percent; ** = 5 parcent}
$s* = 1 parcant,



TABLE C.4
9AN OIEGO
AFDC APPLICANTS: ATTENDANCE ANO COMPLETION DATA FOR JOB BEARCH WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS,

BY RESEARCH GROUP AND APPLICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 SAMPLE)

Job Bearch - BWEP Job Search
October 1882~ April- October 1882 - April-
Indicetor Merch 1883 August 1883 March 4883 August 1883
Daye Attended (X} -
1 to 5 Osys 13.3 15,9%¢* 17.8 18.5
8 to 10 Days 17.8 38.5 24.4 28,7
11 to 15 Oaye 67.1 43.2 54.8 48.1
16 Oays or Mors 1.7 1.4 3.4 0.6
Average Totsl Oaye Attended 11.2 9.8 10.4 9.8
Average Totsl Oays Exoused Absence 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.0
Average Totsl Oays Unexcusaed Abseance 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4
QOutoome of Job Search Workehop
Participation (X)
Found Employment During Workshop 23,7 £8.0 30.5 £8.6
Comploted Workshop, Not Employed 59.4 563.4 48,6 50.6
Did Not Complets Workshop,
May Be Rsachedul ed 5.9 9.5 12.2 9.9
Did Not Complats Workshop,
Not Reschedul ad 141 9.1 7.8 8.8
Total Number Who Participated
At Lecet Ons Day 414 298 gee 162

SOURCE: MDAC oslculstions from the EPP Infarmetion Syetem's Job Search Workehap Attendence Logs.

NOTES: Thess dats inctude only thoss registrants who perticipated in & Job Bearch Workshop for st
Least one dey within eix months of epplication. ALl indicetors sre oslculeted ss @ peroentage of sll
partioipants in the indicetsd resesrch group.

Diatributions mey not edd axsctly to 100.0 percsnt beceuse of rounding,

.omoon -# workshop participation is besed on employment status reported to program steff
et the time en individi . leavas the workshop.

piffersnces between epplication perfiode within & resesrch group sre statisticelly
significant using & twn~teiled t-test or ohi-squers test 8t the following Levele: * = 10 percent; ** = §

percenty ?#¢ = 4 percsnt,
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TABLE C.5
BAN DIEGD
AFDC APPLICANTE! SBELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EXP':RINENTALS,

BY JO8 SEARCH WORKSHOP COMPLETION STATUS AND RE'EARCH SBROUP
[OCTOBER 91882 - AUBUST 1983 BAMNPLE]

Workehop Completers
Without s Job Workehop Non-couplntnrn'
Job Bearch- Job Bserch-
Cherecteristic EWEP Job Bserch EWEP Job Beerch
Avereges Ags (Yssres) 83.8 39.8 89.8 83.5
Bex (%)
Meloe 10.2 12.7° 14.8 14.5
Femsale 80.8 87.3°* 85.4 85.65
Ethnicity (%)
White, Non-Htepenic 54.4 51.5 57.9 81.8
Pleck, Non-Hispenic £20.9 7.9 17 .4 16.3
Hispenic 12.5 17.8 2D.1 17.0
Dther 4.0 2.9 4.8 4.8
Any Chitdren (%)"
Less Then 8 Yesre 1.8 11.8 18.2 20.5
Betmesn 6 end 18 Yesorse 81.5 94.1 86.0 86.0
Prior AFDC Depsndency (%)
Never on AFOC 8p.5 £8.4 85.0 34.4
Tso Yesrs or Less 40.1 40.7 37 .4 398.1
Nors Then Tso Yesere 27 .4 £29.8 27 .5 27.5
Aversgs MNonths on AFOC Ouring Tmo
Yessrs Prior to Applicetion 8.1 7.0 8.1 8.1
Aversge Eernings Ouring cour Querters
Prior to Applicetion (8) ee0R.88 2737.95 24BY .28 265P.90
Held Job et Any Time During Four
Querters Prior to Applicetion (%) 51.5 50.5 51.8 5.8
Ever Received Unemploysent
Compenestion in the nunrgnr
Prior to Applicetion (%) 19.4 B.8 10.4 10.7
Averesgs Asount of Unssploymsent
Compenestion in the nunrgnr
Prior to Applicetion (8) 128.23 83.28 88.80 9p.27
Totsel Bupl-d 878 ena 11656 883

BOURCE: Celouletions frum MORC ClLient Inforsetion Shects, Job Besrch Workshop Attendencs Loge, snd
UI sernings records fros the EPP Informeticn Byetem, anc UI benefite recorde fros the Rtite Of
Catifornis,

NOTES1 Distributions mey not sdd exeotly to 900.0 percent becsusse of rounding.

*Distributions suy not edd to 10D.0 psrcent bescsues epplicents cen heve children in more
then ons cetegory.

bcnleuhnd from Unesploynant Insursnos sernings recorde fros the EPP Informetion Systes.

ccnleulntnd fros Unesployment Insursnos benefite records from the Btete of Celifornie,

dFor sslected cherecterietice, semple esizes mey very up to four sesple pointe dus to
sissing dete,

'Nnn-no-plntnrn ocompries thoss Job SBserch Workshop psrticipesntes sho ended the morkshop sit”
s Job, end thoss who did not cosplete the workshop bscsuss they droppsd out or never perticipated.

Differsnces betwesn resssrch groups within s job sssrch workeshop stetus &re stetisticelly
significent using s tmo-tsiled t-test or chi-squers test st the follosing Levels: ® = 490 porcent; ®® = §
psrcent; **® = 4 percent,
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TABLE C.B
BAN DIESO
AFDC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF E'EE ADD-ON FOR JOB SEARCH WORKSHOP

COMPLETERS WITHOUT A J0B , BY APPLICATION PERIOO
(OCTOBER 1982 ~ AUBUST 1983 IMPACT SBAMPLE)

Job Sserch-BWEP/Job Search Difference
October 1882 - April- October 1982~
Outcome end Follow-Up Quarter March 1883 August 1683 August 1883
Ever Employed, Querters 2 - B (X)° Hp.5ee +8.8 0.8
Aversge Nusber of nucrun.-ith
Employment, Quarters 2 - 8 + 0.28 + 0.42¢* + 0.34%¢
Ever Employsd (%)
Quertsr of Application + 8.8 + 8.0 + 3.6
Quarter 2 -1.7 - 2.2 - 1.8
Querter 8 + 8.3 +0.2 + B.0**
Quarter 4 + 4.3 +7.41 + 6.8
Quarter 5 +18.3%¢* 1.1 2,400
Quarter B + 5.8 +5,.6%* + 9.9
Averags Totsl Eurnangs,
Quarters 2 - 6 (8) +581.28 +1487 ,31** +847 ,43%*
Average Totsl Earnings ($)
Quarter of Applcation - 1.83 - 82.58 - 16.63
Quarter 2 - 14.40 +20.78 + 42.47
Quariser 8 + B88.86 +263 .57 +48.21
Quarcer 4 +25.38 +£84.87¢ +105,43¢
Quarter 5 4317 .70%* +348.57* 4328 ,47¢%+
Quartsr B + 82.88 +440.50%¢ +233.688¢
Average Number of Months Raceiving
AFOC Peymsnte, Quarters 1 - B -0.02 -0.42 ~ G.18
Ever Recsived AFOC Payments (%)
Quarter of Application -4.56 0.9 - 8.0
Quarter 2 “1.8 8.5 - 2.4
Que=ter 3 +2.2 +2.7 + 2.3
Quarter 4 .7 -3.0 + 1.5
Quarter 5 1.0 1.2 -141
Quarter 6 .3 -0.3 + 0.8
Average Totsl AFDC Payments Recsived,
Querters 1 - B8 (3) -220.04 ~74.30 -185.28
Average AFDC Payment Received (8)
Quarter of Applicstion -12.43 -46./8 - £8.08
Quarter 2 -84.88 +51.84 ~ 18.01
Quarter 3 -67 .29 - 7.47 - 43.20
Quarter 4 -55.81 - B.50 - 87.18
Quarter 5 -81.43 -856.88 - 83.85
m.l't.l' 8 + 2-92 -W-BE - 9I57
Numbar of Completers 8se 237 s68
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Table £.6 {continued)
SOURCE ANO NOTES: See Table 3.4.

b(:unpl.aters without & job comprises those Job Search Workshop participants
who ended the workshop without @ job and were tharefore eligible for referral to EWEP.

None of the differences in impacts between spplication periods are
statisticelly significant at the 10 parcent level using a two-tailed t-test.
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TABLE C.7
8AN OIEGO

: [}
AFDC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF EWEP FOR JOB SEARCH WORKSHOP NON-COMPLETER! , BY APPLICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 1882 ~ AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Job Search-EWEP/Job Ssarch Oifference
October 1882 - April- October 1882~
Outcome end Follow-Up Quarter March 1883 August 1883 August 1883
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 8 [!]ll - 3.3 -1.5 - 2,5
Average Number of umrtoraalith
Employment, Quarters 2 ~ 8 - 0.02 + 0.28* + 0.09
Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Application + 0.3 + 5.1 +2.4
Quarter 2 - 3.4 + 0.8 -1.4
Quarter 3 - 0.2 + 4.8 + 1.8
Quarter 4 + 1.3 + 7.0* + 3,5
Quarter 5 + 1,5 + 4,3 + 2.7
Quarter B -1.4 + 9,4%%yy + 2.8
Aversge Total Earnings, Ouarters 2 — 8 (8]" -300.20 +1206.71%%%yyy|  +285.42
Aversge Totsl Eernings (8)
Quarter of Applicetion - 48.34 + 58.28 - B5.,12
Quarter 2 - 79.85 +185.90%%yyy + 18,47
Quarter 3 “117.79 +203 .56%%yyy + 15.05
Quarter 4 + 0.32 +318,87%%%yy +123.75%*
Quarter 5 - 53.22 +178.15%y + 35.10
Quarter 6 - 48.87 +343,42%%%yyy +02.05
Average Number of Months Receiving AFDC
Payments, Quarters 1 - 8 - 0.27 - 0.18 ~ 0.24
Ever Received AFDC Payments (X)
Quarter of Applicantion - 8.2 + 2.5 - 0.8
Quarter 2 - 2.8 -1.4 - 2.3
Quarter 3 + 0.4 - 4.3 -1.8
Quarter 4 - 0.3 + 0.3 ~- 0.2
Quarter 5 - 2.5 - 5.1 - 8.5
Quarter 8 -1.1 - 2.8 -1.8
Aversge Total AFOC Pasyments Received,
Quarters 1 - 8 (8) -104.83 -21.40 - 75.11
Average AFDC Psymevite Received (8)
Quarter of Application ~20.83 "7d7 «45%y + 13.10_
Quarter 2 ~-26.58 -28.74 - 268,58
Quarter 3 + 2,34 -18.38 - 7.18
Quarter 4 - 8.68 -18.12 - 13.58
Quarter & -19.31 + 3.23 - 10.95
Quarter 8 -32.01 -28.85 - 28.82
Mumber of Non-Completers 1083 ' 708 1789

SOURCE ANO NCTES: e Teble 3.4.
Non-Completers comprisss thoss Job Bearch Workshop participants who ended

E TC the workshop with @ Job, snd those who did not complete the workshop bac‘luu they dropped out or
- never participated, =202~ 268




TABLE C.8
8AN OIEBD
AFOC APPLICANTS8: IMPACTE OF JOB SBEARCH-EWEP AND JODB BEARCH

ON LENGTH OF TIME UNTIL SBTART OF YMPLOYMENT, BY APPLICATION PERICD
[(OCTOBER 9882 - AUBUBT 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Jod Beerch -~ EWEP Job Besrch
Outcome end Follow-Up Perfiod|Experimentsl Control ODfiffersnos |Experimentsl Control Diffarsnce
Ootobar 1882 - Merch 9983
First E-plotnd (%)
Querser @ 3.8 28.68 +7,.0000 85.8 28.8 +90,10%°°
Querter 8 11.9 8.8 +2.6 7.7 8.3 - 1.8
Quarter 4 7.8 7.8 +0.1 7.8 7.8 + 0.1
Querter & 4.9 . ] -1.0 8.9 5.8 - 0.8
Querter 8 3.3 5.3 -2.0%* 3.8 5.8 - 1.8
Semple Size 878 .11 .51 835
April - August 9983
First E-plo‘nd (%)
Querter 2 89.3 83.¢ +6.0°° 88.8 3.8 +6.0°
Quertar 8 10.1 9.8 +0,.8 8.1 8.5 -1.4
Querter 4 B.5 8.5 ~1.0 8.8 8.5 +0.4
Querter & 8.8 5.2 -1.9 8.7 8.2 -1.6
Querter 6 .7 9.2 ~0.5 9.2 8.2 -0.0
SBsmple Bize 8es 338 ago LEL:]
Dctober 91882 — Auguet 1883
First E-ploxnd (%)
Querter 2 88.8 8.7 +B6.80% 87.2 28.7 +8, 5000
Querter 8 1.2 8.4 +1.7 7.3 8.4 -1.8
Querter 4 8.7 7.1 -0.4 7.3 7.9 +0.2
Querter & 4.8 5.7 -1.8 4.7 5.7 -0.8
Qusrter 6 8.1 4.3 -1.4° 8.4 4.8 ~1.1
Semplm Size 18082 873 :1.1:] 873

BOURCE: MDRC ostculetions from Unmmploymnnt Insursnce serringe recorde from the EPP
Infcrmetion Bystenm,

NOTESS Thess dute mrs ramgresssion-sdjusted using ordinery Lesst squerss, controlling for
pre-spplicetion ohatecteristics of ssmple members, Thers msy b~ some discrepsncies {n celculeting
sume ond diffarendee dva td rounding,

Impsote t'rouyh su~rter 8 wers regression—sdjusted with ® xodml thet pooled esrly and
Late spplicent semplmes guocf?icimnie of oontrol verfebles sre oconstrefned to squality scross
applicetion perfode,

'nunrtnr 1, thu querter =7 appliostion, mey contein soms serninges from the perfod prior
to spplicetion ernd 18 not sonsizared ® trus follow-up querter. *First smployment™ durfap follow-up
fs tharsfors counted sterting ¢trom querter 2, Thm counz for querter 2 will fnolude somm individusle
who sre seploysd in querter 9,

A two-teflmd t-tes: wes sprlind to diffarsnces batwssn esxparimentsl snd control groups.
Btetieticel significencs levele sre fndiocstmd se: ® = 90 percent; ®® « 5§ percentj *°® = 4 parcent.

None of the dfifesrsnces in fmpects betweamn spplicetion parfode sre stetisticelly
significent st the 40 pesroent Level using & two-tefled t-test.
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TABLE C.9
8AN DIEGD
AFDC APPLICANTE: IMNPACT8 OF JOB BEARCH-EWEP AND JOB BEARCH

ON ENPLOYMENT RETENTION, BY APPLICATION PEI00
(OCTOBER 1882 ~ AUBUSBT 1983 INPACT SAMNPLE)

I T
Jop gesrch =~ #ED Job Bssrch
- b
Qutooms end Follow-Up Pericd|Experimsntel Centr.. “ilv ‘ersnce |Experimsntsl Control Difference
Parcent Who Weres® October 1882 - March 1883
Nos Employed in Quertere
2 end 8 48.3 54,3 -8,1%* 47 .4 54,3 -7.0%¢
Not Employsed in Querter 2,
But Employed in Quarter 6 19.1 20.0 -0.9 18.9 20.0 ~3.2
Employed in Querter 2 but
Not Employed in Quarter 6 12.2 0.3 +2.9 13.4 9.3 +4,1%*
Employ 1d in Both Querters .
2 end & 20,4 16.4 +4,1° 22.4 16.4 +6,0%*
Semple Bize 878 638 638 5§36
Percent Who lorol. April - Auguet 1883
Not Esmployed in Guerters
2 end 6 42,7 50.5 ~7.7%¢ 48.0 650.5 -4.4
Not Esployed in Guerter 2
But Employed in Guarter 6 17.6 16.0 +1.6 14.4 18.0 ~1.8
Esployed in Querter 2 but
Not Employed in Querter & 12.1 8.8 +3.3 19.7 8.8 +10.8%%*
Es~loyed in Both Querters
2 .:d 8 27.7 24.8 +2.8 18.9 24.8 ~4.9
Semple Bize 823 338 agko 338
Percent Who lorol. Dctober 1882 ~ Auguet 1883 ,
Not Employed in O..ertere 48.0 52.9 -B.9%%" 48.8 5. 7 -B.0%%*
% end 8
Not Employed in Querter 2,
Sut Employed in Querter 6 18.5 18.5 +0.0 15.8 18.6 ~2.6
Employsd in Querter 2, but
Not Employed in QGuerter 8 12.1 9.1 +3.0%* 15.7 9.1 +8,7%8%8%yy
Employed in Both Guerters
2 and B 23.6 19.8 +3,8%¢ 21.6 19.6 +1.8yyy.
Semipyle Bize 1602 873 856 873

{continued)
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Teble C.6 (continued)

BOURCE: MDRC celculetions frow Unssploymsnt Insurence sernings records fros ths EPP Informetion
Bystes,

NDTES S The dete ere regression~sdjusted using ordinery lesst squerse, controlling for
pre~sppl fostion chersctarietice of sesples mesbare. Thers msy bs some dfscrepenciss §n celouleting

suse end differences dus to rounding,

Ispsots through querter € wers regression-scjusted with s sodsl thet pooled serly snd
late spplicent semplest coefficients of control verfsbles sre constreined to squelity scross
spplicetion psrfods,

*ausrter 1+ the querter of spplicetion, mey contein scme ssrnings fros the perfod prior
to spplicetion end e not oconefdersd s trus follow-up querter,

A tzo-teiled t-test wes spplied to differences betwesn sxperimentsl snd control groups,
Gtetistiosl significence Levels sre Indfosted sst ® = 10 percenty ®* = § percenty *** = 1 parcant,

A two-tefled t~test wee epplied to differences In fmpscts netwsen epplicetion psriods.
Btetistiosl significence Levels sre Indfceted est y = 10 percent) yy = 5§ percenty yyy = 1 psrcant,
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TABLE C.

BAN DIE®

10

0

AFDC APPLICANTB: IMPACTB OF JOB BEARCH-EWEP AND JOB BEARCH

ON UNEMPLOYMENT INBURANCE BENEFIT8 RECEIPT,

(OCTDBER 1882 - AUGUSBT 1883 INPACT SAMPLE)

BY APPLICATION PERIOD

Job Besrch - EWEP Job Besrch
Outcomse end Follow~-Up Perind Experissntel Control pifferesnce Expsrimental Control Difference
Ootober 1882 ~ Merch 1883
Ever Received UI Benefite,
Querters 1 - 8 [X) 28.3 28.4 - 0.1 28.4 8.4 - 1.0
Ever Received UX Benefite,
Querters 1 -~ B8 [¥) 81,7 81.1 + 0.8 80.1 81.1 - 1.0
Ever Received UI Benefite,(X)
Querter of Applicetion ee.8 23.7 - 1.1 21.4 23.7 - 2.3
Querter 2 16.0 18.3 - 0.2 15.3 18.8 - 1.0
Querter 3 12.1 12.7 - 0.8 11.7 12,7 - 1.0
Querter 4 8.9 9.2 - 0.3 10.8 8.2 + 1.4
Qusrter § 8.8 5.8 + 1,0 8.0 5.8 + R
Qusrter 6 8.3 8.1 ~ 0.8 8.0 8.1 - 0.1
Querter 7 8.8 5.5 + 1.0 o B.8 5.5 + 9.1
Querter 8 8.5 8.9 + 0.8 7.8 5.9 + 1.4
Aversge Totel U] Benefite,
Querters 9 ~ 8 (9) 528.08 587 .05 ~ 9.88 s81.08 537,686 +138.88
Averesgs Totel UI Benefite,
Querters 1 ~ B (8) 811.17 6138.39 - R.RR 6851.28 613,38 +37 .80
Aversgs Totsl UI Benefite (9)
Querter of Applicetion 158,87 178,15 -18.88 158.75 178.15 - P1.40
Querter 2 141.58 168,98 ~92.40 138.65 153.688 - 1B8.11
Qusrter 8 87 .08 85 .85 +11.11 85.00 B85 .85 + 8.05
Querter 4 568.89 52.88 + 4.01 8r.14 5P.88 + 14.28
Quertor & 87.81 32.38 + £.48 51,50 82.38 + 18.10°¢
Querter B 85.73 34.62 “ 1.2 45 .58 84.82 + 10.85
Querter 7 85.88 3e.p4 + 8.688 44.84 3e.p4 + 12,30
Querter 9 49.01 88.07 + 8.94 88.11 38.07 + 17.04
Semple Bize 879 8385 [.:]:] 5385
April - August 1983
~ Received U Benef ite,
v.ortors 1 -~ 8 (%) ee.9 23 .8 ~-0.8 £8.5 3.5 + 8.0
Ever Recsived UI Benefite (X)
Qusrter of Applicetion 17.4 * 18.8 +1.1 20.2 18.3 + 4.0y
Qusrter P 11.0 11.8 ~0.8 14.0 11.8 + B,
Querter 8 7.0 8.4 -1.4 8.4 8.4 + 1.1
Querter 4 5.5 8.7 -1.2 B.2 8.7 + 1.8
Qusrter § 5.2 5.2 -0.1 5.0 5.3 + 0.0
Querter 6 8.5 5.1 -1,8 8.7 5.1 + 8.8
Aversge Totel UI Benef ite,
Querters 1 ~ 8 [9) 326.54 355.06 - 2B8.51 45 .18 855.085 + 07.12
Aversge Totel UI Bensfite, (9)
Querter of Applicetion 114.15 124,08 - 8.94 145.08 124.08 + B0.9Y
Qusrter p 81.00 60.88 - 0.99 127 .85 80.88 + 88.38
Qusrter 38 57 .87 48.50 + 7.87 78.38 49.80 + 25.88
Querter 4 81,90 e8.04 + 8.68 38,37 e8.04 + 8,33
Querter 5 £5.43 38.7¢2 - B8.28 83.00 83.7¢2 - 0.71
Querter 8 18.70 £8.78 - 12,03 85.00 28.73 + 8.7
Semple Bizse 8es 838 aeo0 38388
[continued]
275
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Teble C.10 [contfnued)

SOURCE! MORU celouletione fros Unemployesent Insurence benefite records fron the Stete of Celifornie,

NOTES: The fire. month of the querter of epplicetion fe the month §n which en fndividusl wes candomly
sssigned, Thees dete fnclude zero velusse for semple sssbers not receiving UI benefite, The-e dets are
regressfon-edjusted ueing ordinery Lesst squsres, controlling for pre-epplicetion cherecteristice of sanpls
mesbers, Prior UI benefit recefpt wee 2t fncluded ee & regressfon oontrol, There ssy be eose digccrepancime {n
celucleting esume end differences dus "2 rounding,

Only 18 sonthe of follow-up fe eveileble for Leter spplicents,

A two-tefled t—test wee epplied to differences betwesn mxperimsntel end pontrol groupe,
Btetietioesl efgnificence Levele ere fndiceted se: ® = 4D percentj *® = § percent; *°*® = 4 ‘pgrcent,

A two-tetfled t—teet wee spplied to differences {n fepecte betwesn epplicetion periode,
Stetieticel significence ‘evele ere fnd‘oeted se: y = 10 percent; yy = § percent} yyy = 4 percent,

-207—2 73



T23LC C.11

BAN OIEGO

AFDC APPLICANTB: INPACTB OF JOB BEARCH-EWEP ANO JOB SEARCH,
BY PRIOR YEAR EMPLOYMENT ANO APPLICATION PERIGO

(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 IMPACT BAN- E)

. Job Sewrch - EWEP Job Bearoh
Prior
Employ- October 1882 - Apeil- b October 188% - April-
Outcoaé rnd Follow-Up Period sent Merch 1883 Auguet 1883 Meroh 1983 Auguet %883
Evar Esployeds Querters None +12,10%0¢ + B.4yy +10,7°% + 1.8
2 -8 (%) Bome + 1.3 + 1,2 + 1.8 1 4.3
Averege Number of QOueriers None + G,50%ee + 0.,38%¢ + D.440%0 + 0.07
with E-ploy-onl. Susrtere Some + 0.18 + 0.07 + 0.12 - 0,23
2 -8
Ever Employed {n None + B.0¢ + 5.8 + 7.7¢ - B.3y
Quarter B (X) Bome - 0.2 + 3.0 - 1.8 6,8
Averege Total Eecrninge, None +1222,18¢%%°¢ +858.683°% +1228,12% %0 - 200.23
Quertere 2 - 68 (8) Bome + 254,51 +438.38 + 368.18 -1058,.63¢
Averege Tctel Eerninge, None + 258.64%¢ +216.16¢ + 245.83%¢ ~ 14%.24
in Querter 68 (8) Gome + l0.14 +166.71 + 35.84 - 217.54
Averege Number of Monthe None - 0.38 - 0.40 - 0,28 ~ 0.37
Rsceiving AFOC Peysmente, come - 0.57 - 0.44 - 0.52 - 0,03
Guerters 1 - 6
Ever Roceived AFOC Peyments None - 4.4 - 1.8 - 3.2 - 1.8
in Quarter 6 (X) Bome + 3.4 - 1.7 + 2,7 + 2.8
Averege Totel AFOC Peymente None -238.286 -247.51 -151,.83 -181.57
Prceived, OQuertere 1 - 8 [(8§) Some -313.93 -265.87 -253 .85 -273.58
Averege AFOC Peymente None - 89.03 -~ 20.41 - 42.87 -~ 4,81
Received in Querter 6 (8) Some + 24.81 - 11.14 + 32.17 + 36.54
Semplo Size
Heve No Prior Employment 3se7 328 252 g1
Heve Some Prior Employment 402 287 284 172

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Tebla C.11 (continuad]

SOURCEs  MORC calculetions from County of Ban Ofego walfesc ::-ords end Unomployment Insursnces rscords from ths EPP
Inforentibn Systes.
NOTEB: These dots inoluds zero velues for semple mesbers not smploysd end for semple msmbere not receiving melfare. i1 ]

«ota ore regression-sdjusted using ordinery Loest equares, controlling for pre-epplicetion cherecteristice of semple mumbars. ore
nay bo some diecrefencies in ocelonleting sume and diffarer-.ss due to rounding.

Only 18 sonthe of follow-up 1o availebls for Later epplicants.

.
Guarter 14 the querter of applicstion, may contain some sarninge from tha parind Ericr to spplicetion uand e
tharefore mxcluded from the muesures of total follom~up employmsnt snd sarnings,

b .

The figuras presanted srs tha experimental-control differsnces &nd thair statistical significance,

Crefficiente of regrassion control varieblue ars constreined to equality across resssrch groups end across
subpgroups.

A two-teilud t~test mes spplied to differences betwasn exparimentel end control groupe. Statieticel eignificence
lavale ors indiceted eed * = 10 percenlj ** = 5 percantj *** = 1 parcent.

A twu-teiled t~test wes epplied to differences in impacts betwmen opplicetion periode. Stetistical eignificance
Lovols 2+ ‘ncicetad est y = 10 parcent; yy = 5 parcent} yyy = 1 percent. ’
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TABLE C.18

SAN DIEGD

AFOC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF U089 SEARCH-EWEP ANO J08 SEARCH ON MEASURED INCOME, 8Y APPLICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 19682 - AUBUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)}

October 1882 - March 1863 April - Auguet 1883
* Outcome-end Follow-Up Querter JExpesrimentel Control Difference Experimentel Control Dirfersnce
Job Seerch-EWEP
Averesgs Totel Inco=o Received,
Querters 2 - B8 (8) 8788.082 8329.70 +458,32° 7215.88 8898.04 +316.684
Aversgs Totel Income Received, A
Querters 2 - 3 (8) 8508.07 8723,88 +785.21°° n/v n/e n/e
Aversge Totsl Incoms Received(s$)
Querter of Applicetion [] ] ] ] ] []
Querter 2 1348.07 12B4.82 + 83.25 1489,25 1411.20 +70,08
Querter 3 1387.37 12685.89 +101.48 1464.94 1402,.45 +82.49
Querter 4 1978.855 1284.R3 + B1.7¢2 1434.83 1428.80 + 8.03
Querter § 1388.28 1251.80 +118.38 1947.14 1345.43 + 1.71
Querter B 1337.78 1227 .27 +105.49 1478.82 1313.35 +166.58°*
Querter 7 1342.84 e 4 +148.70° n/e n/e n/e
Querter § 1953.1¢ cEm LR +121.80 V4 n/e n/e
Stetus During Querter B [S)b :
No sernirge, AFD" Peyments
or UI Banefite 30,9 34.8 -4,3 31.8 30.8 +1.1
No sernings, end soms AFOC
Paymente or UI Benafite 28.8 28.8 -0.1 23.1 27.8 ~-4,7
Soms sernings, AFOC
Peyments or UI Bunefite 12.1 13.1 -1.0 12.0 11,8 +0,2
Some sernings, no AFOC
Peymante or UI Benerits 27 .8 22.4 +5.5 32.9 29.8 +3,9
Semple Size 878 635 8e3 338
Job Seerch
Aversge Totel Income Recetived,
OQuerters 2 - § (8) 7006.91 B320.79 + 878.40°° 8082.86 8888.04 -808,18°°yyy
4
Aversge Totel Income Received, !
Quertere 2 - 8 (8) 87B84.33 B723.B8 +1037.47%°* n/e n/e n/e
Aversge Tntels:Income Received(s)
Querter of Applicetion [] . . a [] .
Querter 2 1411.683 1284.82 + 158.81%°° 1380.54 1411.20 - 20.88y
Querter 8 1450.15 1265.898 + 182,28%°%° 1258.17 1402.45 -144,28yv~
Qusrter 4 1387.186 1284.83 + 72,383 1148.44 1426.680 -R77,1R% %0y yy
Quurter & 13568.7¢2 1251,.80 + 104.82 1144,83 1345.43 ~-P00,80%%yy
Quertnr & 1880.45 1e3R.027 + 15B8.18°* 1150.08 1913.356 -183,R20yy
Querter 7 1382.81 1184.14 + 188,77°* n/e n/e n/e
Quarter 8 1386.91 1231.22 + 134,70 n/e n/e * n/e
Stetus During Querter B l!)b
No sernings, AFOC Pesyments
or UI Benefite 30.2 34.8 ~-&.4 35.8 30.8 +5.1
No sernings, end soms AFOC
Peymentes or UI Benefite 30.2 28.9 +0,3 30.0 27.8 +2.:¢
Somse serninge, AFOC
Peyments or UI Benafice 14.0 13.1 +0.8 11.3 1.8 -0,5
Some sernings, no AFOC
Peymente or UX Benefite P5.8 22.4 +3.2 22.8 29.6 ~6.8
Semple Size 5386 538 320 338 )
f1soatieundl
)
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Teble C.12 (continued)

SOURCE: NORC celculeticne from County of Sen Dfegc welfers recorde end Unemploysent Insursnce ssrnings records
from the EPP Informsticn SYstes end Unemploysent Insurence bensfits recorde from the Stete of Celffornte.

MOTES: Nessured fncome fe defined ss totel serninge, welfere psysents, snd Unesployment Compsnsstion received
during ® celender querter,

Theses dete include zerc veluss for sswple sembere nct employed end for semple mesbers not recefving
welfere or UX benefite, Theses dets sres regresstion-sdjusted using ordinery Lesset squerss, controltfng for
pre-spplicetion cheracterietice of semple sesbers, Thers mey bes soms discrepenciss in celculeting sume end

differences dus to rocading,

'H---urad Incoms s not svaileble for the querter of epplfcetion beceuss only fndividusle who epplied
for AFDC during the firet month ¢f the ceslender querter heve {nformstion sbout welfere peyments for the full thres

monthe ©of thet yessr,

bThl csloulstfons for Incoms Stetus during Querter 8 heve not besen regression-edjusted; teste of
stetisticel efgnifioence heve not bessn spplisd.

A two-tefled t-test wes spplisd toc differences betwesen experimentel end control groups. Btetfisticel
signifioence Levels srs indficeted set ®* = 490 percent} ** = 5§ percent; *** = 1 percent.

A two-tefled t-test wes sppliesd to differences in {mpescts bestween spplicetion periode, Stettsticel
signiffosnce Levels ere indiceted set y = 10 percent} yy = 8 pesrcent} yyy = 4 psrcent.

ic ~R78
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AFOC APPLICANTS:
ANC J0B SEARCH,

TABLE C.13

SAN O0IEGO

SELECTEO IMPACTS OF JOB SEARCH-EWEP
8Y PRIOR AFOC RECEIPT HISTORY
(OCTOBER 1982 - AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Prior Job Saec~ch - EWEP
AFOC

Qutcome s&nd Eollon—Up Psriod History Experimental Control Oifference
Ever Employad, o No Prior AFOC 62.8 €2.9 -0.1
Quarters 2 - 6 (%) Two Years or Less 60.8 51.6 +9,1%88%yy

More Than Two Years 59,3 52.0 +7.3%%
Average Number of OuartarsaW1th No Prior AFDC 2.15 1.98 +0.16
Employment, Quarters 2 - & Two Years or Less 2.01 1.60 +0,418%%%

More Than Twt Years 1.92 1.64 +0.28%
Ever Employed in No Prior AFOC 45.5 43.8 +1.7
Quarter 6 [%) Two Years or Less 40.1 25,0 +5.1

More Than Two Years 40.1 36,7 +4.4
Averegs Total Earngngs. No Prior AFOC 4399,39 4002.93 +396.46
Quarters 2 - 6 [§) Two Years or Less 31:002.45 2874.99 +934,469%%%

More Than Two Yaars 3uvd2.04 2372.49 +709.56*%*
Avarage Total Earnings in No Prior AFOC 1128.12 1044,.96 + B4.16
Quarter 6 [§) Two Years or Less 916.95 700.47 +21.,,48%%

More Than Two Years 722.86 557.92 +165.04
Average Number of Mont-s Receiving|No Prior AFOC 6.24 6.82 -0.68
AFDC Pesyments. Querters 1 — 6 Two Ysers or Less 8.57 9.13 -0.56

More Than Twa Yaars 9.78 9.93 ~H,94
Evar Received Any AFOC Pesyments in|{No Prior AFOC 24.4 26.3 -1.9
Quertsr B (%) Two Years or Less 37.1 38.7 -1.,5

Mora Than Two Years 44.6 44,5 +0.1
Average Tota. AFOC Psyments No Prio~ ~FCC 26t7 .22 2873.31 -266.09
Received, Quarters 1 — 6 [#]) Two .Years or Less 3542.31 3908.28 -365,96%*

More Than Two Years 4178.91 4378.64 -200.74
Average AFOC Paymants Received in |Noc Prior AFOC 302.80 304.57 - 1.77
Quarter 6 [§) Two Years or Less 418.74 4897 .41 -78.67%

Mora Thon Two Years 571.28 538.00 +32.28
Semple Size No Prior AFOC 515 274

Two Years or Less 675 348

More Then Two Yesars 412 257

O
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TABLE C.13 (continued)

Qutcome end Follow-Up Period

Prior
AFOC
History

Ever Employed, .
Quarters 2- 6 (%)

Average Number of nuartorsaW1th
Employment, Quartars 2 - 6

Ever Employed in
Quartar 6 (%)

No Prior AFOC
Two Ysars or Less
Mores Than Two Yeurs

No Prior AFOC
Teo Years or Lese
Mors Than Two Years

No Prior AFOC \
Two Years or Less
Mors Than Two Ysars

Average Total Earninge,
Quarters 2 - 8 (8]}

Average Tc .~iL Eernings in
Quarter 6 (3]

No Prior AFDC
Two Years or Lass
More Than Two Years

Ko Prior AFOC
Two Years or Less
More Then Two Years

Average Number of Months Receiving
AFOC Paymeants, duartors 1 - 8

aived Any AFOC Psymente in
(%}

No Prior AFOC
Two Ysars or Less
More Than Two Ysars

No Prior AFOC
Two Ysars or iess
More Than Teo Years

4. -~ge Total AFOC Pesyments
Received, Quarters 1 - 6 (8]}

Average AFOC Payments Receivad in
Quarter 6 (§)

o Prior AFDC
Two Ysars or Less
Mors Then Two Ysars

No Prior AFDC
Two Ye=rs or Less
Mere Than Two Yaars

Senple Size

No Prior AFOC
Two Years or Les~
Mora Than Two Yaars

dob Search
Experimental Control Differencs
82.9 82.9 - 0-0
63.3 51.6 +11.,7%%%,y
53.6 52.0 + 1.6
1.88 1.88 +0.00
1.88 1.60 +0.,38%%sy
1.60 1.64 -0.04
38-8 43.8 -SIOy
40.4 35.0 +5.3
31.7 36.7 -4.0
3411.75 2874.88 +536.78
2806.85 2372.48 +434.37
887.08 1044.86 -147.88
781.87 700.47 + 81.40
682.13 557.82 +134.21
6.41 6.82 -0.51
8.86 8.13 ~0.28
8.83 8.83 ~0.04
24.4 26.3 -1.8
. 38.7 38.7 +1.0
45.4 44.5 +0.8
2742.87 2873.31 -130.64
3681.13 3808.28 -227.15
4127.75 4378.64 -251.88
324.18 304.57 +18.62
538.55 538.00 - 0.45
285 17 4
330 348
241 £51

6O0URCE ANO NOTES:

Cosfficients of

See Table 3.2.

squelity across raseerch groups end a7ross subgroups.

regression control variables are constrained to

A two-tesiled t-test wacs spplied to differences between subgioupa.

Statistice.
yyy = 1
receipt
for the
*f aore

ERIC

than two yesara.

IToxt Provided by ERI

significance Levels are indicated as follows:
perient for the differancas bstween thoss with no prior AFOC history and those wi‘n @
history of two years or Less; sand x = 10 percent; xx = 5 percent;
differances betwaen those with no prior AFOC history end those with & recafpt history

—2l3n
2350

y = 10 percent; vy = 5 percent,

«x» = 1 percent



TABLE C.14
! SAN DIEBO

AFNC APPLICANYBt BELECTEO IMPACTS OF JOB SEARCH-EWEP
ANO JOH BEARCH, BY NUMBER OF CHILOREN
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGBUST 1883 IMPACT BAMPLE)

Nusber ’ Job Sesrch -~ EWEP Job Search
of
Ovt<omo mnd Follow~-Up Perfod Childreon Exparé~anteul Control Difference (Experimental tortrol Difference
P S it v ——— Cew \
Evar Employoed, . One 82.8 57 .1 +5,8°° 84.0 57 .1 +6,8°°
Querters 2 - B8 (X) More then One 58.1 53.7 +5,6%¢ 58,8 53,7 +3,2
4
Average Number of ﬂu-rtcrn.wlth 0 2.08 1.82 +0,023°* 2.00 1.82 +0.17
Employment, Quertsrs 2 - 8 More than One 2,00 1.86 +0,36°°° 1.78 86 +0.11
Ever Employed in One 41,8 40.7 +1.1 38.4 40,7 -2,3
Quarter B (%) Mors then One 42,1 36.8 +8,4%° 38.4 36.08 +0.7
Averege Total E-rn:nnl. One 3870.88 3334.10 +536,48° 3612.45 3334.18 +178.27
Nusrters 2 -~ B (8) Hors then Ons 3734.04 2883.43 +8650,B89°%e 3180.7¢ 2883 ,43 +300.88
Averesge Tote:. Esrnings in One 821.40 8es.72 + 61,38y 842.47 888,72 -27 .26
Querter B8 (8) Hore then Ons p46.82 8B4.18 +PB1,40%°° 763,36 a64.18 +89,18
Aversgs Nusber of Months Receiving One 7.88 7.83 -0.23 7.77 7.83 - 0.08
AFOC Payments, Querters 1 - 6 More than One 8.88 8.37 ~0,71° 8.88 9.37 - 0.48
Ever Received Any AFOC Peywsntes {n One 31,2 30.89 +0.4 32.2 30.8 +1.,3
Querter B (%) ] Hore then Ons 38,8 41,2 -2.8 40,2 41,2 -3,0
Avursga Yotel AFOC Pesysents One 2801.51 2988.28 -188.76 818,92 2888,.28 - 61.34
flece ved, Quarters 1 ~ 8 (8) More then Une! 4011.03 4408,81 -386.87°° 4088,88 4408,.81 -340.02°
Averege AFOC Pesymente Recsived in On» 330.84 333,58 - 2,74 343.77 333,68 +10.19
Quarter 8 (8) More then One 514,00 654,00 -39,.88 650,11 554.00 - 3.08
Semple 8ize One Child 756 418 433 418
Hore then
More Then One Child 747 454 423 464
SOURCE ANO NOTES?: Sae Teblas 3.2,
Coefficiente of re; '+ .. . ntrol veriebles are conetrained to equality scroas rosserch groups end

across subgroups,

The Mora Then One Child cetugory contefne s esell nusber of {ndividusls with zero for number of
children,

None of the differences in {epects betwesn subgroups srs stetisticelly eignificent et the 10 percen
Level ueing m two-teiled t-test,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE C.15
SAN DIEGD
AFDC APPLICANTS: WELFARE RECIDIVISM, BY

RESEARCH GROUP AND APPLICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 1982 - AUGUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Dotober 1962 - March 9983 April - August 1983 Dctotsr 1982 ~ August 1983
Job Search- Job Job Search~ Job Job Seerch- Job

iviem Status EWEP Search Control EWEP Search Control EWEP Search Control
re Reofdiviem [!)' 13.9 1.0 1.2 119 16.3 12.4 13.0 13.8 17
n the Bix Querter
r-Up Periods (X)
felfors, Goes Off and
sr Returns 8.3 44.8 4.5 48.9 45.0 42.9 4.6 44.9 43.9
3ys on Wel fare 2.3 29.1 304 25.0 24.4 27.8 25.8 27.3 29.2
sr on Nelfare 16.5 1549 14.2 18.2 14.4 18.9 18.4 14.8 15.2
y Oize a79 536 535 903 320 338 1502 858 873

SAJACEs  MDRC celeuletions from County of San Dfegu welfere records from ths EPP Information Syetem,

.An individusl is coneidered a welfare reoidivist 1f he/she 18 on welfare, goes off walfare, end then returns to welfere
me within six quarters of follow-up, The quarterly walfare fnfcrmetfon, however, does not pick up monthiy movement on end off
Lls,

Thaes figures wers not regreseion—adjusted,

Diffsrances emong research groupe were not found to be statisticelly efpgnificant et the 10 percent Level using o
uare teet, 2 8 3

Teste of statisticel significance betwesn spplication periode wers not calouleted,




TABLE C.16
SAN OIEGO
AFOC APPLICANTS: ESTIMATEO REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR TWELVE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP,

SELECTED EMPLOYMENT ANO WELFARE MEASURES
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Totel AFOC
Ever Employed Earnings in AFOC Receipt Payments in
Varisble in Quarter 6 Quarter 6 in Quarter 6 Quarter 8
Job Gesrch—EWEP +3.8* +180,( 4*ss - 1.2 - 22.38
(2.0) (58.08) (2.0) (27.12)
Job Search ~0.7 + 26.28 + 0.0 + 1,72
(2.3) (66.686) (2.2) (30.60)
a
8an Oiego West | ~—~=~~ 1 ==eee ] esese ] memee-
Oceanside +0.3 1 + 41.12 - 7.5%s -~ B2.76%*
(3.4) (100.586) (3.4) (46.16)
San Oicyo East +4,.8 +197,74%* - §,2* - 77.83*
(3.i) (93.18) (3.1) (42.76)
Service Center +3.7 +100,.75 + 0.3 - 12.60
(2.8) (82.11) (2.7) (37.69)
Escondido +6.0%* +184,80" - 3.3 - B9.19*
(3.5) (102.17) (3.4) (46.89)
South Bay +4,5 + 62.27 + 2.3 + B8.90
(3.1) (80.80° (3.0) (41.67)
EL Ceajon +5,5%» + 47.12 - 2.9 - 42,53
(2.7 (81.007 (2.7) (37.18)
Age 24 Years or +1.6 ~-110.38 B.n%" + 80,265+
LB.B [3.0] (87.55] (2.9) (40.18]
(]
Age 285-34 Yesars |  cew-= | eemeee ] eeeee ] seee-
Age 35-44 “ears +2.3 + 36.28 - 3.2°* - 58,32%*
(2.0) (58.17) {1.9) (26.70)
Age 45 Years or
More -1.2 - 63.54 + 3.4 -~ 13.82
(3.1) (81.94) (3.1) (42.20)
Female +v.8 ~166.15** + 1.7 - 17.086
(2.6) (76.10 (2.5) {34.93)
(continued)
~216-
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TABLE C.16 (continued)

Total AFOC
Ever Employed Earnings in caipt Paymants in
Veriable in Quarter 6 Quarter 6 rte> € Quarter 6
White, Ngn-
Hiepanie =} ~——— | w==-— 1 =TT -
Black, Non- ~0.7 - 61.889 10.0%e® +147 ,70%%*
Hiepanic (2.4) (74.81) (2.4) (52.86)
Hispanic -0.6 - B1.24 5.3 + 82,08%**
(2.5} (74.21) (2.5) (34.06)
Other Ethnic ~0.7 -116.04 1.8 + 4.88
Groups (4.2) (125.28) (4.2) (57.51)
High School
Diploma or
General Equivel- +g,0%% +278.63%** G.40%%2 - 8B.9B8%**
ency Diploma (1.8) [62.96) (1.8) (24.31)
Nevar Married -1.7 - 79.41 11.08%* +107.76%*
(3.5) (102.66) (3.4) (47.12)
Married, Li:ing
With Spouse | === } ===} === TTTET
Merried, Not Liv- +0.2 ~107 .40 7.0%¢ + 78.81%**
ing With Spouss (2.9) (87.19) (2.9) {40.02)
Divorced or +0.2 ~ 84.48 w7 + 42.45
Widowed (2.8) (BB.53) (2.9) (38.72)
Number of Child-
ren Less Than ~0.3 + 2.31 4,18%** +112.98%°**
Any Children Less -3.3 ~ 19.90 G.7%% + 47.82
Than 6 Years Old (2.5) (73.16) (2.4) (53.58;
a
Nevar on AFOC |  ====~ ——e—— e i o
0a AFDC Two ~3.5°* ~126.88*°* 1.,18%» +123.64%%*
Years or Less (2.0) (68.72]) (2.0) (272.41)
On AFDC More -5,1%* -263.57¢%* 17.6%%* +213,.619n%*
Than Two Yeara (2.2) (86.45) {2.2) (30.50)
Keld e Job During
Four Querters
Prior to - +13.,79%%* +1098.53* 3.0 -~ BB. 84
Application (2.0) (60.22) (2.0) (27.64)
(continuad])
~217~
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TABLE C.16 (continusc)

)
Total AFDC
Ever Employesd Earnings in AFOC Receipt Paymente in
Varishlie in Quarter 8 Quertsr 6 in Quarter 8 Querter 6
Yotal Esrnings
Quring -Four
Quarters Prior to
Application (In
Thoussnds of +1.08%8s + 94 ,23% - 0.8%%s - 8.,78%%s
Ooltlsra) (0.2) (8.81) (0.2) (3.17)
Constant +19,308%* +610.31%%* + 17.2%%% +207 ,868%%*
(4.3} [128.87) (4.2) (58.14)
Number of
Obesrvations 3231 3231 2231 3231
R Square .0880 «1310 .0807 «1027
Dependent Varie-
bLe Average 398.7 854.38 35.8 435.34

SOURCE: MORC calculatiocr from County of Sen Diego welfsra records and
Unemployment Insurance sarningy iecords from the EPP Informetion System.

NOTES: Sample sizes for the AFDC groups are as followe: 1602 Job
Search-EWEP Experimentals; 856 Job Sesrch Experimentals; and 873 Controls.

Regrassions pree:ated in this table corrospand to impact ectimates
iresented in tablo 3.2.

Eetimstsd standard errors are in paranthesas. Levels of
statistical significence: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 parcent; **®* = 1 percent.

Thase deta include zerc velusc for sample members not eup}oy.d and
for ¢ ..= membara not receiving welfsre. AllL regressasion sstiretes sre by
ordinary Lsest squeress. i

.
¥herc ambiguities xay ariss, refersnce groups for categoricel
veriables eare indicetad by dashse. in the tasbla.

286
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TABLE 0.1
SAN 0IE50
AFDC-U APPLICANTS: SIX~MONTH PERFORMANCE INOICATORS,

B8Y RESEARCH GROUP AND APRLICATION PERIOO
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGBUST 1883 SAMPLE)

Job Sesrch-BEMEP 1 Job Search
] |
October 1882 - April- October 1882 - April-
Six-Month Psrformence Indicetor March 7883 August 1883 March 1883 August 1883
Contectad Worker For Job Plecesment
Assistence (X) 88.5 80.3 88.8 88.7
Referred to e Job 8.8 7.2 4.3 5.0
Accepted Job Offer 0.0 0.0 °0 0.0
Registared With EPP (X) 85.2 86.4 88.8 82.9%¢
Participated in Any Post-Ragistration
Activity (%) 63.1 60.3 48.1 47 .7
Participated in Job Sesrch Workshop x* 51.8 49.5 47.0 4.0
Found Employmsnt Ouring Workshop 14.4 15.5 10.1 ~ 15.0%*
Complatad Workehop, Not Employed 28.2 26.1 26.8 23,1*
Did Not Complets Workshop 8.3 8.0 8.1 8.0
b
EWEP (X)
Referred to EWEP 26.7 25.3 0.0 0.0
Interviewed by EWEP Steff 21.4 18.1 0.0 0.0
Assigned to Worksite 18.8 17.5 0.0 0.0
Worked at Least One Hour et Workeite 18.5 13.4 0.0 0.0
Received Other EPP Services (!lc 2.4 3.3 2.4 4.0
Osregisterad From EPP (X) 66.8 81.7¢ 56.1 54.5
Oue to Request for Senction (%) ) 5.0 5.2 3.7 5.3
Program Plascement [Found Employment) m" 30.5 31.8 28.8 31.6
Totsl Applicants’ 763 840 534 321

SOURCE: MDRC cslculetions from the EPP Information System snd EWEP Activity Logs.

NOTES: All performance indicators arc calculsted ss s purcentage of all spplicante in the
indicated resesrch group.

'Plrticip-tion is def inad ss sttending s workshop for at lLeast one day.

{continued)
~-220~
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TABLE 0.1 (continued)

blnforntion on EWEP ectivity is obteined from EWEP Activity Loge meintained by the San
Ofego County Department of Socisl Services. As compared to the othar indicators, EWEP Log deta provides
slightly Less post-epplicetion follow-up for individuals epplying during the Latter part of any
particuler month.

cOthur EPP ssrvicss includes On-the-Job Training, subsidized smployment, individusl Jjob
ssarch, snd WIN Work Expariance.

t’Progr- placement information is besed on smployment that is reported to progream staff.
Program placemsnt deta will not bs used to messure program impacts.

'Excludu spplicents missing AFOC paymsnte for at Least one mnnth within the first six
months after spplicetion. ‘

Oifferances betwxesn spplication psricds within & ressarch group sre statistically
significant using ® chi-equare test st the following lLevets: ® = 10 parcant; ** = 5 percent;
%% = 1 parcent.
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TABLE D.2
SAN DIEBD
AFDC-U APPLICANTS: ATTENDANCE AND COMPLETION DATA FOR JOB SEARCH WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS,

BY RESEARCH GROUP AND APALICATION PERIOD
(OCTOBER 1882 ~ AUBUST 1883 SAMPLE])

Job Search—-BYEP Job Besrch

October 18682 ~ April- Dctober 18982 -~ April-

Indicator Merch 1963 August 1883 March 1883 Auguet 18863
Days Attended (X)
1 to 5 Days 17.7 14,.5%%* 17.0 18,4%%¢
8 to 10 Days 20.5 34.2 17.3 32.3
11 to 15 Daye 59.7 50.1 85.3 4.5
16 Days or More 2.1 1.2 - 0.4 1.9
Average Totel Deys Attended 10.5 10.3 10.8 9.8
Average Totsl Days Excused Abssnce 1.0 - 0.8 1.0 0.4
Avereage Total Daye Unexcussd Absence D.7 0.4 0.4 0.4

Cutcome of Job segrch wWorkshop
Porticipation (X)

Found Employment During Workshop 28.3 31.8 20.8 31.0
Completed Workshop, Not Employsd 54.1 52.2 62.8 50.0
Did Not Complets Workshop,

Mey Be Rsacheduled B.5 8.8 8.5 7.0
Did Not Complets Warkshop,

Not Resscheduled 1.1 9.1 10.1 12.0

Total Numbar Who Psrticipated
ot Least Ona Dey 434 338 77 168

SOURCE: MDAC celculations from the EPP Information Syetem's Job Sserch Workshop Attendesnce Logs.

NOTES: Thase dats fnclude only those registrants who participatad in e Job Search Workshop for st
Least ona dey within six months of epplication, ALl indicators are calculated as a percentege of all
participants fn the indiceted ressarch group,

Distributions mey not add exectly to 100.D pesrcent beceuse of rounding.

.Dutoon of workshop psrticipation {s based on esmployment status reported to progrem staff
et the time an individusl Laaves the workshop.

Diffsrences batwesn application periods within & research group are statistically
significant using & two-tailed t-test or chi-square test at the following levels:t * = 10 percent} ** = §
pesrcentj **¢ = 9 parcent,
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TABLE D.3

AFOC-U APPLICANTG6: IMPACTE OF J08 GEARCH~EWEP AND JOB BEARCH
ON UNEMPLOYMENT INGURANCE BENEFIT6, 8Y APPLICATION PERIOOD
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUBUBT 1883 IMNPACT GAMPLE)

Jab Besrch-EWEP Job Beerch
Duccoss end Follow-Up Perfod Expsrimentel Control Difference Expsrissntel Control Differsnce
Dctober 1882 - Werch 1883
Ever Received UI Benefite,
Querters 1 - 6 (%) 53.2 55.4 - 2.2 67.0 65.4 + 1.7
Ever Received UI Benefites
Querters 1 - B8 (%) 54.8 668.7 - 2.1 68.8 56.7 + 2.1
Ever Received UI Benefite (%)
Querter of Applicetion 45.0 48.2 - 1.2 46.8 46.2 + 0.8
Querter 2 36.1 38.8 - 0.8 36.4 38.9 - 0.8
Querter 3 23.5 24.8 - 1.4 256.8 24.9 + 0.8
Querter 4 17.4 17.8 - 0.4 18.8 17.8 + 1.1
Querter &5 10.8 14,3 - 3.3* 13.8 14.3 - 0.3
Querter 6 8.8 11.3 - 1.6 11.8 11.3 + 0.5
Querter 7 10.2 11.3 - 1.1 10.2 11.3 - 1.1
Querter B 8.1 12.6 - 3.5 1.5 12.8 - 1.1
Aversge Totsl UI Bensfite,
Querters 1 - 6 [8) 1286.61 1376.156 - 78.54 1431.42 1375.156 + 55.27
Aversge Totsl Ul Benefits,
Querters 1 - 8 [8) 1433.83 1578.78 - 144,83 1600.34 1578.78 + 21,58
Avaregs Totel UI Bensfite (8]
Querter of Applicetion 425.61 442.70 - 18.80 444.35 442.20 + 2.14
Querter 2 360,72 403,02 - 33.30 371.36 403.02 - 31.88
Querter 3 230.34 215.81 + 14,42 251.38 215.81 + 35.47
Querter 4 126.65 141.88 - 15.24 148,986 141.88 + 7.08
Querter § 71.03 100.25 - 29.22°¢ 115.50 100.25 + 16.28
Guerter 6B 73.27 71.88 + 1.38 89.88 71.88 + 28.01
Querter 7 85.88 83.84 - 28.05°* 78.20 93.84 - 16.74
Querter 8 78.356 88.03 - 20.88 80.88 88.03 - "'B.14
Gemple 6ize 741 4889 613 4889
April = August 1883
Ever Received UI Benefites
Querters 1 - 6 [%] 47.8 48.8 + 0.7 48.8 46.8 + 1.7
Ever Recetived UI Bensfite, [%]
Querter of Applicetion 38.3 37.7 + 0.6 37.0 37.7 - 0.7
Querter 2 27.0 28.5 - 1.5 23.3 28.5 - B.2
Querter 3 18.8 21.9 - 3.1 17.6 21.8 - 4,2
Querter 4 14,2 16.5 - 1.3 12.8 15.5 - 2.9
Querter 8 11.1 8.3 + 2.8yy 11.7 8.3 + 3.4
Querter B8 10.3 7.9 + 2.4 11.4 7.8 + 3.5
Aversgs Totsl UI Bensfits,
Quertsrs 1 - B [8] 1071.13 1022.74 + 48.38 871.18 1022,.74 -61.58
Avaregs Totel UI Bensfite [8]
Querter of Applicetion 348.21 348.65 - 1.44 288.83 348 .85 -80.72
Querter 2 £265.23 286.17 - 28.84 282.12 285.17 -23.05
Querter 3 180.01 183.88 - 3.85 158.58 183,86 -25.08
Querter 4 118.156 80.20 + 37.85y 82.84 80.20 + 2.64
Querter § 83.13 67.81 + 165.32y 82.41 87.81 +14.58
Querter 6 86.40 56.25 + 30.14 88.289 68.25 +40.04°
Gemple Gize 8356 34 @18 314

. {continued)
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Teble D.3 [(continued]

BDURCEs MDAC celculetions froms Unemployment Insurence bensfites recorde fros the Stete cf Celifornie,

NDTES: The firet month of the quarter of spplicetion {s the month in mhich en individusl mes rsndesly
sesigned. Thess dete include zeroc veluss for ssmple membere not receiving UI benefite. These dete are
regressicn-edjusted using ordinery Lesst squarse, controlling for pre—sppliceticn cherscteristice of sespls
sembere, Prior UX benefit receipt mes not included se ® regression control, Thera mey bes soms discrepsncisse
tn calucleting suse and differences dus to rounding,

Dnly 18 monthe of follom—-up {s sveilabdble for Leter epplicents.

A teo—-teilad t—-test mes opplind to differsnces batmssn oxperimentel end contrcl groups.
Stetisticel significence Levele ore indiceted ses ®* = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

A tso-teiled t—-test mes opplind to differsnces in {mpscte betmeen epplicaticon pericds,
Statisticel significence Levels ere indiceted eet y = 9p percentt yy = 5 porcenti yyy = 1 percent.
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TASLE 0.4

SAN DIESOD

AFOC-U APPLICANTS: SBELECTEO INPACTS OF J0B SBEARCH-EWEP ANO JOB BEARCH,

BY PRIDR YEAR ENPLOYMENT STATUS

(OCTOBER 18982 - AUGUST 1883 INPACT SAMPLE)

Prior Job Besrch ~ EWEP Job 8earch
Empl oy~
Outcoms end Follow-Up Period ment Expsrimentel Control Oifference Experimentet Control O0ifference
Ever Employesd, " None 67.3 64,8 +2.8 58.7 54.8 +5.0
Quertere 2 - 8 (X) Some 83.8 81.1 +2.7 78.8 81.1 -1.5
Aversgs Number of nu-rt-r-.llth Nons 1.78 1.82 +0,13 1.78 1.82 +0.18
Employment, Querters 2 - 8 Some 2.80 2,86 +0,06 2.64 2.85 -0.01
Ever Employed {n None 3.0 38.3 -8.3 37.4 38,3 -0.98
Querter 8 (X) Some 81.5 82.1 -0.5 80.4 82.1 -1.7
Averege Totet Eerninge, None 4537.85 3872.21 +685.74 3832,12 3gze,21 - 40.09
Querters 2 - 8 (§) Gome B8480.25 8402.10 + 78.15 8958.90 9402.10 +554.81
Aversges Tote! Eernings in Nono 1021.75 1024.72 - 2.97 1007.14 1024.72 -17.68
Querter B8 (86) Some 2148.38 2137.85 + 11.41 2165.48 2137.85 +27 .51
Aversge Numbsr of Months Receiving None 7.29 8.78 - 1.,48¢%%e 7.28 8.78 -1.520%%0
AFOC Peymente, Querters 1 - 8 Some 8.31 7.00 - D.70% G.45 7.00 -0.59°¢
Ever Receivec Apny AFOC Peyments in Nons 27.2 35.2 - 8.0 30.3 3s.2 -4,8
Querter 68 (X) Soms 31.4 32.2 - 0.9 27.0 32.2 -5.29%¢
Aversgs Totel AFOC Peyments None 3886.82 4807.84 -1020,91%%%yy 3883.30 4807 .84 -1014,.63%%%yy
Received, Quertesrs 1 - 8 (8§) Some 2820.68 3154.83 - 334,.25*¢ 2802.33 3154,.83 - 252.80
Averesge AFOC Peymente Received in Nons 388.89 558.89 ~159.89%%¢y 485,28 558.89 -84,.51
Querter 68 (8§) Some 407.44 434,85 - 27.51 365.48 434,95 -81.48%¢
Semple Size
Heve No Prior Yesr Employment 388 233 2389 233
Heve Some Prior Year Employment 880 580 583 580

SOURCE: Bes Teble 4.2.

NOTES: Cosfficients of regression control verisbles srs conetreined to equslity scroes ressssrch groups end subgroupes.

A two-teiled t—test wes applicd to differences in impscts betwesn subgroups.

indiceted se2 y = 10 percent} yy = 8 percent} yyy = 1 psrcent.

ERIC
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TABLE 0.5
S8AN OIEGO
AFOC-U APPLICANTS: SELECTED IMPACTS OF J0B SEARCH-EWEP ANOD gDB SEARCH,

BY PRIOR UNEMFLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS8 RECEIPT
(OCTOBER 18962 — AUBUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Job Seerch - EWEP
Prior UI

Outcome ond Follow-Up Pericd Benafits Experimental Control Qiffersnce
Evar Employed, Qusrters 2 — 6(%)" None 72.8 89.0 +3.0%

Some 85.4 85.8 +0.0
Aversge Number of nuarter-.lith None 2.40 2.28 +0.11
Employment, Querters 2 - B Some 3.04 s.08 -0.01
Ever Employed in None 48.8 50.5 -1.8
nllll'tll'_s [x’ Some 85.3 87 .8 -255
Aversge Totsl Eurnang-, None 8591 .01 6181.69 +3989,18
guarters 2 - B (8]} Some 9442,.37 8574.87 -162.30
Averege Totel Esrnings in None 1613.28 1544.83 + 68,43
Quarter 5§ (8] Some 2405.85 25286,47 -122.62
Aversge Number of Months Receiving None 6.789 7.87 -41.08%**
AFOC Paymante, Quarters 1 - 6 Some 8.04 6.80 -0.56
Ever Received Any AFOC Psyments in None 31.8 34.4 -8.1
Querter 6 (%) Some 27 .3 29.7 -2.4
Aversge Tatel AFOC Peymantes None 3284.39 8855.74 -881,35%**
Recefvad, Quarters 1 — 6 (8§) Some 26684 .55 2666.61 -224.08
Aversgn AFOC Psymants Recsived {n Kone 428,28 512.22 -868.99**
guarter B8 (8§) Some 358,82 865.90 - B8.88
Sampls S8ize Rsceived No Unsmployment

Insurance Benafitse 1008 583
fRscaived Some Unsmployment
Insurence Bensfits 8738 230

(continued)

oo
&
iy
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TASLE 0.5 (continued)

Job-8earch
Prior I.IIb =

Outcome and Follow-Up Period Benaf its Exparimentel Control Difference
Ever Employe:, Qusrters 2 - 8(%)" None 71.0 89.0 +2.0

Bome 81.7 85.3 -3.8
Average Number of nunrtoraawith None 2.38 2.28 +0.08
Employment, Querters 2 - B Bome 2.88 3.08 -0.10
Ever Employed in None 48.4 50.5 -1.1
Quarter B (X) SBome 65.5 67 .8 -2.8
Averesge Totael Eurngngs, None 6624 .54 68181.89 +432.84
Querters 2 - 68 (8) Some 98682.88 9574.87 +288.02
Aversge Totsl Esrnings in None 1588.48 1544.83 +43 .66
Querter 68 (§) Some 2477 .58 2528.47 -50.88
Avarage Number of Months Receiving None 8.53 7 .87 -1.34%%8syyy
AFOC Payments, Querters 1 - B Some 7 .08 68.80 +0.486
Ever Received Any AFOC Payments in None 27 .1 34.4 -7 .4%%¢
Querter B8 (%) Some 380.4 28.7 +0.8
Aversgs Totsl AFOC Peyments None 3188.48 39855.74 ~772.28%¢syyy
Received, Quarters 1 - 6 (8] SBowe 3182.24 2868.81 +283.63
Averesge AFOC Payments Received in None 373.38 592.282 -138.85%%*yy
Querter B (8§) Some 416.88 365.90 + 50.88
Semple Bize Received No Unemployment

Insurance Benefits 588 583
Received Bome Unemploymant
Insursnoce Benafits 233 230

BOURCE AND NOTES: See Teble 4.2,

bPrior UI Benafits are only observed for the six monthe prior to
epplicetion,

Coefficients of regression control varisbles are czonstrasined to
equal ity ascross reessarch groups end scross subgroups,

A two-teiled t-test was applied to differences in impecte batween
subgroups, Stetieticel significance levels are indiceted as: y = 10 percentj yy = 5
percent; yyy = 1 peroent,
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TABLE 0.8
SAN OIEGO
AFQOC-U APPLICANTS: SELECTEQ INPACTS OF JOB SEARCH-EWEP ANO J0B SEARCH,

BY NUMBER OF CHILOREN
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1863 IMPACT SAMPLE)

I T
Number Job SBesrch - EWEP Job Sssrch
of
Qutcome end Follow-Up Period Childraen Expsrimental Control 0ifference Experimontsl Control 0ifference
Ever Employesd, One 77.0 72.8 +4.4 75.8 72,8 +3.0
Gusrtars 2 - 6 (%)" Mors then One 76.0 74.1 +1.8 73.1 74.1 -1.0
Aversge Number of nunrtnrn.llth One 2.83 2,31 +0,3100yy 2.58 2.31 +0.28%
Employment, Qusrters 2 - 6 Nore then One 2.58 2.58 ~-0.04 2.51 2.589 -0.08
Ever Esployed in One 61.2 52.8 -1.7 54.6 62.8 +1.8
Querter 8 (%) Nore then Ons 54.1 58.5 -2.4 563.2 58.5 -3.2
Aversge Totsl E-rn:nﬂl. One 8718.82 5226.82 +1482,.80%¢yy 8578.85 5225.82 +1350.72*
Querters 2 - 8 (8) More then One 7876.00 B040.44 - 385.44 7884.80 8040.44 - 55.54
Aversge Totel Esrnings in Onms 1543 .80 1428,.68 +114.24 1573.43 1428.68 + 143.77
Qusrter 6 (8) More then One 1968.40 2008.88 - 40.48 1882.76 2008.88 - 47.11
Aversgs Nusber of Months Recsiving One 8.28 7.08 - 0.78°¢ 8.31 7.08 -0.78
AFOC Peysments, Querters 1 - 8 Mors then One 8.73 7.71 - 0.88¢0e 8.68 7.71 -0.85%*
Ever Recsived Any AFOC Peyments in One 28.1 28.8 - 0.8 27.0 28.8 -3.0
Quarter 6 [X) More then One 30.8 34.5 - 3.7 26.4 34.5 -8,10¢
Aversgs Totel AFOC Peyments One 2834.78 3030.13 - 385.37 2668,42 3030,13 -360.70
Received, Quarters 1 - 6 (8) More then One 3363.88 3848.74 - 585.05¢%¢ 3438.81 3848.74 -508,93¢%¢¢
Aversge AFOC Pesysments Received in Ones 330.42 381.57 - 61.15 331.88 381.57 - 47.88
Querter 8 {8§) More than One A42.28 512,83 - 70.53°* 410.88 512,83 ~-101.85°°¢
Ssmple Stze
Ons Child 453 245 288 245
More Then One Child 924 567 535 587
SOURCE; See Teble 4.2. 296

NOTESs Cosfficients of regression control verisbles are constreined to squality acroas ressarch groupes end subgroups.
The More-Then-0Onm-Child cetsgory contains » esell nusber of individusles with zero for nusber of children.

A two-teiled t-teet woe spplicd to diffsrences in impacts betwasn subgroups. Statisticel significence levels
indicated se3 y = 10 percentj yy = § percent; yyy = 1 percent.
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TABLE 0,7
SAN DIEGO

AFDC-U APRLICANTS: WELFARE RECIDIVISM, BY RESEARCH GROUP AND APPLICATION PERI0D
{OCTOBER 1982 ~ AUGUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

- l |
October 1882 ~ Merch 1983 April - August 1983 Dctobar 1882 ~ August 108
Job Search- Job Job Search- Job Job Searci-  Job
Recidivim Status ENEP Bearch  Control EWEP  Search  Control EWEP Bearch  Control
Wel fare Racidiviem [l]' A 16.8 16.0 18.1 18.4 17 7.8 18,5 16,5
Within the Six Quarter
FolLow-Up Parfods (%)
i OnV¥elfors, Goss Off end
N Never Returns #8058 84 | 82 8 45 89 489 48
0
|
Always on Melfare 185 184 2.4 18,7 154 10,4 17,7 74 2.8
Never on Wel fare | 18,5 177 174 7.0 24.5 15,8 7.8 204 16.9
Smple Size 74 513 489 835 318 34 1378 834 813

SOIRCE:  MDAC calouletions from County of San Diego welfers records from the EPP Information Systew,
l'I\n individual {s considered a welfare racidivist {f he/she 1s on welfare, poes off welfars, and then raturns to nlmg
sometime within six quarters of follow-up, The quarterly welfars information, howevsr, does not pick up monthly movement on and off
the rolls,

Thase figures wera not regreasior-ad) usted,

None of the differances among resserch groups wars statistically significant at the 10 parcent level using a two-tailed

t-test,

Tosts of stetistical significance betwaen spplication pariods ware not calculated,
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TABLE 0.8
§AN DIEGO
AFOC-U APPLICANTS: ESTIMATEO REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR TWELVE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP,

SELECTED EMPLOYMENT ANO WELFARE MEASURES
(OCTOBER 1882 - AUGUST 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

k] 1 1
Total AFOC
Ever Employed Earnings in AFOC Receipt Payments in
Verisble in Quarter 6 Quarter 6 in Quarter 6 Querter 6
Job Search-EWEP -2.2 + 7.28 - 2.9 - 65,06**
[2.1) (88.75) (2.0) (30.85)
Job SOIl'ch —1.5 + 14.82 - 5.1‘. - 84.88..
(2.4) [111.291 (2.2) (34.52)
a
§an Ofego West |  ~=e-e 1 o | e | -
Oceanside +7.7% +225.87 = 10.,08%+» -213,39%%s
(4.0) (187.23) (3.7]) (58.08)
Sen Oiego Eest +9,4%8s +584,33%%» - 3.8 - B4.52%
(3.5) (163.82) (3.3) (50.85)
Service Center +5,7% +378.60%¢ + 0,2 - 22.51
(3.2) (150.389) (3.0) (46.66)
Escondido +10,5%%+ +372.24* * - 14.6%%¢ -255,108%s
{3.5) (165.81) (3.3) (51.47)
South Besy +3.7 +322,06%** - 2.8 - 37.72
(3.2) (148B.40) (2.9) (46.04)
EL Cajon +8,388s +564,908%%s - 1.4 - 61.61
{3.1) (146.94) (2.8) (45.58)
Age 24 Ygars or +4,2% -108.51 + 1.7 + 4.31
Less (2.3) (108.40) (2.,2) (33.63)
a
Age 25-34 Years |  ----- | eeeee | o | ___
Age 35-44 Years -1.6 - 72.37 - 1.2 - 1.26
(2.8) (121.64) (2.4) (37.73)
Age 45 Years or -5.83 -268.38 - 0.4 - 28.17
More (3.9) (183.72) (3.6) (56.89)
Female -B.2%* -613.25¢%%¢ - 3.4 -104.41%%
(3.5) (165.84) (3.3) (51.45)
{continued)
-230~-
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TABLE D.8 (continued)
Total AFDC
Ever Employed Earnings in AFDC Receipt Payments in
Varieble in Quarter 6 Quarter & in Quarter 6-| Quarter 6
White, Ngn—
Hispenic | === === | eeee- | eeee-
Bleck, Non- +1.7 -214.61 g.08%%s +170.25%%¢
Hispanic (3.4) (157.98) (3.1) (48.01)
Hispanic +0,2%%s +245.44%* 4.5%* + 69.20*
(2.3) (108.81) (2.2) (33.78)
Other Ethnic +3.5 - 28.35 3.3 + 84.57
Groups (4.1) {182.00), (3.8) (69.56)
High School
Oiploma or
General Equival- +4,.0% +207.16%** 5.5 - B6.60%%*
ency Oiploma (2.0) (92.08) (1.8) (28.57)
Never Married -4.7 -288.17* 14,2%%% +214.51%%+
(3.6) (168.78) (3.4) (62.36)
Married, Living
With Spouse | == | -} == meee-
Merried, Not Liv- -8.3 -176.47 14.4%% +211.77%*
ing With Spouse (7.1) (334.05) (6.6) (103.63)
Oivorced or -1.5 -402.17 13.9%¢ +160.62*
Widowed (6.6) (311.82) (6.2) (86.48)
Number of Child-
ren Less Than +0,.6 +107,89%%» 1.8%¢ + 60.,02%%*
18 Yesrs Old (0.8) (37.88) (0.8) (11.78)
Any Children Less -0.8 -112.24 4,.6%¢ + 63.14*
Then 6 Ysars Old (2.5) (116.31) (2.3) (36.08)
a
Never on AFOC ———e- | - |} == meee-
On AFOC Two -1.8 -134.17 g,7¢¢2 144,30%%*
Ysars or Les- (1.9) (B89.56) (1.8) (27.78)
On AFOC More -2.5 -183.02 16.0%%* +241.32%%s
Than Two Years (3.9) (185.03) (3.7) (67.40)
Held @ Job During
Four Quarters
Pl‘ior to +15-8... +135u88 5.9... + 25-42
Application (2.3) (110.08) (2.2) (34.15)
(continued)
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TAUIE D.B (continued]

1 | ] ]
Total AFOC
Ever Employed Earnings in AFDC Receipt Pesyments in
Varisble in Quarter 6 Quarter 6 in Quarter 6 Quarter 6
Total Earnings
OQuring Four
Quarters Prior to
Application [In
Thousands of +1.0%% +1068.73%%** -~ D,7%%» - 11.24%%»
Dollars) (D.1) (6.82) (D0.1) (2.15)
Constent +26.,79%%* +553.15%%* + 24,7%%* +368,47%%*
(4.4) (206.03) (4.1) (63.81)
Number of
Dbservations 3020 3020 3020 3020
R Squsre .0B858 .15687 «0642 «0748
Dependent Varia-
ble Average 53.8 1828.42 30.4 417.49

SOURCE: MORC cslculations from County of San Dieno welfare records and
Unemployment Insurance earnings records from the EPP Information System.

NDTES: Semple sizes for the AFDC-U group ere se follows: 13768 Job
Search-EWEP Exparimentals; B31 Job Search Experimentals; and B13 Controls.

Regressions presented in this table correspond to impact sstimates
presanted in table 4.2.

Ectimated standard errors are in perentheses. Levels of
statistical significances ®* = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percant.

These dets include zero values for sample members not employed and
semple members receiving welfere. All regression astimatas sre by ordinaery lesst
squeres.

a
Where smbiguities may arise, refasrence groups for cetegorical
variablas are indicated by doshes in the teble.

o
<
i,
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APPENDIX E
QUALITY OF EPPIS FILES

The evaluation of the San Diego programs involved several data
sources, as described in Chapter 2. In order to ensure the integrity of
the data collection procedure, different strategies were used to assess the
quality of the data and to identify any sources of bias.

The major data source was the EPP Information System (EPPIS) that
combined 1nd1v1dual'program tracking, UI earnings and AFDC payment records
for each sample member into one file. These independent data sources were
linked by either Social Security number and/or welfare case number. The
State of California was responsible for producing this EPPIS file and
merging it with MDRC's Client Information Shezt (CIS). Throughout the
demonstration, the state updated the EPPIS/CIS data file by overlaying the
most recent five quarters of earnings data and adding the most recent moath
of welfare and program tracking data for each sample member onto the
existing file. In some cases, corrections were made to the data in érior
months.

The EPPIS/CIS data file was sent to MDRC upon request, where extensive
work was done to analyze the quality of the data, including checks on
sample sizes, demographic characteristics, tracking information, earnings
records, and AFDC data. Sample sizes, demographic characteristics, and
selected unadjusted impacts were cumpared across files to identify any

discrepancies. The file used for this report was consistent with previous

files as well as data presented in the second report, which indicates that

-234-
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the file used for this report was in fact merged properly, and its data

were reliable,

¥elfare Payments Records

Two issues were of particular importance for the welfare payments
data. One was possible bias in the distribution of months in which welfare
payments were missing -- that is, neither a zero nor a positive amount was
recorded., This examination of missing data uncovered no biased distribu-
tion among research groups. The second concerned the possibility of bias
resulting from a concentration of missing data at a particular amount (zero
dollars). The data suggested no such bias,

In addition, two special efforts were made to check the quality of
these data, One involved comparing the welfare data in EPPIS with those on
microfiche maintained by the County of San Diego; the other involved
matching EPPIS welfare payment amounts with those recorded in the local
welfare case files, Both procedures indicated that the EPPIS welfare
payments data were reasonably accurute, with minimal problems related to

incorrect case number matches,

ar eco
Special attention was paid to the quality of the UI earnings data in
light of the different employment and earnings behavior of the early and
later applicant samples. Earnings data from the Unemployment Insurance
(UI) system requires employers to report employee earnings on a quarterly
basis in order to determine UI eligibility and employers' tax liability for

Unezyployment Insurance benefits, In contrast to the welfare payments,
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there is no distinction in the EPPIS file between zero earnings and missing
data (possibly caused by a mismatch of Social Security numbers). Thus, the
issue here concerned any bias resulting from using Sncial Security numbers
recorded on EPPIS and/or MDRC's CIS to match sample members to the UI
system, There was particular concern over the possibility of incorrezt
Social Security numbers. Two manual checks were done of the EEPIS earnings
data -- one for the second report and one for this report. This involved
comparing the earnings recorded on the EPPIS files for a random subsample
of 1individuals with those obtained for the same individuals through the
regular UI inquiry system used to process UI claims. Both of these checks
confirmed the integrity of the matching process and the accuracy of the
EPPIS files for UI reported earnings.

To further confirm the quality of the UI earnings records, additional
quality checks were then done using other data sources. First, earnings
reported by individuals on the six-month applicant survey discussed in
Appeadix B were matched to those reported by EPPIS using UI records. This
analysis was done across application periods and research groups to check
for differences in the existence of uncovered employment (i.e. employment
reported on the survey that was not picked up by the UI system). No
significant differences betwegn research groups were found, although around
20 percent of the employment reported by applicants was not reflected using
the UI data., Furthermore, there was no real difference between research
groups or application periods in the types of uncovered jobs individuals
had.

Earnings data were also compared between the CIS form and the UI

system to examine the extent of under-reporting using sample member
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self-reported 1information on employment prior to random assigmment.
Although there was a discrepancy of about 20 to 25 percent between UI and
CIS reported employment, this can be attributed in pert to recall error in
the CIS data and reporting lags in the UI system.

These investigations show that the State of California's EPPIS file
successfully merged three major data sources for each sample member and
that the impacts found for the Job Search group across application periods

are not due to computational error or data file problems.
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APPENDIX F

SENSITIVITY OF THE BENEFIT-COST RESULTS

As discussed in Chapter 5, the benefit-cost analysis made ~»any
different assumptions. This appendix tests the sensitivity of the overall,
or "benchmark," results to changes in key assumptions needed to estimate
impacts, to value both the output produced in regular jobs in the labor
market and the output produced in EWEP assigmments, and to extrapolate
program benefits béyond the observation period, For each test, one
assumption is modified and the net present values are recalculated for each
of the programs and assistance categories. The results of these tests are
presented in Table F.1 along with the "benchmark" results presented in
Chapter 5,

Jmpact Estimation. The estimates of program effects used in the
benefit-cost analysis are unadjusted experimental-control differences in
outcomes rather than the regression-adjusted earnings and welfare estimates
reported in Chapters 3 and 4. For the reasons discussed in Chapte’r 5,
making adjustments in all benefit and cost components that are comparable
to those used in Chapters 3 and 4 would require additional analysis that is
beyond the scope of this evaluation,

While regression adjustments have not been used in computing the
overall net present value estimates, it is possible to test the sensitivity
of the overall results to using regression-adjusted estimates for earnings .
and welfare payments only. This is the first test presented in Table F.1.

The adjustments change the overall estimates by between $77 and $634 per
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’ TABLE F.1
SAN OIEGU

NET PRESENT VALUE ESTIMATES UNDEA ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS
BY RESEAACH GAOUP, ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

!
Job Search - ENEP Job Search
Accounting Parspactive Accounting Perepactive
Cotimation Assumptions Social Applicant Taxpayor Soctal Applicant Taxpayse
Banchuark Eatimate
for AFDC Appticante’ 1852 4787 H155 }1086 644 T
Altarnativa Assusptions for
AFDC Applicante
Aenafite Ragreasion-Adjuated 12439 #1431 $10%0 $650 $451 1199
Displacensnt = 50% 1022 797 224 448 644 -194
Valua of Output Excluded 174 797 850 1088 644 455
No Dacav of Banefie 2193 748 1445 1143 497 648
Annust Dacay of Bamefite = 22} 10836 6298 1209 868 447 . 521
Ne Extrapolation of Banafits 588 218 383 352 266 66
Diacount Rate = 10% 1837 148 1091 1033 12 421
Diacount Rote = 0 2078 852 1223 1187 679 468
Tiee Horizon = B Yeats 2424 1023 1401 1567 1032 585
Banchaark Eetimate
for AFDG-U Applicuntll =328 -$1443 11414 $43 -H186 #1238
Alternative Assumptions for
AFDC-U Applicants
Banafite Ragrossion=Adjusted ~$224 - 41366 1142 $446 - 1648 1084
Displacanent = 50% -3 ~1443 1360 -129 -1188 1067
Voluo of Output Exciuded ~383 -1443 1060 38 ~1106 1234
No Dacay of Banafite -117 ~1829 1713 196 -1378 1572
Annual Pacay of Bamefits = 22X -60 -1543 1483 14 -1187 1311
Ko Extrapolation of Banefite 135 ~583 688 -17§ -564 309
0fscount Rete = 108 ~12 -1367 1354 24 =143 1167
Oiacoun® Rete = 0 -44 -1528 1482 K ~1285 1318
Tino Horlzon = 8 Yoata =56 =1707 1651 a6 -1460 1548

SUURCE: NDAC catculations from Unemployment Insurance records; AFOC dats; spplicant Gurvey worksits suryey; EPP
Information Syatam anrollment dete; EPP, EWEP, WIN, and JTPA progrem cost records; and published date on walfare coste) tax
rotan, and smployes fringe banefite, Gea text for descripiione of thave squrced,

NOTESs .Thl "banchsark” ast{nates are thoss presanted in Tables 5.8 end 5.8, [n moking thasa astimatas, unadjusted
sxparinantat-control differences in outcomes were used to computs oLl benefits; ft wee aveumed that thers wee no diaplacement
causnd by the programa; snd sesumptions regetding impact dacay, tha dincount rate and the l'!l harizon Tor axtrapolation ware
usad to compute post-obasryation banafite (thess sesumptions are duscribed in Section B,5 of the text),
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experimental, but do not substantially change the qualitative conclusions
that have alreacy been reached. For the AFDC assistance group, the changes
make the Job Search/EWEP program appear somewhat more effective (except
from the taxpayer perspective) and Job Search only somewhat less effective.
For the AFDC-U's, the changes have the opposite effect: the value of Job
Search/EWEP 1is reduced and the value of Job Search is increased (except
from the taxpayer perspective).

Displacement. One important assumption used in the analysis is that
the increased employment of experimentals does not result in the
displacement of other workers, To the extent workers are displaced and do
not gain employment elsewhere, society loses the output they would have
produced. The second sensitivity test in Table F.1 assumes that such
displacement does occur and that the value of the lost output is half of
the net output generated by the programs. Although this alternative
assumption is extreme, even it does not change the conclusions except in
two cases, The taxpayer group -- which includes the displaced workers --
loses income; the loss is large enough for AFDC applicants assigned to Job
Search to change the value of the program to taxpayers from positive to
negative, Applicants are not affected. The social net present value of the
program drops somewhat because the loss to taxpayers is not offset by any
gain to applicants, In the case of the AFDC-U applicants assigned to Job
Seurch, the loss is large enough to change the social net present value
from positive to negative,

Another way of assessing the sensitivity of the results to the
displacement assumption 1is to calculate the amount of displacement that

would be needed to change any of the benefit-cost conclusions., For the
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AFDC group assigned to Job Search, displacement of about 20 percent would
do this, while 40 percent would be necessary to change the conclusion for
AFDC-U applicants in Job Search. More than 70 percent displacement would
be required to change the social net present value of Job Search for AFDC
applicants, and the social and taxpayer values of Job Search/EMEP for the
same group. None of the other conclusions change regardless of the
assumption made.

Yalue of EWEP Output. The second assumption is that the social demand
for EMEP services is equal to the supply price of the alternative labor
that would be needed to produce the same services. However, this
assumption may well not be true. 1Indeed, it is likely that the demand
value of the services is at least slightly below the supply pr-ice.1 Thus,
the third sensitivity test in Table F.1 assumes that the value of these
services 1s zero, obviously an extreme assumption. This alternative
assumption reduces the value of the Job Search/EWEP sequence to taxpayers
and society, but again the conclusions remain the same.

Extrapolation. The extrapolation of observed benefits into the
future, which involved assumptions regarding four different extrapolation
components, was clearly important to the overall results. One of these
assumptions was that the last two quarters of observation constitute the
best base period for extrapolation. Because these data are based on the
full sample of experimentals and controls and represent the most recent
evidence that is available for the programs, they probably are the best
data available -- particularly since using only the last quarter for the
base might introduce seasonality issues, The assumptions regarding the

decay rate, discount rate, and time horizon are all subject to greater
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uncertainty.

The assumption regarding the decay rate was that the same base impacts
woui.d decay at the same rates observed for earnings and welfare receipt
between quarter 2 or quarter 3 and the end of observation. Sensitivity
tests of three alternative assumptions are presented in Table F.1. The
assumption of zero decay raises the estimates of benefits and therefore
increases the estimates of social net present value for all groups except
AFDC-U applicants in Job Search/EWEP; in that case, since the base-period
earnings estimate was negative, extrapolating it without decay makes the
negative overall social value even more substantial. An assumption of a
constant annual decay rate of 22 percent for all benefit components ==
which 1s consistent with previous research on the impacts of the WIN
pr'ogram2 -=- increases or reduces the .et present value estimates depending
on the group and the perspective. The largest change, however, 1is a less
than $200 reduction in the net value of Job Search to AFDC applicants.
Finally, no extrapolation of benefits -- which is equivalent to applying an
infinite decay rate -- reduces all net value estimates for the AFDC group,
in some cases substantially. Not extrapolating the negative earnings found
for the AFDC-U's assigned to Job Search/EWEP makes the social value
positive for that group.

A discount rate of 5 percent was used to calculate the benchmark
results, The sensitivity tests reported in Table F.1 uses alternative
rates of zero and 10 percent. These two alternative assumptions change the
overall results relatively little.

In some cases, the dollar estimates proved to be sensitive to the

choice of a time horizon, A horizon of 5 years =-- the average time a

3
.
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family remains on AFDC -- was used for the benchmark estimates. A shorter
horizon reduces the net present value estimates noticeably except for the
applicant and social perspectivez for the AFDC-U group. Not extrapolating
benefits -- in effect reducing the horizon to the length of observation --
reduces the estimates by well over 50 percent except for these AFDC-U
cases, Conversely, extending the horizon to eight years -- which
approximately doubles the length of the extrapolation period =- increases
all AFDC estimates as well as the AFDC-U estimates from the taxpayer

perspective, However, the overall conclusions of the benefit-cost

evaluation do not change.

-245- g 13



-247-

314




1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

CHAPTER 1

In this report, AFDC (called AFDC-FG in California) refers to
welfare cases headed by a single paront; AFDC-U (called AFDC-UP in
California) refers to two-parent households where the principal
earner is unemployed. All principal earners must have had some
connection to the labor force during the 12 months prior to welfare
application. The majority of AFDC-U cases are headed by married
men while the heads of AFDC cases are mostly women. When the term
“yelfare® is used in this report, it refers (o both the AFDC and
AFDC=U programs.

EPP was authorized under California Semate Bill 1476 (Chapter 918,
Statutes of 1980); EWEP was authorized under California Assembly
Bi11 2X (Chapter 3, Statutes of 1982). The new demonstration pro-
Ject, called the Private Sector Alternative to Welfare Dependency,
was approved under Section 1115(a) of the Social Security Act.
EWEP was established as a no-waiver Section 1115(a) project by the
California Department of Social Services on behalf of the County of
San Diego.

MDRC also evaluated one part of the EPP Job Search program in San
Mateo, where applicants and recipients were referred to a group job
search workshop similar to that run in San Diego. The demonstra-
tion primarily tested the effectiveness of adding a job search
reporting requirement after program completion. Its 1intended
purpose was to sustain and improve the search skills generated by
the job search workshop and to continue staff involvement with
registrants. Cooperation with EPP staff was a condition of
continued welfare receipt. Findings on the San Mateo program are
presented in a separate document, Price et al., 1985.

Goldman et al., 1985. The first report published in February 1984
focused on early operational lessons (Goldman et al., 1984).

Much of the material on the historical development of the EPP and
EWEP programs is drawn from a case study prepared by a consultant,
Harvey Shapiro, for MDRC.

A key element in the oill was to shift responsibility for employ-
able reeipients from DSS to EDD, whereby EDD would issue the
welfare checks. The intent was to form a closer tie between
welfare and work by having the department in charge of employment
issue the grant check. Because of EDD's concern about the
feasibility of this, EDD takeover of grant payments to employables
was put off until a second phase, Also, to begin with, pilot
projects were to be implemented in two counties, although a third
was added later.
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10.

2.

These figures are calculated from tables published in _Pyblic

Nelfare in California. See California State Health and Welfare

Agency, Department of Social Services, 1984,

MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives is examining
the implementation, impact and cost-effectiveness of major employ-
ment programs for the welfare population begun by a number of
states in response to OBRA. 1In acdition to San Diego, studies are
underway in Arkansas, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey,
Virginia, and West Virginia. Process or implementation studies only
are being conducted in Arizona, Florida and Texas.
L]

Random assignment actually began in August 1982 prior to the final-
ization of the program guidelines and research design. However,
the first two months of the research were considered to be a pilot
phase, and enrollees during this period were excluded from further
analysis. While the research sample used in this report was
selected over an 11-month period, it is referred to as a yearlong
process,

More applicants were randomly assigned to the Job Search/EWEP
experimental group than to the control and Job Search only groups
in order to ensure a sufficient number to evaluate the impact of

ENEP,

CHAPTER 2

The efficiency of the estimates is a measure of the variance, or
statistical uncertainty, surrounding the estimates. The use of
more efficient estimators makes it less likely that true program
effects will go undetected. Using ordinary least squares to
estimate experimental-control differences, the regression model was
run separately for the AFDC and AFDC-U samples. Regressions for
early and late application periods and for the subgroups used
interactive dummy variables, Since data for quarters 7 and 8 were
available only for the early sample, impacts for these quarters and
cunulatively through quarter 8 were calculated for this early
sample without using interactive variables.

Iwo-tailed t-tests were used 1in making comparisons because
researchers had no prior assumpticus about the way in which
experimentals might differ fram controls or other experimentais.

AFDC-U clients were automatically considered WIN-mandatory., AFDC
clients were judged WIN-mandatory unless exempted according to the
criteria described in the WIN Handbook:

1. under 16 years old

2, enrolled full-time in sc100l and under 21 years
3. sick, as determined by the Income Maintenance unit
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5.

8.

9.

10.

1.

4, incapacitated, as determined by the Income Maintenance unit

5. 65 years old or more

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

7. a caretaker of a sick person

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

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

Once individuals were assigned to a research status, they remained
in that group even if they were deregistered from WIN or EPP and
re-applied for welfare at a later point.

The State of California cloaned up the EPPIS file so that people
with more than one Social Security number were counted correctly as
one case. This accounts for the research sample size difference cf
3even individuals (7,004 to 6,997) between the second report =-
Goldman et al., 1985 -- and the current study.

This group includes unemployed parents who do not meet federal
eligibility rejuirements for the AFDC~-U program =-- primarily the
requirement relating to length of unemployment -- but who are
eligible for state aid payments for three months.

During the early months of this demonstration, these mandatory AFDC
applicants were randomly assigned; however, in January 1983, guide=-
lines were changed to exclude this group from random assignment.
Program operators believed there should be more flexibility in
serving mothers whose cases included children under six years of
age.

In San Diego, refugees are referred to a central office for regis-
tration in order to receive special services designed to meet their
needs,

During the early months, applicants were randomly assigned to only
three of the four research groups: Job Search/EWEP experimentals,
extra experimentals, and controls. Based on the decision to
analyze EPP Job Search activities separately from EWEP, the Job
Search only experimental group was added beginning in October of
1982.

For example, & 1977 study of the welfare population indicated that
24 percent of the mothers and 17 pe~cent of the fathr~s were at
least high school graduates, while 31 percent of mothers and 47
percent of the fathers had held some employment during the two
years prior to the study. U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 1980.

This payment schedule was in effect from July 1, 1984 through June
30, 1985. From July 1, 1983 through June 30, 1984, the maximum
benefit for a family of three in California was $526. Prior to
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13.

1”.

15.

1%5.
17.

July 1, 1983, tiuis same benefit level was $506.

These figures for state payments are reported in U.S Department of
Health and Human Services, 1985, pp. 337-8.

For a more detailed description of how grants are calculated, see
Chapter 3 of Goldman et al., "Relationships between Earningc and
Welfare Benefits," 1985,

Ibid.

In July 1984, rules for sanctioning AFDC-U's while in the EWEP
camponent were changed. The federal wslrare grant would still be
closed for the sanctioned recipient of AFDC-U, but the State of
California would use state funds to continue to give aid to the
family, excluding the needs of the person sanctioned -- in a manner
similar to the federal AFDC rules. According to the County, the
AFDC monthly administrative records that are used in this report
include grants that draw from both federal and state monies. Since
the change in rules for sanctioning AFDC-U's was not implemented
until the fall of 1984, it affected only the last few months of
follow-up for the sample, Thus, sanctioning AFDC-U's in the EWEP
component after September 1984 would not result in as large a grant
reduction as during the earlier period. However, the change
affected only a small number of people since by this time few were
still in the EWEP component.

See Footnote 7.

The samples used in the impact and benefit-cost analyses differ in
size due to decisions about when to exclude cases that were missing
data; 11 percent of the members of the research sample were
eliminated from the impact analysis, and fewer, 6 percent, were
excluded from this benefit-cost study. Since the benefit-cost
study does not adjust data using regression analysis, sample
members were not excluded from this study if demographic baseline
data were missing. In contrast, cases were excluded from the
impact analysis if information was not available on key demographic
measures, such as age, ethnicity, marital status, history of
welfare receipt, prior eamployment, number of children, and educa-
tion; on this basis, 57 from the AFDC category and 4 from the
AFDC-U category were excluded. If a case was missing information
on more than three months of welfare payments, it was excluded from
tae benefit-cost anmalysis; this criterion eliminated 204 cases in
the AFDC category and 222 in the AFDC-7 group. If missing data on
at least one month of welfare payments, cases werz excluded from
the analysis of impacts on welfare and UI benefit receipt,
employment, and earnings; on this basis, 336 cases from the AFDC
group and 362 from the AFDC-U category were eliminated.

For both the impact and benefit-cost analyses, cases were elimi-
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18.

19.

20.

21.

nated 1f data were missing on basie characteristics such as
assistance category, research group and month of random assigmment.
In addition, 1f a case was missing a Social Security number it
could not be matched to the UI records and thus was eliminated.

In addition to %the UI earnings records, two other data scurces are
available for measuring employment and earnings of sample members,
but both Lave limitations, First, employment data were collected
by WIN or EPP staff and entered into EPPIS, but there is reason to
believe that the accuracy of this data source differs for experimen-
tals and controls., Since workshop leaders had the opportunity to
observe the Jjob search activities of program participants, the
employment of these participants was wmuch more 1likely to be
reported in these records than that of regular WIN registrants who
are the control group members. Furthermore, EPPIS program records
do not reflect employment behavior prior to registration and subse-
quent to WIN or EPP deregistration, and there may be differential
biases between registration and deregistraton rates of experimen-
tals and controls. Consequently, EPPIS program employment data
will be used only to measure placement activity, but not as a
measure of employment impacts. A second source is the six-month
applicant survey which captures information on the first job held
within a six-month follow-up period only for those individuals who
applied for welfare between January and June 1983.

Generally, it appears that EPPIS provides an acceptable measure of
the extent to which individuals were involved in program activi-
ties, but there was a lag between the occurrence of an activity and
its being recorded in EPPIS. Further, there were problems with the
accuracy of dates.

In the second year report, the UI benefit impacts were calculated
using the six-<month applicant survey. (See Goldman et al., 1985,
pp. 137-148.) In this report, universal data on the full sample
were avallable, The percentage of individuals receiving UI
benefits in the sixth month was fairly similar between the two data
sources for each research group, although these percentages were
consistently higher using the UI benefit records. For example, for
the AFDC's, the percentage receiving UI benefits according to the
UI benefit files ranged from 9.8 to 11.7 percent while the survey
accounted for between 4.7 and 9.2 percent.

EPPIS 183 another source of information on referrals to EWEP. This
source relies on EPP staff to complete a form that indicates an
individual has been referred to EWEP. However, since EPP staff had
little involvement with EWEP, the forms may not always have been
submitted on a timely basis, and referrals in EPPIS may thus be
understated to a greater extent than in the logs. Hence, EWEP logs
are used as the main source of information on EWEP referrals and
participation throughout this report.
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24,

For example, the response rate for the long-term female welfare
recipient sample in the National Supported Work Demonstration was
80 percent for the 27-month interview. (See Hollister et al.,
1984.) The response rate for female WIN registrants in the
Louisville WIN Laboratory project was 87 percent for a six-month
interview, and for a sample of female teen parents in Project
Redirection, the response rate was around 85 percent for a 24-month
survey.

For the first report, quarterly earnings data from EPPIS for 49
sample members with Social Security numbers were verified using a
direct inquiry procedure to the UI systenm. The verification
indicated that there was minimal discrepancy between this manual
check and the EPPIS data and hence, no evidence of incorrect
matching. Discrepancies, primarily due to late reporting of
earnings by employers and corrections initiated by UI Benefits
Claims staff, occurred in only two cases, and only for the most
recent quarter.

At least one month of data were missing for 9.3 percent of the AFDC
sample and 10.6 percent of the AFDC-U sample throughout the
follow-up period, The County of San Diego had considerable
difficulty matching its AFDC payment and case status records to the
identifiers for the sample members.

To assess the quality of welfare data in EPPIS, a comparison was
made between a sample of 188 cases in the EPPIS system with infor-
mation obtained from the microfiche of the original payments
records from the San Diego Department of Social Services. For
almost all persons with recorded welfare payments, the match
between the microfiche and EPPIS was exact. However, for those
missing welfare records in EPPIS, the microfiche often indicated
payments were made., Of the 55 cases with missing welfare records,
the microfiche showed some payments for 45 percent and no payments
for the remainder, When the EPPIS record indicated that
information on AFDC payments was missing for a specific month, a
value of zero was entered if the record showed denial of welfare or
deregistration due to sanctioning around that time period.

Employment and earnings impacts for the complete October 1982
through August 1983 sample were recomputed, inrcorporating the
individuals with missing welfare grant payments data. On the
whole, differences between these and the msin resuits of Tables 3.2
and 4.2 were minor. The supplementary impact estimates were some-
what icwer although the significance levels remained the same for
the eight cumulative impact estimates. ONnly one impact estimate
changed from positive to negative. The largest difference in
impacts was for AFDC-U earnings gains in both expei-.mental groups,
but none of these impacts was significantly different from zero.

The reader should not automatically infer that welfare impacts
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would also change by only a small amount if valid welfare records
were to become available for the missing data points. However,
glven the low overall rate of missing data, and the fact that these
data were distributed evenly across research groups, the actual
amount of these missing payments would have to differ substantially
aoross research groups to reverse the main conclusions of this
report,

CHAPTER 3

For the impact analysis, data were available for only 3,231 of the
3,591 sample members because 10 percent lacked welfare and, to a
lesser extent, CIS demographic data.

Since random assigmment occurred at the point of application to
study the upfront job placement effort, the experimental groups
contained individuals who both did and did not register with EPP as
well as those who did and did not participate in program acti-
vities, This was the case because measured characteristics of
participants could be identified only after the program began.
Given the research design, if impacts on participants alone had
been studied, it would have been necessary to single out, within
the control group, a similar subgroup of individuals who would have
participated if the program had been available to them. This is
virtually impossible, since so many ummeasured characteristics,
such as motivation and situational circumstances, are usually
related to the fact of participation. Thus, the research design
combined the groups in the experimental sample.

Table C.2 uses a base of all research sample members who registered
with EPP or WIN at some point during the nine-month follow-up
period, This appears justified since registration rates for the
three research groups were quite similar except for the AFDC-DU
controls, as indicated in Table 4.1. Further, among those appli-
cants who never registered, 13.2 percent were receiving welfare in
the ninth mo:th,

See Chapter 4 of the second report for a compl ai< discussion of the
findings from the case file study.

Unemployment Insurance (UI) records report earnings by calendar
quarter (January-March, April-June, etc.). Thus, depending on when
in the calendar quarter an individual applied for welfare, the
quarter of welfare application reflected zero to two months of
post-application follow-up. Thus, the quarter of application is
not a true follow-up quarter for earnings. Because time lags
occurred between random assignment (i.e., welfare application) and
the next activity (usually program registration but scuetimes
employment), the calendar quarter in which random assignment took
place probably reflected 1little applicant activity and wmostly
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earnings reported through the UI system from jobs held before
applicants applied for AFDC, As a result, the quarter following
the one of application (quarter 2) is considered the first quarter
of follow-up for impacts on employment and earnings, and reflects
behavior during the three-to-five-month period after welfare
application,

There is not necessarily a one-for-one relationship between percent
wiployed and earnings reported in a given quarter, since an indi-
vidual is counted as employed if the earnings are one dollar or
saveral hundred dollars, The level of quarterly earnings is
affected by several factors: at which point in the quarter an
individual becomes employed (and, hence, the total number of weeks
worked in a given quarter), the hours worked per week and the
average hourly wage rate., A low level of earnings, for instance,
can reflect many situations: a large number of individuals who find
Jobs toward the end of the quarter; part-time jobs; jobs with low
hourly pay; or a combimation of all these factors. Since UI
earnings records data mask the extent of the work effort and types
of jobs held, percent employed is a more useful outcome measure
than the level of earnings,

As discussed in the second report, job search in San Diego did not
seem to affect the types of jobs obtained by experimentals, which
were similar to those of controls at least during the six months
after welfare application, according to the applicant survey. The
average hourly wage rate for all AFDC-U's with jobs was approxi-
mately $6.50, considerably higher than the $4.50 recorcded for
employed AFDC's, AFDC's also worked slightly fewer hours each weak
(about 33) compared to the almost 40 hours of employed AFDC-U'!s,
Most of the AFDC group had jobs in service industries and retail
trades, while the AFDC-U's worked in manufacturing and construction

industries.

The workshops also did not appear to affect job retention: 61
percent of the employed AFDC controls as compared to 52 percent of
the Job Search/EWEP and 59 percent of the Job Search experimentals
were still working at their first jobs at the end of the six-month
follow-up period of the applicant survey. The job retention rates
were simi: *v across research groups for the AFDC-U's,

The ‘.. ¢ design measured outcomes beginning at the time an
indiv:: a1l submitted an applicatiorn for welfare, Waile program
impacts on the initial decisicn to apply for welfare cannot be
determined, the possibility of deterrence due to individuals
withdrawing tueir applications, as well as cdenial of grant applica-
tions and discontinuance of welfare grants, can be examined.

Duriny the study period, California deducted mandatory payroll
taxes from the gross earned income of AFDC applicants and
recipients bhefore applying the deductions for work expenses,
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child-care costs, and the $30 plus 1/3 disregard. This practice
conflicted with the rules established by U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services following OBRA. California continued to apply
the standard deduction, however, under the order of a Federal
Appellate Court and until the passage of the Deficit Reduction Act
of 1984 (DEFRA).

MDRC conducted a special study of the relaticnship between earnings
and welfare benefits for working recipients for the Congressional
Research Service. This case study was done in four areas including
San Diego, using as a basis the impact samplas from MDRC's Work/
Welfare Demonstration. For a detailed diacussion of the method-
ology and findings see Qoldman et al,, %Relationship Between
Earnings and Welfare Benefits," 1985,

The ¥DRC study described in Footnote 10 found that approximately 14
percent of the San Diego research sample recorded both welfare
payments and earnings within the same month. This compares to only
9 percent of the study sample in Virginia, 8 percent of the study
sample in Maryland and about 2 percent of the study sample in West
Virginia,

See the second report, Goldman et al., 1985, pp. 92-93.

For discussion of the EWEP referral and activity process, see the
second report, Goldman et al., 1985 pp. 62 through 69,

Calculations of the EWEP add-on impacts for those completing the
workshopa without a job and those who did not, involved segmenting
the two experimental groups -- Job Search and Job Search/EWEP by
workshop completion status =-- and comparing outcomes for each
subgroup. This approach seemed rassonable since there was strong
evidence that for both program models, the job search workshops
were similar, As indicated in Appendix Table C.4, average days
attended and completion status were similar for both experimental
groups., Further, the demographic characteristics of completers in
both experimental groups were similar (as indicated in Appendix
Tables C.5 and C.6).

During the later application period, there also appeared to be some
EWEP effect on earnings for noncompleters, but the effect on
completers, particularly for employment outcomes, was greater. See
Apprendix Table C.8.

MDRC Board of Directors, 1985.

The two applicant groups also differed demographically in one way
because of a change in program guidelines. Prior to January 1983,
women With children under the age of six (formerly WIN volunteers)
who were out of the home for more than brief and infrequent periods
were mandated to register with the program -- either the experiment-
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al or WIN programs =-- and therefore were randomly assigned and
included in the 1impact analysis, After January 1983, these
individuals were no longer randomly assigned or included in the
sample.

Receipt of two or more sources of income in any one quarter does
not necessarily mean that these income streams were being received
simul taneously,

See the second report, Goldman et al., Chapter 5, Section B and
Hoerz et al., 1985.

In Chapter § whioch examines the AFDC-U's, the extent of prior UI
berefit receipt is also amalyzed as a separate subgroup. In the
AFDC ocategory, however, accurate impact estirates could not be
calculated for this subgroup since there were so few indivdiuals
who had received UI Dbenefits in the six months prior to
application.

See, for example; the presults of the Louisvilie WIN laboratory
demonstration of Job Search in Wolfhagen, 1983; Hollister et al.,
1984, on the Supported Work Program for the longer-term female
recipients; and Brown et al., February 1983, on the Employment
Opportunity Pilot Project.

Bane and Eliwood. 1983.

CHAPTER 4

See Footnote 7 in Chapter 3 for a discussion of the types of jobs
held by the tuwo assistance categories.

As noted previously, in July 1984 rules for sanctioning AFDC-U's in
EWEP changed. See Footnote 15 in Chapter 2. Essentially, while
the federal AFDC grant is still closed for a sanctioned AFDC-U,
state aid funds continue to assist the family except for the person
sanctioned =~ similar to the AFDC rules. Since the administrative
records used as a source of data for this evaluation contain grants
that include both federal and state monies, this new ruling could
cause lower grant reductions for the AFDC-U's in EWEP during the
last few quarters of follow-up. However, the new rule was not
implemented until after September of that year, and because few
were left in the EWEP component by that time, the change ahould not
affect the welfare level of many sample members.

It 1s of interest that there did not seem to be any changes in
program performance between application periods. As with the
AFDC's, participation and other activity levels were similar in
both application periods, although for the later Job Search/EWEP
group, participation in any activity -- EWEP included -- was slight-

-257=-

324



y,
5.

1.

2.

3.

ly 1lower, One other notable but not statistically significant
difference was the higher sanctioning rates for the later Job
Search only applicants, (See Appendix Tables D.1 and D.2)

See the second report, Goldman et al., 1985, pp. 137-145.

The impact estimates for the subgroup of those on welfare for more
than two years are less precise than those for the other subgroups
since only 170 AFDC-U applicants in the three research groups had
received welfare for that length of time.

Categorization of AFDC-U's by recent work history is directly
related to AFDC-U eligibility. Individuals in two-parent
households are eligible for welfare if they show attachment to the
labor foroe during the year prior to application. Attachment is
defined as having had six or more quarters of work within any
13-calendar quarter period ending within one year prior to the
application -for AFDC-U or having received UI benefits within the
year prior to application or having been eligible for UI benefits
in the year prior to application. Thus, AFDC-U's may not actually
have worked during the year prior to application but had to have
had some recent employment history.

CHAPTER 5

Two of these benefit-cost evaluations are especially noteworthy
because they are of programs that served AFDC recipients. See the
evaluation of the National Supported Work Demonstration by Kemper
et al., 1981; and the evaluation of the Employment Opportunity
Pilot Project by Long et al., 1983.

Long and Knox, 1985.

’

However, program participants are also taxpayers and -- as dis-
cussed in the "Tax Payments™ section of this chapter -- one of the
effects of EPP Job Search and EWEP is to increase the amount of

taxes they pay.

The experimental-control differences in means were not regression
adjusted.

However, social demand is reflected by cost estimates only if the
estimated market costs reflect both the marginal costs and marginal
benefits of the resources. This need not be the case, however,
because of market imperfections, the irability of govermment to
acourately interpret social demand for public goods, and other
factors. See Kemper and Long, 1981.

These estimates were made using data from the Job Search and EWEP
attendance logs and EPPIS. They include inzctive time between
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10.
1.

12.

13.

14,

15.

application for welfare and the beginning of program participation.

Supervisors were asked to estimate the number of hours it would
take regular workers to do the same work done by participants
during the hours they were assigned to work at the agency. The
ratio of estimated regular workers' hours to participant assign-
ment hours (for the worksite survey sample) was then multiplied by
the BIEP assigmment hours for those who participated in ENEP (for
all experimentals). The assignment hours estimates for EWEP parti-
cipants were made using data from the EWEP logs maintained by the
County of San Diego.,

Specifically, average EWEP assigmment hours were calculated only
for those months in which participants worked at least one hour.
This estimate dif'fers from the one used in the interim benefit-cost
analysis, which included a certain amount of assignment time when
participants were not working (for any of several different
reasons) and thus overstated slightly the value of FEWEP output.

This estimation methodology is described in more detail by Long and
Knox, 1985.

See Chapter 5, Goldman et al., 1984.
Ibid.

This i1s a standard economic assumption made in analyses of this
kind, The assumption implies that employers will not pay compen-
sation in excess of the dollar value of an employee's contribution
to output. This &llows an estimate of the value of the net
increase in output due to EPP/EWEP based on observed earnings
differences, However, experimentals and controls may obtain jobs
in noncompetitive labor markets, notably in the public sector,
which may result in some amount of error in the benefit estimates.

Using microsimulation techniques, Smeedling estimated the value of
fringe benefits as 17.9 percent of wages and salaries for workers
earning less than $10,000 in 1979. See Smeedling, 1981.

However, in producing this output, EWEP participants bear out-of-
pocket costs that are treated separately in this analysis. These
costs are discussed later in this chapter.

Most agency supervisors and managers interviewed as part of the
worksite survey indicated that the work performed by the EWEP
participants was important to the day-to-day activities of their
agencies. Indeed, a substantial number indicated that the work had
been regularly done until recent budget cuts had forced agencies to
make staff reductions. For a detailed discussion of the relation-
ship between supply-price estimates and the demand for output such
as EWEP produces, see Kemper and Long, 1981. Given the framework
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

laid out by Kemper and Long and the results of the worksite survey,
it is likely that the average demand price for the output is below
the estimated supply price, but not necessarily greatly below it.
See Long and Knox, 1985, for additional details.

Using data from the worksite survey, 1t was estimated that 3 per-
cent of the work done by EWEP participants would have been perform-
ed by employees who would have been hired irn the absence of the
EWEP program, Bowever, this estimate is not statistically differ-
ent from zero, and it is evidence only of short-term displacement.
Longer-term displacement is a very complicated 1ssue and reliable
estimates of it are almost impossible to make. See Long and Knox,
1985, for additional discussion.

Tax liability was imputed on the basis of tax rates and regula-
tions summarized in The U,S, Master Tax Guides, 1983 and the State
JTax Gujde, as well as average consumption data for low-income
households from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

Differences were computed using UI benefits data on the entire
research sample through March 1985, The short-term differences
estimated for the second report were made using UI records for a
subsample of experimentals and controls who reported receiving UI
payments in the applicant survey (See Long and Knox, 1985).

Survey differences were nultiplied by six to estimate overall
differences during the observation period; see Long and Knox, 1985,
for discussion of the estimation procedure, The differences were
assumed to apply to only the early applicants covered by the
survey; the differences were not extrapolated.

The estimation procedure mirrors the Food Stamps benefit calcula-
tion rules that apply for eligible households. First, countable
income was estimated as the sum of earnings, welfare, and UI, minus
the earnings disregard (18 percent of earnings) and medical and
child-care deductions (estimated using MediCal and child-care cost
data). Second, the benefits for which households are eligible were
calculated as the maximum payment level minus the "expected food
contribution,® which was computed based on the countable income.
The short-term estimates presented in the benefit-cost analysis in
the second report were made on the basis cf applicant survey data
(see Long and Knox, 1985), not this procedure,

MediCal payment and enrollment data covering fiscal year 1983 were

obtained from the MediCal Status Repor!t (June 1983) and Services
en e (Report MDP=024), both

produced by the California State Health and Welfare Agency, Center
for Health Statistics.

The UI estimates reported here are lower than those presented in
the second report for three potential reasons. First, the estima-
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23.

24,

25,

26.

2.

28.

29,

tion procedures are diffeient (see Footnote 18 above). Second, the
subsample used to estimate UI differences in the second report
excluded persons who applied for welfare before January and after
June 1983 (who were not in the applicant survey sample); those late
applicants on average showed reductions in UI payments compared to
the increases for earlier applicants, Finally, the data used for
the second report extended only through December 1983, while the
data used this time extend through March 1985,

Administrative cost data were obtained from the XYorkload and Cost
Comparison Report (June 1983), produced by Financial Management
Services, California State Health and Welfare Agency; the MediCal

i and the _Budget of the U.S., Goverpment
Appendix: Fiscal Year 1983.

The participation was not intended. However, a few controls
managed to find their way into this program, which was run by the
same staff who operated EWEP, The program was essentially identi-
cal to EWEP except that participants worked fewer hours per month.

Attendance data on ESP enrollees were obtained from the County of
San Diego, and enrollees were matched to members of the experimen-
tal and control samples in order to estimate experimental-control
ESP enrollment differences,

Regional Employment and Training Consortium (RETC) cost and enroll-
ment data covering fiscal year 1983 were provided to MDRC. These
indicated that the average cost of training was $918 per partici-
pant, The cost of the Food Stamps Wcrkfare program was estimated
using time-study data on the staff hours devoted to the program
(the time study is described in the "Program Operating Costs"
section of this chapter), which were valued according to pertinent
salary rates and then marked up for fringe benefits, nonpersonnel
expenses, and overhead; the cost per participant was then calcu~
lated using participation data supplied by the County Department of
Social Services. For details, see Long and Knox, 1985,

The present discounted value of extrapolated future benefits was
ectimated by multiplying the base period estimate by a single
extrapolation factor that takes into account the other three
elements -~ the time horizon, decay rate, and discount rate. For a
specification and discussion of the factor, see Kemper, et al.,
1981,

This estimate was made by Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood using
longitudinal data on AFDC families; see Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

Decay rates were computed as the percent reductions in experi-
mental-control differences from the first quarter after program

participation (which was the second quarter for the Job Search
program and the third quarter for Job Search/EWEP) to the last

-2 1=

328



30.

31.

32.

33.

34

35.

36.

quarter of available data. Positive quarterly earnings decay rates
of between 2 and 39 percent were computed for all groups except
early AFDC-U applicants (October 1982-March 1983) assigned to Job
Search/ENEP and late AFDC applicants (April-August 1983) assigned
to both programs; the negative decay rates that were computed in
these cases were treated as zero decay for the purposes of extra-
polation. Quarterly welfare decay rates were positive in all
cases, and ranged from 5 to 22 percent.

The choice of a discount rate has been a source of continuing
debate both in govermment and in the economics literature; see, for
example, Hanke and Anwyll, 1980. While there is no “correct® rate,
5 percent is within the range of rates usually used in benefit-cost
analyses.

The exceptions are the earnings and fringe benefits estimates for
applicants assigned to Job Search; the adjusted estimates for the
entire observation period were $200 per experimental lower for the
AFDC assistance group and $331 higher for the AFDC-Us. All other
differences between unmadjusted and adjusted estimates for earnings
and fringe benefits and for AFDC payments were less than $150 per
experimental,

All DSS and EDD staff who worked in EPP and/or EWEP in the lowval
offices completed time sheets during this two-week period, Copies
of the time sheets and the instructions used, as well as descrip-
tions of procedures and results, are provided in Long and Knox,

1985.

The random assigmment process is entirely due to the research.
Eighty percent of the line staff time spent on EPPIS was consider-
ed resenmch-related because, in the absence of EPP/EWEP, manage-
ment reporting (similar to EPPIS) would have been done only for a
20 percent sample of clients, Part of other program reporting (but
none of the record updating done by social workers) was judged to
be researsh-related. Iwenty percent of both local and state
administration was estimated to be research-related based on
interviews with administrative staff.

EPP operations reached an “ongoing"™ status by the end of Septem-
ber, but EWEP operations started up and developed gradually dur-
ing the quarter, Because recorded EWEP enrollment days during the
first quarter were 80 percent below their level in the subsequent
two quarters, although costs were the same, 80 percent of the first
quarter EWEP expenditures were judged to be ®start-up costs.®

These data were obtained from Table 3.2, "™WIN Registrant Status,"
in statewide WIN ESARS reports covering the five quarters over
which cost data have been collected (October 1982 - December 1983).

The EWEP attendance log data extend only through February 1984.
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37.

38.

39.

41,

42,

1.

Thus, EWEP enrollment day differences were adjusted to cover the
period of March-September 1984 using EPPIS data.

For the purposes of EWEP cost estimation, all assigmment days
between referral and work-assignment completion were taken into
account, However, in computing the value of the output from EWEP,
only assignment days for months in which participants actually
worked were used.

The gross costs of operating EPP/EWEP were $736 per experimental
for the AFDC Job Search/EWEP group, $668 for AFDC Job Search, $839
for AFDC-U Job Search/EWEP, and $695 for AFDC-U Job Search groups.
Costs are averaged over those who participated and those who did
not,

The Employment Development Department's Petty Cash System, an
automated reporting system for recording enrollee allowances and
expenses, was used for making these estimates. The estimates of
allowances reported in the second report used Petty Cash data that
were incomplete, necessitating adjustments. Complete data, how-
ever, were used in this analysis,

The gross costs of allowances and support services for the Job
Search/EWEP group were $39 and $43 for the AFDC and AFDC-U
categories, respectively., For the Job Search group, the gross
costs were $35 and $37.

As noted in Footnote 6 of Chapter 4, individuals from two-parent
households are eligible for AFDC-U if they worked for six or more
quarters within any 13-quarter calendar period ending one year
prior to application or if they received or were eligible for UI

benefits within the year prior to application.

Some AFDC cases are not eligible for federal matching. As a
result, the actual breakdown for AFDC payments during the period
covered by this analysis was 49.9 percent federal, 44.8 percent
state and 5.4 percent county; the breakdown for AFDC-U payments was
49.5, 45.1 and 5.4; and the breakdown for administrative costs was

49.7, 25.2 and 25.1.

APPENDIX F
For further discussion, see Long and Knox, 1985,

This annual decay rate in earnings for WIN clients was estimated by
Ketron, Inc., 1982.
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