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PREFACE

This 1is the first of two reports on a welfare employment initiative
operated 1in San Diego, California as part of the Social Security
Administration's two-site Demonstration of Saturation Work Programs in an
Urban Area. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania was the other site. The study
looks at a multicomponent program that operated from July 1985 until late
1987, when it was replaced by a new statewide initiative, the Greater
Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program.

The demonstration is of particular importance because of the unusual
nature of the program and the strength of the research design. San Diego
tested the feasikt!lity of requiring continuous participation of welfare
applicants and recipients in a series of work-related activities for as
long as they remained on welfare. The activities included job search, work
experience, and referral to education and training programs. fThe study was
intended to determine the maximum feasible level of monthly participation,
as well as to provide information on the sensitivity of measured rates to
different definitions of participation. The impacts of such a program on
employment and welfare receipt were also of primary interest.

This report covers issues of impl ementation and participation, and
presents short-term impacts on employment and welfare receipt. The finai
report, scheduled for 1989, will examine longer-term impacts and compare

the program's benefits and costs.
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We hope that the findings fream this evaluation will contribute to

informed decision-making and ultimately lead to the develomment and
operation of even more effective programs designed to increase the

self~sufficlency of welfare recipients.

Judith M. Gueron
President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For approximately two years, starting in July 1985, the County of San
Diego in California operated the Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) as
part of the Social Security Administration's two—-site Demonstration of
Saturation Work Programs in an Urban Area. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania was
the other site. The demonstration, directed towards individuals applying
for or receiving benefits under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program, was intended to test the feasibility of having at least
three~quarters of program-eligibles active in a welfare employment program
at all times as well as the impact of such a program on employment and
welfare receipt.

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) has been
evaluating SWIM under a contract from the California Department of Social
Services. This report, the first of two, examines the feasibility of
continuously serving a large proportion of the WIN-mandatory caseload. In
San Dlego, this included both people on AFDC (mostly women who are single
heads~of-household with children aged six or older) and on AFDC-U (mostly
aen 1n two-parent households). Together, these groups accounted for
approximately 40 percent of the welfare caseload.

The report examines different ways of measuring participation and the
factors that affected participation levels. Short-term impacts on employ-
ment and welfare receipt are also presented. A final report, scheduled for
caupletion in 1989, will examine longer~term impacts and compare the

program’s benefits and costs.
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Policy Significance of SWIM

As part of a broader dehate about the conditions that should properly
be attached to the receipt of welfare, there is strong interest in learning
the extent to which AFDC recipients can be required to participate in
employment-~related activities in return for thelr grant. Tﬁe SWIM
demonstration grew out of a general philosophy that the participation
requirement should be greater than had been the case in most previous
welfare employment programs, which tended to impose short-term obligations,
often for only a part of the WIN-mandatory caseload.

By explicitly seeking to maximize the proportion of the entire
WIN-mandatory caseload that participates for the full duration of their
stay on welfare, SWIM provides an opportunity to begin determining
realistic benchmarks for programs which similaxly try to “saturate® the
caseload. Development of these benchmarks aiso bears directly on the
congressional debate about whether -- and, if so, at what level --
pParticipation standards should be set for welfare employmelit programs.

Participation rates can be examined fram several perspectives. Two of
those addressed in this report are particularly relevant. The f£flirst
perspective focuses on the extent to which the full WIN-mandatory caseload
was 1involved in employment-related activities at a particular point 1in
time., This is measured as a ‘monthly participation rate® -- the proportion
of individuals eligible for the program during a month who actually parti-
cipated during that month., The second perspective concerns the continuity
of 1individuals® Participation, and 1is measured as the percentage of

registrants who participated during every month they were subject to the
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program's requirements,

These two measures, together with an examination of the reasons why
individuals did not participate, help define the feasible upper bounds of a
participation (or ‘*saturaticon®) requirement. As this report will Z2es:rihe,
however, the results are sensitive t; the method by which participation
rates are calculated and to the specific conditions in San Diego during the
pericd of the SWIM demonstration. fThese and other factors, such as program
costs and benefits, need to be taken into account in assessing the

feasibility of achieving particular participetion levels.

Overview of Findings

The SWIM program operated in place of WIN in two of the most urban of
the county's seven welfare administrative areas, comprising about 40
percent of the county's caseload. Program activities included job search
assistance which taught participants how to locate and obtain unsubsidized
jobs; the Puployment Work Experience Program (EWEP) which required
reciplents to work in public or nonprofit agencies in exchange for their
benefits; and referrals to rommunity education and training programs.

During typical months of the demonstration, approximately one~half of
the WiN-mandatory caseload subject to the participation requirement w-~
active in either job search, work experience, education and training, or
employment while still registered with the program, About one-third
participated during almost all the months that they were eligible for the
progran.

Despite the fact that many program-eligibles did not participate on a

continuous basis, the report concludes that San Diego reached the maximum
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feasible participation rates for a program such as SWIM. This 1s suggested
by a number of factors. Individuals who did not participate in a particu-
lar month were often only temporarily inactive. In addition, most of those
who did not participate had legitimate reasons for being inactive, such as
walting for program ccmponents to begin. In all, only about 10 percent of
those eligible in any month failed to participate without a program-
approved reason.

There are a number of reasons for caution in generalizing the San
bliego findings to other areas or situations. For example, the results were
very sensitive to the types of activities counted as "participation® (e.g.,
program-arranged activities, self-initiated education and training, or
in-program employment) as well as to those who were counted as °“program-
eligible.?® In addition, the particular conditions in San Diego -- a
relatively good labor market coupled with California's high grant levels,
the county's oxtensive community education and training rtesources, its
lengthy prior experience in operating similar employment initiatives, and
the avallability of supplementary funding -- suggest that comparable rates
might not be achieved in other areas of the state or nation with less
favorable conditions. An examination of participation levels in similar
saturation programs in other locations is needed to determine the range of
levels achlevable under varied conditions and resources.

Finally, calculation of the participation rates presented 1in this
report hinged upon the existence of caumprehensive and accurate data. Much
of the data came from a management information syscem established
specifically for the demonstration. Participation rates could not readily

be calculated for programs,lacking such data systems.
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The study's impact analysis showed that, at least in the short-run,
SWIM increased both employment and earnings and reduced welfare receipt for
AFDC registrants (called AFDC~FG's in California). These positive impacts
were sustained throughout the nine~ to twelve-month follow-up period and in
scme cases were still increasing at the end of this period. For the AFDC-U
registrants, SWIM increased employment and reduced welfare payments,
although impacts on earnings were less consistent. The employment gains
for the AFDC-U's are of particular interest in light of the absence of
employment impacts in several prior MDRC studies of programs for this

population. The f£inal report on SWIM will extend the analysis to determine

whether the impacts are sustained over a longer period of time.

Program Context

As noted above, San Diego was an unusuval setting in which to test the
feasibility of operating a multi-component program with an ongoing parti-
cipation requirement for most of the WIN-mandatory caseload.

First, during the period SWwIM operated, the San Diego economy was
relatively healthy. Unemployment rates in the county were below those for
the State of California and the Unitrd States as a whole. Additionally,
program registrants benefited from the tenth highest welfare grant level in
the country. California's high AFDC grant levels, coupled with San Diego's
healthy economy, enabled more program registrants to combine unsubsidized
employment with the receipt of welfare than would be the case in other
arcas, In SWIM, employment of at least 15 hours per week fulf.lled the
program's participation obligation.

Second, unlike scme areas of the country, San Diego has an extensive




network of educational and trailning facilities. The availability of these
opportunities 1increased the likelihood that SWIM registrants could, on
thelr own initiative, participate in these programs. This network of
services also faclilitated SWIM staff's placement of registrants in these
activities.

Third, wunlike many welfare agencles, the San Diego County welfare
department had lengthy experience in successfully implementing welfare
employment programs. The SWIM model 1itself was an expansion of the
county's previous program, which involved three-week job search workshops,
followed by 13 weeks c¢f work experience. Prior to that, the county had
experimented with workfare programs for food stamp recipients. This
experience reduced some of the start-up issues that might otherwise have
beeﬁ expected 1in SWIM and contributed to relatively smooth program
implementation.

Fourth, the county's regular WIN allocation was supplemented by State
Employment Preparation Program (EPP) monies and by special federal
demonstration funds. SWIM, therefore, does not test program participation
rates achievable 1f only WIN funding were available.

It is also important to understand the characteristics of the individ-
uals whg entered the program, since the nature of the targeted population
probably affected participation levels and program impacts. Among the AFDC
registrants in the impact sample, 39 percent were applicants and almost all
were females, with an average age of 34. Forty-two percent were black, 27
percent were white, and 26 percent were Hispanic. Eight percent of the
AFDC s=ample spoke only Spanish. Fixty-six percent had a high school

diploma or GED. Over half of the sample had received welfare for at least
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five years during their entire life. Almost half of the sample had never
been employed throughout the two and one-half years prior to initial
program registration.

Zmong the AFDC~U impact sample members, 60 percent were applicants.
Ninety-one percent were male, averaging 33 years of age. Fortv-two percent
of the AFDC-U's were Hispanic, and 16 percent spoke only Spanish. 'me‘nty-
five percent were white, 20 percent were black and 11 percent were Asian.
Less than half (46 percent) had a high school diplcma or GED. The AFDC-U
sample did not have as much of a welfare history as the AFDC sample: Less
than 15 percent had received welfare for at least five years during their
entire 1life. Less than one-third had never been enployed throughout the

two and one-half years prior to registration.

Program Model

The SWIM program model specified set sequences of components, depend-
ing on registrants' activities as of and prior to registration, The
majority of individuals were assigned to an jinitial two-week job search
workshop. The first week of the workshop consisted of gqroup sessions
designed to build self-confidence and job-seeking skills, In the second
week, registrants used teleph;ne banks to call prospective employers.
Individuals who did not find employment by the end of the workshop were
referred to EWEP, or work experience, in which they were reguired to hold
positions in public or nonprofit agencies for up to 13 weeks. Concurrent
with EWEP, registrants were referred to biweekly job clubs, which were
usually similar to the "telephone® portion of the job search workshops.

Those who completed EWEP and job clubs without finding employment were

‘?n
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assessed to determine their next activity. Options included Adult Basic
Education programs, courses for General Educational Development (GED)
diplama preparation, English - a Second Language (ESL} programs, skills
training, on-the-~job trainin¢ and additional job search activities. SWIM
did not operate or fund education or training activities. Rather, program
staff referred registrants to existing community programs.

There were several variations to the above seguence, depending on
whether registrants had attended job search workshops or BHEP as part of a
previous program. _In addition, registrants who were enrolled in education
or training activities at the time of initial program registration were
allowed to continue 1in these activities if they met the program's
requirements as to content, duration and intensity. Similarly, registrants
who were employed at least 15 hours per week at the time of initial program
registration were not assigned to program activities. However, once a
registrant completed or dropped out of a self-initiated education or
training program or stopped working, he/she was assigned to the regular

SWIM program sequence.

Implementation Findings

® Registrants generally proceeded smoothly thrcugh the program,
in spite of a complicated case management structure.
Substantial staff resources were required, however, to carry
out case management tasks.
Several different agencies or staff units provided program services
and served as case ma agers to registrants progressing through the SWIM

model, Each set of staff provided one type of program activity. As

17
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registrants completed an activity, they were referred to a different set of
staff,

Two factors contributed to the relatively smooth progression of
registrants from one component to another. First, the county had extensive
experience with this type of case management. Second, the f ixed-sequence
nature of most of the SWIM model provided staff with clear gquidelines on
activity assignments,

Program staff were occupled by case management tasks to a greater
extent than the provision of direct program services. Two~-thirds of
professional staff time connected with SWIM was spent on case management
tasks: monitoring attendance, dealing with noncompl iance, arranging
support services and tracking registrants' activities. Over one-third of
the staff time spent on case management consisted of arranging and
authorizing support service payments.

® Although the SWIM automated tracking system was designed to

aid in case management as well as provide data for the
research, the system functioned primarily as a data depository
ané not as an interactive system that provided timely
asgistance to staff in tracking registrants.

In part, the time case managers spent on tracking registrants' acti-
vities reflected the fact that the SWIM automated tracking system was not
fully exploited., One set of staff was responsible, along with their other
program duties, for ensuring that the automated system reflected all
reglstrant activity. Given the many program ccmponents in SWIM, the
various sets of staff involved and the program's ongoing participation
requirement, this task was very time-consuming, .hough the system could

have been used to do much of the clerical work in tracking registrants®

activities, the county did not have the staff or resources to develop




computer routines that would allow local offices to make extensive use of

the system.

Participation Within a 12-lonth Follow-Up Period

® About two-thirds of those eligible for SWIM services partici-
pated in some activity within 12 months of initial program
entry. Most participants were active in job search, with
fewer in EWEP or education/training activities.

Slightly over half -- 51 percent of the AFDC registrants and 57
percent of the AFDC~U registrants -- participated in some type of job
search activity during the follow-up period. Most of these participants
were active 1in two-week job search workshops, generally the first type of
activity to which registrants were assigned.

Participation was not as common 1n work experience, which generally
followed job search activities. Approximately 19 percent of both AFDC's
and AFDC-U's participated 1in EWEP during the 12 months following
registration.

Approximately 24 percent of the AFDC registrants and 17 percent of the
AFDC-U registrants participated in education or training activities within
the follow-up period. The majority of these participants were placed in
these activities by program staff. However, the extent to which SWIM
increased registrants' enrollment in education and training beyond what
individuals would have done on their own 1is not yet clear. This
Information will be available for the £inal SWIM report.

According to program activity dagé, over one~third of the SWIM-

eligibles were employed at some point for at least 15 hours per week while

remaining registered with the program. Individuals who were employed less
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than 15 hours per week were assigned to reqular program activites, while
those employed part-time (15-30 hours per week) were deferred. Individuals
employed more than 30 hours per week were eventually deregistered from the
program.

Eleven percent of the AFDC's and 8 percent of the AFDC-U's were sanc-
tioned for noncampliance within the 12-month follow-up period. These rates
were higher than those observed in most of the programs evaluated as part

of MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives.

Levels of Monthly Participation

As discussed above, several different measures were used to address
the extent to which SWIM imposed an ongoing participation requirement on a
substantial proportion of those eligible for the program. Findings using
two of these measures are outlined below. The first measure es.imates the
percent of those eligible for the program in any given month who partici-
pated during that month (i.e., monthly participation rates) and indicates
the types of activities in which registrants were participating each month.
The second measure examines the extent to which individuals participated
during every month they were eligible for the program, by calculating the
proportion of registrants' program-eligible months 1in which they
participated.

Approximately 8,300 individuals were eligible for program services
during the two-year time span of the demonstration. Once the existing
caseload was phased into the program, an average of 3,592 individuals were

eligible for services in any month.

&
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e Monthly participation rates varied greatly, depending on the
types of activities counted. During the second year of SWIM,
average monthly participation rates were 22 percent if only
those in program—-arranged services are included, increased to
33 percent when education and training activities initiated by
registrants are 2also counted, and reached 52 percent by
further including employment while registered.

Fiqure 1 presents monthly participation rates for each of the 24
months of the demonstration., Rates for SWIM as an ongoing program are best
reflected in the fiqures for the second year, when the existing WIN-regis-
trant caseload had been phased into SWIM. In any one month during this
period, between 18 and 28 percent of those eligible at least one day for
the program participated in job search, work experience, or program-
arranged education or training., Defined in this manner, monthly partici-
pation rates were similar for AFDC's and AFDC-U's.

When the definition of participation was expanded to also include
registrant-initiated education and training, monthly rates were from 31 to
35 percent during the second year. This proportion was similar for AFDC's
and AFDC-U's.

If employment while registered is also counted as participation, the
rates ranged from 47 to 55 percent. Monthly participation rates calculated
in this manner were slightly higher for AFDC's than for AFDC-U's, because
welfare regulations permit AFDC's to combine work and welfare to a greater

extent than AFDC-U's.

e Approximately one-third of progras—-eligibles participated
during almost all the months they were in the program. This
included individuals who were in th.. program for relatively
long periods of time,

On average, registrants were eligible for SWIM services for 7.8 months

during the l2-month follow-up period. A small proportion of all regis~
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trants -- 16 percent —-- elther participated in program activities or were
employed in each month they were eligible,.

However, 1f a few months of inactivity are allowed, 36 percent of
registrants were active in almost all (70 percent) of the months they were
program-eligible. On average, this group was eligible for the program for
8.0 months duaring the follow-up per.od. Continuous participation was as
likely for individuals with long periods of eligibility as for those with
short perilods.

¢ While monthly participation rates fell short of the 75 percent

goal, an examination of reasons for nonparticipation indicated
that San Diegd achieved the maximum rates possible in SWIM.

According to case file reviews, close to 90 percent of those eligible
for program services in any month were either active cr otherwise cocmplied
with program requirements during the month, even if they did not parti-
cipate. Only about one-tenth were inactive due to noncooperation or
program staff fallure to assign or follow-up registrants.

Among those 1inactive, many were assigned to componentcs (e.g., job
search workshops, EWEP worksite positions or education/training programs)
scheduled to begin during the next month. Scme individuals were temporar-—
1ly excused from participation due to illness or other situational factors.
Some were pending deregistrations. A small number were undocumented
workers, who were required to register for the program but were not
required to participate.

As this suggests, many of those who did not participate in a given

month were only temporarily inactive. In fact, about one-quarter of those

lnactive participated in either the month before or the month following
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their inactive month. In all, two-thirds of those inactive in any month

participated at some point in SWIM.

Implications for Setting Participation Standards

® SWIM showa that participation rates are affected by many
factors, including the program model and local conditions.
Consequently, localities will face unequal challenges °
trying to achieve the same monthly participation rates.

The SWIM program model placed some constraints on measured partici-
pation. First, the evaluation only counted as program participants people
who were active in specific, real ;omponents: job search workshops or job
clubs, HEHEP, or education and training. Administrators interested in
maximizing measured rates could instead define participation in a 1less
stringent manner, by also including assessments, assigmment to an activity
or patticipation 1in 1less demanding services -- for example, ongoing
individual job search.

Second, in SWIM, some temporary inactivity occurred when individuals
made the transition from one component to another. While administrative
actions couid reduce some of this (e.g., by scheduling job search workshops
more frequently), other lags were not subject to program control (e.dq.,
cycles for particular education courses).

The SWIM findings also suggest that the local setting can affect parti-
cipation in a number of ways. For example, in a typical month of the SWIM
demonstration, 19 percent of the WIN-mandatory caseload fulfilled their
participation requirement through employment of at least 15 hours per week.

In other states, jobs might not have been as readily avallable or,

alternatively, part-time work would have effectively moved scmeone off
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welfare. Other factors that can be expected to vary across locatlons
include the extent of self-initiated education and training, the rates of
welfare turnover, and the characteristics (and employability} of welfare
recipients.

For all of thaose reasons, localities will face different chalienges in
achleving any particular participation rate. Further, this rate may
reflect very divesse combinations and intensities of activities across

sites,

e Although the concept of a monthly participation rate is a
relatively simple one, the calculation of such rates requires
high-quality data.

Both San Diego County and MDRC staff invested substantial time to
ensure that the SWIM autcomated tracking system contained all data items
necessary for the research., =rurther, complicated programming was needed to
calculate monthly participation rates. Without this type of data or
programming capability, it would have been difficult to present such a
comprehensive of participation. At the very least, time-consuming
manual revie f program case flles would have béen necessary to measure
participation rates.

In addition, monthly participation rates were very sensitive to the
quality of the data used in the analysis. Due to the importance of these

data to the research, county staff spent increased iime on the collection

and monitoring of program tracking data.

Impact Findings

To evaluate :he impacts (or program effects) of SWIM, individuals in

the current WIN-me.. -ty caseload of the two SWIM offices, along with any
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individuals determined to be WIN-mandatcry during the year, were ranc .ly
assigned to an experimental or control group during the first 12 months of
the program, Those in the experimental group were required to participate
in SWIM; members of the control group .sere not assigned to SWIM activities
but could, on their own initiative, enroll in community programs.

Impacts were estimated by comparing the welfare and employment experi-
ences of the experimental and control groups over time. All experimentals
-~ both participants and nonparticipants as well as those who found employ-
ment and those who did not -- were c;mpared to all controls. Outcome
differences between experimentals and controls were considered statis-
tically significant if there was no more than a 10 percent possibility that
they could have occurred by chance. Follow-up data on welfare payments
were obtained from AFDC records maintained by the County of San Diego;
earnings data came from the California Unemployment Insurance systen.,

In this report, impacts are examined for a relatively short perlod
after random assignment -- approximately nine months for employment and
earnings and 12 months for AFDC receipt. The final report will include
longer follow-up.

® For AFDC registrants, SWIM resulted in statistically signifi-
cant employment and earnings gains as well as welfare savings.

During the full nine-month follow-up period, 46.4 percent of AFDC
experimentals were employed at some point compared to 36.4 percent of the

controls. (See Table 1.) This is a statistically significant difference

of 10 percentage points or an imprevement of 27 percent. Over this same
period, experimentals had average earnings of $1,442 compared to $1,185 for

controls, This represents a statistically sign: ‘icant earnings gain of

O
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TABLE 1

SWIK AFDC SAMPLE: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,
EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, AND WELFARE PAYMENTS

Outcome ond Faltow-Up Period Experimentols Controls Difference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-4 (%) 46.4 36.4 +10,0%%*
Averoge Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-4 0.97 0.76 +0.22%%s,
Ever Employed (X)
Quarter of Rondom Assignment 27.9 25.1 +2.7%=
Quarter 2 30.8 24.4 +6 .38
Quarter 3 32.9 25.3 +].6%%2
Quarter 4 33.5 25.17 +] . 8%ex
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-4 ($) 1442.00 1185.47 +256.54%%s
Average Totcl Earnings ($)
Quorter of Random Assignment 296.68 285.23 +11.44
Quarter 2 371.00 338.:4 +32.176
Quoarter 3 497.8¢9 392.03 +105.86%~"
Quarter 4 573.31 455.19 +118,12%%=
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 2-5 (%) 91.1 91.9 -0.7
Averoge Number of Konths Receiving
AFDC Poyments, Quarters 2-5 8.59 92.12 ~0.53%ss
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
Quorter of Random Assignment 921.2 921.4 -0.3
Quarter 2 89.7 89.7 -0.1
Quorter 3 78.9 81.5 -2.6%s
Quarter 4 710.6 76.0 ~5.5%ssn
Quarter 5 5.8 12.4 ~6, 5%
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quorters 2-5 ($) 4424.00 4827.08 -403,08%e>
Averoge AFDC Poyments Received ($)
Quarter af Rondom Assignment 1193.27 119412 ~-0.8¢
Quoarter 2 ’ 1286.17 1331.93 ~45.76%»
Quarter 3 1119 .45 1224.55 <105.10%%=
Quorter 4 1031.55 1159.81 ~128.27%%+
Quarter § 986.83 1110.78 ~123.95%%=
Sample Size 1606 1605 3z
NOTES: These doto include zero values for somple members not employed ond
for sample members naot receiving welfare. A two-toiled t-test was applied to
differences hetween experimentol and control groups. Statistical significance
levels ore indicaoted aos: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *¢* = | percent.
wxive-
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TABLE 2

SWIM AFDC-U SAMPLE: SHORT-TERA IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,
EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, AND WELFARE PAYMENTS

Outcome ond Fallaw-Up Periad Experimentols Contrals Difference

Ever Emplayed, Quarters 2-4 (%) 53.4 44.0 +9,388s

Average Number of Quorters with
Emptoyment, Quorters 2-4 1.13 0.94 +0,19%%s

Ever Employed (%)

Quarter of Rondam Assignment 37.9 35.8 +2.1
Quarter 2 36.3 29.2 +7.1%es
Quarter 3 37.9 31,7 +6,29%"
Quarter 4 38.9 32.8 +6.0%%

Average Totol Eorni:gs,
Quarters 2-4 (§) 2364.177 2027.77 +337.01+

Average Tatal Earnings (§)

Quarter of Randam Assignment 600.73 601.44 -0.71
Quorter 2 656.56 564,15 +92.41
Quorter 3 837.00 692.33 +144 67%
Quarter 4 871.21 7711.29 +99.93

Ever Received Any AFDC Paoyments,
Quarters 2-5 (%) _ 86.2 86.4 -0.3

Averoge Humber of Manths Receiving
AFDC Poyments, Quorters 2-5 1.57 7.93 -0.37

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (X)

Quorter of Rondom Assignment 85.6 84.4 +1.2
Quarter 2 83.4 83.9 -0.5
Quarter 3 61.5 71.0 «3.5
Quorter 4 64.7 67.4 -2.17
Quarter 5 59.9 62.17 -2.8

Average Totol AFDC Poyments
Received., Quarters 2-5 ($) 48713.97 5298.34 -424,37%»

Average AFDC Payments Received ($)

Quarter of Randam Assignment 1263.87 1274.29 -10.42
Quarter 2 1418.75 1470.22 -51.48
Quarter 3 1191.54 1321.01 ~127,47%ss
Quarter 4 1165.63 1279.25 ~113.62%»
Quarter 5 1098.05 1227.85 -129.80%s
Sample Size 687 654 +341

NOTES: These doto include zero volues for somple members nof employed and
tor somple members not receiving welfore. A two-talled t-test wos opplied to
differences befween experimental and contral groups. Stotisticaol signiflcance
levels are indicated gs: * = 10 percent; ** = 3 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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$257 -- a 22 percent increase. Earnings gains appear to resvlt more from
changes in the percent employed than fram higher wiges or more hours worked
among those employed.

For the full 12-month follow-up period, total welfare payments
averaged $4,827 per control and $4,424 per experimental. This 1s a
statistically significant welfare savings of $403 per experimental —- an 8
percent reduction in welfare payments. Reductions in grant paynents
increased through the fourth quarter and then leveled off.

It is also notable that beginning in quarter three, SWIM resulted in
statistically significant reductions in the percent of experimentals who
were still on the welfare rolls. By the final quarter of follow-up, 65.8
percent of experimentals were receiving welfare as compared to 72.4 percent
of controls, ylelding a statistically significant difference of 6.5 percent-
age points. 1In addition, experimentals received welfare for one-half month
less than controls.

Both AFDC applicants (those who were in the process of applying for
welfare at the time of random assignment) and recipients (those already
receiving welfare at the time of randam assignment) experienced employ-
ment, earnings and welfare .apacts,

Based on results for an early-enrolling group of registrants, Impacts
for the AFDC group appear tc continue through 18 months of follow-up.

® For AFDC-U registranty, SWIM resulted in statistically

significant employment gains as well as reductions in welfare
payments. Eowever, increases in earnings and reductions in
the percent receiving welfare were, for the most part, not
etatistically significant.

buring the full nine-month follow-up period, 53.4 percent of the

AFDC-U experimentals and 44 percent cf the AFDC-U controls were employed at




some point. (Sze Table 2.)

This is a statistically significant increase of

9.3 percentage points or a 21 percent improvement. These employment gains

were sustained throughout the follow-up period.

Experimentals had average earnings of $2,365 and controls had average

earnings of $2,028 during the full follow-up period, for a statistically

significant difference of $337. This is an earnings gain of 17 percent.
Except for quarter three, the quarterly earnings impacts were not statis-
tically significant.
During the l12-month follow-up period, total welfare payments averaged

$5,298 for controls and $4,974 for experimentals, ylelding a statistically

significant reduction 1in welfare payments of $424. Welfare savings

continued throughout the follow-up period, There were, however, no statis-
tically significant reductions in the percent of AFDC-U experirentals
receiving welfare during this period.

Among AFDC-U registrants, both applicants and recipients had employ-
ment gains and reductions in welfare payments. There were earnings gains
among both groups, but these differences were not glways statistically
significant, partly due to small sample sizes.

An examination of 18 months of follow-up for an early-enrolling group
of AFDC-U registrants indicated that both employment gains and welfare
savings were sustained over this longer-period of time. There appear to be
earnings increases in the later quarters as well.
© Based on a preliminary investigation, it appears that for AFDC

appiicants the SWIM impacts are consistent with those reported
for San Diego's carlier job-search/work experience demcnstra-
tion. Among AFDC~U applicants, employment gains may be larger

for SWIM than in the prior demonstration,

Prel iminary comparisons suggest that SWIM's short-term impacts on AFDC

Q =XXVii- - !
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applicants are generally similar to the impacts for welfare applicants in
San Diego's earlier job search/work experience progr am. There 1is some
evidence that SWIM's short—term impacts on the AFDC-U applicants' employ-
ment gains may be larger than those observed for the earlier demonstration,
although welfare impacts are consistent between the two programs. However,
there are a number of factors other than the differences in the two program
models -- such as the health of the econamy, the characteristics of cliénts
and the offices in which the programs were operated -- that should be

considered when comparing these results,

A more complete picture of SWIM's effectiveness will be available in
the final report, to be cocmpleted in 1989. It will contain substantially
longer follow-up on employment and welfare receipt. It will also present
information on the extent to which SWIM increased registrants' enrollment
in education and training beyond what individuals would have done on their
own, Finally, the report will examine program costs to detemmine whether

they were offset by program benefits.
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INTERIM REPORT
ON THE

SATURATION WORK INITIATIVE MODEL

IN SAN DIEGO




CHAPTER 1

ZINTRODUCTION

From July 1985 througn June 1987, the County of San Diego in
California operated the Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) as part of
the Soclal Security Administration's (SSA) two-site Demonstration of

1 The o*her SSA demonstration

Saturation Work Programs in an Urban Area.
site was Philadelphlia, Pennsylvania.

The SSA demonstration, directed towards individuals applying for or
receiving benefits under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program, was intended to test the feasibility of having at least three-
quarters of program-eligibles active in a welfare employment program at all
times. In addition, the demonstration was intended to measure the
effectiveness of such a program in temms of programeligibles' future
employment and welfare receipt.

'fhe program model developed by the San Diego County Welfare Deéartment
and the State Deparitment of Social Services included a variety of
activities: Job search programs, which taught individuals how to find and
obtain unsubsidized jobs; the Employment Work Experience Program (EWEP), in
which welfere recipients were required to work in public or nonprofit
agencies in exchange for their welfare benefits; and referrals to community
education and tralning programs.

The program operated in two of the seven welfare employment offices in

San Diego County, constituting about 40 percent of the county's caseload.

Program eligibles included both single-~parent AFDC family heads (primarily




mothers) and heads of two-parent families (primarily fathers) in the
Unemployed Parent (AFDC-U) category.2 Participation in SWIM activities was
required, on an ongoing basls, of all WIN-mandatory AFDC and AFDC-U appli-
cants and recipients. The head of an AFDC-~U household is automatically
WIN-mandatory; most AFDC heads of household whose youngest child 1is at
least six years old are considered WIN-mandatory.3

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) has ‘een
evaluating SWIM under a contract froem the California Department of Social
Services. This report, the first of two on the SWIM demonstration,
examines the feasibility of continuously serving a large proportion of WIN-
mandatory individuals 1in a mandatory, fixed-sequence, multi-camponent
programe. Different ways of measuring participation, the factors that
affected participation levels, and preliminary program impacts are also
presented. A final report, scheduled for completion in 1989, will examine
longer-term impacts and compare the program's benefits with its costs.

In comparison to previous welfare employment programs evaluated by
MDRC, several features of SWIM are especlally distinctive. First, the SSA
demonstration was an attempt to set realistic benchmarks concerning the
definition of "most people participating.® This objective grew out of
increasing interest 1in making welfare receipt more conditional on
participation in employment-enhancing activities than had typically been
the case. SWIM was intended not only to test whether the arbitrarily set
benchmark of 75 percent was achievable, but to define the feasible upper
bounds of a participation (or ‘*saturation®) standard. To facilitate thisy
feasibility test, SSA provided demonstration funding to augnent the

county’s reqular WIN monies and state Employment Preparation Program (EPP)
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monies, Although previous welfare employment programs enccmpassed the
entire WIN-mandatory caseload in specific areas, rarely did they have
either a clear saturation objective or funding above reqular WIN funding
levels.

Second, one of the objectives of SWIM was to require continuous
participation of registrants in program activities for as long as these
individuals remained on welfare, Most other welfare initliatives have had
program requirements of a limited duration or, if the program model
specified ongoing participation, requirements that were de facto short
term.

Third, similar to same recent state welfare policy initiatives, SWIM
referred individuals to more intensive services than those generally
offered by welfare employment prograns, Specictically, SWIM sought to
encourage the participation of welfare reciplents in education and training
programs through referrals (not involving any additional tunding) to public
and nonprofit community organizaticns and schoois. Th: &JIM evaluation
examines procedures used t¢ set up such linkages and the participation
patterns in such linked programs.

The rest of this chapter sets the context for understanding the
results of the SWIM evaluation and highlights the background factors that
suggest caution in generalizing the results. The first and second sections
briefly discuss attempts to encourage participation in welfare employment
programs on the national level, as well as welfare init.atives in the State
of California and San Diego County. The third section reviews the develop-
ment and distinctive features of the SWIM program model. The fonrth

section describes the program setting. The final section summarizes the




sallent features of MDRC's evaluation design

I. Participation in Previous Welfare Employment Programs

The federal Work 1Incentive (WiIN) program, created in 1967, was
intended to provide skills assessrent, Jjob training, placement and support
services to help AFDC recipients beccame self-supporting. Originally
introduced as a voluntary program, WIN became mandatory in 1971; that is,
in order to receive AFDC benefits, all adult recipients without preschool
children or specific problems that kept them at home had to register with
the state employment service, participate in available job training or job
search activities, and accept employment offers.

Despite these provisions, a relatively small share of mandatory
registrants received employment and training services. The program’s
inability to enforce its participation requirement is generally attributed
to two factors -- inadequate funding to operate sufficient activities for
the caseload of mandatory registrants and the discretion allowed program
operators to grant exemptions and deferrals. Federal restrictions also
limited state and local agencies' ability to modify WIN's program
reqgulations,

Since WIN’s establishment, many state and local agencies have experi-
mented with different employment and training approaches for we) fare
reciplents. These typically have reguired additional funding and/or
walver of WIn regulations from the federal govermment. In the 1970s,
thes.. programs reached varying proportions of the AFDC caseload, but
genera)lr had modest rates of participation.4

Pagcage of the OGmnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) in 1981 marked
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an important milestone in the develcrment of welfare employment policy.

OBRA and related legislation permitted the states -- as part of their
reguiar WIN programs -- to require applicants for AFDC and AFDC-U to
participate in job search assistance and recipients to take Community Work
Experlence Program {CWEP) assigmments as a condition of receliving welfare
benefits. (Reciplents had been subject tc job search and other require-
ments prior tc OBRA.) In addition, the WIN Demonstration provisions
increased states' flexibility in designing and managing their WIN programs.
This included administration by a single agency instead of the previous
dual agency structure, under which state emplLoyment agencies were
responsible for ¢training and employment and cstate welfare dGepartments
provided support services.

More than half the states have responded to the OBRA flexibility and
established programs -- usually in selected areas rather than statewide --
that require welfare recipients to participate 1ia job search and/or work

experience activities. 3

MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare
Initiatives examined the effectiveness of post-OBRA program& 1in eight
states. In most of the states studied, participation rates wera above
those achieved in previous speclal demonstrations or in the WIN px:ogr:am.6
Typically, within six to nine months of registering with the new progranm,
about half of the AFDC group had taken part in some activity for at least
one day, and substantial additional numbers had left the welfare rolls and
the program. The programs generally led to modest increases in employment
that In same cases were assoclated with welfare savings. The impacts were

usually large enough to offset the programs' costs, though not for every

target group in every state.




Most of the programs studied, unlike SWIM, had participation require-
ments that were of a short-term nature, in practice if not by design. By
far the major activity was job search, a relatively short (usually no more
than two to three weeks) and 1inexpensive intervention. Education and
training activities were limited. And work experience, when required, was
almost always a short-term obligation, usually lasting no more than 13
weeks,

One exception to this pattern was West Virginia. 1In 1982, this state
established a statewide unpald work experience program (which is still
operating, primarily as a work experience program) with an ongoing
participation requirement -- a straightforward work program, in which the
assignuent lasts as long as the recivient receives welfare, The state
successfully impcsed the requirement for the heads of two-parent (AFDC-U)
households, but did not impose it rigorously for single parents, In a
demonstration effort designed to saturate the AFDC-U caseload, the program
achieved participation rates of between 59 and 69 percent cof the AFDC-U
caseload on a monthly basis.’ Recently, other states have begun implement-
ing programs designed to emphasize more intensive services or requirements
( including education and training), and to complement these with extensive
childcare services.8 swiM represents one program variation of introducing

cauprehensive services and/or longe: participation obligations.

II. Welfare Initiatives in the State of California and San Diego County

California was involved in several welfare empioyment initiatives
prior to the 1980s. Between 1972 and 1975, California operated a work

experience demonstration for AFDC recipients as part of the California
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Welfare Reform Act. Under this demonstration, the state's Employment
Develcpment Department (EDD) was directed to create work positions in
public agencies for all mandatory WIN registrants who were not assigned to
other activities. However, implementaticn was hampered by limited funding
ana legal challenges; during 1974 the program placed less than 3 percent of
el igible registrants in program work positions.

After the 1974 elections and a subsequent change in administration,
the California legislature repealed the state's authority to test community
work experience for the welfare population and substituted a new set of
employment and training services which focused on job clubs. Consequently,
EDD and the Department of Soclal Services (DSS) developed the Job Search
Assistance Project (JSAP) —-- a demonstration implemented in 1975 to offer
welfare applicants both group and individual job search training, and scme
skills training.

Tcward the end of 1979, JSAP was expandea in the form of a bill
seeking to distinguish between "employarle® and “"nonemployable® welfare
recipients and calling for early intervention to prevent employable persons
fram becoming long-term recipients. The primary service was to be group
job s~arch, as used in JSAP, wich the promise of training for those who did
not find work through job search.’? In 19¢0, the California legislature
authorized the HEmployment Preparation Program (EPP) which was initially
implemented on a demonstration basis in three counties: Lake, San Mateo
and Ventura. After the 1981 passage of OBRA, the California legislature
continued to emphasize Job search assistance approaches and to reject
statewlide work experience proposals.

A program that did irvolve work experience was developed in San Diego,




however. This was a test of EPP job search followsd by community work
experience (called the Experimental Work Experience Program, or EWEP) for
those who failed to find jobs through group job seazch workshops.10 San
Diego County's 1interest 1in work programs was based on several factors.
First, the AFDC-U and, particularly, the AFDC caseloads had grown steadlly
over the last decade. Second, the county had already experimented with
workfare programs for reciplents of other 1income tiansfer programs:
General Relief and Food Stamps. Third, the county perceived that there was
strong publlic support for a work-for-benefits approach and also considered
itself a leader on issues of welfare reform,

In designing the program, San Diego County officlals specified two
main objectlives: developing the work skills of welfare recipients, and
reducing the rolls and costs of welfare. 1In pursuit of these objectives,
the program was structured as a sequential program with four stages. The
first stage was jcb placement assistance, provided on the day of welfare
application. Following this, people were referred to a three-week group
job search vrogram, where they went through the second xné third stages.
During the first week, they participated in workshops designed to build
self-confidence and job-seeking skills. In the following two weeks,
applicants were invo_c/ed in self-directed job search, using telephone banks
to call prospective employers. Individuals who had not found employment by
the end of the workshop were then referred to EWEP; this was the fourth
stage, in which they were required to hold positions in public or nonprofit

agencles for up to 13 weeks.11

The San Diego initiative began by giving priority to new WIN-mandatory

applicants for the AFDC-U program (primarily males). The target populatio-
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was later expanded to include applicants for AFDC (primarily females).

To fund the project, the county became part of the state's existing
three-county EPP demonstration of Jjob searct 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 search program was assumed 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
empioyment of applicants to welfare, the project began operations in August
1982, The EPP Jjob s~arch workshops began immediatelv; FWEP operations
started up in Novamber 1982.

MDRC evaluated the effectiveness of two program sequences: job search

alone (the first three stages) and job search followed by EWEP. The

results indicated that the program successfully implemented its short-term
participation requiretent, Approximately 55 percent of AFDC and 60 percent
of AFDC-U registrants participated in same :ctivity within nine mo .ths of
application.12 As would be expected In a sequential program, umong
reglistrants eligible for both job search and work experience, more parti-
cipated in the former than the lacter {about 55 percent versus 17 percent).

As intended, EPP/EwRP staff 1rigorously eni.cced a mandatory
participation requirement, Program staff succeeded in working with all but
a small proportion of program-eligible individuals. By nine months after
application for welfare, over 90 percent of the research sample had either
fulfilled program reguirements, found jobs, lkeen deregistered from the

program (because they were no longer WIN-mandatory or had been sanctio:

for not ccoperating with the program) or had left the welfare rolls.




2mong A 'JC applicants, the job search/EWEP sequence, although not job
search alone, led to increases in employment and earnings and modest
welfare savings, Among AFDC-U applicants, there were no statistically
significant impacts on employment and earnings, but substantial reductions
in welfare payments under both program sequences.,

From the perspective of govermment budgets, operating costs were
offset by Lunefits (in temms of reduced welfare and MediCal payments,
increased taxes and other budget gains) for AFDC and AFBC~U registrants in
both program sequences. From the perspective of ‘the welfare applicants,
the results were not as consistent. For the AFDC applicants assigned to
Job search and EWEP, there were clear financial gains; for the AFDC-U
applicants in both program sequences, there were overall losses.l3

Encouraged by preliminary HMDRC research findings similar to those
described above, the county continued to operate the EPP/EWEP program for
applicants in all areas of San Diege until 1985. EPP continued to operate
in selected ccunties (6 as of 1985) throughout the rest of the state as
well.

During 1985, several welfare policy changes occurred in California.
First, the state became part of the national WIN Demonstration Program.
This transition, which occurred in July 1985, changed the institutional
arrangements for delivering employment and training services, and allowed
greater flexibility in how these services were combined.l4

Second, the Greater ZAvenues for Independence (GAIN) program, a major
new welfare employment initiative, was passed by the legislature. The GAIN
legislation was developed over a period of five months by a coalition of

liberals and conservatives and passed by the state legislature in late
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1985. Counties were given up to three years to design their GAIN programs.

Also in 1985, independent of the above two develomments, San Diego's
EPP/EWEP model changed into SWIM. As noted, SWIM was part of SSA's
Demonstration of Saturation Work Programs i: an Urban Area, and operated in
the two most urban welfare administrative areas of San Diego county. The
other five welfare administrative areas in the county continued to operate

EPP/EWEP until 1987, at which time San Diego implemented the GAIN program

countywide .15

The SWIM program began operations in July 1985, after a year of
planning.16 In response to SSA's June 1984 announcement of a saturation
demonstration grant, the California Department of Social Services and the
County of San Diego Nepartment of Social Services submitted a proposal for
SWIM, noting that of the fifteen qualifying urban counties in the state,
San Diego was the only county that had the requisite experiense in
operating employment programs to be able to undertake a saturation work
program <n a large scale within a reasonable timeframe. In September 1984,
SSA chose San Diego County as one of the saturation demonstration sites.

According to San Diego County officials, the county had several
objectives in applying for the saturation demonstration grant. First, the
county viewed the demonstration grant as an opportunity to obtain general
funding for their welfare employment programs in the face of declining WIN
monies and an anticipated decline in EWEP funding.

Second, the grant would allow the county to emphasize education and
training to a greater extent than was possible in EPP/EWEP. The cour;ty

viewed the demonstration grant as an opportunity %o obtain tunding for the

number of staff deemed necessary to add this type of component to the
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EPP/EWEP model,

Third, early results from the EPP/EWEP evaluation had indicated that
the program was effective in increasing the employment levels of WIN-
mandatory applicants and decreasing welfare costs. County officials viewed
the demonstration grant as a means of funding an evaluation to determine
the relative effectiveness of requiring participation of the entire WIN-

mandatory caseload as opposed to only applicants.

TII. The SWIM Program Model and Funding Resources

The SWIM program model built upon the county's previous experience
with welfare employment programs in several ways. First, as noted abcve,
SWIM extended the EPP/EWEP model to recipients as well as applicants, thus
targeting the program on the entire WIN-mandatory caseload. In their grant
pProposal to SSA, the county noted the existence of a pool of more than
13,000 medium- and long-term AFDC recipients who had received very limited
services through the current programs,

Second, SWIM replaced the EPP/EWEP short-temm participation require-
ment with a continuous participation requirement that was to last as long
as zn Individual remained registered with WIN. To accomplish this, the
county added several components to the EPP/EWEP sequence. These components
-- which were available to registrants who completed job search work-“ops
and EWEP without finding a job -~ included Adult Basic Education, General
Educational Development (GED) test preparation, English as a Second
Language (ESL) programs, skills training, on-the-job training and addition
al job search activities. It is important to note that the program itself

did not cperate or fund education or training activities. Rather, staff
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referred program registrants to already existing community programs.

Third, SWIM added a new set of staff, kncwn as the Coordination and
Referral Unit (CRU), to the EPP/EWEP staff configuration. The CRU staff
had primary responsibility for monitoring participants' progress and
continuously assessing participants’ needs for ~=mployment service
intervention. Assessments occurred most commonly once a registrant had
completed the job search workshop/EWEP sequence.

Fourth, biweekly Jjob clubs, which often operated concurrently with
EWEP, were established. Two-hour job search workshops, held once a week
for a period of 13 weeks, were also added to the model. Registrants could
Ye¢ refzrred to this latter component, known as ISESA (Individu lized
Supervis 1 Employment Search Activity), __ter caupletion of the job club
component and/or EWEP.

Several other program changes were made as conditions of a state
legjslative waiver which allowed the county to continue to operate E4EP
from July 1935 through June 1987, Sanctioning rules for AFDC~U registrants
who were noncompliant in EWEP were made less punitive. Only the head of
the case lost AFDC Lenefits when a sanction was in connection with EWEP
requirenents.l7 The EXEP work hours obligation, which had previously been
canputed by dividing the registrant's AFDC grant by the federal minimum
wage, was changed to use prevailing wage rates rather than federal minimum

wage rates.l8

Finally, additional conciliation =~ counseling of
registrants and ‘seco.d® chances ~- was required prior to the application
of an EWEP sanction.

GAIN and SWIM are similar in that both programs have multicomponent

models and involve a continuous participation requirement, Howev.r, GAIN
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differs from SWIM and from other past welfare initiatives 1in several

importunt respects. These differences should be kept in mind when
interpreting the SWIM findings,

First, and probably most important, GAIN mandates remedial equcation,
early in the model, for those who fall a dliagnostic test or lack a high
school diplcama or GED. Second, GAIN moves away from one prescribed
sequence of program activities to the prescription of various sequences
determined by registrant characteristics. Third, GAIN uses a registrant
contract to provide some registrant choice regarding services, to ensure
the provision of program services, and to emphasize the rogistrant's
obligation to participate. Fourth, GAIN provide: payments to zommunity
education and training agencies who serve GAIN registrants. Lastly,
although SWIM could provide some support monies to registrants, GAIN can
provide substantially more. In vmarticular, childcare monies are available
to individuals participating in self-initiated activities and, for a short
time, to those who f£ind jobs while in the program.

GAIN is intended to operate on a much wider scale than SWIM. Because
SWIM operated in only two welfare administrative areas instead of county-
wide (and placed education and training at a later point in the program
model), it did not test the capability or capacity of community organi-
zations to absorb large nuabers of welfare recipients i~to thelr programs.

It is Iimportant to note that as a federal demonstration site, San
Diego received special demonstration fund.ag -- 95 percent pald by SSA and
5 percent pald by the State Department of Social Services. The non-
research portion of these funds, which was previded in addition both to

regular WIN and to special EPP funding in the county, amounted te aprroxi-
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mately $1,700,000 over a three-year period.19 In addition, the program

depended on ccmmunity resources to provide education and trazining services
and did not fund these.

These resources covered the approximately 9,200 individuals who
registered with the program and were eligible for program services (1i.e.
they were not assigned to the control group) in the 27 months that SWIM

orerated,

IV. Program Setting

As explained in the previous section, San Diego was an unusual setting
in which to test the feasibility of operating a multi~component saturation
program with an ongoing participation requiremer:. Its welfare department
had extensive expezrience operating welfare employment programs before
initiating SWIM. This experience included coordination among numerous
agencies outside the welfare department an? staffing units within the
department, Several other aspects of the program setting were also
important.

With a 1986 population of 2,166,200, San Diego County is the second
most populcus county in the State of California.20 The City of San Diego
(population 1,002,900 in 1986) is the second largest ci in the state and
the eighth largest city in the country. Located next to the Mexican
b~ *der, the county has a high proportion -~ 18 percent -- of non-English
steaking residents. Less than 7 percent of the residants live 1in rural
areas. In camparison to other California counties, a high proportion -- 78

percent -- of the population are high school graduates. Eleven percent of

the population lives in poverty.
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The county has an extensive network of educational facilities. In
addition to one university and one college of the state's public higher
education system, the county has five community college districts. Most
SWIM registrants lived within the jurisdiction of the largest of these, the
San Diego Community College district. The county aiso has eight different
adult school districts. Unlike the usual situation in the county, most of
the adult schools in the SWIM areas are under the purview of the local
community college district, i.e. the San Diego Community College district.

The availability of extensive education .nd training opportunities in
the county increased the likelihood that registrants could, on their own,
enroll 1in these community pregrams. In fact, according to information
gathered at initial program registra:ion, approximately 15 percent of the
SWIM AFDC registrants and 10 perceist of the AFDC~U registrants were in
these types of programs as of program entry.21 The existence of this
network of education and training programs also facilitated the placement
of registrants in these activities by the SWIM program.

During the period when SWIM was operating, the local economy was
relatively healthy. ‘jnemployment rates in the county were 6.5 percent in
1984; 5.3 percent in 1985; 5.0 percent in 1986; and 4.3 percent in May 1987
~-= all below the prevailing rates for the State of California and the
country as a whole,22 The county's economic base contains a wide variety
of industries, including services (25 percent), wholesale and retail trade
(23 percent), govermeent (18 percent) ani manufacturing (15 percent).

AFDC grant levels in California are relatively generousi;, ranking tenth
highest in the nation in 1986. At the start of the SWIM program, a family
of three with no other income was eligible for $587 per month, This was
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increased to $617 in July 1986 and $633 in July 1%87.
Welfare recipients can combine work and welfare 1f they meet
eligibility tests for AFDC and have earnings that do not exceed a state's

payment standard or grant level after allowable deductions.23

The healthy
economy and high AFDC grant levels in San Diego enabled many registrants to
combine unsubsidized employment with receipt of welfare.

SWIM operated in the county's two most urban EPP administrative areas,
representing a population base of approximately 487,000 individuals,
containing approximately 40 percent of the county's welfare caseload and
encompassing subareas with heavy concentrations of low-income individuals.
Data on the characteristics of applicants in the two offices that operated
SWIM compared with those of applicants in the other five county offices are
available for 1982-1983 from MDRC's evaluation of the EPP/EWEP program.
Applicants in these two offices, compared to the other applicants, were
more likely to be black or Hispanic; were less likely to have a high school
diploma or GED; had slightly longer welfare histories; and were less likely

to have been emploved in the year prior to application. These differences

were more evident among the AFDC applicants than the AFDC-U applicants.

v. Evaluation Design: An Overview

MDRC' s evaluation of SWIM comprises three parts: process or implement-
ation, impact and benefit~cost analyses. Table 1.1 shows the key
questions, methodology and data sources assocliated with each, This report
presents process and preliminary impact f£indings; the final report will

present longer-term impacts and benef it-cost results.
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TABLE 1.1

DESIGN FOR THE EVALUATION OF 1R

Research Compenent ond Questlons

#ethadol ogy

Bata Sources

PROLESS ANALYSIS

Within a set period of time from program
registration, whot pattarns of pragram portici-
potion existed ond what foctors exploin
observed differences? Did particlipation rotes
vory for different subgraups of the populo-
tion?

Wos particlpation mandotory ond did indlviduals
participate on on ongoing basis?

In ony month, what parcent of those elliglble
for the program were participating?

What Is tha content ond administrotive struc-
ture of ihe demonstrotion progrom?

Anolysls of patterns of progrem assignment,
participation, ond deregistration

S’vdy of the interoction between participo-
tion patterns ond program design., Instltu-
tutional orrongements, odministrative proc-
tices, ond other conditions

Analysis of patterns of progrom registrotion,
participation and deregistrotion

Study of program components ond stoff
declslion-moking

Program odninistrative records, Including
status, ouicome, ond participation dato

Systematlic sosarvation, cose flle studles,
interviess with program stoff, progrom
administraotive records

Progrom administrative records, Including
stotus. outcome and porticlpation dato

Systemotic observation, iInterviews with
progrom stoff, program odm!nistrotive
records

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Did SHIM result in on Increose In employment
and eornings ond/or o reduction in welfore
dependoncy ang bonef its?

Did Impacts vary for AFDC and AFDC-U
reglstronts or for other subgroups?

Comparison of the empl oyment and wel fare
outcomes over ime for AFDC and AFDC-U
oppliconts ond racipients rondomly ossigned
to the experimentol treaotment or tn @ contro!
group recelving no progrem services.

Unifarm client chorocteristics collected
at sample entry

AFDC poyment files, Unempinyment Insurance
earnings flles

Progrom odministrative records

{continued)
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TABLE 1.1 (continued)

Research Component ond Questions

Methodol ogy

Boto Sources

BEKEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

Did SWiM lead to on increose Or decregse in
direct budget expenditures?

Did SWik moke the experimentol group better
off financiolly?

Estimotion of the inCrement or decrement of
operoting costs (Including odministrotive
costs ond payments to institutions ond to
participants for work-reloted expenses) for
exparimentols compared to the control group

Estimation of the rat present volue of SWiM
by comparing odditional costs ond benefits

Stote ond iocol budgets. doto on speciol
poyments ond studies of stoff time oll~co-
tion

Cost dato, program odministroi’ve records,
impact estimates, ond volue of ‘stput
estimates from !nferviews with work exper-
ience supervisors

ERIC

)u-.\

P
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A. The Process Analysis

The process analysis examines the operation of SWIM and identifies the
factors that facilitated or constrained implementztion. The analysis has
three main parts. The first describes the content and operations of the
vrogram, highlighting its major activities »nd administrative procedures,
The second part analyzes the movement of registrants through the program,
examining participation patterns for groups of registrants throughout a
uniform foilow-up period -- 12 months after registration.

A third part of the analysis examines participation by providing
'snap—shotsf of program operations at set points in time. One type of snap-
shot, for example, can show program operations in a specific month of SWIM
by examining the proportion of those eligible during that month who were
participating during that month. Another type can show operations in a
month by disaggregating participants according to the types of activities
in which they participated during the month. These types of snap-shots for
each of the 24 months of SWIM indicate the degree to which the program
saturated the WIN-mandatory caseload over the course of the demonstration.

B. The Impact Study

Ine impact analysis measures the effects of SWIM on the employment,
earnings and welfare receipt of registrants., To estimate program impacts,
an experimental design was implemented during the first 12 months of the
program, buring this pericd, individuals in the existing WIN-mandatory
caseload of the two SWIM offices, along with any individvals determined to
be WIN-mandatory during that year, were randomly assigned to one of two
research groups. Members of the exper imental group were required to parti-

cipate in SWIM; members of the control group were not assigned to SWIM
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activities buat could, on their own 1initiative, enroll in comunity
programs,

Because the evaluation was 1intended to test the feasibility of
saturating a WIN-mandatory caceload, only the minimum numbe¢ of individuals
required to provide reliable ectimates of impacts -- 30 percent of the Af‘DC
registrants and 35 percent of the AFDC-U registrants -- were assigned to
the control group during the lz-month period. After the 12~month pe;:iod of
impact sample intake, assignment to the control group stopped and all new
registrants were subject to SWIM participation requirements. Since
successful random assignment ensures that experimental and control group
members are similar in all characteristics except eligibility for program
services, any differences 1in the groups' experiences result from
differences in program treatment. that is, tre requirement to participate
in SWIM services a:... the receip. of these services.

Impacts were estimated by comparing the welfare and employment experi-
ences of all experimentals (regardless of whether they had participated or
were employed while in the program) and controls over time.

In evaluations of programs with limited participation requirements, a
12-month follow-up period will generally include substantial post-program
follow-up data on both employment and welfare receipt. Since SWIM
registrants were supposed to participate for as long as they received
welfare, there could be no post-program follow-up on those who were still
on welfare and active in SWIM throughout the follow-up period. 1In fact, 15
percent of the AFDC registrants and 14 percent of the AFDC-~U registrants
were still active in job search, work experircnce or education/training at

the end of the l2-month follow-up period available for analysis in this
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report. And almost half the registrants in the impact <ample -- 47 percent
of the AFDC's and 42 percent of the AFDC-U's -- were still registered with
SWIM at this point and eligikle for SWIM services, even if not currently

actl.ve.24 Longer follow-up «n the inpact sample will be analyzed in the

final SWIM report.

C. The Benefit-Cost Analysis

This analysis, which will appear in the f£inal report, will examine the
differences between the benefits and costs for the experimental group and
those for the control group. Operating costs, 1including program
administration and staff costs, and direct payments to enrollees and to
institutions and organizations, will be compared to net benefits. The
latter include net reductions in welfare grants or other transfer program
payments, as well as net increases in the taxes paid by individuals who

became employed as a result of the program.

The remainder of this report consists of seven chapters. Chapter 2
describes in detall the research design, the characteriscics of the
research sample and data sources for the evaluation. Chapte: 3 discusses
the program model, administrative structure and staffing patterns in SWIM.
Chapter 4 provides detailed descriptions of the nature of the services
provided in SWIM. Chapter 5 examines participation patterns, from entry
into the program to one year later, for the sample of registrants on which
the impact analysis 1is based. This provides infomation on the types,

sequences and duration of services, and includes discussion of the typical
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childcare arrangements for program participants. Chapter 6 examines the
extent to which the program implemented an ongoing participation
requirement as well as noncompliance activities and outcomes. Chapter 7
analyzes monthly participation rates in the progranm. Chapter 8 concludes
the report by considering the program's short-term impacts on employment,

earnings, welfare receipt and welfare payments.
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(HAPTER 2

RESEARCH DESIGN, SAMPLES AND DATA SOURCES

This chapter presents the program model tested in the evaluation. It
then describes the procuss by which the main research sample was randomly
assigned to experimental and control groups. It Joes on to examine the
characteristics of the sample used for the impact analysis, and subgroups
of that sample. It then describes the sample used for the monthly parti-
cipation analysis and smaller samples used in other supplementary studies.

The chapter ends with a brief discussion of the data sources.

I. Program Model

As noted 1in Chapter 1, the SWIM demonstration explicitly tested the
feasibility and effectiveness of imposing an ongoing work requirement on at
least three quarters of the eligible welfare population. The &wiM program
operated in the two largest offices -- San Diego West and Service Certer —-—
of the seven EPP offices in San Diego. These were the two most urban
offices in the county and served the most disadvantaged caseload. The
program model, as seen in Table 2.1, involved a vari-ty of activities,
including job search workshops; EWEP; job clubs; ISESA (Individualized
Supervised Imployment Search Activity); program~arranged education or
training; self-initiated education ur training; and enployment, as long as
work hours were between 15 and 30 hours a week.® The nature of these

program services is discussed in detail in Chapter 4.
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ORIENTATION

APPRAISAL

JOB SEARCH WORKSHOP

BXEP

ASSESSMENT

1SESA

E DU CAT ION/TRAIR ING

EMPLOYMERT

TABLE 2.1

HIK

SUMMARY OF KEY PROGRAM 2CTIVITIES

Occurred before any SWHlM actlvity ond Inciuded progrom registratlion.
Individuai exlt canterences were conducted faor csntrol group members
directly tollzsing orlentation.

immedlotely faliowed arlentation ond resuited In raferrol ta progrom
actlvity, deferral fram progrom activities dve to porticlipotion In
approved self-lInitioted octlvites or 3Seferral from ofl program
actlvitles.

A two-week actlvity, provided to reglstronts ofte” orientotion ond
appralsal. The flrst week Invalved group sesslions, faliowed by o
week af phane room activities.

The mployment Waork Experlence Progrom (BXEP) Involved wnpoid wark at
g public or nun-praflt ogency or organizotlon, whiie registronts
continued to recelve thelr welfare gront. Reglsfronts were scheduied
tor o moximun of 32 hours each week, far 13 weeks.

Biweekly two-hour sesslons, usuglly opercied concurrently wlth EWEP,

Skills Techniques Achlevoment Revlews (STAR) replocecw saob Clubs es of
Jonuwary 1987 and involved supervised job saorch with group
motivotlional sessions for twa Yo three hours every athar day.

Conducted by pragram stoff, ofter the campletlon of EWEP or Job
Clubs, In order ta refer registrants ta further jaob search, educatlan
or troining.

The Indlvlduslilzed Supsrviseo Employment Search Actlvity (ISESA),
usvatly offered us ¢ post-ossessmant actlvitv, requlred ottendonce ot
weekly jab seorch sesslans tar 90 days.

Educatlon and frolalng couid be elther self-Initloted or
program-orranged. Seif-Inltlated education or trolnlng could occur
at any point In the model.” If opproved by program staff. activities
deferred reglstronts from ather progrom requl rements.
Progrom-erronged educatlon or tralnlng wusually occurred ofter
asseassment.,

Un-ubsldlzed emplioyment cauld accur ot ony polnt in the pragrom. It
enployed 15 ta 30 hours @ week, 0 reglstront wos deferred fram ather
pragran requlrements. it empioyed less than 15 hours per week,
registrants were given addltlanal pragram ossigmments. Pagistronts
emp! ad mare then 30 hours o week were deregl#tered.

n
(@3]
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II. Random Assignment

To isolate the impacts of SWIM from the effects of other factors on
employment and welfare receipt, MDRC implemented a random assigment
design. Randomly assigning registrants to research groups for the purposes
of comparison should ensure that members of the experimental and c¢ontrol
groups are similar in all characteristics except the services they receive.
Any differences in the behavior of the groups, therefore, should be due to
the projgram treatment being evaluated.

In SWIM, reglistrants were randomly assigned to two groups: a SWIM
eligible group and a control group. The members of the SWIM-eligible group
were required to participate in SWIM. Members of the control group could
not receive SWIM services but could enroil on their own initiative in other
canmunity programs, such as Job Training Partnershiv Act (JTPA) or
community college services.

Random assigrment took place at the point of initial registration for
SWIM (see Figure 2.l). The random assignment period began on July 1, 1985,
and ended on June 30, 1986. During the random assigmment pericd, three
groups of individuals were required to register for SWIM and, thus,
included in the research. One group included individuals who appllied for
welfare and were determined to be WIN-mandatory. These 1individuals are
referred to as applicants throughout the report, even if thelr applications
were apprceved and even if they evencually left welfaze. All AFDC-U parents
are automatically WIN-mandatory; most AFD? heads of household whose
youngest child is at least six years old are considered WIN-mandatory.
WIN-mandatory applicants were required to register ior SWIM before they

were approved to receive welfare, If their applications were denied, they
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FIGURE 2.1

FLOW OF REGISTRANTS THROUGH SWIM

WIN~-Nandatory New WIN-Mandatory WIN-Mandatory Recipients
Apphclnu Redetermined Reclplenu Renewed For Welfare Eligidilit

SWIM Registration, Client
Information Sheet Completion
end Orientation for
Bxperimentals and Controls

Random Assignmen!

i 1

‘ Experimentals ,

gt

e

¢ Controls )
— J

! Exit
Conference Appraisal

!—:—
; No SWIM Szrvices® !
| S

Employed?  ye3 Employment i
'

l |

In

participated in STAR after completing job search workshops and before beginning EW=P. Addtionaly,

Self-Inftisted
Education or

Self-Initiated '

yes Education or Iy
Training? Training i
no
Previously

ir. Jod Search

Biweekly

Workshop yes
and EWEP?

no

Previously
{n Job Search
Workshop?

Jod Cluds

]

L

Job Search
Workshop

EWEP with

v

Biweekly Job Clubs® —

Assessment

¥

ISESA, Training, or

2ducation

NOTES: & Controls could receivs services outside of the SWIM program, e.g. community
collsge of JTPA services.

b 1 January 1987, job clubs were replaced by the STAR component. Regisirants

registrants participated inttialy in STAR if they had previously participated in job search workshop.
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Were deregistered from SWIM. [he other two groups included in the research
were WIN-mandatory welfare recipients, also phased into SWIM during the
random assignment period. One of these recipient groups, called redeter-

mined recipients, consisted of welfare recipients who had Jjust been

determined to be WIN-mandatory, generally because their youngest child had

turned six years old. The other groupr, called renewed recipients,

consisted of welfare recipients who had previously registered for WIN/EPP
but were renewing their registration. This renewal was required every 12
months after the inost recent AFDC approval,

Randem assignment proceeded as foliows. At SWIM registration, local
program staff completed a one-page interview document (called a Client
Information Sheet) eliciting demographlic characteristics from all
registrants. Local office staff then telephoned county staff at a central
DSS office to relay a registranc's identifying information. Central office
staff would then assign each registrant to an experimental or control
status, using a list of randomly generated codes supplied by MDRC.

- ensure that all registrants remained in the group to which they had
been randonly assigned, even If they were deregistered from the program and
later re-registered, local office staff as well as central office staff
maintained an alphabetic registrant master log with the researct group
status of everyone who had registered with SWIM and been randomly a. signed.
SiIM-eligibles who moved to an area of the county served by one of the five
non~SWIM offices were eligible for EPP/EWEP services. Controls who moved
to those areas of the county were not eligible for any program services.?

As noted, one of SWIM's prima.y goals was to test the feasibility of

serving at least 75 percent of its SWIM-eligible caseload in each month.
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To test this ‘*monthly participation® goal, the SWIM-eligible caseload
needed to be as large as possible. For this reason, the size of the
control group was set as the minimum number of individuals reguired to
provide reliable estimates of impacts. Thirty-five percent of the 4,626
AFDC's who registered with SWIM during the random assignment period were
assiyned to the control group. This ylelded a total of 1,619 AFDC
registrant controle. Thirty percent of 2,277 AFDC-U's who registered with
the program during the random assigment period were assigned to the
control group. This yielded a total of 683 AFDC-U registrant controls.
Thus, about one-third of those who registered with S#IM during the random
assignment period were not eligible to receive SWIM services, because they
were assigned to control group status.

The remaining 65 percent of the AFDC and 70 percent of the AFDC~U SWIM
registrants were eligible for all SWIM program services and were assigned
to *he SWIM-eligible group., MDRC collected data for approximately half of
these SWIM~eligibles, 1,608 AFDC's and 704 AFDC-U's. This was a random
sample of ail SWIM-eligibles, and SWIM program operators did not snow which
of the SWIM-eligible registrants were in the sample and which were not.
The impact sample, therefore, consists of these 2,312 exverimentals and
2,302 controls, approximately two-thirds of all those who registered with
SWIM during the first year of program operations.3

Several different samples were used in the research. The primary ones
are the impact sample; the lZ-month activity measure sample which 1s the
impact sample minus the control group; and the monthly participation
sample. The particulars of these samples a.e summarized in Table 2.2.

They are discussed in more detail in the following sections.
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TABLE 2.2

IR

PRIMARY RESEARCH SAMPLES FDK
THE PRCCESS AND IMPACT STUDIES

Total Chapters
Semple Size in Which
Registration Control Graup Sample
Sample Periad Incl uded AFDC  AFDC-U is Analyzed
Twelve-Manth Agtivity July 1, 1985- no 1608 104 5.6
2asure Semple June 3D, 1986
Manthly Particjpation Juiy 1, 1985- no 533" 2949°¢ 7
Measure Somple June 3D, 1987
d d
Impact Somple July 1, 1985- yes 3z 134 8
June 3D, 1984

Q... . . . . .
NDTES: This sample is used ta examine the extent to which individuals participated in
verious activities during the 12 months following initial registration.

b, . . . . L -
This sample is used to exomine the prapartion of individuals eligibie for the
progrem during a month wha were active during that manth.

cThese sample sizes are weighted *a reflect the octuel number of SWiM~Eligibles ond
the actual prapartion ° AFDC's and AFDC-U's who registered between July 1, 1985 and June 3D, 1987.
See Chapter 2, footnote mimber 4, for weighting faoctors.

d.. R R . . . .
Sixty-two individuu.S, whas? initial registration date accurred during the impact
semple intoke period, were exclvded from the impact analysiS becouse they did nat have social
security numbers. These registror’s were included in all other analyses.




III. Characteristics of the Impact and 12-month Activity Measure Samples

Table 2.3 presents the characteristics of the impact sample, as r :port-
ed at randa assign.ent, higilighting the differences between AFDC's and
M‘DC--U'S.4 A full 60 percent of the AFDC-~U's are appllicants, compared with
only 39 percent of the AFDC's. AFDC-U's tend to be married males living
with thelr spouses; AFDC's tend to be females who are not married or
married but not living with their spouses. Over 70 percent of AFDC-U's
have children under six, compared with only 10 percent of AFDC's. This is
hecause AE:DC-U'S are 1in families with two-parents, one of whom is required
to participate in SWIM regardless of the age of the children in the hame.
AFDC's, in contra~t, are in single-parent families with at least one child
in the hame; if a child is under 6 years old, the parent is not required to
participate in SWIM. The two assistancc groups also differ on ethnicity.
Forty~two percent of the AFDC-U's are hicpanic; 42 percent of the AFDC's
are black., About a quarter of bnth groups are white. The highest school
grade completed, on average, was approximately the tenth grade for both
groups.

Thirty-four percent of the AFDC-U's have never had a welfare case in
their own name, compared with only 11 percent of the AFDC's. Oonly 15
percent of the AFDC-U's have had a welfare case in thelr own name for five
years or more, camnpared with 51 percent of the AFDC's. The averadge number
of months ever on welfare is only 24 for the AFDC-U's, compared with 70
months for the AFDC's.

At the time of registration, 13 percent of the AFDC's and 9 percent of

the AFDC-U's reported neing employed. Only 28 percent of the AFDC-U's




TABLE 2.3

SWiM

SELEC(ED CHARACTERISTICS OF REGISTRANTS

AT THE TIME OF

INITIAL REGISTRATION,

BY ASSISTANCE CATEJSORY

Characteristic AFDC AFDC-U
0ffice (%)
Service Center 49.9 50.3
Son Diego West 50.1 49.7
AFDC Status (%)
Applicant 39.3 59.8%x=
Renewed Recipient o 32.9 23.1%%=
Redetermined Recipient 27.9 17.1%%=
Average Age (Years) 34.2 32.8%%#
Sex (%)
Haie 8. 91.38%s
Female 91.3 8.7%x%=
Ethnicity (%)
white, Non-Hispanic 27.2 24,.1%
Black, Non-Hispanic 42.2 20.1 %=
Hispanic 25.7 42,1 %%
American tndian/Alcskan Native 0.6 0.4
Asian and Pacific Islander 3.8 11,1 %*=
Other 0.6 1.5%sx
Degree Received (%)
High School Diplom. 48.0 37,9%#*x%
GED 7.8 8.0
None 44.1 54,]1%%%
Averagge Highest Grode Completed 10.9 10,1 %%
Morital Stotus (%)
Never Morried 30.1 11,08
lAorried, Living with Spouse 5.9 84.8%%»
Married, Not Living witn Spause 27.6 2,5%%%
Widowed or Divorced 36. 1,78%8%
b
Any Chitdren (%)
Less Than &6 Years 10.0 712,3%%%
Between 6 and 18 Years 90.4 5/7.,5%%%
Mondatory éFDC With Child Less
Than 6 (%) 5.3 0.9%ss

(continued)




TABLE 2.3 (continued)

Characteristic AFDC AFDC-U
Monolingual in o Language Other
thon English (%)

Spanish 8.4 15,6%%%
Dther 0.5 1.2%*
Undocumented Worker (%) 0.8 5.898%¢

Activities within 12 Months Prior
to Initiol Registration (%)
Job Search Workshop 16.6 15.0
EWEP 9.9 1.9%*
Education or Training 22.2 15,0%%%
No Prior Activities 3.0 71,2%%x
Current Activities (%)
Employed 20 Hours or Less
Per wWeek 7.0 6.3
Employed 21-30 Hours Per Week 5.5 J.1s=s
Education or Training 14.6 9.6%%s
Prior AFDC Dependency (%)
Never on AFDC 11.4 J4.1%x%
1-11 months 6.9 15,4%%%
12-23 Months 6.8 10.6%%=
24-35 Months 8.1 10,7%*=
36-47 Months 8.3 1.9
48-59 Months 6.9 6.8
60 Months or More 51.4 14,5%%%
Average Number of Months Ever
on AFDC 69 5 24.4%%x
Average Number of Months on AFDC
During 24 Months Prior to Initig)
Registration 15.5 9.5%*s
Ever Included on Someone Else's
AFDC Case (%) 16.17 32.4%%%
Length of Time Employed During
24 Months Prior to Initial
Registration (%)
Not Employed 49.9 27.7%%s
1 Week to & Months 18.0 19.1
7-12 Months 12,8 18.D%¢»
13-18 Months 1.1 13.0%%*%
19-24 Months 11,5 22,.2%%s

(continued)
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TABLE 2.3 (continued)

Cho.octeristic AFDC AFDC-U

Held o ;ob at Any Time During

Quarter Prior toelniticl

Registration (%) 26.8 38,188

Held o Job ot Any Time During

Four Quaorters Préor to (nitial

Registration {%) 39.4 56,59%%

Held o Job at Any Time During

Ten Quaorters Prigr to Initiol

Registration (%) 51.7 69.1%ee

Estimoted Eornings During 24

Rontns Prior to Initial

Registration (%)
$0 49.9 27 .5%%*
$1-$1000 14.0 11.6%*
$1001-$5000 17.7 21.2%*¢
$5001-$10,000 16.2 18,298
Over $10,000 8.2 21,600

Averoge Earnings During Quarter

Prior to Initial Registration ($)° 421.85 870.71%%e

Averoge Eornings During Four

Quarters Prior tg Initial

Registration ($) 1668.60 3507.07%%=

Averoge Earnings During Ten

Quarters Prior tg Initiol

Registration (%) 4035.1¢ 8055,14%%s

Received Unemployment Compensation

During Three Kanths Prior to

Initial Registraotion (%)® §.2 9.2%%

Received Unemployment Compensotion

During 12 Months Prior to

Initial Reqistration (%)° 7.5 17,6%¢e

Average Amount of Unemployment

Compensotion During Three Months

Prior to Initial Registrotion ($)° 32.05 68.79%s=

Averc¢ge Amount of Unempioyment

Compensatiaon During 12 Months

Priar to initiol Registration ($)° 126.62 299.75¢%s*

Somple Size' 3227 1387

7

{continued)




TABLE 2.3 ‘zontinued)

SOURCE: MDRC Client Informotion Sheets and the State of Colifornig
Unemployment Insurance earnings ond bepefits records.

NOTES: The mple for this toble includes individuals who
registered between July 1985 and June 1°86.

Distributions moy not odd to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

A chi-square test or t-test wos opplied to differences
between assistonce cotegories., Statisticol significaonce levels are
indicoted as: * = 10 percent; *=* = 5 percent; *** = | percent,

%AFpC-U coses con be redetermined as WIN-mondatory when on
AFDC cose becomes an AFDC-U cose or when o freviously exempt AFDC-U cose
(e.g., medically exempt) loses its exemption status,

bDistributions may not add to 100.0 percent becouse sample
members con hove children in more than one cotegory., n oddition, some
individuals, who ore not part of their parents' cose, moy not have any
children.

CA few AFDC-Y's may be included in the *Mandotory AFDC With
Child Less Thon 6° cot2gory due to doto entry errors or misinterpretation
of the question.

d_. . .
Distributions odd to more thon 100.0 percent becouse sample
members con be included in more than one activity,

eThese doto are colculated from the State of Californiao
Unemployment Insuronce earnings records ond include -ero volues for sample
members not employed and for those not receiving Unemployment Compensation,

fFor selected charocteristics, somple sizes may vary up to 5

sample points due to missing doto. &2 of these registronts were excluded
from the impact onalysis because they did not nave social security numbers,
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reported not working in the two years prior to registration, compared with
}' 50 percent of the AFDC's, The average earnings for the AFDC-U's during the
year prior to randem assigment was $3,507, coampared with $1,669 for
AFDC's. (Note that these averages include zero values for sample members
not employed.)

Fewer AFDC-U's reported recently engaging in activities aimed at
improving their employapbility than did AFDC's, As of registratica, 15
percent of the AFDC's reported current participation in an education or
skills training activity. During the year prior t« registration, 17 per-
cent of the AFDC's had participated in job cearch workshops: 10 percent had
been active 1in EWEP; and 22 percent had participated in an education or
skills training program. Among the AFDC-U's, 10 percent reported current
participation in an education or skills training activity. During the year
prior to registration, 15 percent had participated in job search workshops;
8 percent had been active in EWEP; and 15 percent had participated in an
education or skills training program. Bevause of the many differences
between the two assistance groups, the majority of this report will analyze
APDC-U's and AFDC's separately.

A, Characteristics of Controls and Experimentals

Random assignment to the impact sample proceeded smoothly, resulting

in experimental and control groups with similar demographic character-
istics. Appendix Table B.l presents the demographic characteristics of the
experliientals and controls in the impact sample. There were only a few
statistically significant demographic differences between the groups at
random assigrment: Slightly more AFDC controls than experimentals were

redetermined recipients, More AFDC controls than experimentals were Aslans




and Pacific Islanders.

There were even fewer signiticant control-experimental differences
among the AFDC-U registrants. (See Appendix Table B.l). A slightly lower
proportion of controls than experimentals reported being employed .1 to 30
hours a week as of registration. Average earnings one year prior to
registration were also lower for controls.

B. Subgroup Characteristics

In addition to estimating overall impacts, the research addr .8 the
important issue of whether certain subgroups of individuals are likely to
benefit more from the SWIM model than other subgrzoups. The impact and the
process analyses thus focus on several important subgroups. The primary
division is between the AFDC's and the AFDC-U's. The characteristics of
these two groups have already been described.

A second division 1is between earlier and later reglstrants, Glven
* at tne members of the impact sample entered the sample over a one-year
period, it is important to determine if sample members who wer? randomly
assigned 1in the later part of the registration period differed syste~
matically frem those who were randomly assigned earli=zr. Aprendix Table
B.2 shows characteristics of the subgroups registering with SWIM between
July 1985 and December 1985 and those registering between January 1986 and
June 1986 .

For the AFDC registrants, the earlier sample is approximately 55
percent of all registrants in the impact sample and the later sample 1s 45
percent, There are same statistically significant differences between
these two groups. AFDC registrants in the earlier group arez more likely to

be applicants and less likely to be renewed reciplents than the later
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group. This, in turn, m-ans that the earlier sample is less disadvantaged
with respect to prior wel! . e dependency than the later one, although these
differences are not very large.

These sample differences may be due to the fact that delays in
notifying recipients of their renewal interviews slowed the rate at which
this group was phased into the program. This, in turn, affects the
canposition of the sanple with respect to the applicant/recipient
distinction, They may also be due, to a lesser extent, to & decline in the
unemployment rate in San Diego count' over the intake period for the impact
sample; the unemployment rate decreased from 5.3 percent in the last 6
months of 1985 to 4.9 in the first ¢ months of 1986. As the unemployment
rate declines, the more advantaged are likely to find jobs and therefore
are less llkely to apply for welfare.

For the AFDC-U registrants, the earlier group 1s approximately 54
percent of all AFDC-U registrants and the later group 1is 46 percent.
Comparisons of demographic characteristics reveal few differences between
the groups. The percentage of females was greater in the earlier AFDC-U
sample than the later one; and the employment as well as the average
earnings of the earlier sample were lower than those of the later one. “The
AFDC-U samples did not differ, however, along the measures of prior welfare
dependency. It i{s notewort.y that, unlike the AFDC samples, the two AFDC-U
groups did nct differ in the percentages of appl’cants versus recipients.
It 1s unclear why notification delays and the declining unemployment rate
did not affect AFDC-U's in the way they seem to have affected AFDC'Ss.

A third important division 1is between the applicant and recipient

samples, (See Table 2.4). Demographically, these two groups were very
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TABLE 7.4
SWiH

SELECTED CHAR..CTERISTICS OF REGISTRANTS AT THE TIME OF INITIAL REGISTRATION,
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND WELFARE STATYS

AFDC AFDr-u

Characteristic Applicant Recipient Applicant Recipient
Office (%)

Service Center 44,9 53,1%8s 50.1 50.17

Son Diego West 55.1 46,9%%s 49.9 49.3
AFDC Stctus (%)

Applicant 100.0 0.0%s= 100.0 0.0%ss

Renewed Recipient 6.0 54,1%8s 6.0 57.5%%=

Redetermined Recipient 0.0 45,9%ss= c.0 42.,5%%>
Averoge Age (Yeors) 33.9 34.3 51.0 35,688
Sex (%)

Male 12.9 1, %8 92.4 89.6%

Female 87.1 93.9%8s 1.6 10.4%*
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hispanic 31.3 T4, 508 29.6 17,6%%#

Blaock, Non-Hispanic 41,2 42.8 22.3 16,8%%

Hispanic 21.8 28,7%es 40.3 44,8

Americon Indion/Afaskan Native 1.0 0.3%= 0.4 0.5

Asion ond Pacifi¢ lslander 3.9 3.6 6.3 18,3%%s

Other 0.7 0.5 1.2 2.0
Degree Received (%)

High School Dipioma 52.6 45,1 8= 42.9 30.5%*

GED 8.4 1.5 9.8 5.4%%s

None 39.1 47 . 40 47.3 64,200
Average Higherst Grode Complieted 11.2 10.,7%ss 10.6 §.3%%n
Marital Stotus (%)

Never Harried 25.6 33.0%% i2.% 8.3

Morried, Living with Spouse 8.3 4, 3% 82.3 88.50%=

Harried, Not Living with Spouse 31.2 25,3%8s 2.8 2.2

Widowed or Divorced 35.0 37.4 2.2 1.1

b

Any Children (%)

Less Than & Yeors 7.0 12.0%%* 715.9 67.,0%%*

Between 6 and 18 Years ?21.0 89.9 49.17 69.00%s
Handatory AFDC With Chiid
Less Thar & (%) 2.8 908 1.0 0.9

(continued)
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TABLE 2.4 (continued)

83

AFDC AFDC-U
Cheracteristic Applicaont Recipient Applicont Reciplent
Manalingual in o Longuoge
Othker Than English (%)
Spanish 7.0 9.2%% 1.7 21,388
Other 0.9 0.3%* 0.4 2.5%8s
Undocumented Warker (X) 0.9 J.8 6.0 5.6
Activities Within 12 Months Prior
to Initiul Registration (%)
Job Search warkshap 10.7 20,5%%* 9.3 23,588
EWEP 5.2 13.0%%%* 3.5 14 ,3%8¢
Educotian or Training 16.0 26 ,1%%= 10.1 22.2%%»
No Prior Act'vities 13.17 54,0%%s 81.2 56,3%%s
Current Activities (%)
Empioyed 20 Hours or Less 6.5 1.3 3.6 10,408
Per Week
Employed 21-30 Haurs Per Week 4.3 6.2%¢ 2.8 3.6
Educotion or Troining 9.7 17,788+ 5.9 15,1%es
Prior AFDC Dependency (%)
Never an AFDC® 22.3 4,300 52.0 7.58%e
1-11 Manths 12.8 3, 2% 20.0 8.6%es
12-23 Months 9.1 5,438 8.7 13,488+
24-35 Months 9.1 7.4 6.6 16.88%8¢
36-47 Manths 7.6 8.8 3.5 14 ,3%ss
48-59 Months 6.3 7.3 3.1 12,2%%»
40 Manths or Mare 32.8 3, 58# 6.0 27,132
Averaoge Number of Manths 47.6 83.698x 12.0 42,8%%>
Ever an AFDC
Average Number of Manths on AFDC
During 24 Ronths Prior to
Aritiaol Registration 8.0 20.4%%> 3.7 18:1%8s
Ever included on Someane Else's
AFDC Case (%) 15,9 17.2 32.6 34.¢6
Length of Time Employed During
24 Months Prior to Initiat
Registratian (%)
Not Employed 33.9 £0,3%es 9.9 54,189
1 Week ta & Honths 18.3 17.9 18,7 19.7
7-12 Ronths 15.3 11,288 21.1 13,309
13-18 Months 12,9 4,2%%¢ 18.2 S5.4090s
19-24 Months 19.5 6,308 32.1 7.5%%%
{continued)}
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TABLE 2.4 (caontinued)
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AFDC AFDC-U
Chorocteristic Applicant Recipient Applicant Recipient
Held o Job ot Any Time ODuring
Quarter Prior toflnitlol
Registration (%) 38.6 19.1%es 49.2 21.,9%es
Held o Job ot Any Time Ouring Four
Quarters Prior tg tnitial
Registration (X) 50.5 32.3%%s 68.3 39.2%%s
Hetd o Job at Any Time During Ten
Quarters Prior t? Initial
Registratian (%) £9.4 45,6080 17.2 571.2%ss
Estimoted Eornings Ouring 24 Months
Prior to !nitiol Registratiaon (%)
SO 33.9 60.2%% 9.9 53.6%%=
$1 - §1,000 12.9 14.8 10.0 14 N
$1,001 - $5,000 19.4 14.5%% 22.9 18.6%
$5,001 - $10,000 16.2 .35 23.8 9.98ss
Over $10,000 17.6 2,130 33.4 J.9%es
Aterage Eornings Ouring Quar:er
Prior to Initlat Registratian {$) 7164.617 201.03 %+ 1286.52 260.39%8s
Average Earnings Ouring Four
Quarters Priar t? tnitiol
Registration ($) 2993.98 816.91*%*| 5182.35 1057 .39%ss
Average Eornings Ouring Ten
Quorters Prior ‘g tnitial
Registration (§$) 6924.97 2178.16%%%{11,271.,59 3349.14%0s
Received Unemployment Campensatiaon
During aneawuonIhs Priaer to Initial
Registrotian (%) 7.8 1.8ces 13.2 3.3¥se
Recelved Unempioyment Compensatiaon
Ouring 12 Months Priar t? .
'nitiol Registration (%) 12.5 4,380 23.8 g.5e*s
Average Amount of Unemployment
Compensatian Ouring Three Months p
Prior to Initial Registration (§$) 63.39 11.84%0¢ 100.40 22.33%es
(continued)
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TABLE 2.4 (continued)

July 1985 and June 1986,

gs: * = 10 percent; ** =

exempt)

part of their parents’

points due to missing dotg.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

onglysis becuuse they did not have social

42

Statistical
percent.

‘n gddition,

some

significance

Distributions may not odd to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

levels are

AFDC AFDC-U

Charocteristic Applicant Recipient Applicant Recipient
Averoge Amount of Unemployment
Compensation During !Z Manths f
Prior to Initial Registration (§) 237.54 55.17 %8s 403.83 146.78%%*
Sompte Sized 1267 1960 829 558

SOURCE: See Table 2.3.

FJOTES: The somple for this table iacludes individusls who registered between

A chi-square test or t-tes: wos applied to diffarences between weifare
stotuses within ossistonce cotegaries.
5 percent, *** = |

indicated

°AFDC-U coses con be redetermined as WIN-monaatory when an AFDC case
becomes on AFDC-U cose ar when 0 previously exempt AFDC-U case (e.g., medically
loses its exemption status.

b
Distributions may not odd to 100.0 percent becouse sample embers can
have children in more than ane categary.
case., moy not have any childran.

individuals, who are not

c
A few AFDC-U's moy be included in the °Mondotory AFDC With Child Less
Thon 4° cotegory due tc doto entiy errors or misinterpretation of the question.

d_.
Distributionr odd to mors thon 100.0 percent because somple members
con be included in mare than ane (ctivity.,

®a few recipients maoy be Included in the °Never on AFDC® cotegory due
to daoto entry errors or misinterpretation of the quest'en.

f
These doto are colculoted from the State of Californio Unemployment
Insuronce earnings records ond include zero values ;or somple members nat emplayed
ond for those not receiving Unempiaoyment Compensation.

gFor salected characteristics, sample sizes may voiry up to S somple
62 of these registrants were excluded fram the Impact
security numbers.




different, as would be expected since some individuals who have never
received welfare or whose appl cations will be denied are included among
the applicant group. Applicants had more recent work experience.
Fifty-one percent ©f the AFDC applicants had held a job during the year
prior to random assignment compared with 32 percent of the AFDC recipients.
Sixty-eight percent of the AFD(~U appiicants had a job during the year
prior to random assignment, compared with 39 percent of the AFDC-U
recipients. Applicants also tended to be more educated, Fifty-three
percent of AFDC and 43 percent of AFRDC-U 1ipplicants had a high school
diplara as campared with 43 percent of the AFDC and 31 percent of the
AFDC-U recipients. Applicants, as expected, had less histc.y of welfare
dependency than recipients. However, it is important to note that, even
among applicants, only 22 percent of the AFDC's and 52 percent of the
AFDC-U's had no welfare history at all.

A fourth division is hetween registrants at the two welfare offices
invo.rved 1in the demonstration, Demographically, these two groups were
generally similar, However, a higher proportion of registrants at the San
Diego West office were applicants, as campared to registrants at the
Service Center office. As a result, registrants at the San Diego West
office were better educated, had less history of welfare dependency, and

more recent ties to the labor force.

IV. Sample Used to Measure Monthly Participation

As mentioned, the current WIN randatory caseload was phased into the
EWIM program during its first year of operation. fThe one-third who were

randomly assigned to control group status, of course, were not eligible to
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receive SWIM services. During the second year of SWIM all new regl_crants
-~ primarily new applicants and recipients recently determined to be
WIN-mandatory —- were eligible to receive services. Thus, no registrants
were placed in a control group. To be able to study the extent to which
saturation was rzached over an extende. p2riod of time, data were collected
for a representative sample of approxirately 33 percent of the individuals
registering with SWIM during the year after the end of randem assignment,
i.e., between the neriod of July 1, 1986, through the end of June 1387.
Data on this sample of registrants were combined with data on the
SWIM-eligibles in the impact sample to analyze case management and parti-

cipation patterns £for the entire caseload, including both AFDC's and

AFDC-U's. To approximate the size of the entire caseload, several weight-

ing factors were uced. The combined AFDC and AFDC-'! sample was welghted tu
adjust for the higher proportion of AFDC's, relative to the proportion of
the AFDC-U's, for whom data were collected. The sample was also weighted
to adjust for the fact that data were collected for only a portion of the
SWIM-eligible group.5 Weighting in this way enables the monthly partici-
pation analysis to draw conclusions for the estimated size of the actuval
caseload with which the staff wa working rather than the sealler samples
used 1n other parts of the research.

Those Wwho registered with the program during its first year of
operation (1.e., members of the impact sample) had demographir character-
istics quite different from those who registered with the program after
June 1586. (See Appendix Table B.3.) This is to be expected, since all
the current WIN-mandatory registrants were phased into the SWIM program

duri;g the first year. These Individuals were already on welfare and many

-44-

87




had a long-term history of welfare dependence. Acfter the first year of
SWIM operation all the current WIN-mandatcry registrants had already
registered for SWIM. Those who registered for SWIM in the second veal.
tended to be applicants or redetermined recipients.5 Only 40 percent of
AFDC's who registered before Juné 1986 were applicants, compared to 58
percent of the post-June 1986 AFDC registrants. Both the AFDC's and
AFDC-U's who registered with the program after June 1986 had less welfare

dependency than their counte¢ .parts who registered before June 1986.

V. Other Research Samples

In addition to the main research questions discussed in Chapter 1, the
resear~h addressed several secondary questions that required louking at
specific aspects of SWIM in greater detail. To examine these secondar§
research questions, four waall random subsamples were selected from amon
the SWIM-eligibles,

A. Childcare Sample

To analyze the use of childcare in SWIM the case file records of 121
reglistrants were reviewed. This sampis of 121 registrants was randomly
selected froam AFDC SWIM-eligibles registered and participating in SWIM
canponents during July or November of 1986.

B, Nonparticipaticn Sample

One of the primary research questions in SWIM, as noted, is whether 75
percent of the registrauts in any given month will participate in at least
one canpornt. A speclal sample of 99 registrants was randomly selected
from those registrants not participating during July or November of 1986 to

discover reasons for nonparticipation through case file reviews.
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C. Noncompliance Sample

To describe the extent to which individuals were rnt in compliance
with program requirements, case file records of a sample of program
registrants, both participants and nonparticipants, were reviewed. The
sample consisted of 144 AFDC and 98 AFDC-U regisirants, randomly selected
from individuals who were randomly assigned to the SWIM-elligible research
group between January 1 and March 31, 1986. These registrants' program
activities were tracked for 15 to 18 months after random assignment,

D. Worksite Sample

Worksite interviews were conducted by MDRC with a subsample of 30 work
experience supervisors, primarily to obtain estimates of the vaiue of work
done by EWEP participants, Thirty registrants were randomly selected, from
the May 1¢37 BWEP assigmnment logs, from among the 85 registrants who were
assigned to participate in May 1987. The supervisors of these 30

registrants were interviewed for about 20 minutes over the telephone.

VI. Data Sources

This report uses a number of different data sources to analyze the
flow of ir {viduals thiough the prograr, to describe program operations and
implementation, and to measure employment and w.lfare outccaes. As
indicated in Table 2.5, these sources provide varying lengths of follow-up,
depending on the sample member's initial registration date. The sources

are:

e Client Information Sheet (CIS) 1is a one-page interview
document designed by MDRC to provide data on registrants’
demcgraphic characteristics such as age, ethnicity, family
composition and education and training history, 2as well as
information on their welfare and employment histories. This
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TABLE 2.5

Win
LENGTH OF AVAILABLE FOLL ¥-UP BY DATA SQURCE ANO PERIOD OF INITIAL REGISTRATION
Polnt Length of Follow-Up By Perlod of Inltlal Registration
ot which
Dato July- October- Jonuory- april-
Callection |Lost Dote Data] September vacember March June
Data Data Saurce Beglns Are Avallable 1985 1985 1986 1986
Process Dato SWIM Autamated Tracking Date of June 1987 Twenty-0One Eighteen Fifteen Twel ve
System anc EWEP Attendance Inltiat Months konths Months Months
Logs Reglsiration
Quarterly Empioyment |State of Californla 10 Quarters |First Quarter {Six Quortersd Five Four Three
ond Earnlngs Data Unempl Oyment Insuronce Prior to 1987 Quarters Quarters Quarters
System Inltlal
Reglstratiaon
Monthiy AFDC County of San Dlega 20 Months August 1967 Twenty-Faur Twenty-One Elghteen Fifteen
Gront Poyments AFDC Payme~ts System Prier to Months Months® Months Months®
Initlal
Reglstration

0Trocklng dato wos nat collected for members of the contral group.

NOTES:
The first month of follow-up for tracking data does not Include the month in which on Individual Inltiolly reglstered.

c
Unempl oyrant Insurance earnings records report earnings on o cal endar quarter bosls.

G
Tre calendar quarter of injtlal re

SY1M evaluation.
)
The first month of follow-up for AFDC gront payments jncludes the month in which on Indlvidual Initlally reglstered.

gistration Is not considerec to te a fallow-up quarter far emp! oyment and gornings for the




form was campleted by SWIM program staff for registrants at
the time of SWIM registration. These data were then mer ged
with ‘nformation on welfare :2ceipt, employment and program
participation in the final analysis file. Data quality wac
generally good.7

California State Unemployment Insurance (UI) Earnings and

Benefits Records provide measures of earnings reported by

calendar quarter: i.e,, January through March; April through
June, Unemployment benefits data are reported by calendar
months to «coincide with the payment schedule of these
benef its.

Several limitations of these data should be noted. Pirst,
because of the reporting lags typical of the UI wage reporting
system, data were only available for three quarters after
random assignment for the entire impact sample. Second, the
use of quarterly data meant that there were varying lengths of
follow-up, depending on whether an individual registered for
SWIM during the first, second or third mont of the
calerdar quarter. Third, even for existing data, there could
be sume underreporting -- for example, because of employers
failing to creport earnings or people moving out of state.
Also, not all employers are reauired to report. Thus, UI data
do not necessailly cover all employment of the research
sample. &ince all these factors should have affected exper i-
mental and control group members equally, there 1S no reason
to believe they affected employment and earnings outccmes
differently for experimentals relative to those of controls.?

AFDC Records supplY infommaticn on monthly AFDC (l.e.,

welfare) grants, These data were obtained directly from the
County of San Diego Department of Social Services and
col.lected through Auqust 1987 for the analyses 1. th.s report.
This provided 15 months of post-random assigmment follow-up
for the entire impact sample. When AFDC data are matched to
CIS and UI data, same inaccuracies, Gue either to incomplete
dateé entry or inability to match records, can be expected.
Since this source of error should not differ across research
groups, it should not be a sourte of blas for the impact
estimates. In order to be c. natible with the earnings
data, welfare payments were aggre., .ed into calendar quarter
periods.

The SWIM Automated Tracking System was used as a case manage-

ment system by SWIM program staff as well as to provide data
for the research. This system was used to provide information
on program registration and deregistration, as well as start
and end dates for program-related activities such as joi.
search workshops, job clubs, and program-arranged aducation
and training activities; and for registrant-initiated
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activities such as employment, or education or training
programs in which registrants enroll on their own. The
system maintained data on all SWIM-eligibles. Data were
processed through June 1987, providing 12 months of follow-up
for SWiM-eligibles 1. the impact sample. MDRC conducted a
comprehensive quality check of the SWIM tracking system, The
results indicated that, for the most part, the automated
tracking system provided adequate data feor aralysis. (See
Appendix A for more detall.)

® EWEP Logs maintained by the San Diego Workfare Unit within the
DSS Employment Services Bureau were used to provide inform-
ation on worksite attendance. The logs were completed by the
EWEP staff at each of the local welfare offices and
periodically sent to MDRC. These data were collected through
June 1987 for all SWIM registrants, providing 12 months of
follow-up for the entire impact sample,

e Interviews with program staff and education and training
providers were used in addition to direct observation of
program activities and review of local office case files to
study program activities for the process analysis.
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CHAPTER 3

ADMINISTRATION AND STAFFING

To provide a context for understandin the participation and impact
findings presented later 1in the report, this chapter describes the
administration and staffing of the SWIM program, including cocordination
between staffing units, case management procedures and steff attitudes
regarding the program. Chapter 4 then describes the nature of program

services.

I. Administrative Structure

The administrative structure of SWIM was complicated, as irdicated in
Figure 3.1, Building on the EPP/EWEP program model, the program was
administered by the County and State Departments of Social Services (DSS)

and the State Employment Development Departmen. *:*0D) and its district

offices, The county's lead agency for the demonstr. n was the Employment
Services Bureau within DSS, which coordinated work San Diego's EDD.
Within the Employment Services Bureau, the Employmant . "ztlon Division
provided overall direction for prodcam registration, sntation, Job

search workshops, job clubs and the Skills Techniques Achievement Reviews
(STAR):; the Workfare Division directed the EWNEP program; the SWIM Division
directed assessments and education and training activities; and the
Employment Training Division directed Individualized Supervised Employment
Search Activity (ISESA). 1In addition, education and training services were

provided by community organizations. Thus, actual services were prov ided

L




FIGURE 3. 1
ORGANIZATIONS, STAFF AND SERVICES IN THE SWIM DELIVERY SYSTEM

State Employment Stato Department " Adut Schod, |
of Social Services Community Cc" ﬂgeJ
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by several different agency or unit staffs.

II. Staffing Levels and Staff Responsibilities

Managing the flow of registrants through the program as well as
providing direct program services required a large staff. This was true in
spite of the fact that the county welfare department referred program
registrants to camunity resources for education and training and did not
operate or fund these activities itself. Substantial staff resources were
required to monitor attendance, deal with noncompliance with program
requirements, arrange support services and track registrants' activities.
In part, this was due to the fact that the SWIM autamated tracking system
was not exploited to the fullest extent possible to aid in case management
tasks. Program resources were not available to develop camputer routines
that would allcw the tracking system to do some of the more clerical work
rn.crormed by the staff who were responsible for keeping detailed records of
registrants' program activities.

Building on procedures used in the EPP/EWEP program, different sets of
staff were responsible for working with and monitoring registrants as they
progressed through different stages of the program model. This section
uses the results of an MDRC time study to indicate the program functions
fulfilled by each set of line staff imvolved in SWIM.

The discussion begins by summarizing the overall findings of the time
study for professional staff imvolved in SHIM. It then provides more

detail on the responsibilities of both professional and clerical staff.
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A. Overview of Activities of Professional Staff in SWIM

The results of MDRC's time study, which was conducted in June 1986,
are shown in Table 3.1. Note that in addition to the staff indicated in
Table 3.1 and described below, supervisory staff (located at each SWIM
office) and administrative staff (loca.ed at a central office) were part of
the program's staffing configuration.

Regardless of program component, two-thirds of professional staff time
was spent monitoring attendance, dealing with noncampliance, arranging
support services and tracking registrants* activities. In particular,
arranging and anthorizing support service payments was very time-consuming:;
over one-quarter of all staff time was spent on this activit;.

Broken down by camponent, twelve percent of SWIM professional staff
hours were spent on activities that occurrec during the morning sessions
when 1individuals registered with the program. These activities included
random assignment, completion of a one-page research document which
recorded registrants® background characteristics, registration, program
orientation and post-orientation appraisals.,

Over 45 percent of professional staff hours were occupled by tasks
associated with providing job search activities. This included arranging
for support services for participants, leading the job search workshops or
job clubs, and dealing with noncompliance associated with these activities.

Seventeen percent of professional staff hours were sper* in connection
with EWEP. EWEP activities included orienting registrants to EWEP, placing
registrants in EWEP and monitoring their participation, arranging support
services for participants, dealing with noncompliance in EWEP and

miscellaneous EWEP program reporting.
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TABLE 3.1

WK

PERCENTAGE OISTRIBUTION OF ALL NON-SUPERV ISORY ANO NON-ACMINISTRATIVE STAFF TIME SPENT ON
SWIR TASKS, BY TASK, AGENCY, ANO TYPE OF STAFF

EPP €00 EWEP Wik TOTAL
Job Job
Empt oy - Oevelc~- Oevel o- Pro-
ment per per fgssion-
Sociol Speciol - Counse- Counse- ol
SW IR Tosk - Workers | Clerks ists Clerks lors Clerks lors Clerks | Stoff Clerks
Rondom Assigmment ond Compl etling
Cllent Informotion Sheet 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 25.4 9.5 23.1 2.1 1.4
Registrotion ond Orlentotion for
L1" SWik-E) Igibles ond Controls 6.8 83.9 3.4 13.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 4.5 3.5 44.6
& Appralsal s for SWiM-Eligibles;
: Exit Conferences for Controls 15.2 13.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 S.9 6.4
Support Service Arrangements for SWik- o
Eligibles in Job Search Workshop
or Jot Club 19.0 0.0 27.4 66.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6 13.9
Operoting Job Seorch Workshop 24.6 0.0 20.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.2 0.0
Operoting Job Club 0.0 0.0 20.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.6 1.5
Non-Compl lonce Actlvities Associoted with
Registrotion, Job Search Workshop or
Job Clud 2.3 0.0 21.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0
Orientotion to EWEP, Pincing SWIN-Eligibles
in BYEP, Monitoring Worksites ond
EWEP Porticiponts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0
Support Service Arrongements for
Porticiponts in EXEP 18.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0
Program Reporting for EWEP 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 21.1 74.6 0.0 0.0 2.9 | 143
- 939 Non-Comp! jonce Follow-Up for EWEP 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 1 0.0 ]_()g
(continued)




TABLE 3.1 (continued)

cPp €00 EWEP NI TOTAL
Job Job
Empl oy- Oevel o- Devel o- Pro-
ment per per fession~-
Soclatl Specilal - Counse- Counse- al
SWIM Task Workers | Clerks Ists Clerks lors Clerks lors Clerks | Staff Clerks

Assessment for Referrals to Education or

Tralning, and Monitoring of Participonts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.6 6.6 5.3 0.8
Support Service Arrangements for

SWiN-Eiigibles in Program-Arranged

Educatlion or Training 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0
Miscel laneous Paperwork for Education
ar Training 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 2.8 0.7 0.3
| Non-Compl lance Activities Associated
& with Educatio~ ar Tralning 1.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.7 0.1
1

Verification of Attendance in Self-initioted
Activities and Employment; Tracking

Other Program Statuses® 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 37.1 | 63.0 8.0 1.7
General Paperwork 2.6 0.0 5.3 6.1 0.0 0.0 24,2 0.0 1.9 1.3
Support Service Arrangements for Controls 4,7 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.1
Services to Volunteers or Non-Federols 0.5 0.9 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 1.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Staff Surveyed® 19 9 15 3 12 6 10 4 56 22

SOURCE:  Calculations from MORC Time Study of SWiM stoff, conducted from June 16 to June 27, 1986.
NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.
All percenfages are caicr'ated as q praportion of the tota! number of stoff hours.
Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
(continued)




TABLE 3.1 (continued)

a
Trocking other program s:iatuses includes investigoting SWIM-Eliglbles' job seorch Stotus, BWEP status, or AFDC/WIN stotus.

b .
General poperwork includes completing stotus change forms, deregistration forms, trocking system forms, state reporting
forms, error corrections aond miscelloneous paperwork.

c
Twa aof the EDD Employment Specialists were port-time. In odditlon, EWEP stoff worked with reglstrants from non-SWiM
offices as well as SHIR-Eligible registrants.
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Eight percent of professional staff hours were spent in connection
with referring registrants to community education or training programs.
This included assessing registrants for appropriate °®next steps® 1in the
program, referring individuals to education and training programs and
monitoring their participation, arranging support services for parti-
cipants, 4ealing with noncompliance in these activities and miscellaneous
paperwork associated with program-arranged education and training.

Another 8 percent of professional staff hours wers spent verifying the
attendance of registrants in self-~initiated education, training or employ-
ment. An additional eight percent of staff time was spent doing general
paperwork, that 1s, completing status change forms, deregistration forms,
automated tracking system forms, state reporting forms, and doing error
correction and miscellaneous paperwork.

Finally, 2 percent of professional staff time was occupied by
arranging support services for members of the control group.

B. Employment Preparation Division Staff

As of June 1986, 18 Employment Preparation Division social workers and
9 clerks staffed the SWIM program, a staffing level that remained the same
throughout the demonstration.1 Most of these soclal workers were not new
to their positions and thelir job duties generally did not change when the
EPP/EWEP program evolved into SWIM.

Employment Preparation Division staff were involved in a variety of
activities. The largest share of the social workers' time -~ 42 percent =—-
was spent arranging, authorizing and supervising support services for
SHiM-elligible registrants throughout their program tenure. These support

services included childcare and transportation for those in SWIM activi-
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ties and work expense advances ('entered employment® stipends) for those

who found Jobs. This advance money (usually $50) was intended to defray
work expense costg until the registrant received his/her first paycheck.

Another primary Job duty, which occupied 25 percent of the social
workers' time, was assisting with job search workshops. Tiis caaponent was
Jointly staffed and supervised by Employment Preparation Division staff and
EDD staff, with EDD taking the lead.

Soclal workers were also responsible for reglistration, program orienta-
tion and post-orientation appraisals for both SWIM-eligible and control
grrup registrants, Reglstration and orientation occuplied 7 percent of the
social workers' time; 15 percent of their time was spent on the appralsal
process.

A small amount of the social workers' time -~ 5 percent -- was spent
providing support services to registrants in the control group. Although
controls were not eligible to participate in SWIM camponents, both

SWIM-eligibles and controls could qualify for the entered employment

stipends,

Finally, 4 percent of soclal workers' time was occupled by noncompl i~
‘ance follow-up, conciliation and formmal adjudication proceedings for
individuals who did not cooperate with the registration, job search work-
shop, job club or education or training requirements.

Erployment Preparation Division clerks assisted primarily with the
paperwork assoclated with registration, orientation and appralsals.

c. EDD Staff

As of June 1986, 15 EDD employment specialists and 3 EDD clerks

staffed the SWIM program, EDD staffing levels also generally remained the




same throughout the demonstration.

The primary job function of the EDD employment specialists consisted
of leading job search workshops, job ciubs and, later, STAR. Approximately
41 percent of these individuals' time -—- split evenly between workshops and
Job clubs as of June 1986 ~- was spent on this type of work. As was the
case with the social work staff, many of the EDD staff had extensive
experience leading job search workshops prior to SWIM, that is, in the
EPP/HMEP program. Operating job clubs and STAR, which were not part of the
EPP/EWEP program, were new responsibilities for the EDD staff.

The authorization of support services in connection with job search
workshops and job clubs accounted for over one-quarter of ECD employment
specialists' staff time. Over one~-fifth of their time was spent dealing
with noncompliance in these activities.

EDD clerks assisted primarily with the paperwork associated with
assigning individuals to job search activities (®enrolling® individuals in
EDD) and providing support services.

D. EWEP Staff

EWEP staff, who were part of the Workfare Division, were not located
in the office space shared by the other staff units involved in SWIM but
co-located with Incame Maintenance (IM) staff. EWED staff 1in four IM
offices -~ Southeast, South Bay, Northeast and Kearny Mesa -- served SWIM
registrants.

Mmong these forrs offices, approximately 12 HJEP 3job develomment
counselors and 6 EWEP clerks served SWIM clients. Although the overall
level of staffing remained relatively stable throughout the period in which

SWIM operated, SWIM registrants constituted varying proportions of the
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total EWEP caseload in each office, depending on the IM di-trict. (These
offices served registrants from non-SWIM offices as well.) For example,
practically all IWEP referrals to the Southeast IM office were SHIM
registrants; and approximately 90 percent of %“he SWIM registrants sche. iled
for EWEP orientations were referred to that office. Very few of the
referrals to the Kearney Mesa office were SWIM registrants.

A breakdown of the EWEP staff time accounted for by SWIM registrants
1s shown in the Table 3.1. The largest portion of EHEP counselors' hime --
44 percent -- was spent conducting XWEP orientations, developing and
monitoring worksites, placing registrants at worksitaes, monitoring and
counseling EWEP participants, and making initial contact with registrants
who failed to show up at worksites or stopped working.

EWEP program reporting functions accounted for a little more than one-
quarter of the counselors' time, This reporting refers to the preparcation
of specific EWHEP forms (e.g., the monthly EWEP logs) and miscellaneous
paperwork not associated with EWEP piacement, counseling, arrangements for
soclal services or nonccmpliance follow-up.

Seventeen percent of staff times was sp=nt on support services arrange-
ments for EWEP participants. This included assessments and counseling
concerning support services and the paperwork associated with authoriz ing
childcare and transportation payments.

A relatively small proportion of time -~ 12 percent -- was spent on
dealing with EWEP noncampliance, This included issuing fomal adjudication
forms, conciliation and initiating sanctioning procedures.

The primary function of the FWEP clerks was to assist with all types

of paperwork associated with EWEP. Scme of the central office EWEP clerks
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also assisted with random assignment.

E. SWIM Staff

SWIM Division staff, known as the Coordination and Referral Unit
(CRU), served several functions within the program, These staff members
conducted assessments for registrants who had completed job search and/or
INEP, made referrals to community education and training providers, and
kept track of the activities of SWIM-eligibles throughout .he program via
the SWIM autcmated tracking system,

CRU staff consisted of Job Developer Counselors (JDCs) and clerks. 1In
any given month, ten or ll JDCs staffed the program. The number of SWIM
clerks staffing the program increased over time, however, from two clerks
in October 1985 to six clerks in August 1986.

Unl ike other staff involved 1in SWIM, CRU staff had little or no
experience with the county's previous work/welfare programs. Many of these
individuals were recruited from outside the county welfare department; and
among those with previous county experience, only a few had been involved
in EPP/EWEP. Many of the CRU staff, however, had worked in some capacity
as job counselors in the San Diego area and had extensive community service
program contacts,

Tracking registrants' activities and monitoring participation were the
predominant job functions of the JDCs. Over one-third of the JDCs' time
was occupled in this manner. These types of activities included time spent
investigating registrants' Job search status, BE{EP status or welfare/WIN
status, 1f this information was not clear in the autcomated tracking system.

Also 1included was time spent verifying registrants' participation in

activities which had deferred them from reqular SWIM activities -- that is




self-initiated education and training -- as well as verifying employment.

About one-quarter of the JDCs' time was occupied by general paperwork
not specifically associated with any of the program cdmponents. This
included completion of deregistration forms, SWIM autamated tracking system
data entry forms, state reporting forms, tracking system error correction
forms, and miscellaneous paperwork.

Another quarter of the JDCs' time was spent working with registrants
who had reached the education and training portion of the program model.
In this capacity, the JDCs conducted assessment interviews to determine the
sultability of registrants for ISESA or education/traihing activities,
located various education and training programs, referred registrants to
these programs or to the ISESA component, monitored the participation of
those referred, counseled the participants, and completed all paperwork
assoclated with these activities.

JDCs also spent a small amount of time interviewing registrants in
order to complete the Client Information Sheet, a research document which
obtained registrant demographic information. This activity took up 10
percent of the JDC's time,

These staff spent winimal time completiig miscellaneous paperwork (3
percent) and dealing with noncompliance in -education and training
activities (1 percent).

CRU clerks assisted with the paperwork assocliated with several types
of activities, As of June 1986, when four CRU clerks staffed the program,
the majority of clerk time was spent assisting with general program tracx-
ing and attendance monitoring duties associated with case management. Wihen

two more clerks were added to the CRU staff, the clerks were able to take
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on more of the clerical tasks involved in case management. By the begin-
ning of 1987, CRU clerks had taken over the JDCs' responsibility for
verifying registrants' employment and were providing assistance in verify-
ing the attendance of those in self-initiated education or t:::aining.2

-During the period of random assigrment almost one~quarter of CRU clerk
time was spent randomly assigning registrants to the control or SWIM-
eligible group or checking whether a new registrant had previously been
assigned to one of these groups.3 As of June 1986, a small amount of CRU
clerk time was spent assisting with the monitoring of program-arranged
education and training program attendance (7 percent), assisting with
registration and orientation (5 percent) and miscellaneous paperwork
assoclated with education and training (3 percent).

F. Employment Training Division Staff

Generally two Job Developer Counselors from the Employment Training
Division led the ISESA workshop ccmponent throughout the SWIM demonstra-
tion. Additionally, approximately +%en Job Developer Counselors were
involved 1in developing on-the-job training ©positions for welfare
reEipients. These staff did not work exclusively with SWIM registrants and
were not part of the MDRC time study of staff job functions. However,
interviews with the ISESA workshop leaders indicated that their ISESA job
duties consisced of many of the same activities EDD staff perfomed in
connection with job search workshops: leading the job search sessions,

arranging for support services, and following-up on non—-attenders.

III. Coordination Among Staffing Units

When SWIM started, there was same confusion among staff as to the




roles of the various sets of program staff. *Older® scaff were initially

unsure of the responsibilities of the CRU staff, who were added to the
staffing configuration which existed in the EPP/EWEP program. Scme of the
social work staff, in particular, viewed the CRU staff as taking over their
role. 1In time, roles became better defined between the two sets of staff
and coordination improved. It should also be noted that coordination per
se involved little more than making referrals to other staff once a

registrant completed an activity.

IV. Case Management Procedures

Two general models of case management exist, with some programs using
a hybrid of the two. 1In scme programs, a single staff person has contact
with each registrant to perform assessments and provide support throughout
the registrant‘s program eligibility. 1In other programs, reglstrants are
referred fram one set of staff ¢, another as they progress through the
program model.

The SWIM case management structure is an example of the second type.
As indicated by the previous discussion, different sets of staff were
responsible for registrants as they prcgressed through SWIM. Throughout
the program, however, the BEmployment Preparation Division staff monitored
childcare arrangements, while the CRU staff made sure that all registrant
activity was recorded in the SWIM autamated tracking system.

Registrants generally progressed smoothly through the program.
Several factors facilitated this achievement. First, the county had
operated the EPP/EWEP program, using this method of case management, for

three years prior to the start of SWIM. Consequently, many case management




procedures were firmly established and staff were familiar with them prior
v SWIM. Second, the fixed-sequence nature of the pre-assessment portion
of the SWIM program model -~ job sea~~h followed by F4EP -~ made referrals
b« een components almost autcmatic, Until a registrant reached the
assessment stage, the program model afforded staff with little opportunity
for discretionary decisiommaking concerning next steps for the registrant.

As evident from the &bove discussion, the caseloads of most staff
consisted of all registrants referred to their portion of the program
model. Once registrants completed a specific activity -- for example, job
search workshop —- they would leave the caseload of their workshop leader
and become part of the caselocad of an EWEP counselor.

CRU staff caseloads were the exception: 1Individuals were assigned to
CRU staff caseloads when they registered with the program and remained in
the CRU caseload until they deregistered from the program. For each
individual in theilr caselocad, CRU staff were responsible for ensuring that
the autcmated program tracking system reflected all activity from
registration through deregistration, regardless of the activities of the
registraats. CRU staff also verified the continuing employment of working
registrants, monitored the attendance of those in self-initiated education
and training, and assessed and referred to education and training programs
any individuals who reached this stage of the model.

Given these responsibilities, CRU caselcads grew over the course of

the demonstration as the WIN-mandatory caseload was progressively phased

into the program, In December 1985, for example, CRU caseloads averaged
approximately 197 registrants.4 Over the following year, CRU caseloads

averaged 214 in February 1986, 250 in April 1986, .34 in June 1986, 331 in




1)

August 1986, and 328 in December 1986, At this point it was clear that CRU
caseloads were too big. Registrants who were working while in the program
were transferred to clerk caseloads, and all individuals in self-initiated
education or training were consolidated in the caseload of a single JDC.
As a result, CRU caseloads dr;pped to approximately 260 in March 1987 and
246 1in June 1987.

For the CRU staff, SWIM case manageﬁént involved the SWIM autamated
tracking system, This system was designed in early 1985 to aid in case
management, as well as to provide data for the research. Data were entered
into the system from Jindividual data input documents completed by the CRU
staff and from program activity logs (that 1is, job search workshop, job
club and EWEP attendance logs). The major data items in the system were
activity type, provider codes and dates of activity referrals, starts,
interruptions and ccmpletions. Status information -- such as registration
and deregistration dates, and reasons for de{egistrations == were also
recorded in the system. 1In addition to recording changes in registrants'’
program activities or statuses, the system was designed to record
verifications of registrants' continuing activity in order to provide case
management information to program staff.

The reality was different from the design, hcwever. The tracking
system, 1in fact, functioned primarily as a data depository and not as an
interactive system that could aid in case management. The county did not
have the staff or resources to develop camputer routines that would allow
staff to make extensive use of the system for case nagement. For
example, the system did not have a working "tickler! function to provide

staff with lists of registrants in their caseloads who required that scme




action be taken during particular weeks. To identify registrants requiring
follow-up, CRU staff had to scan computer output which listed, in chrono-
logical order, the 20 most recent entries for each registrant in their
caseload. (Examples of entries would be start dates, interrupt dates or
end dates for various activities.) Additionally, the county was unable to
program automated edits =-- camputer routines which could have 1dentified
missing or incorrect entries to the system. Instead, to determine if all
registrant information was accurately recorded in the system, CRU staff
would periodically review these caseload activity reports and assess
whether the activity entries for each registrant made sense and looked
compl ete, Staff would also compare information on activity logs to the

information found in the systen.

V. Staff Attitudes Toward the Program

Overall, program gtaff reacted favorably to the SWIM program model.
among interviewed staff who had worked in the EPP/EWEP program, most wel-
caned the opportunity to work with welfare recipients as well as
applicants. Additionally, the majority of the Employment Preparation
Divison, EDD and EWEP staff supported the addition of the CRU job functions
to the EPP/EWEP model. They perceived CRU staff's role as consisting of
referring registrants to education and training as well as keeping detailed
records of registrants' activities.

Interviews also indicated that staff were aware of SWIM's 75 percent
participation goal and perceived 1t to be an achievable one. However,
staff did not pay much heed to it. 1In the first place, they bellieved both

that they were working with all registrants referred to their particular




program component and also that they, In turn, referred all those who
completed their component to the next component in the program model.
Staff who had been involved in the EPP/EWEP program indicated that they had
operated in a similar manner prior to SWIM. 1In the second place, they had
no way of knowing the extent of participation in SWIM.

In fact, CRU staff were the only staff members who could have had a
sense of the extent to which program eligibles were participating in SWIM,
by virtue of their overall activity tracking role. CRU staff did not focus
on this, however, for two reasons.

First, as was clear in interviews, CRU staff did not generally think
in terms of the proportion of their caseload who were participating during
a given month, Like other program staff, CRU staff reported that they were
generally working with all registrants who reached the education and
training stage of the model. (However, in the later months of the des on-
stration, some CRU staff indicated that thelr large caseloads were starting
to prevent them from working with all registrants.) From the perspective
of the staff, a registrant would be considered active even if he/she was 1in
the process of being assessed, assigned to a component that was to begin
the following month, awalting verification of participation, 1in a
conciliation status or pending deregistration. These registrants would be
considered ‘"worked with."

Second, due to programming problems with the county computer routines
that produced estimates of monthly participation rates, these rates were

communicated infrequently to program staff. Consequently, staff were not

aware of how far they were from the 75 percent demonstration goal <on a

reqular basis,




Morale among most staff units invoived in SWIM was high. BEmployment
Preparation Division staff, EDD staff and EWEP staff perceived SWIM as an
extension of the EPP/EHEP prodgram which involved little change in their
daily work responsibilities. Additionally, these staff iclt that they were
involved 1in a successful program. Not only did they see registrants
finding jobs, but they also felt that the earlier MDRC evaluation of the
EPP/EWEP program confirmed that, in fact, their-portion of the program
. worked. " Lastly, most staff perceived SWIM as the precursor to
California's Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program ({see
description in chapter 1). This added to staff's sense of the inmportance
of their work.

CRU staff members were the exception; thelr morale was not as high,
Most of the JDCs had anticipated that their jobs would entall extensive

-~
registrant contact and counseling. In reality, é; noted above, program
tracking and monitoring functions consumed the majority of CRU staff time.
One reason for this was that many registrants found jobs or left welfare
for other reasons before reaching the education and training portion of the
program model. Thus, the number of registrants who required assessment and
placement in community programs was limited. Another reason was that CRU
staff spent a good deal of time ensuring that the autcmated tracking system
contained complete and accurate information and registrants were not
getting "lost® in the program. Although the automated SWIM tracking system
was intended to aid in this task, as noted, program resourc were not
available to develop computer routines that would allow the tracking system

to do same of the clerical work performed by the CRU staff.
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CHAPFTER 4

THEE NATIRE OF PROGRAM SERVICES

This chapter describes each type of service provided in SWIM. The
first section describes registration, orientation and appraisal procedures.
The second exumines job search activities, regardless of when they occurred
in the model. The third presents details on the EWEP program. The fourth
addresses the nature of education and training activities in SWIM. The

final section summarizes the support services available in SWIM.

I. Registration, Orientation and Appraisal

As noted in Chapter 2, the first step in the SWIM program model was
WIN registration, All WIN-mandatory applicants and recipients recently
determined to be WIN-mandatory were informecd of their need to register with
the program during interviews with Tuacome Maintenra ze (IM) st:aff.l'2
Recipients who were renewing their previcas WIN/EPF registration were
informed of the need to reregister and glven reglstration appointments by
soclal workers through the malil. Staff identified individuals who were
required to reregister through lists generated by the county's autcmated
welfare eligibility system.

Program registration was mandatory for 41 of these groups, If
applicants did not register, their application for aid could be denied.
Reciplents could be sanctioned for not attending theilr registration
appointment. IM staff were responsible for identifying applicants and

redetermined recipients who failed to register; scclal work staff were




responsible for identifying renewal reciplents who falled to register.
Renewal recipients were given two chances to show up for registration.
After two sequential missed appointments, individuals would be requested to
attend a detemmination interview ( "detemmining" whether the individual had
a legltimate cause for missing the appoinhnents).3 Generally, 1f an indi-
vidual attended an appointment at any time during this process, including
the determination interview, the individual would be determined to have a
good” cause, If an individual never responded to the appointment requests
or never contacted a soclal worker, a sanction would be requested.

Approximately 25 individuals were scnaduled for each registration/
orientation session at each office.4 Upon arrival for the registration
appointment, the first one-on-one contact with program staff would be with
Coordination and Referral Unit (CRU) staff.5 Staff would meet for several
minutes with each individual to complete the one-page Client Information
Sheet whica elicited demographic information for the research.6

The next step in the process imvolved completing several forms during

a group orientation session,7

Orientation sessions, conducted by social
workers, lasted from 20 to 40 minutes., The purpose of the orientation was

to describe the program, explain the registrants' rights and respons-
ibilities, and provide information on available social services.

Program descriptions given during orientations were brief and low-key,
however, with the emphasis on finding jobs through job search workshops;
little attention was paild to explailning welfare or WIN/SWIM procedures.
The existence of other program components also was not stressed: EWEP was
mentioned briefly, if at all, and references were rarely made to possible

education or training opportunities. Thus, registrants were given little
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indication that the program required participation for as long as they
remained on welfare,

Following orientation, all registrants were individually appraised by
social workers.8 For registrants who had been assigned te the control
group, these appralsals were more like exit interviews: Soclal workers
asked about the farilies' health, any housing problems, and wheLh;r there
were any barriers preventing the registrants from seeking work. Social
workers also reminded registrants that they were entitled to ‘“entered
employment.” money and supplies if they found jobs, At the conclusion of
the interviews, controls were told that they had met their program
(WIN/SWIM) obligation and were free to leave. There was no further contact
between the controls and program staff unless 1t was initiated by the
registrant at a later date, for example, to request help with social
services or obtain *entered employment® monies.9

For reyistrants who were eligible to recelve SWIM services, the
appraisal included a determination of their ability to participate in job
search workshop, job club or EWEP: an evaluation of current registrant-
initiated education/training or employment; and the identification of
social service needs. Childcare was also discussed, but not arranged,
during this interview,

At the conclusion of the appraisals, which generally lasted between
five and 20 minutes, SWIM-eligible registrants were assigned to a program
activity, referred to CRU staff, or, very infrequently, deferred from all
program participation. The guidelines used to make these assigmment or
deferral decisions are outlined below.

If, during the course of the interview, social worker: termined that
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registrants had no barriers to participation and had not participated in a
job search workshop within the previous year, registrants would be referred

to EDD staff for assignment to a workshop.lo

Registrants who ' .Q
previously participated in a workshop, but not in EHEP, were assigned to
the job club component, along with EWEP. Registrants who had previously
participated in both workshops and EWEP were assigned only to the job club
component.

Reglstrants who were identified as currently involved in an education
or training program that met the program's deferral standards concerning
type, intensity and duration were referred to CRU staff. Registrants who
were employed at least 15 hours per week were also referred to CRU staff.

Registrants referred to CRU staff were interviewed shortly after tiielir
appralsal. CRU staff requested information from registrants for use in
verifying their education, training or employment on a periodic basis and
completed a tracking system form to record this self-initiated activity.
At this interview CRU staff usually counseled registrants abou® better job
opportunities in thelr field 1f they were employed, or encouraged
registrants to remain in their education/training program if they thought
it was an appropriate one for the registrant.

If a registrant was 1identified during appraisal as an undocumented
worker, an individual excluded from the welfare assistance unit (*excluded
partent®), or a re_gistrant requiring assistance from a social worker to
remove an impediment to participation, he/she could be deferred frem all
program ps_u:t:icipat:ion.lzL Otherwise, every registran. was assigned to socme

program ccmponent.

A review of the program case filez of a random sample of 242

-73- 121




individuals who registered with the program between January and March 1986
indicated that only a small group -- 7 percent -- were deferred fram all
program participation at the conclusion of the appraisal. Among this small
group, over two-fifths were undocumented workers. The only other sizable
grcup ~- 14 percent of those deferred -- had a disability or health
problem, The remaining deferrals reflected a variety of situations.
Individuals assigned to program activities at the conclusion of the
appraisal interview were scheduled for the first available session of the
activity following the .ppraisal. Registrants were generally assigned to
Job search workshops which were scheduled to begin approximately three
weeks later, Similar time lags existed between appraisal and initial job

club sessions and EWEFR orientations.

II. Job Search Activities

Four different types of job search activities were part of the SWIM
program medel: Job - ~~8hops, 46b clubs, STAR and ISESA. This
section briefly desé¢riw ;s each.

A. Job Search Workshops

Two-week job search workshops were the first program activity for many
registrants. These were held both in English and Spanish. &all workshops
used the same materials and essentially the same format. New workshods 1in
English were begun each week in each of the two SWIM offices. According to
staff these averaged 10 to 18 registrants. Workshops in Spanish were begun
once a morth in each of the two cffices. These averaged 20 to 30
registr-nce.

The first week of e~ workshop consisted of structured group




instruction, focusing on skills assessment, goal setting and the completion
of employrent applications. Participants were taught in daily sessions how
to write resumes, locate job ieads, handle an interview and use the tele-
phone to obtain appointments.

In the second week, partipipants were expected to make contacts with
prospective employers. For the English-speaking workshops, participants
worked in a room with a bank of telephones, generally for two hours a day,
placing calls to prospective employers and setting up job interviews.
There was no set quota of calls, but participants were expected to contact
from ten to 20 employers dally. Instead of the usual telephone room work,
Spanish-speaking registrants were required to make three in-person employer
contacts per day. Their limitations 1in English made blind calls to
prospective employers impractical.

After completing the workshop, 1individuals who had falled to find
employment were scheduled for job club and/or EWEP orien?ation. Regis-
trants were assigned to job club sessions scheduled to begin between two
and four weeks later. The lag between the end of the workshop and EWEP
orientation was generally similar.

B. Job Clubs i

Registrants could be assigned to job clubs separately, or in conjunc-
tion with an EWEP worksite assignment, Job clubs, which consisted of
biweekly two-hour joh search sessions, were not part of the EPP/FWEP
program model in San Diego. This component was added to the program model
for several reasons. First, program planners viewed job clubs as a way to
improve the monitoring of participation while registrants were in EWEP.

(staff could inquire about EWEP particlpation on a biweekly basis, during
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the job club sessions.) Second, job clubs were intended to officially

mandate job search on the one day each week that registrants were not
required to participate in EWEP. Lastly, job clubs were viewed as a way of
maximizing registrants' participation following job search workshops.
Since registrants usually did not begin to participate at EWEP worksites
until four to six weeks after the end of the workshops, job clubs were
viewed as a cocmponent which could £1ll this gap. The job club component
operated fram the beg.nning of SWIM through December 1986.

Between elght and 12 registrants attended each job club session. The
content of the job clubs changed over time in both SWIM of fices, eventually
evolving into a combination of motivaticnal exercises, use of EDD ccmputer
listings or. JDU job banks for iob leads, and repeated telephoning to
prospective employers. Leadership and duration of the job club component
differed between the two SWIM offices. 1In one office, the leadership of
the Job club sessions rotated among all staff and registrants would be
required to attend job club sessions as long as they remained in EWEP,
regardless of how long that was. In the other office, one job club leader
was designated for several months at a time and registrants would be
required to attend job club sessions for a 90-day pe::iod.:L2

Upon completion of the job club ccmponent (provided that the EWEP
assignment was also completed), registrants were either scheduled by CRU
staff for an assessment interview at a later date or assessed on the day of
the last job club s2ssion.

Almost from the beginning of SWIM, program managers and line staff
were not pleased with the job club component. According to staff,

registrants’' job search workshop groups were not kept intact during the job
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clubs, group cohesiveness failed to develop in job club sessions, and the
component did not seem to mnotivate registrants to 1look for jobs.
Registrants also seemed to staff to be confused when assigned to two
program activities -~ job clubs and EWEP -~ at the same time. Finally,
only about one-third of the registrants assigneZ to job clubs attended.
For some registrants, job club sessions interfered with family matters that
reglistrants needed to take care of during their one day off frcm EWEP. It
1s interesting to note, in light of these staff perceptions of ineffective—
ness, that quite a few sanvtions were imposed for noncampliance in job
clubs.

The county stopped operating job clubs in December 1986. The
component was replaced by a new activity, Skills Techniques Achievemzuc
Reviews (STAR), in January 1987.

" c.  sTAaR

STAR consisted of intensive supervised job search for a maximum of 13
days between the time a reagistrant completed job search workshop and
attended FWEP orientation. Every other day during this period, registrants
attended group motivational sessions for two to three hours. On the
non-group days, registrants were required to look for work on theilr own.
Job search workshop groups were kept intact for STAR, and the job search
sessions were led by registrants' previous job search workshop leaders. In
essence, this component stretched the job search workshop component into a
four-week workshop, incorporating nore individual job search.

D. Noncompliance in Job Search Workshops, Job Clubs and STAR

Imployment Develorment Department (EDD) staff handled nonccmpliance in

these three activities, as noted earlier. Staff took action on the follow-
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ing types of situations: failure to attend workshops, job clubs or STAR;
spotty attendance (one or more days missed with no good cause); and
dropping out.

The activity leader of each of these activities was responsible for
monitoring participation among the registrants scheduled for the activity.
For example, the Job club leader of a particular session would follow-up on
those who failed to attend that session., Registrants were allowed to be
automatically rescheduled once 1if they initially failed to show up at an
activity. aAfter the second failure to attend, registrants were referred to
an EDD determinations specialist and a determination interview was
scheduled.

If a registrant attended the interview and was "determined® to have a
legitimate reason for failing to attend, the registrant was assigned to the
n2xt scheduled session of the activity. If a registrant attended the inter-
view and was found to have no legitimate reason for noncompliance, a con-
clliation agreement was drawn up between the EDD determination specialist
and the registrant. This agreement, which usually stipulated participation
at the next scheduled session of the activity, represented the registrant's
"last chance.® If the registran* violated the agreement, the EDD worker
would request that IM impose a sanction, If vhe registrant adhered to the
agreement, the determination process ended. Later noncompliance would
startc the process over again.

For registrants who failled to attend the scheduled determination
interview, EDD staff generally tried to contact them or their IM workers to
see if they had left welfare or were no longer WIN-mandatory. If a

registrant could not be reached and still appeared to be WIN-mandatory, a
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’silent” determination would be conducted. In other words, paperwork was
completed indicating that the registrant failed to attend the interview and
was therefore determined to have no legitimate reason for noncompliance.
Following this type of determination, a sanction would be requested.

Throughout the above procedures, EDD staff continued to encourage
registrants to participate, Staff would repeatedly try to contact regis-
trants if they failled to attend a determination interview. Staff were also
quite liberal in their definition of legitimate reasons for noncompliance.
If at all possible, staff tried to conciliate with registrants rather than
request that they be sanctioned.

E.  ISESA

Individualized Supervised Employment Search Activity (ISESA) began in
November 1985, This activity, which was a post-assessment option in the
SWIM model, consisted of job search workshops, held one day per week, for a
period of 13 weeks. ISESA was funded through JTPA and operated by the Job
Development Unit (JDU) within the county welfare department. The activity
was designed for SWIM registrants, and almost all participants were
referred by CRU staff.

ISESA was an open-entry, open-exit program; registrants could start
attending sessions at any point during the 13-week curriculum. Registrants
initially attended a short orientation session and then were assigned to a
weekly session., Between ten and 20 registrants attended each session and,
depending on numbers, registrants were occasionally divided into AFDC and
AFDC-U groups., The workshop sessions varied in length, depending on the

material to be covered and registrant interest, but never lasted more than

a few hours.
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is part of each ISESA session, registrants worked with JDU job deve-

lopers to identify possible job openings, elther unsubsidized jobs or on-
the-dob~-training (0JT) positions.l3 Between weekly sessions, registrants
were expected to make ten job applications, scme of which wer; verified by
the group leader.

As a r~ziplent of JTPA funds, the JDU was subject to JTPA performance
standards. 1In order to assist the JDU in meeting their goals, SWIM program
guidelines specified that registrants who had a high school diplama or an
employable skill were to be referred for job search, preferrably through
the JDU but possibly through EDD, following assessment. Some CRU staff,
however, disregarded this gquideline as not being in the best interest of
registrants and referred some of the registrants to education or training
programs,

Participation in ISESA was mandatory for all referred registrants and
was monitored by JDU staff.14 All registrants who completed the 1l3-week

ISESA curriculum without finding a job were referred back to CRU staff for

further assessment regarding *next steps, "

III. Work =xperience

The Employment Work Experience Program (EWEP) was a l3-week community
work experience component in which participants were expected to work up to
four days a week in either the public or the private nonprofit sector., The
number of work hours was calculated by dividing registrants' monthly
welfare grants by prevailing wage rates (based on registrants' education).
Registrants were assigned to work a maximum of 32 hours per week. Hours

were further restricted by the fact that one day a week was reserved for




ongoing individual jcb search. County welfare department staff developed

the worksites and subsequently monitored EWEP attendance.

Worksite developers did not experience any problems keeping up with
the flow of EWEP referrals, in part because a “stock® of werksite positions
had been developed through previous county programs. SWIM was the first
Program, however, in which worksites were developad that could accamodate
individuals who spoke only Spanish.

EWEP referrals initially participated in group orientation meetings,
followed by individual sgessions with staff, In these sessions,
registrants' work histories and possible barriers to working the required
number of monthly hours were discussed. The sessions did not assess social
service needs in any depth, since these presumably had been resolved
earlier, At the conclusion of the session, registrants were assigned to
worksites. Although location was a factor in these assignments, counselors
attempted to find positions that met the registrants' interests and
backgrounds. Interviews with staff indicated that very few registrants
could not be assigned to a site,

IWEP staff handled noncompliance in the component by monitoring two
aspects of EWEP: attendance at the initial EWEP orientation and
participation at worksites., Registrants were generally rescheduled for an
orientation if they missed the initially scheduled one. 1If they missed the
second date, however, the determinations process began.

Attendance at worksites was monitored through time sheets, ccunpleted
by worksite supervisors at the end of each month and mailed to EWEP staff.
According to staff, any more than three missed days of a monthly worksite

assignment wusvally prompted a call or notice to the registrant and a




request for = determination/conciliation interview.

During the determination interview, a concilation plan would be
developed, Conciliation procedures, which were added as a result of
legislation which allowed San Diego to continue EWEP from July 2985 through
June 1987, gave registrants a second chance to cooperate before the
imposition of a sanction,l3

If a registrant did not attend the determination interview or failed
to comply (for no legitimate reason) with the agreed upon conciliation
plan, a sanction would be requested. As described 1in Chapter 1,
sanctioning rules were less punitive for AFDC-U registrants who were
noncompliant in EWEP as compared to those imposed for this group in the
earlier EPP/EWEP program. This was another result of the above-mentioned
state legislative EWEP waiver. The legislation specified that families of
AFDC-U registrants who were sanctioned for noncompliance in connecticn with
EWEP should not lose their welfare benefits. To coamply with this require-
ment, state aid was used to continue benefits for the families of AFDC-U
registrants sanctioned in connection with EWEP.

For those who completed EWEP and were still not employed, appointments
for assessment by CRU staff were scheduled. At the completion of EWEE,
workfare staff notified CRU staff that a particular registrant was avail-
able for an assessment. CRU staff scheduled assessment appointments with

registrants through mailed notices.

IV. Education and Training Activities

Emphasis on education and training referrals to community organiza-

tions as part of SWIM was a key departure from the county's previous
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EPP/EWEP program. SWIM planners envisioned that large numbers of regis-
trants would be referred to these types of programs. In reality, this did
not occur. Aided by a healthy ‘local labor market, many registrants became
employed and/or deregistered from the program before reaching the
education/training portion of the model. fn addition, same registrants
enrolled in these types of activities on their own, thus not reguiring
assessments or referrals by SWIM staff.

A. Development of Linkages between SWIM and Community Organizations

Since the earlier EPP/EWEP program did not emphasize referrals to
community education and training programs, the development of 1linkages
between the SWIM offices and education and training providers began during
the SWIM planning stages and continued throughout the two-year period that
SWIM operated. The county started the SWIM planning process with two
established relationships. The Employment Services Bureau was already
receilving JTPA funds to operate the Job Development Unit (JDU) and the
Employment Services Program (ESP). JDU provided omthe-job training and
occupational skills training. ESP trained AFDC recipients for jobs in the
health care field. However, planners anticipated that these relationships
would not be enough because manhy SWIM registrants would require additional
types of services, namely, English as a Second Language (ESL) courses,
Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs, GED preparation, and other types of
training.

In order to investigate the types of programs provided by community
organizations ané ensure access of SWIM registrants to these programs,
representatives from the SWIM program met separately with staff from the

Regional Employment and Training Consortium (RETC, the JTPA administrative




agency 1in San Diego) and the San Diego Community College District (which
includes coammunity college programs and continuing education centers/adult
schools) as part of the SWIM planning process. These meetings primarily
familiarized community organization administratsors with the SWIM program;
very few formal agreements between SWIM and the providers were developed.16
Linkages to community education and training providers were also
sought through personal contacts. Many of the CRU staff, who were respon-
sible for education and training referrals, had previous ties to community
organizations, These staff were 1instrumental, particularly at the
beginning of SWIM, 1in developing handbooks which described available
community programs, thelr entry requirements and contact persons in each
program. Over time, however, many staff developed thelr own contacts with
each provider. -

B. Pre-Referral Assessments

Once individuals finished EWEP and/or their required number of job

club sessions, CRU staff scheduled assessment 1nterviews.17

Between two
and ten post-~-EWEP (or job club) assescments were scheduled per week.
Probably as a result of the lack of education or training information
presented during SWIM orientations, staff indicated that the assess.ant
interview was often the first time that registrants became aware of the
fact that they could be assigned to an education or training program as
part of the program -- that 1is, as a condition of receiving welfare. Thus,
time was taken in the assessments to explain this aspect of the program.
Part of the assessment was also counseling intended to motivate the

registrants. staff noted that registrants who had reached this portion of

the model were those who had failed to find jobs through the job search

-84~

-y
*n
'A%




workshops, Job clubs and EWEP. These registrants generally had the least
work experience and education, and often were the least motivated.

The assessments, which consisted of one long interview or several
interviews over a period of two weeks or more, were intended to determine
registrants' next steps in the program. In these interviews, CRU staff
tried to get registrants to verbalize their vocational interests, by
discussing registrants' work histories, reviewing registrants' prior SWIM
activities, suggesting different vocational opportunities, and ccmpleting
questionnaires and forms.

CRU staff would base thelr referral decisions on several factors.
Skilled registrants, those with a recent work history, or registrants who
were more eager to find a Job than enter skills training, were often
referred to the JDU for the ISESA component. Spanish-speaking registrants
were generally referred to English as a Second Language classes, often

concurrently with job wiraining if the registrant could speak some English.

high school diploma.
To varying degrees, depending on the CRU staff person, registrants
were referred to community college vocational counselors for vocational

assessments.18

Counselor recommendations were given to the registrants to
take to their CRU worker:; these counselors did not make direct referrals.
Once a reZerral was agreed upon between registrant and CRU worker, a
one-page amployment and training plan would be completed and signed by both
the registrant and the CRU worker. CRU workers would then either just send

the registrant to the provider with a referral form, call a personal

contact at the provider agency to inform them of the impending referral, or
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occasionally *"walk' the registrant over to the provider.

In interviews, staff indicated that they were able to find suitable
programs for all assessed registrants, First, education and training
providers rarely rejected a referred registrant due to unsuitability for a
program. This was at least in part because CRU staff were always careful
to review any eligibility requirements imposed by the provider before
making a referral, since a rejection would start the entire assessment/
referral process over again. Sccond, providers rarely rejected a referred
registrant due to a lack of program '"slots." Community resources were
sufficient to absorb all referred registrants.

Interviews with staff indicated that they scheduled assessments for
all registrants who completed the earlier components., However, many
registrants, at times as many as half, failed to attend their originally
scheduled assessment.19 If the registrant attended any of the several
subsequent appointments scheduled as a result of the initial no-show, the
-assessment -interv-iew- would- -be- -held at -that time 1f the CRU worker was
available.

Hewever, according to the CRU staff, rarely were reglstrants sanction-
ed for fallure to attend the assessment: Most registrants eventualliy
cooperated and therefore staff were hesitant to refer registrants to the
soclal workers to begin the adjudication process. Although interviews with
CRU staff indicated that they could not easily characterize reglstrants who
tended to miss assessment appointments, about half of the staff noted that
no-shows tended to be those who had been noncompliant in previous SWIM

components.
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ongoing individual job search. County welfare department staff developed
the worksites and subsequently monitored EWEP attendance.

Worksite developers did not experience any problems Kkeeping up with
the flow of FEWEP referrals, in pa.t because a "stock® of worksite positions
had been developed through previous county prograns, SWIM was the first
program, however, in which worksites were developed that could accomodate
individuals who spoke only Spanish.

EWEP referrals initially participated in group orientation meetings,
followed by 1individual sessions with staff. In these sessions,
registrants' work histories and possible barrlers to working the required
number of monthly hours were discussed. The se2ssions did not assess social
service needs 1in any depth, since these presumably had been resolved
earlier. At the conclusion of the session, registrants were assigned to
worksites. Although location was a factor in these assigmments, counselors
attempted to find positions that met the registrants' 1interests and
backgrounds. Interviews with staff indicated that very few registrants
could not be assigntd to a site.

EWEP staff handled noncompliance in the component by monitoring two
aspects of EWEP: attendance at the initial EWEP orientation and
participation at worksites. Registrants were generally rescheduled for an
orientation if they missed the initially scheduled one. If they missed the
second date, however, the determinations process began.

MNttendance at worksites was monitored through time sheets, completed
by worksite supervisors at the end of each month and mailed to EWEP staff.
According to staff, any more than three missed days of a monthly worksite

assignment wusually prampted a call or notice to the registrant and a




request for a determination/conciliation interview.

During the determination interview, a concilation plan would be
developed. Conciliation procedures, which were added as a result of
legislation which allowed Sax Diego to continue EWEP from July 1985 through
June 1987, gave registrants a second chance to cooperate before the
imposition of a sanction.13

If a registrant did not attend the determination interview or failed
to comply (for no legitimate reason) with the agreed upon conciliation
plan, a sanction would be reguested. As described 1in Chapter 1,
sanctioning rules were less punitive for AFDC-U registrants who were
noncompliant in EWEP as ccmpared to those imposed for this group in the
earlier EPP/EWEP program. This was another result of the above-~mentioned
state legislative FEWEP walver. The legislation specified that families of
AFDC-U registrants who were sanctioned for noncompliance in connection with
EWEP should not lose thelr welfare benefits. To camply with this require-
ment, state aid was used to continue benefits for the families of AFDC-U
registrants sanctioned in connection with EWEP.

For those who completed EWEP and were still not employed, appointments
for assessment by CRU staff were scheduled. At the completion of EWEP,
workfare staff notified CRU staff that a particular registrant was avail-
able for an assessment. CRU staff scheduled assessment appointrments with

registrants through mailed notices.

IV. Education and Training Activities

Emphasis on education and training referrals to community organiza-

tions as part of SWIM was a key departure frem the county's previous
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C. Types of Community Programs Utilized

As a result of the assessment interviews, registrants were referred to
elither ISESA at the JDU or to community providers of education or training.
The majority of those referred to community providers were referred to
education programs, as opposed to training programs. Fecr both education
and training, programs within the community college systea were used much
more frequently than JTPA programs. SWIM registrants often did not meet
the entry requirements of JTPA contractors.

Interviews with CRU staff and periodic reviews of registrants® ca%e
files indicated that among those referred to education programs, almost
half were referred to ESL classes; about one-third -.ere in GED preparation
courses; and the remaining registrants were referred to ABE progrems.
Those referred to training courses were enrolled in a variety of programs,
including nursing aide, accounting, autobody repai., security gquard,
electronics, front desk clerk and computer training.

Registrants were referred most commonly for services to branches of
the San Diego community college continuing education system, which
historically has had extensive experience in providing services to
low-incame 1individuals. SWIM reglstrants were enrolled in the reqular
curriculum., In fact, SWIM-referred students were a very small proportion
of all students at these centers.

The continuing education centers offe.ed a varlety of programs and
cour ses: ESL, ABE, GED, and various vocational programs (including
vocational ESL). All programs were open entry anz open exit. The hours of
training or instruction varied, depending on the type of program.20

Students generally progressed at their own pace: thus length of stay in the
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program varied by individual.?! The type of instruction -- group sessions
or individual study -- also varied by program. Vocational training
programs were likely to involve a combination of lectures and rlaboratory*
work, ABE courses tended to involve individualized instruction. Due to
the wide range of courses offered at the continuing education centers, few
entry requirements existed. If 1individuals referred to a vocational
training program 38id not have sufficient language or reading skills, they
were placed in an ESL or ABE course until their skills reached the required
level,

Starting in January 1987, another referral option became avallable to
CRU staff., Using JTPA Title II-A 8-percent monies, the county established
three learning center laboratories as a pilot project for GAIN. In total,
the learning centers could serve 100 individuals, divided fairly evenly
among the three sites. SWIM registrants were given priority for the 100
progr am 'slots.'22

The laboratories operated on an open entry/open exit basis and used a
computer-operated competency~based curriculum. 1Individuals remained in the
laboratory between two and five hours daily. All students in the program
were WIN-mandatory AFDC or AFDC-U recipients who had been referred to the
program by county welfare staff. The majority of those in the program were
SWIM registrants,

D. Procedures Used to Monitor Attendance

In general, staff monitored attendance, not progress, in education and
training prograns., Most CRU staff monitored participation by mailing
school verification forms to referred registrants with instructions to have

school staff verify participation. Registrants would obtain a school staff
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signature and return the forms to the CRU worker by mail.23 These verific-
ation forms were generally issued shortly after the initial referral to
determine whether the registrant had initally enrolled, and every 30 to 45
days after the referral. There were, however, same variations to this
procedure.

At one continuing education branch, the dally attendance of SWIM-
referred individuals, as well as the progress registrants were making, was
monitored by teachers and reported monthly to the CRU worker who served as
the branch liason. 1In this way, CRU staff were aware of absentee problems
as well as the progress of registrants referred to this branch.

A few CRU staff members occasionally relied on registrants to certify
their participation in education or training programs. Other staff members
noted that they occasionally checked attendance through periodic telephone
calls to the schools. With the exception of the school 1in which daily
attendance was reported, school staff rarely initiated contact with SWIM
staff concerning attendance problems; school staff would simply note on a
subsequent verification form that the student was no longer in attendance.

Interviews with CRU staff indicated that once a registrant began a
SWIM-referred activity, they rarely dropped out without good cause.
However, some staff noted that it frequently took a while for referred
registrants to attend a program. The most common reasons for registrants
dropping out of programs or having prolonged absences included health,
transportation, childcare or family problems.

If a lack of attendance was identified, staff reguested that regis-
trants attend meetings in the SWIM office to diucuss their situation. 1In

these meetings, staff investigated the reason for the participation




problems and warned registrants that they could be sanctioned for lack of
cooperation. Some staff would refer to the Employment and Training Plan
signed at the assessment as a “contract® and tell registrants they had a
contractual obligation to live up to the agreement.

However, failing to attend or dropping out of an education or training
program was not, in and of itself, grounds for sanctioning. CRU staff
could refer registrants to social workers for sanctions only after the
registrant had missed two sequential office appointments. Social workers
then scheduled a reappraisal interview. 1If two of these interviews were
missed, a sanction could be imposed.zé

E. Treatment of Individuals who Completed Education/Training
Programs

Generally, if a registrant completed an e¢ducation or training program
without finding a Jjob, he/she was assigned to -~nother SWIM component .
Often CRU staff referred these individuvzls to dob search activities,
provided by a variety of agencies. However, most CRU sta®f indicated that
registrants often found jobs on their «<wn once they completed a prLagram.

F.  Self-Initiated Education and Training

Registrants could enroll 1in education and train.nq activi%ies, on
thelr own intiative, at any point during their SWIM tenure. If these
activities met program guidelines, participants were deferred fr~m other
types of SWIM activities. Education programs were approved (as a deferral
activity) 1f the registrant was enrolled for at least nine semester units
at an accredited institution of higher education., Training f.ograms were
approved 1if the registrant was in the last semester of training or in the

final four months of training (1if the school did not operate on a semester
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basis).25

Reviews of registrants' case filles 1indicated that self-initiated
individuals were enrolled in such training programs as word processing,
nursing assistance, refrigerator repair, cousmetology, electronic repair,
and security guard licensing. 2Among thos> who were enrolled in education
programs, about half were taking college~-level courses.

The extent to which SWIM ‘encouraged*® registrants to enroll in
education or training programs, on their own initiative, cannot be easily
assessed. Interviews with program staff indicated that over the course of
the demonstration, registrants became 1increasingly aware that self-
initiated activities would defer them fram program-arranged components. If
a registrant inquired about education or training opportunities during
his/her post-orientation appraisal, staff explained that referrals to these
types of programs would be made later in the program model but that
registrants could enroll themselves in these types of programs at any time.
Staff also explained, however, that support service monies could not be
paid to registrants who enrolled on their own.

The majority of registrants in self-initiated education or training
were attending programs provided by the community college system; very few
were 1in JTPA programs, Regardless of the provider, case file reviews
indic.ted that the majority of those 1in self-initiated programs were in
training rather than education programs.

The at* dance of {ndividuals 1in self-initiated programc was
mcailtored, ev .ry 30 to 45 days, through school verification forms mailed to
the students, Scudents were required to obtain a school staff signature on

the form and return it to the CRU staff, According to staff interviews,
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very few self-initiated registrants failed to comply with the verification

procedures.26

V. Suppert Services

In SWIM, several types of support services were available: transport-
ation monies, incentive payments, "entered employment' payments and child-
care reimbursements. As 1llustrated by Table 4.1, however, these allow-
ances and support services were not avallable to registrants participating
in all SWIM components, This section of the chapter summarizes these
services by type.

A, Transportation

Registrants participating in job search workshops, 3ob clubs, STAR,
EWEP, ISESA and program-referred training were eligible for transportation
payments through EDD and the welfare department. Participants in program-
rererred education or self-initiated education/training as well as those
employed while registered were not eligible for these monies.

Registrants participating in job search workshops, job clubs, ST2AR,
and program-referred training were autcmatically paid $5 per day of
attendance, Regulations concerning EWEP transportation payments changed
over time. Prior to September 1986, EWEP participants who used public
transportation were paid approximately $2 per day of attendance at a
worksite; those who used thelr own cars were pald approximately 20 cents
per mile. Starting in September 1986, reimbursement levels remained the

ae but the payment base became the number of days an individual was
assigned to a worksite, ©Participants in the ISESA component were offered

six bus tokens for each week of the component,




TABLE 4.1

SWIM

SUMMARY OF ALLOWANCES AND SUPPORT SERVICES,

BY TYPE OF SERVICE AND COMPONENT

Camponent

Type of Suppart Service

Transpartotion

Incentives

‘Entered Employ-
ment® Stipends

Childcore0

$§5/day, up to
first paycheck
(mox imum = $50)

$5/doy of plus needed taals,
Jab Search workshap attendonce nane ovailoble unifarms, baoks $1.25/child/hour
$1.60~32,00/day

EWEP

for bus travel;
$.20-8.21/mile for
auto use; paid per
participoted doy
prior ta

September 1786,
per assigned doy
os af September
1984

nane gvailable

$5/day, up ta
first poycheck
(moximum = $5u,
plus needed taols,
unifarms, boaks

$1,25/¢child/hour

Jab Club

$5/duy of
ottendonce

nane ovailoble

$5/day, up to
first paycheck
(moximum = $0)
plus needed toais,
uniforms, baoks

$1.25/¢child/hour

STAR

$5/day of
atftendance

nane available

$5/day, up ta
first poycheck
(moximum = $50)
plus needed taals,
unifarms, baaoks

$1.25/child/hour

I SESA

some bus takens
given qut

nane available

$5/day, up to
first paycheck
(maximum = $50)
plus needed tools,
uniforms, baoks

$1.25/child/haur

Praogram-Arronged Education

non2 availaoble

nane ovailable

$5/doy, up to
first poycheck
(moximum = $50)
plus needed tools,
uniforms, books

$1.25/child/hour
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TABLE 4.1 (continued)

Componen t

Type of Support Service

Tronsportation

Incentives

‘Entered Employ-
ment*® Stipends

(]
Childcare

Progrom-Arranged
Training

$5/day !
cttendonce

$1.50/day of
ottendonce

$5/day, up to
first paycheck
(moximum = $50)
plus needed tools,
uniforms, books

$1.25/child/tour

Self-Initioted Educotion
or Troining

none available

none aovaitable

$5/doy, up to
first poycheck
(maximum = $50)
plus needed tools,
uniforms, books

none available

Employment While
Registered

none available

none available

$5/day, up to
first poycheck
(moximum = $50)
plus needed tools,
uniforms, books

none available

SOURCE:  Program documents and interviews with program stoff.

a
NOTES: During the second yeor of SWIM, a moximum of $250 per month per child was allowed.
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B. Incentive Payments

Incentive payments of $1.50 per day of attendance were available only
to registrants participating in program-arranged training. As was the case
in the EPP/EWEP program, EDD handled authorization of these payments.

C. SEntered Employment® Payments

These payments consisted of work expense advances for those who found
Jobs. The money was intended to defray work expense costs until the regis-
trant received his/her first paycheck. All registrants -- experimentals as
well as controls =-- were eligible for these payments. Once a registrant
found a job, he/she was eligible for a work expense advance of $5 per day
(up to a maximum of $50) for each working day prior to receipt of his/her
first paycheck. Again, EDD authorized these payments.

D. Childcare

Chi’dcare monies were available to registrants in all activities in
the SWIM model, with the exception of self-initiated education/training and
employment while registered. Individuals were eligible for these monies
only while registered with the program; SWIM did not provide any
~transitional® support services, These menies, paid through EDD and the
welfare department, were available for all children under 14 years of age.

Partlcipants accessing EDD child care monies (i.=2., those in job
searci: workshops, job clubs or STAR) could be paid for expenses in advance.
During the first year of SWIM, $1.25 per child per hour could be pald; in
thc second year, regqulations were changed to allow a maximum of $250 per
month per child. The location of the childcare did ot affect a
registrants' eligibility for childcare monies; care could be provided in

the child's home or the provider's home.

Ay

Ci

1¢
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Participants accessing welfare department childcare monies (1.e. those
in EWEP, programarranged education or training, or ISESA) would pe reim-
bursed for childcare expenditures; payment would not be made in advance. A
maximum of $250 per month per child was allowed. To be eligible for reim-
bursement, the care could not be provided in the child's home.

As much as possible, program staff tried to schedule SWIM activities
around the school hours of registrants' children. (As noted in Chapter 2,
only 10 percent of the registrants in the generally single-parent AFDC
hous ‘holds had any children younger than six yearc of age.) Staff reported
that this was possible for most registraats. Rarely did staff ~-te that
they could rot "place® or assign a registrant due to a lack of childcare.

However, regardless of whether a child was in school or in a special
childcare arrangement while his/her parent was involved in a SWIM activity,
soclal work staff frequently monitored tne child‘s situation. Typically, a
soclal worker would discuss childcare arrangements with registrants during
thzs post-orientation appraisal interview, on the first day of a job
search workshop, on th. .ast day of the workshop, and during each biweekly
Job club session (which was concurrent with EWEP, if a registrant had been
assigned to EWEP). So« .4} workers contacted registrants actj* in educa-
tion or training (either by telephone or, 1if the worker suspected problems,
in person) every twec months to discuss childcare arrangements. After each
childcare discussion, soclal workers were supposed to ccmplete a standard
childcare assessment form which would be filed in the registrant's program

case file.
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CHAPTER 5

OVERVIEW OF REGISTRANT FLOW THROUGH THE PROGRAM

This chapter traces the experiences of SWIM registrants in the months
following their initial program registration. The focus 1s on the extent
to which registrants participated in the nuserous components of SWIM -~ job
search workshops, work experience, job clubs, STAR, program—arranged educa-
tion or training, or other types of job search -- as well as self-initiated
education/training or employment. This analyslis identifies typical
patterns of service receipt among program-eligibles and informs the find-
ings on program impacts presented in Chapter 8, by describing the extent to
which individuals in the experimental group received program services. The
results of a special study of the childcare arrangements of SWIM partici-
pants are also presented.

The first section of the chapter provides an explanation of the types
of participation measures presented in this chapter. The second section
presents an overview of the participation patterns of all SWIM-eligible
AFDC and AFDC-U registrants and two important subgroups -~- welfare
applicants and recipients. After this broader perspective, the sequence in
which registrants moved through the program model 1is tracked. This 1s
follcwed by a discussion of the duration of services in SWIM -- whether
individuals participated one day, one week or several months. The last
section of the chapter presents the childcare study results.

Chapters 5, 6 and 7 use different types of participation measures in

order to answer different types of research questions. Table 5.1
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TABLE 5.1

SWIR

SUMMARY OF PARTICIPATION MEASURES USED

IN THE SWIM REPORT

Meosurs

Definltion

Questlons Answered Uslng Meosure

Langl fudinol Actlvity
Meosures

These meosures focus on o group of Indlvl-
duols who entered the progrom during o
speclfled time perlod ond follow these
Individuols for o certoln number of months
(In SWIX, for 12 months) ofter progrom
entry.

Whot percent of reglstronts “ever"® portl-
clpoted In the progrom? In whot types of
components were Indlviduols most Iikely
to particlpote? To whot extent ware
Indlvidvois' AFDC gront omounts decreased
becouse they did not cooperote with the
progrom? Whot percent of reglstronts
left the progrom?

Ongolng Portlclipotion
Meosures

These mueosures focus on o group of Indl-
viduols who entered the progrom during o
speclfled time perlod ond follow these
Indlviduols for o certoln number of months
(In SWIM, for 12 months) ofter progrom
enftry. Tiey exomline the proportlon of
progrom-eligiblte months in which Indlvi-
duols porticlipoted.

To whot extent did Indlviduols porticl-
pote durlng every month they were
ellglble for the progrom?

Monthly Porticlpotion
Meosures

These meosures focus on the group of
Indlviduols etlglble for the progrom
during o glven month ond exomine the
proportion who were octive durlng fthot
month.

To whot extent did the proyrom soturote
the WIN-mondotory coselood with employ-
meni-enhoncing octivities durlng o glven
month? In Gny month, whot types of
progrom services were utll|zed? How did
the orroy of rendered progrom services
chonge over time?




sumarizes the various measures. In this chapter, longitudinal activity
measures and measures of the duration of services are used. These measures
indicate the percentage of registrants who ‘"ever®" (that 1is, within 12
months of initial registration) participated in the program, the types of
canponents jin which individuals were most likely to participate, the order
in which registrants typically proceeded through the program model, and the
average length of time registrants "ever® participated in the program.
Chspter 6 addresses the extent to which the program implemented a
continuous participation requirement. To measure this, the proporti»n cof
program-eligible months in which individuals participated 1is examined.
Chapter s then 1inalyzes the extent to which SWIM “"staturated" the WIN-
mandatory caselc with employment-enhancing activities. To do this,

monthly participation measures are used. These represent the proportion of

individuals eligible for the program during a month who were active in the

program during that month,

I. Explanation of Longitudinal Activity Indicators

Longitudinal activity measures focus on a group of individuals who
enter a program during a specified time period and follow these individuals
for a certain number of months after program entry. It is usefu! to begin
the discussion by 1illustrating how the 1l2-month participation rates
presente in this chapter are calculated. Figure 5.1 deplcts the program
experiences of ten hypothetical SWIM registrants, These ten individuals
registered at different points in the SWIM program ond had varying
participation patterns after registration, In order to examine the

participation patterns of all registrants for a full 12 months following
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FIGURE 5. 1
SWM

ILLUSTRATION OF TIME PERIODS COVERED BY TWELVE-MONTH LONGITUDINAL
ACTIVITY MEASURES USING TEN HYPOTHETICAL SAMPLE MEMBERS

1985 o 1986 | 1987 Registered and
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'é Person F Lot e T T e I in Calculating Rates
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initial registration, only individuals who registered with SWIM by June
1986 can be counted. Persons G, H, I and J, who registered after this
date, are excluded from the calculation of 1l2-month participation rates.
This type of measure takes into account the activities of each registrant
during the 12 months following registration. This time period, for each
registrant counted in the rate, is shown by the shaded area in the figure.
Thus, for the examples shown, five out of six individuals (or 83 percent)
participated at some point within 12 months of registration.

These are the types of participation rates prrsented in the first
section of this chaptei, using the full sampl.e of registrants. 2as in the
above illustration, the focus is on those ind!viduals who ‘egistered during
the first year of the demonstration, the same sample used to calculate the
program impacts presented in Chapter 8. To allow follow-up of more than 12
months, rates are also calculated for an early group of registrants, that
is, those who registered between July 1985 and December 1985.

This simple participation rate, as can be seen from Figqure 5.1, does
not take into account the duration of services -~ whether an individual
participated one day, one week, one month or several months. A later

section of this chapter addresses the issue of duration, using the same

samples and follow-up periods.

IX. Participation: An Overall Perspective

Table 5.2 presents 12-month activity indicators, using data from the

SWIM attomated tracking system.l

The broadest indicator of registrant
activity, shown at the top of the table, indicates the proportion of

individuals who, within 12 months after registration, took part in some
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TABLE 5.2

SWiRm

TWELVE-MONTH ACTIVITY MEASURES FOR SWIM-ELIGIBLES,
Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

ACtivity Measures AFDC AFDC-u

Participated in Any Camponent, Including . -
Employment While Registered® 77.3% 74.1%

Perticipated in Any Companent, Excluding

Emplaovment While Registered 64 .4 64.5
Participated in Job Search Activities 50.6 56 ,5%ss
Job Seorch Workshap 41.5 49,08
Job Ciub 29.6 29.8
STAR 0.7 1.0
ISESA 5.2 7.40%
Union Job Search 0.0 1,3%ss
Other Jab Search 1.2 1.6
Participated in Work Experience 19.5 19.3
EWEP 19.1 19.0
On-the-Job Training 0.7 0.7
Participated in Education or Troining 24, 16, 6%%s
Program-Arranged Education ar Training 14, g

Program-Arranged Education
Provided by Community Calleges
Provided by JTPA
Other Provigders

Pragraem-Arranged Training
Provided by Community Calleges
Provided by JTPA
Other Providers

Self-Initiated Education or Training

Praovided by Community Calieges

Pravided by JTPA

—
OO NN =N O = O~ O
. . . .
N O O OO = N0 & 06O O
* e ® e ® ® e ® ® w e s ® @
o
»
»

. e * ® e e @ @
QO & OO SO WD WW

Other Praoviders 0=
Emplayed While Registered® 39.0 34,400
Hoved Out of the SWIN Area 8.0 8.9
Deregistered 81,5 66.3%%

Due to Sanctioning 10,6 8.4
Sample Size 1608 104

{continued)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 5.2 (continued)

SOURCE: RORC calculatians fram the Caunty of Secn Diego Department of
Social Services SWIM Automated Tracking System and EWEP attendance logs.

NOTES: The sample for this table consists of SwiM-Eligibles whe
registered between July 1985 and June 1986,

Activity measures are calculated as a percentage of the total
number of persons in the indicated assistance category. The twelve-month
follow-up period begins at the point of initial registration.

Perticipation is defined as attending EWEP for at least one hour
or eny other activity for at least one day.

A chi-square test was upplied to differences between assistance
categories, Statistical significance le.els are indicated as: * = 10 percent;
** = 5 percent; *** = | percent.

0Program employment information is based on employment that was
reported to program staff, Frograom emplioyment data were not used ta measure
impacts,
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type of activity while registered with the program. According to this

definition, about three-quarters of SWIM-eligibles participated in job
search workshops, EWEP, OJT, job clubs, STAR, ISESA, other types of job
search, education or training, or employment that\*/did not result in
immediate deregistration i, the program. This proportion was slightly
higher for the AF.LC's than the ArfDC-U's —-- 77 percent versus 74 percent.
Most of this differential is due to the fact that a higher proportion of
AFDC's were emplovyed while registered with the program. This probably
occurred due to the "100 hours® rule in effect for AFDC-U'sS. According to
this rule, AFDC-U's who work more than 100 hours in a month becane
ineligible for welfare; the rule does not apply to AFDC's.

Evident fram this participation rate is that approximately one-quarter
of the sample never participated in any type of activity -- program-
arranged, self-initiated or employment activity -- while registered with
tne program. This lack of participation could reflect several types of
situations, First, many of these registrants may have found jobs which
resulted in deregistration from the program before they participated in any
activities, Second, some may have been denled AFDC or deregistered from
the program for reasons other than employment before participating in any
activities. Third, a small number may have been judged inappropriate for
assignment to a program activity, for example, because they were
undocumented workers, Finally, scme may never have attendad the program
activity to which they were assigned and may have been subsequently
sanctioned. These situations are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.

The second overall indicator of registrant activity shown in Table 5.2

represents a more limited definition of participation. This rate, unlike




the first rate, does not count employment while registered with the program
as an activity. It shows that almost two-thirds of the SWIM-eligibles
participated in socme type of Jjob search, work experience, education or
training aétivity -- a proportion that was almost identical for AFDC's and
AFDC-U’'s.

Slightly over half of the sample -- 51 percent of the AFDC registrants
and 57 percent of the AFDC-U registrants -- participated in scme type of
Job search activity during the one-year follow-up period. As woulé be
expected in a sequential program model, participation rates were highest in
the first component 1in the model, that 1is, job search workshops. (Many
registrants were likely to leave the program before reaching the second or
third components in the model.) Forty-two percent of the AFDC'sS and 49
percent of the AFDC~U's participated in a job search workshop.2

Close to 30 percent of the sample participated in job clubs. Partici-
pation in STAR, the component which replaced the job club component in
January 1987, was low. This 1is primarily because most <£ the SWIM-
eligibles who registered with the program prior to July 1986 were beyond
the job club/STAR point in the model sequence or had left the program by
January 1937. Participation in job search activities other than job search
workshops, Job “ubs or STAR was not very prevalent among SWIM-eligibles.
Most individuals who participated in other types of job search activities
were active in the 90-day ISESA program. Five percent of the AFDC's and 7
percent of the AFDC-U's participated in this program,

Approximately 19 percent of both AFDC's and AFDC-~U's participated in
work experience during the follow-up period, almost all through the EWEP

program, Only a few individuals participated in on-the-job training, which
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was provided through the Job Development Unit.

Overall, 24 percent of the AFDC's and 17 percent of the AFDC-U's
participated in education or training activities, either program—arranged
or on the registrant's own initiative.

Slightly over half of all sample members who participated i education
or training activities had been placed in these activities by program
staff. Most common was participation 1in educational programs, which
included Adult Basic Education classes, English as a Second Language
classes, and courses in preparation for General Educational Development
examinations, Nine percent of the AFDC's and 6 percent of the AFDC-U's
attended such courses, most commonly through the community college system.
Six ercent of the AFDC's and 4 percent of the AFDC-U'S participated ih
t.ogram-arranged training.

Thirteen percent of the AFDC's and 8 percent of the AFDC-U's
participated in self-init.ated educaticn or training activities that were
both known to and approved y the program st:aff.3

According to program records, over one-third of the SWIM-eligibles
were employed while still registered with the program. Part-time work,
defined as 15-30 hours per week, did not lead to deregistration from the
program. According to the program tracking system data, however, some of
these individuals were employed full-time (more than 30 hours per week).
These individuals probably remained registered with the program only until
IM staff verified their employment and issued a deregistration and/or case
closure,

Seventy percent of the AFDC's and 75 percent of the AFDC-U's became

ineligible for SWIM services at some point during the l2-month follow-up,
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because they either moved out of a SWIM area or were deregistered from the
program, The majority of those who exited the yrogram did so within six

months of registration; after the sixth month, the rate at which
individuals deregistered froam the program declined.

Over half of all SWIM-eligibles -- 51 percent of all AFDC's and 58
percent of all AFDC-U's =-- were deregistered for a reason other than a
sanction, Some of these deregistrations occurred when people left welfare
entirely, elther because they found employment or for other reasons; other
deregistrations took place when clients remained on welfare but were no
longer WIN-mandatory, e.q., because of the birth of a child.

Approximately 8 percent of all SWIM-eligibles moved into the jurisdic-
tion of a non-SWIM program office within the county. Actlivity data for
individuals served by non-SWIM offices were not collected as part of the
evaluation, but these offices offered many of the same activities available
through SWiM: job search workshops, job clubs, STAR, and EWEP.

Eleven percent of AFDC's and 8 percent of AFDC~U's were sanctioned for
noncompl lance with program requirenents.4 This proportion 1is higher than

other states studied as

5

in most part of the MDRC Work/Welfare
Demonstration.

Almost all individuals who eventually participated in SWIM did so
within 12 months of registration; very few individuals began participating
after the 1l2-month follow-up period had elapsed. (See Appendix Table C.l
for 12- and 18-month performance indicators for an early sample of regis-
trants.) It is also interesting to note, however, that sanctioning rates
increased very little with longer follow-up. As discussed in Chapter 4,

this was probably because sanctions were rarely imposed for individuals
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noncampliant in education and training activities.

Recipients were more likely than applicants to participste within 12
months of registration.6 (See Table 5.3.) This pattern was true for both
AFDC's and AFDC-U's. Almost 57 percent of the AFDC applicants participated
in job search, work experience, education or training activities, compared
to 70 percent of the AFDC recipients; the analogous rates for the AFDC-U's
were 63 percent and 67 percent, respectively. A similar pattern was
evident for almost all types of activities within the SWIM model.

The iikely explanation for these differences is a rather simple one.
As shown in Table 5.3, applicants were much more likely than recipients to
deregister from the program -- reflecting their higher possibility of leav-
ing welfare and the fact that about 15 percent of the applicants were
denied welfare in the first place.7 Consr fuently, although both applicants
and recipients were assignru to program activities, recipients were more
apt to participate in them before deregistering.

However, sanctioning rates were higher for applicants than for
reciplents, among both AFDC's and AFDC-U's. This may reflect greater

noncompliance on the part of applicants.

III. Sequences of Activities in SWIM

The discussion in the previous section indicated that although almost
three-quarters of the sample members participated in some type of activity
within 12 months of registration, about one-third of these participants
were never actlve in job search workshops, the expected first component for
the majority of SWIM participants., It is also true that a substantial

proportion i the individuals whe did attend job search workshops did not
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TABLE 5.3

SWIM

TWELVE-MONTH ACTIVITY MEASURES FOR SWIM-ELIGIBLFS,

BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND WELFARE STATUS

AFDC AFDC-U
Activity Meosures Appliconts Recipients Tatal Appticonts Recipients Tatal
Porticipoted in Any Component, Inciuding
Emptayment While Registered 711.71% 81.1% 77.3%%%= 71.1% 78.3% 74.1%%¢
Participoted in Any Component, Excluding
Employment while Registered 56.7 69.6 64 4 ¥en 62.6 67.1 84.5
Participoted in .Jb Seorch Activities 45.1 53.8 50.6%es 56.7 56.3 56.5
L Jab Search Warkshop 38.8 43.4 31.5% 50.4 47.1 49.0
3 Jab Club 22.3 34.5 29.6%x» 25.4 35.9 29.8;“
! STAR 0.9 0.6 0.7 0.5 1.7 1.0
ISESA 2.8 6.8 5.2;" 6.1 9.2 1.4
Union Job Search 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.7 1.3
Other Jab Seorch 1.2 1.2 1.2 2.2 0.7 1.6
Porticipoted in work Experience 15.3 22.3 19.5%3% 17.1 22.4 19.3%
EWEP 14.8 27.0 19.1%es 16.9 22.0 H?.ob
On-the-job Troining 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Porticipoted in Educotion ar Troining 18.1 28.4 24 3%%s 12.7 22.0 16,6%%s
Progrom-Arronged cducotion ar Troining 9.7 17.4 14, 3%ss 1.8 12.5 9.8%
Progrom-Arronged Educotion 5.7 11.2 9.0%es 4.9 1.8 6.1
Pravided by Community Calleges 4.8 9.1 7.3%%x 3.9 6.1 4.8b
Provided by JTPA 0.2 1.4 0.9%+ 0.5 1.0 0.7b
Other Providers 1.1 1.7 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.7

{continued)

162




|

.
o
?

TABLE 5.3 (continued)

AFDC AFDC-U
ACtisity Moasures Appliconts Reci pients Tatal Appl lconts  Reclplents Tatal
Progrom-Arranged Tralning 4.4 1.1 6.1% 3.2 5.1 4.0
Pravided by Community Coai leges 2.5 2.7 2.7 1.2 30 2.0
Provided by 3TPA 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.5 1.0 l.3b
Other Provliders 1.2 3.3 2.5 0.7 1.0 0.9
Sel f-ini tiated Education or Tralning 9.1 15.3 12.8%9% 6.1 11.5 8.4+
Provided by Community Colleges 5.9 10.3 §.5eer 4.2 9.2 6.3;'
Provided by JTPA 0.8 0.2 0.4 1.0 0.0 6.6
Other Providars 3.1 5.9 4. 8o 1.5 2.7 2.0
Empt oyed While Reglstered° 31.7 39.9 39.0 31.3 38.6 34.4¢
Moved Out of the SWIM Area 10.8 6.0 §.0ees i0.5 6.8 8.9
Deregl stered 70.0 55.8 81, 50ee 72.6 57.6 66,300
Due to Sanction 12.8 9.1 10.6% 9.3 1.1 8.4
Somple Size 447 941 1608 409 295 704
SOURCE: See Table 5.2.
NOTES: The somple for this table Includes SWiM-Eliglbles wha reglstered between July 1985 and June 1986,

Actlvity measures are colcuiotad as o percentage of the total number of persons in the Indlcated welfore status wlthin

each osslstonce cotegory. The twelve-manth fol | ow-up period beglns ot the paint of Initlal reg'-tratlon.

Partlcipatian Is defined as attending EWEP for ot least one hour or ony ather octivity for ot ieast gne day.

A chi-square test was aopplled to differences between wel fare statuses withln eoch assistance category. Statlsticol
significonce levels are Indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; ®%¢ = | percent.

Q
Pragrom empl oyment Information is based on empl oyment thot was reparted ta progrom staff,

not used to moosure Impacts.

b
Chi-square test inapproprlate due to low expected cell froquencies.

Pragrom em.loyment dota were
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participate any further in SWIM, Many of these individuals became employed
and/or left the welfare rolls, thus interrupting their program participa-
tion. This section presents the typical paths that registrants followed
through the SWIM program, highlighting the effect tliat employment, parti-
cularly part-time employment, had on registrants' experiences in the
program,

The SWIM program model specified sequences of components, depending on
registrants’ activitiles as of and prior to registration. Program planners
envisioned the following major paths through the SWIM model.

The primary planned SWIM activity sequence, as noted earlier, consist-
ed of job search workshops followed, for those who failed to £ind jobs
during workshops, by IWEP concurrent with job clubs. For those who
completed EWEP and job clubs without finding empl-yment, referrals to ISESA
and/or education or training programs were to be made. Planners envisioned
that most registrants would follow this activity sequence.

Planners also expected a sizable proportion of registrants to be
deferred from the job search workshops, and possibly from EJEP, because
they had already participated in these activities within 12 months prior to
registration., These registrants were to be assigned to job clubs (perhaps
along with BWEP), followed by referral to ISESA and/or educaticn or train-
ing programs. Other anticipated exceptions to the typical sequence includ-
ed relatively small numbers of registrants who were employed as of registra-
tion, and small numbers participating in self-initias‘ea education or train-
ing activities as of registration. Once this participation ended, these
individuals were to be assigned to the primary SWIM sequence: job search

workshops; EWEP along with job clubs; ISESA and/or educat.on or training.
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Table 5.4 shows the actual. sequences of activities, within 12 months
of reglstration, for individuals who registered during the first year of
S'ZIM.8 Note that this table records employment that occurred whiie an
individual was registered (generally part-time wor..) as well as employment
which had the result of deregistering an individual from the program
(generally full-time work).

As planned, the most common first assignment for registrants was to a
job search workshop. For 36 percent of the AFDC's and 43 percent of the
AFDC-U's, the first activity Jin which they participated was a workshop.
The next step for those who initially participated in a workshop varied.
Over one—-quarter found employment that was known to program staff, elther
full-time or part-time, during the course of the workshop or before
participating in another component. Approximately one-third proceeded to
participate in EHEP.

Surprisingly, fram the perspective of the program pianners, employment
while registered (either part-time or full-time) was the sec¢ nd most common
initial activity. Seventeen perce;lt of AFDC's and 13 percent of AFDC-U's
fit this pattern, These individuals rarely participated in any other type
of activity.

Seven percent of AFDC's and 4 percent of AFDC-U's were purticipating
in self-initiated education or training as of registration.9 Most
commonly, these individuals remained in education and training throughout
thelr time 1n the program; rarely did they participate in other SWIM
activities.

A small number of individuals (3 percent of AFDC's and 2 percent of

AFDC-U's) skipped the job search workshop portion of the SWIM model and




TABLE 5.4

SWIR

PERCENTAGE OISTRIBUTION OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY ANO PARTI!CIPATION IM A FIRST OR SECOND ACTIVITY

\
|
y
WITHIN TWELVE MONTHS FOLLOWING INITIAL REGISTRATION
First Activity Second Activity ATDC AFDC-U
Job Search Workshop 35.8 42,8%%s
EWEP 12.7 13.80
1SESA 6.0 0.0
Program-Arronged Education
or Troining 1.2 0.4
Self-Initicted Education or
Troining 1.0 1.7
Employment While Registered 9.7 10.5
Oeregistered Oue to Employment 6.5 1.6%+
No Other Activity 10.7 14 ,8%%s
EWEP 3.1 1.7%
Job Search Workshop 0.1 0.1
1SESA 0.0 0.0
Progrom-Arronged Education or
Troining 0.4 0.1
Self-Initiated Educotion or
Training 0.1 0.0°
Employment While Registered 6.9 0.7
Oeregistered Oue to Employment 6.0 0.0°
No Other Activity 1.6 0.7
Progrom-Arronged Educotion
or Traoining 6.3 4.4%
lob Search Workshop 0.5 0.4
EWEP 0.0 0.0°
ISESA 0.9 0.0°
Self-lnitioted Education or
Troining 1.5 6.9
Employment Whiie Registered 1.3 0.9
Oeregistered Oue to Employment 6.1 0.0°
No Other Activity 3.0 2.3

{(continued)
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TAB.E 5.4 (continued)
First Activity Secand Activity AFDC AFDC-U
Self-Initioted Education
or Training 1.3 4,108
Job Secorch Warkshaop 0.6 0.4o
EWEP 0.0 0.0o
ISESA 0.0 0.0
Program=-Arraonged Education
or Troining 0.4 0.3
Empltoyment While Registered 1.4 1.3o
Coregistered Due to Emplayment 0.0 0.}
No Other Activity 4.7 2.0%%
Emptoyment While Registered 16.9 13.18%
Job Search Warksuop 1.0 1.3
EWEP 0.1 0.1¢
ISESA 0.0 0.0°
Program-Arranged Education ar
Training . 0.8 6.¢
Self-Initioted Education or
Troining 0.5 0.1
Deregisterec Due to Emplayment 2.8 4,.3%
No Other Activity 11.8 7.0%%s
Deregistered Due ta
Emaloyment 1.3 3.08*s
SWiM Companent 0.2 0.7
Emplayment While RegiStered 0.5 n.é
Ne Other Activity 0.6 1.3%%
Other Activity Any Activity <.0 3.7
Never Active 24.0 26.6
Tatal 106.0 100.0
Sample Size 1508 704

SOURCE: MDRC calculations fram the County of San Diega Department of Social
Services SWIM Automated Trocking System ond EWEP attendance lags.

ROTES: The somple for this toble inciudes WIM-Eligibles who registered
between July 1985 and June 1986.

Distributions may not odd to 100.0 percent and °Secano Activity®
percentoges may rot odd ta °*First Activity® percentages due ta rounding.

{cantinued)




TABLE 5.4 {(continued)

Perticipation in a first or second activity foltowing initio’
registration is defined as attending EWEP for 2t least one hour or any other activity
for ot least one day,

Program employment informetion is based on employr-nt that was reported
to program staff, Program employment daote were not used to measure impacts,

A chi-square test was applied to differences between assistance
cotegories. Statistical significance fevels are indicated as: #* = 10 percent; ** = §
percent; **2 = 1 percent,

°Chi-square test inappropriete due to low expected cell frequencies.
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participated initially in FWEP. As discussed earlier, it 1is likely that
these individuals had already participated in job search workshops within

12 months prior to registration.

IV. Duration of Participation

So far in this chapter, an individual has been considered a partici-
pant 1if he/she attended an activity for at least one day during the
l2-month follow-up period. No distinction has been made between regis-
trants who participated one day and those who participated for 12 months.
This section presents findings on the duration of participation.

This discussion does not take into account the number of months in
which a registrant was el‘gible for the program. It simply characterizes
the duration of participation within the 12-month follow-up period, since
impacts are calculated for all individuals in the sample, regardless of how
long they remained eligible for the program. (“hapter 6 addresses the
extent to which individuals were active during evervy month they were
SWiM-eligible,)

Averaging the number of months in which individuals took part in some
type of activity while registered with the program provides an overall indi-
cator of the length of time registrants participated. 1Included is partici-
pation in job search workshops, EWEP, OJT, job clubs, STAR, ISESA, other
types ot Jjob search, education or training, or employment while registered
with the progran., Using this type of measure, sample members participated
on average during 4.4 months of the 1l2-month follow-up period. This
statistic includes the one-quarter of the sample who never participated.

Among participants, the average number of ‘active® months was 5.8.
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Excluding months in which registrants' only activity was employment,
sample members participated on average during 3.0 months of the l2-month
follow-up period. This statistic, however, includes the cne~thi-1 of the
sample who never par..cipated in job search, work experience or education/
training. 2Among participants in such activities, the average number of
—active® months was 4.6.

The above fiqures make no distinction betwcen registrants who partici-
pated one day during the month and those who participated every day of the
mon .h. Duration of participation 1is more evident when each SWIM program
component 1s considered separately. Each component had different partici-
pation reguirements. For example, individuals wh only participated in a
Job search workshop, a two~week activity, could not have participated for
more than 10 days during the month. Registrants who participated only in
Job clubs, the biweekly job search activity, are likely to have partici-
pated only one or two days during each month. And, registrants in school
may have been enrolled in ESL classes which were held two mornings per week
-- for a maximum of about eight days of the month. In addition, for scme
components attendance data were avallable, but for ow.ers only enrollment
data were available,

Job search activities were generally the least time-intensive compon-
ents 1in the model. Among those who participated in job search workshops
during the 12-month follow-ub period, over three-quarters remained i the
workshop for the entire ten-day period. On average, job club participants
attended 4.1 job ¢lub sessions within the follow-up perfod.

The extent of participation in ISESA ~- which consisted of two~ or

three-hour weekly job search sessions along with individual job search
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between sessions over a 90-day period - varied among participants. Data
on the actual number of sessions attei'ded are not available. But the
length of tire individuals remained enrolled in this program provides some
clues as to hc' many sessions registrants were likely to have attended.
About one-third of the participants remained enrolled with the program for
30 days: another 22 percent were enrolled 31-60 days; and the remaining
participants were enrolled for the full duration of the component.lo

Among those whe participated in BWEP, participation was quite
intensive, The average number of hours worked at a worksite during the
12-month follow-up period was 167: 161 hours for AFDC registrants ané 177
hcurs for AFDC-U registrants. EWEP participants were generally assigned to
work 20-30 hours per week:; registrants did not work full-time hours.
Consequently, the average of 168 hours cannot be directly translated into
actual full-time days. However, these hours would be the rough equivalent
of 24 full days of work.

Individuals who participated 1in education or training programs
generally remained active over a long period of time although participation
was not necessarily full-time. On average, registrants remained enrolled
with community college programs for a period of 195 days within the
12-month follow-up period; the enrollment period in JTPA programs averaged
88 days during the follow-up period; and enrollment in other types of
programs averaged 138 days within this period. In terms of months,
registrants were active in education or training programs ducing an average
of 5.5 months within the 12-month follow-up period.

The length of time registrants remained employed while registered also

varied., However, on average, part~time employment spanned a perioG of 149
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days while full-cime =mployment covered a period of 94 days. In terms of
months, registrants were employed (while registered) during an average of

4.7 months within the 12-~month follow-up period.

v, Jpecial Study of Childcare

Support services are key zomponents in programs that seek toc maximize
participation. The lack of such services 1is often viewed as the pr imary
impediment to mandatory programs, particularly those which mandate
continuous participation, This section presents the results of a specilal
study of one important type of support service in SWIM, childcare.

The purpose of the study was to describe participants' childcare
arrangements, The study did not investicate why participants chose certain
types of care or whether participants were satisfied with their
arrangements, Evidence presented in Chapter 7, however, indicates that
childcare problems were a barrier to participation for orly a small number
of registrants.

To investigate the types of childcare arrangements registrants util-
ized in SVIM, MDRC staff reviewed the program case files of a random sample
of 121 AFDC registrants -~ 61 who participated in July 1986 and 60 who were
active in November 1986.11 AFDC-U registrants, who by definition are in
two-parent households, were not included in the sample. Participants were
defined as those active in any type of SWIM component: job search work-
shc, s, job clubs, EWEP, ISESA, program-arranged cducation/training, self-
initiated education/training, and employment while registered. The case
files were reviewed to ascertain the nature of childcare arrangements

*1ring November 1986 (when cliildren were likely to be {n school) and during
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July 1986 (generally a non-school month). On the basls of case notes,
standard childcare assessment forms, and reimbursement vouchers found in
the case files, information was recorded for each <child of the
registrant.12 As much . possible, data ccllectors tried to isolate
childcare arrangements for the two months in question.

in terms of childcare requirements, registrants who participated
during the selected months were a diverse group. B2Among the 121 registrants
in the sample, 50 percent had one child:; 31 percent had two children; and
19 percent of the registrants had three or more children. 1In 7 percent of
the cases, the youngest child of the registrant was under six years of age.
These registrants were probably “soft mandatories,® 1i.e., individuals who
were WIN-mandatory because they were in school. For 46 percent of the
registrants, thelr youngest child was between six and nine years of age.
The youngest child of 26 percent of the registrants was batween 10 and 13
Years old. For 22 percent of the registrants, all children were at least
14 years old. Overall, data were collected on 213 children.13

Registrants in the sample also participated in a wide range of activi-
ties during the reviaw months. Forty percent were employed; 26 percent
were 1In self-initiated education or training; 21 percent participated in
job clubs during the month; 10 percent were in job search worksh)ps; 9
percent were active in EWFP; 7 percent participated in program-arranced
education or training; 4 percent had attended an EWEP orientation; and 3
percent were active in other types of activities. Note that many individ-
uals participated in more than one activity during the review months.

The results of the case flle reviews, combinzd for the July and

November samples, are shown in Table 5.5. The childcare arrangements for




TABLE 5.5
SWIM

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDCARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR AFDC PARTICIPANTS,
BY PROV!DER AND LOCATION

Arran.gements Arrongements
for for
Participont's All Children
Provider and Location Youngest Child of Participant
Relotive Provided Care 28.1 30.5
In Child's Home 9.1 12,7
In Provider's Home 12.4 11.3
Location of Care Not Found in Casefile 6.6 0.6
Non-Relative Provided Care 14,0 12.7
In Child’'s Home 1.7 0.9
In Provider's Home 8.3 7.0
Location of Care Not Found in Casefile 4.1 4.7

Group Care .
‘n Provider's Home 2.5 2.8
In @ Center 1.7 1.4

k.
-—
E- N
.

~

SWIM Activity Usually Gccurred While Child

was in His/Her Regular S¢hool 11.6 8.5
Other Care Provided by o Relative 6.0 0.0
Other Care Provided by a Non-Relative 3.3 2.3
Additional Care Provider Not Found in

Casefile 8.3 6.1

SWIM Activity Always Occurred While Child
was in His/Her Regular School 6.6 5.6

Child Cured for Self (1/ years or older) 23.1 28.6

Provider Information for July or

November 1986 Not Found in Casefile 12.4 9.9

Total 100.0 100.0
...@

Sample Size 121 213

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from casefile reviews cof randomly chosen . FOf
registrants who were active during July or November, 1986.

NOTES: Distributions may not odd to 100.0 percent and subcategories may not
add to category totals due to rounding.

6Fcur participants {representing 7 chiidren) who were active during
both July and November 1986 were randomiy chosen for both the July and November
samples., Therefore, 4 participants and 7 children are represented twice in the

sample size.
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participants are best characterized by focusing on the situation of che
registrants' youngest child. fThe results indicate that 30 percent of the
participants did not need childcare during the review months: For 23
percent of the participants, their youngest child was at least 14 vears
o1q,14 For 7 percent of the participants, all SWIM activity took place
while theilr voungest child and, presumably, all their children, were in
school.,

Iwelve percent of the participants were active in SWIM while thell
youngest child was in school, but required pre-school, after-school or

Sback-up® care. For most of these participants, case f£ile reviews did nct
yileld further information on the provider.

Cver two-fifths of all participants (42 paccent) used informal day
care arrangements for their youngest child. For over two-thirds of those
with informal arrangements (28 percent of the entire childcare sample),
care was provided by relatives as opposed to non-relatives. Among those
whose children were cared for by relatives, the rcare took place in the
child's home almost as frequently as in the relative's home. Among those
whose children were cared for by a non-relative, the care most commonly
took place in the non-relative's home.

Oniy 4 percent of the participants placed their youngest child in a
formal group care arrangement. These participants, who ¢enerally had
children under six years of age, used facllities at the University of
ttalifornia - San Diego and the YMCA.

Similar childcare patterns are evident when all children of the
Fegistrants, not just the youngest child, are included in the statistics

(Table 5.5). In fact, 84 percent of the sampled participants had the same
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type of childcare arrangement for all their children. The remaining 16
percent of the registrants used childcare arrangements that differed within
the f£amily according to the childrens' ages.

Childcare arrangements differed between ®school” and ‘non-school®
months as shown in Table 5.6, For one-third of the November 1986 partici-
pants, all or part of theilr SWIM activity occurred while theilr youngest
child was in school. During July 1986, when children were generally not in
school, informal care provided by relatives or non-relatives became more
common. In July, 52 percent of the participants used informal day care.
In November, 32 percent of the participants used this type of care.

Childcare arrangements also differed a:cording to the age of each
chiid (Table 5.7). The few young children in the sample (less than six
yYears old) were likely to be cared for in a formal group care arrangement.
Thtse in the six~ to thirteen-year-old age group were most likely to be in
school and/or cared for by a relative.

No clear relationship was evident between childcare arrangements and
the type of SWIM activity in which the registrant was participating during
the review month. The cve exception was that those who used informal
non-relative care werz more likely to be EWEP or job club participants.

Childcare arra:agements did not generally vary according to the
demographlic characteristics of the registrants, with one statistically
significant exception: Individuals with older children who could care for
themselves were more likely to have been employed during the two years
prior to their lnitial program registration than registrants with younger
children. Additionally, registrants who used relatives to provide

childcare were less likely to have prior employment than individuals who




TABLE 5.6
SWIA
PERCEN(AGE DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDCARE ARRANGEMENTS

OF AFDC PARTICIPANT'S YOUNGEST CHILO,
BY PROVIDER AND LOCATION, AND BY REVIEW MONTH

Provider and Laocotian July 1986 Navember 198¢
Relotive Praovided Core 34.4 21.7
In Child's Haone 11.5 6.7
In Provider's Name 14.8 10.0
Lacation of Core Not Found in Cosefile 8.2 5.0
Naon-Relaotive Praovided Core 18.0 10.0
In Child's Home 2.3 0.0
In Praovider's Hame 8.2 8.3
Locotion of Core Not Faund in Cosefile 6.6 1.7
Group Care 1.6 6.7
In Pravider's Hame 1.6 3.3
'n a Center 0.0 3.3

SWIMA Activity Usually Occurred While Child

wos in His/Her Regulor Schoal 0.0 23.3
Other Core Pravided by o Relative 0.0 ¢ -
Other Core Provided by o Non-Relative 0.0 6.
Additionol Care Praovider Not Found in

Casefile 0.0 16.7

SWIM Activity Alwoys (ccurred While Child

w0S in His/Her Reguler School 3.3 10.0

Child Cored far Self {14 years or alder) 29.5 16.17

Pravider Infarmotion far July ar

Navember 1986 Not Found in Cosefile 13.1 11.7
Tatal 100.0 100.0

0 A d " p—
Sample Size 61 60

SOURCE: See Table 5.5.

NOTES: Distributions agy not add to 100.0 percent ond subcotegaries mcy
not add to cotegory totGls due to rounding.

Tests of stetisticol significonce ware not examined.

O our participonts (representing 7 children) who were active during
both July ond Navember were raondomiy chosen far both the July ond November

somples. Therefore, 4 porticipants and 7 children are represented twice in the
sample size,
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TABLE 5.7

SWIM

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDCARE ARRANGEMENTS OF AFDC PARTICIPANTS,

BY PROVIDER OF CHILDCARE AND CHILD'S AGE

Child Child Child Child

Less Than §-9 1u=13 14 Years
Pravider 6 Years Years Years or Older Tatal
Retotive Pravided Core 30.0 45,65 55,400 0.0%s= 33.9
Non-Relotive Provided
Core 20.0 21.1 20.0 0.0%%=* 14,1
Graoup Care 30.0%%= 8.8 1.5 0.0%* 4.7
SWIM Activity Usually
Occurred While Child
Was In His/Her
Reguior Schoal 20.0 8.8 16,98 0.0%s= 9.4
SWIM Activity Always
Occurr2d While Child
Was In His/Har
Regulor Schaal 0.0 15,8%%s 4.6 0.0%* 6.3
Child Cared for Self
(14 yect. or alder) 0.0 0.0%%+ 1.5%e= 100.0%** 31.8
Total 100.0 100.0 10C.0 100.0 100.0
Sample Size® 19 57 65 60 192

SGURCE:

MORC calculatians fraom cosefile reviews of

registronts who were octive during July or Navember, 1986.

NOTES:

For each cell

in the toble,

o statistical

Distributions may not odd to 100.0 percent due ta raunding.

rondamly chosen AFDC

test was performed fto

determine wihether the praportion of children in o porticular oge category using on

arrongement was different fram the proportion af children

used thaot arraongement.

in all

ather age groups wha
For example, the 30 percent of children less than 6 years who

had relotives providing care is not sign.ficontly different from the combined percent
in cther age groups who used that arrongement.

Differences ure statistically
significont using o chi-square test ot the fallowing levels: ®
percent; *** = | percent.

10 percent; ** = §

e . . f e
Twenty-one children were excluded from this toble due ta missing

pravider infarnatiaon.
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used nom-relative care.

Finally, thé data yileld limited infomn tion concerning the extent to
which registrants utilized program monies to pav for childcare. Clear
evidence that program monies had been used for childcare during the
selected months was found in the case files of only 12 percent of the
participants, As already noted in Chapter 4, the 22 percent of the
participants whose children were all at least 14 years old were not
eligible for program childcare monies., The case files of 37 percent of the
participants showed no evidence of program-paid childcare. An unknowt.
nunber of these registrants may have been only in activities for which no
childcare monies were available, £nr example, self-initiated education/
training or employment. For the remaining quarter of the sample, the data
did not allow any assessment to be made concerning whether program

childcare monies had been use? during the two review months.
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CHAPTER 6

OTHER PARTICIPATION ISSUES

One of the key features of SWIM was the requirement that registrants be
active in the program as long as they remained WIN-mandatory. Most other
welfare inltiatives have had progran requirements that were either limited
in duration or, if the program model specified ongoing participation, were
de facto shoct term. This chapter assesses the extent to which a
continuous purticipation requirement was implemented *n § ™ and provides
an overview of noncanpliance activities and outccmes. In addition, the
chapter examines the extent to which registrents remained in the program

but escaped any participation withov: being sanctioned.

I. Assessment of the Continuous Participation Requirement

The extent to which 1individuals participate in a progr-n on
continuous basis 1is a complicated concept to measure. In reading this
section, three measurement issues should be kept in mind. First, all
activities viewed by program staff as fulfilling the program's parti-
cipation requirements are includci in the definition oif participation.
Thus, in addition to participation in program-arranged activities, employ-
ment while registered with SHIM and participation in sesf-initiated educa-
tion or training fall under .the gdefinition of participation. Second,
individuals were considered active in a month i1f they participated at least
one day during the month For example, no distinction 1s made between

those who participated one day znd those who participated 20 days during a




month. Third, individuals were considered eligible for SW1M during any
month in which they were registered for ac least one day. In the two years
that SWIM operatad, during a typical month over 75 percent of those
registered at least one day during the month were registered (and thus
SWiM-~eligible) throughout the month (i.e., every day of the month). The
remaining 25 percent either registered or deregistared at scme point during
the month., This issue is discussed further in Chapter 7.

To examine continuous participation, the length of time that indi-
viduals were eligible for the program must be taken ito account. The‘ten
hypothetical sample members shown in Figure 5.1 of Chapter 5 can be used to
illustrate this point.

Persons A and B were eligible for the program in all 12 months of a
one-year follow-up period, Person C, in contrast, was eligible for the
program in only three months -- October, November and December 1985 -—-
within a 12-nonth follow-up period. For persons A and B, a continuous
participatior requirement would involve 12 months of activity. For Person
C it would iiwolve only three months of activity.

How long individuals remained registered with the prcgram, and thus
eligible for program services, throughout a 1l2-month follow-up period is
shown in Table 6.1. Thirty-seven percent of the registrants were el igible
for SWIM throughout the 12-month period; 23 percent were SiIM-eligible for
one to three months out of the 12; 19 percent fo: four to six mcaths; 14
percent for seven to nine months; and 8 percent for ten or eleven months.
On average, reglstrants were eligible for the program for 7.8 months of the
12-month follow-up period.

The extent to which individuals participated during every month they
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TABLE 6.1
SWIAR
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES BY PARTICIPATION STATUS

AND NUMBER DF MONTHS REGISTERED FOR SW!R DURING THE
TWELVE MONTHS FOLLOWING .NITIAL REC. 7TRATION

Number of Non-
Months Registered Participants Participants Total
1 0.8 13.9 4.0
2 4.5 23.9 9.2
3 6.3 18.4 9.3
4 5.8 8.6 6.5
5 1.5 6.3 1.2
6 5.4 4.4 5.1
7 5.0 2.9 4.5
8 5.4 2.7 4.8
9 5.5 1.9 4.6
10 4.7 1.4 3.9
1 4.4 1.0 3.7
12 44.5 14.5 37.2
Taral 100.0 100.0 100.6
Somple Size 1749 563 2312
SOURCE: MDRC colculations from the County of San Diega Department of

Sociaol Services SWIM Automoted Tracking System and EWEP gftendance logs.

NOTES: The somple far this ftoble includes SWiM-Eligibles wha
registered befween Ju.y 1985 wnd June 1984,

The somple is weighted to adjust for the higher proupartian
of AFDC's, relative to the propartion of AFBC-U's, in our somple.

Distributions moy no% add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

Participation is defined oS aftending EWEP far ot least ane
kour or any other octivity for ot least one day.

Regis-ered during o month is defined os registered far ot
least 0ae coy during the manth.

Tests af stotisticol significance were nat exomined.
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were SWIM-eligible 1s shown in Table 6.2. Several points are evident.

First, as noted in Chapter 5, about one-quarter of the registrants
never participated within the 1l2-month follow-up period, Obviously, for
these individuals an ongoing participation requiremént was not achieved.
It shou. ! be noted that the majority of these nonparticipants were eligible
for the program for only a £ew months (see Tabl 2 6.1).l

Second, only a small proportion of all registrants -- 16 percent --
were active during all the months in which they were eligible for p.ogram
services. Inevitable periods of inactivity duc to assigment lags between
activities, illness, or other temporary interruptions in participation may
make this definition of continuous activity overly stringen: If con-
tinuous activity (s defined as participating for at least 70 percent of the
months in which registrants were program eligible, then slightly over one-
third (36 percent) of all registrants were continuously active. Among
participants (1i.e., registirants who ever participated during che l2-month
period), almost 50 percent were continuously active using this definition.2

Appendix Table D.1 illustrates that these proportions did not seem to
vary according to the number of months individuals were registered with the
program, Continuous participaticn was as llkely for individuals with long
periods of eligibility as for those with short periods, In addition
(although not shown in the table), these proportions did not differ between
AFDC arnd AFDC-U registrants,

Those who were active in at least 70 percent c¢f their eligible months
participated, on verage, during 8.0 months (including employment as
participation) and during 4.9 months (net 1ip~<luding employment as

participation), This average was virtually identical for AFDC and AFDC-U
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TABLE 6.2
SWIR

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SWIK-ELIGIBLES, BY PERCENT OF
MONTHS ACTIVE OUT OF MONTHS REGISTERED, AND BY ASSISTANCE CATEGCRY

-

Percent of Months Active

Cut of Months Registered AFDC AFDC-U Totol
100 15.8 15.2 15.6
90-99 5.5 4.7 5.2
80-89 7.3 6.5 1.0
10-79 1.6 8.8 8.0
40-69 8.9 6.4 8.0
50-59 11.8 14.2 12.7
40-49 3.8 2.7 3.4
30-39 5.9 5.7 5.8
20-29 4.9 2.4 4.0
10-19 3.9 5.3 4.4
1-9 1.4 1.8 1.5
0 23.3 26.3 24 .4
Totol 100.0 100.0 100.0
Somple Size 1491 821 2312

SOURCE: ®DRC colculotions from the County of Son Diego Depc tment of
Sociol Services SWIM Automoted Trocking System ond EWEP ottencunce lo0gs.

NOTES: The somple for this toble includes individuols who registered
between July 1985 ond June 1986.

The somple is weighted to odjust for the higher proportion of
AFDC's, relotive to the proportion of AFDC-U's, in our somple.

Distributions moy not odd to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

Porticipotion is defined os ottending EWEP for ot leost one
irour or ony other octivity for ot leost one 4doy.

Registered during o month Is deff.ed 0s registered ot leost
one doy during :he month.

Tests of stotisticol significon e ware not exomined.
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reglstrants.

What types of activities typically occupitd the participants who were
continuously active according to this definition? Analysis of the program
tracking data indicated that among this group, employmeni: while SWIM-regl.s-
tered was the most common activity, followed by education and training
activities. The mix of activities did not seem to depend on the number of
months an individual was registered with the program: These two types of
activities were most common among all individuals who were continuously
active, regardless of whether these individuals were eligible for SWIM for
a short or long time.

The fact that the program did not impose an ongoing participation
requirement for almost two-thirds of all registrants raises an important
question: Why were registrants inactive during months in which they were
program-eligible? This question is addressed briefly in the next section

of this chapter and in more detail in Chapter 7.

II. Noncompliance Activity and Outcomes

This section provides an overview of the extent to which registrants
failed to attend assigned activities, the activities in which this was most
likely to happen, and the eventual outcomes of these situations. Note that
the research definition of noncempliance differs from the Aeniqition used
by program staff. For research purposes, noncocmpliance is defined as the
failure of registrants to attend assigned activities cr camply with other
program reqguirements, As 1s shown, many cf those identified 2385 noncom-
pliant in this study had valid reasons, from the program staff's point of

view, for not participating in or dropping out of a component.3
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To describe the extent to which individuals were not in compliance
with program requirements, MDRC staff reviewed the case files of a subgroup
of registrants, both participantc and nonparticipants. The sample
consiste. of 144 AFDC and 98 AFDC-U SWIM-eligibles, randomly selected from
the group ‘ho reyistered with SWIM betwevn January 1 and March 31, 1986.
These registriats' program activities were tracked for 15 to 18 months
after registration.

A summary of the findings based on the case file study is shown in
Figure 6 1 and Table 6.3. More than nine out of ten sample membars (93
vercent) were assigned to an active zcomponent -- either a prcsram-arranged
activity, approved self-initiated education or training, or employment
while registered. A very high proportion -- four-fifths of all registrants
{or 87 percent of those assigned to an activity) -- at some point failed to
attend an assigned activity or failled to comply with some other aspect of
program requirements. However, most of the noncompliant individuals had a
valid reason for this failure, Only 21 percent of all noncompliant
registrants were ever determined to have no legitimate reason for their
actions. Moreover, more than four-fifths of those with no legitimate
reason either eventually completed the activity in which they were non-
compliant or were sanctionecd.

The most frequent *ype of noncompliance was failure to initially show
up at an assigned activity (Table 6.4). Almost half of the noncompliant
registrants falled to attend their initially assigned Job search workshop
session. One~fifth failed to attend their first job club session. Nine
percent failed to attend an EWEP orlentation or an assigned EWEP worksite.

Ten percent missed at least one appointment with program staff.
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Figure 6.1

SWIA

FLOW OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES THROUGH THE NONCOMPLIANCE AND ADJUDICATION PROCESS
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TABLE 6.3
SWIiAM

KEY NDNCOMPLIANCE INDICATDRS FDR SWIM-EL IGIBLES,
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGDRY

Indicator AFDC AFQC-U Total
Assigned to an Active Caompanent 93.8% 9D.8% 92.6%
Nancompliant 79.9 8D.6 80.2

Reasan for Nancampli fance
No Legitimate Reasan for at Least

Gne Instance of Nancampliance 16.0 18.4 16.9
Legitimate Reasan far Alli

Instances aof Noncampliance $3.9 62.2 3.2

Sanct oned? 10.4 14.3 12.0

Total Number of SWIM-Ellglibles
In Casefile Kcview 144 98 242

SDURCE: KORC calcuiotions from casefile reviews af randomly chasen
SWIM-Eligitles wha registered between January 1 and March 31, 1986.

NDTES: Noancompliance Is deflned as faillng to attend an assigned
activity for the required number of days ar failing tao meef other program
requirements. Dther requirements inciude verifying educatiaon or training
attendance and behaving In G cooperative manner while attending a progranm
camponent.

Nancompliance indicatars are calculated as a percentage of
all sampie members in the indicated assistance categary.

Tests of statistical signiflicance were nat examlned.
a
During the casefile reviews, a registrant waos considered ta
be sanctlaned |f there wa: an Indicatlaon In the registrant*s program case

file thar the grant had been reduced due ta nancompiiant9d with progrom
requirements.
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TABLE 6.4

SWIM

PERCENT OF NONCOMPLIANT SWiMA-ELIGIBLES,
BY TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

Activity and Type of Noncomplionce0 AFDC .FDC-U TOTAL
Job Search Workshop
Initiolly Foiled to Show Up ot the Activity 43.5% 50.6% 46,40
Initiolly Showed Up at the Activity But
Then Attendonce Dropped Off 4.4 7.6 5.7
Type of NoncomplionCe Unknown 1.7 0.0 1.0
Job Club
Initiolly Foiled to Show Up ot the Activity 22.6 16.5 20.1
Iniiiolly Showed Up ot the Activity But
Then Attendance Dropped Off 5.2 1.6 6.2
Showed Up ot the Activity But Failed to
Meet Other Types of Activity Requirements 0.9 0.0 0.5
EWEP
Foiled to Att .ppraisaol Interview 0.0 1.3 0.5
Initially Fo. s to Show Up ot the Activity 8.8 8.9 8.8
Initially Showed Up ot the Activity But
Then Attendo’ice Dropped Off 3.5 5.1 4.2
Disruptive Behkavior 0.0 1.3 0.5
Type of Noncampliance Unknown 0.9 0.5 0.s
Education and Training
Initiolly Foiled to Show Up ot the Activity 0.9 1.3 ! .0
Initiolly Showed Up ot the Activity But
Then Attendance Dropped 0ff 1.0 2.5 5.2
Showed Up ot the Activity But Failed to '
Meet Other Types of Activity Requirements 5.2 1.3 )
Type of Non-ompliance Unknown o.¢ 1.3 .5
Foiled to Attend Reapproisal Interview 12,2 6.3 9.8
Somple Size 115 19 194

SOURLE: MDRC colculotions from caosefile reviews cf rondamly chosen SWIk-
Eligibles who registered between Jonuary 1 and Maorch 31, 1984,

NOTES: Distributions moy odd to more than 100.0 percent because registronts
could be noncompliant in more thon one program component,
{continued)
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TABLE 6.2 (continued)

Noncomplionce is defined os foiling to ottend on ossigned octivity for
the required number of doys or foiling to meet other progrom requirements. Othe
requirements incliude verifying educotion or troining ottendonce ond behoving in o
cooperotive monner while ottending o progrom component,

Tests of stotisticol significonce were not exomined.

O"Hy the first rwo instances of noncomplionce for eoch individudl ore
recorced .. t..s tobtle,

h~a
i&-
.
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2% should be noted that the camponents in which registrants were most
commonly ncncompliant were those which came early in the program model and
had the highest assigrment rates. Thus, many individuals werc nonccmpliant
an job search workshops, typically the first component to which a regis-
trant was assigned. A lower proportion of indiv!‘uwals were nonceampliant in
program-arranged education or training, which typically occurred much later
in the model, than in self-initiated education and training, which could
occur earlier.? when the extent of noncompliance in cach program component
is calculated as the percentage of those assigned to a ccmponent who were
noncompliant in that component, the results indicate that the extent of
noncampliance was relatively similar across ccmponents.

As noted in Chapter 4, registrants not in compliznce with scme aspect
of the program were rescheduled for an activity (given a "second chance®)
and/or contacted by program staff before any formal actions were taken.
According to the case file reviews, 28 percent of the noncampliant
registrants were autcmatfically rescheduled £>r an activity at least once
without any in-person or telephone conta=t between the reglistrant and
program staff, And " percent of the noncompliant registrants were
rescheduled at least once, after program staff initiated scme type o.
contact with them through telephone calls. office meetings or hcame visits.
Forty-five percent of the noncampliant registrants initiated contact with
program staff at least once to inform them of the reason for their absence.
Appensix Table D.2 shows how often the different types of contacts were
made,

That many noncempliant individuals had legitimate reasons for their

behavior is confirmed by the case file reviews. Almost 84 I .rcent of the
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noncompl iant registrants were determined by program staff to have good

reasons for being unable or umwilling to participate in connection with
their first 1incident of noncompliance; 79 percent of the noncompliant
registrants were detemined to have a ‘"good cause® for all identified
incidents of noncompliance.

For those whose first incident of noncampliance was legitimate, the
most frequently identified reasons were employment (25 percent of those
with good cause reasons), illness (13 percent), and denied or no longer on
welfare (1l percent). Other reasons 1included other appointments (6
percent), moved out of the SWIM area (4 percent), and walting for a job to
begin (3 percent).

Zmong the noncompliant registrants who were determined to have no
legyitimate reason for thelr actions, slightly more than 68 percent were
sanctioned at same point during the program.

Registrants had the right to contest a sanction decision at several
junctures in th2 formal adjudication proceedings, but very few (3 percent

of all noncompliant registrants) decided to do so.5

After a notice was
mailed to the registrant indicating an intent to deregister for nonccmpli~
ance, registrants had ten days to appeal the decision. Then, after
recelving a notice of an impending sanction, registrants had another ten
days 1in which to appeal.6 If the registrant responded to this latter
notice, Inccame Maintenance (IM) staff would refer the matter to SWIM
program staff. If program staff decided to rescind the sanction request,
IM staff would camply; If not, IM staff would impose the sanction. (Note

that IM staff could not, based on their own judgment of the situation,

decide to ignore a request for a sanction.)




The first sanction would affect a registrant's grant for three months;

a subsequent sanction would affect the grant for six months. In both
instances the effect on 2 registrant's check was determined by the
individual's assistance category and whether noncompliance had occurred in
INEP. AFDC-U reglstrants who were noncampliant in an activity other than
EWEP lost all welfare benefits when sanctioned. AFDC~U registrants who
were noncampliant in FWEP had only their own needs removed from the grant
calculation, AFDC registrants noncompliant in any activity had their
grants reduced in the same way as AFDC~U's noncompliant in EFEP. For both
AFDC's and AFDC-U's, the registrant's Eligibility fTechnician would
generally notify the registrant in writing that he/she was again eligible
for welfare, once the sanction period had elapsed.

The adjudication process could be iangthy. Depending on whether an
individual responded to conciliation or contested the decision, the process
-~ frcam the point when noncompliance was identified to the imposition of a
sanction -- could take from one to several months. For sanctioned
reglistrants in the case file review sample, for example, the number of days
from the first instance of noncompliance to the imposition of a sanction

ranged from 26 to 248 {averaging 124) days.

III. Coverage

The first section of this chapter investigatcd how well SWIM
implenented an ongoing participation requirement. The results indicated
that approximately one-third of the sample was continuously active, defined

as active 1in at least 70 percent of the months in which they were

reglstered.




T} .s sectlon addresses a different gquestion: To what extent dic

program registrants remain in the program and escape both participation (of
at least one day) and sanctioning? This concept 1s referred to :"as
coverage; a program is said to ®cover® all registrants who either partici-
pate, are sanctioned, f£ind employment, or leave welfare.

The longitudinal participation measures described so far were calca-
lated for all individuals who registered for the program during SWIM's
first year of operation and took into account all program experiences with-
in 12 months after registration. This type of measure does not answer the
question of coverage for several reasons. First, simple calculations of
the percentage of individuals who participated during the follow-up period
may incorrectly suggest that all individuals remained eligible for SWIM
activities throughout the follow-up period and that large numbers of

individuals somehow avoided participation. In reality, as shown at the

beginning of this chapter, some individuals remained eligible for only a

Additionally, as noted 1in the previous chapter, scme individuals were
penalized for their failure to participate by the imposition of a sanction,
that 1is, a temporary reduction in their AFDC grant. The extent of a pro-
gram's ability to reach the targeted caselcad, and to enforce at least a
minimumn participation reguirement, is more evident when program eligibility
patterns and all program statuses are taken into account:.7

The coverage 1indicators presented 1in this section establish the
proportion of individuals who, at a specific point in time after program

entry, were still on welfare and registered with the program, did not have

few months, leaving welfare or the program for a variety of reasons.
Jobs, had never participated, and had not been sanctioned. \
\
|




The results indicate that very few individvals escaped this minimal
participation requirement in SWIM. At 12 months after registration, only 3
percent of both AFDC's and AFDC-U's in the sample had remained eligible for
SWIM, were not employed, had never participated 1n program-arranged
activities or self-initiated education or training, and had never been
sanctioned,®r9 (See Appendix Tables D.3 and D.4.)

Although direct comparisons are difficult to make, this degree of
coverage appears to be as high as or higher than that achieved by welfare

employment programs studied by MDRC as part of the Demonstration of Work/

Welfare Initiatives.lo




CHAPTER 7

MONTELY PARTICIPATION RATES

Testing the feasibility of having at least three-quarters of program-
eligibles active in a welfare employment activity at all times was, as
noted in Chapter 1, one of the basic goals of the SWIM demonstration. This
chapter examines the extent to which this benclmark was reached.

So far, the report has focu.:d4 on the typical program participation
patterns of registrants by tracking the experiences of an early group of
registrants for the 12 months following their initial registration. This
chapter uses a diéferent analytical perspective and a larger sample of
registrants to address the following questions:

® What percentage of the WIN-mandatory caseload was active
during each calendar month of the demonstration?

® During each month, 1in what types of activities were
registrants participating?

® What effect did the size of the monthly WIN-mandatoXy caseload
have on the participation rates?

@ What effect does varying the definition of participation as
well as the desinition of program—-eligibles have on the rates?

® imong registrants not active during particular months, what
were the primary reasons for inactivity?

The chapter first introduces the concept of a monthly participation
measure, It then describes the samples used in calculating the monthly

participation rates, It goes on to examine monthly participation rates for

all 24 months of the SWIM demonstration, and to explore the effects of

calculating monthly participation rates in different ways. Finally, 1t




discusses the factors that constrain monthly participation rates, including
an assessment of waat the SWIM results suggest about what the upper bounds
of an appropriate monthly participation (saturation) goal of a mandatory

welfare employment program might be.

I. Monthly Participation Measures

Monthly participation measures have been suggested as a means by which
to measure whether welfare employment programs successfully reach their
targeted caseloads with employment-related activities. 1In the past, these
measures have generally consisted of snap-shots of the numbers of individ-
uvals participating or the types of statuses occupied by individuals in a
program during a certain period of time (for example, during a calendar
month, a quarter, or some other short period of time). Calculated as
rates, the"se measures take into account the number of individuals eligible
for the program within that period of time.

Figure 7.1, which deplicts the program experiences of the same ten
hypothetical SWIM registrants used in previous illustrations, can be used
to illustrate how these rates are calculated. The ten individuals shown in
the figure registered at different points in the SWIM program and had
varying participation patterns after registration. The time perioé that
would be used to calculate a participation rate for the month of January
1986 1s shown by a shaded area on the left side of the chart. 2Among the
ten individuals shown, only three -- persons A, B and D -- were registered
with the program during this month. Two of these individuals -- persons B
and D -- were active during this month, resulting in a monthly participa-

tion rate of 67 percent for this small sample. This 1is the type of
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participation measure presented in this chapter, estimated for all 24

months of the demonstration.

The concep!: of examining participation levels on a monthly basis is
famil iar to program managers ~- in terms of the number of individuals
participating, although not expressed as a rate -~ as a way of indicating
how a program is likely to look at any given point. fThis knowledge informs
managers about the use of various program activity ®slots,® on a monthly or
quarterly basis. From the evaluator's point of view, monthly participa-
tion measures, calculated at set intervals, indicate the array of rendered
program services at any point in time and how these services change over
time, Early in a program, scme camponents may not be fully implemented or,
in a sequential program model, registrants may take a long time to reach
later ccmponenté. Monthly participation rates, disaggregated by type of
program component, can highlight these factors.

Five limitations to this type of measure should be noted, however.
First, unlike the longitudinal measures presented in Chapters 5 and 6,
monthly participation rates cannot characterize the flow or path of
registrants through a program by depicting typical sequences of activities;
nor can they indicate how long individuals participated in the program and
whether participation was on a continuous basis.

Second, these rates examine participation in a program as of a certain
point 1in time, 1ignoring the prior and subsequent program experiences of
registrants; the rates do not indicate whether the same individuals are
participating month after month or, conversely, whether the same
individuals are inactive month after month.

Figure 7,1 can also be used to illustrate this point. If a monthly




participation rate for the month of October 1986 (highlichted by the middle
shaded area in the figure) were calculated for the ten hypothetical sample
members, persons A, B, F, G and H would be considered eligible for the
program and all except person H would be considered active. The monthly
participation rate for this month would be 80 percent. But this rate would
not 1indicate that as of October 1986, Person A was ending a Yyear-long
period of intermittent program participation; that Person B was in the
midst of a 2l-month period of continuous participation; that Person F was
beginning a medium-length participation spell; that Person G was ending a
short interval of participation; and that Person H never participated in
the program, even though he/she was registered with the program for several
months.

(A later section of this chapter evaluates the extent to which those
who did not participate in any given month were the same individuals month
after month. For this analysis, a different type of participation measure
is used to address the issue of frictional inactivity.)

The third limitation of monthly participation rates 1is that they
generally measure actual participation, not compliance with program

requirements. 1

As described in previous chapters, many individvals were
not active at certain points during their program tenure with good reason.
Registrants often walted several weeks for a scheduled component to begin;
some individuals were 1lnactive for short periods of time due to illness;
and a small number (undocumented workers, for example) were never assigned
to a program camponent. (The last section of this chapter examines the

situations of individuals who did not attend program activities during

selected months and estimates the extent to which 1individuals were
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canplying with program requirements during each month, even 1f they were
not attending program activities.)

Fourth, monthly participation rates do not include any individuals who
were not eligible for the program in a given month because they had been
sanctioned for noncampliance with program requirements and their sanction
was 1n effect.

Finally, it is important to note that the preceding 1illustration and
explanation of monthly participation rates belies the complexity of actu-
ally calculating this type of rate, Ccmplicaf:ed computer programming 1s
nNecessary to take into account the various eligibility and participation
patterns of reglstrants. Camputer programs, for example, must allow for
the fact that individuals may be eligible for a program for only part of a
month, and may participate in several different kinds of activities during
a month, not all of which necessarily may count as particip:tion.
Additionally, monthly participation rates are very sensitive to the quality
of the eligibility and participation information used to calculate the
rates. For example, the dates recorded for the beginning and end of a
period of participation or eligibility can have a big effect on how high

the calculated rates are, making accurate recording extremely important.

II. Samples Used to Calculate Monthly Participation Rates

The participation statistics presented in Chapters 5§ and 6 were
calculated for those individuals who registered with SWIM during its first
year of operation. For this group -- the same individuals for whom Iimpacts
are presented in Chapter 8 —-- the statistics took into account program

activities that occurred during any month within 12 months of realstration.




To calculate monthly participation rates over the cnurse of the demon-
stration, all individuals who were eligible for SWIM services during the
24-month research period must be represented in the sample.

To understand this difference, look again at Figure 7.1. For the
types of rates calculated in Chapter 5, Persons A, B, C, D, E and F would
be included, since they registered with SWIM during the program's first
year and thus have 12 months of follow-up avaliable. For a December 1986
monthly participation rate, Persons B, F, H, I and J would be included,
since they were eligible for the program in that month. (See the shaded
area on the right side of Figure 7.1.) These five individuals did not
necessarily register with S4WIM during the program's first year of
operation. In fact, these five individuals registered with SWIM at various
points between September 1985 and November 1986.

The number of registrants eligible for SWIM services in each month of
the demonstration -- that is, the number of indlviduals who were registered
with the program as of each menth -- 1is shown in Table 7.1. Scme indi-
viduals, of course, will be represented in several or all months. The
group of individuals eligible for the program in any given month 1is
referred to as the monthly registrant caseload.2

Several points can be made from Table 7.1. First, the fact that the
first 12 months of SWIM represented a phase-in period becomes very clear.
During these months, individuals who were WIN-mandatory before the start of
SWIM were phased into the program. In addition, any individuals who
applied for welfare or recipients who were newly determined to be WIN-
mandatory during the first 12 months of SWIM became eligible for the

program once they registered. Most freguently, those who were newly
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TABLE 7.1
SW M

NUMBER OF REGISTRANTS ELIGIBLE FOR SWIM SERYICES,
BY MONTH AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

Month AFDC AFDC-UY Tatal
July 1985 338 184 522
August 611 329 9446
Septenber 802 420 1222
October 1034 548 1583
Navember 1205 609 1814
pecember 1287 484 1971
January 1986 1408 161 2168
February 1551 800 2351
Karch 1692 854 25446
April 1761 884 2645
Moy 1816 936 2152
June 1959 982 2942
July 2114 1059 3173
August 2203 1104 3307
September 2296 1109 3406
October 2355 1133 3488
November 23246 1142 3468
December 2422 1191 3613
January 1987 2415 1229 3704
February 25112 1233 3745
March 2515 1239 3814
April K 2616 12517 3873
Moy 25217 1219 3746
June 2543 1225 3768
Sample Size 5332 2949 8281

{continued)




SOURCE: MDRC caiculations from the County of San Diego Department of Social
Services SAIR Automated Tracking System.

NOTES: The sample for this table includes Individuals who registered

TABLE 7.1 (continued)
between July 1985 and June 1987.
|
\

The sample is welghted to refiect the actual number of
SWiK-Eliglibles.

The number of AFDC and AFDC-U registrants may not sum to totals due
to rounding.

Eiigible during a month is defined as registered for at least one
day during the month.
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determined to be WIN-mandatory were former WIN-exempt reciplents whose
youngest child had recently turned six years of age.

After the end of the l2-month phase-in period, as Table 7.1 indicates,
the monthly registrant caseload continued to grow for several months,
reflecting the fact that the numbers of new registrants (applicants and
redetermined recipients) were outweighing the numbers of individuals
deregistering from the program. This could reflect seasonal fluctuations
in welfare applications and case closures or an overall increase in welfare
applications.

Beginning in December 1985, however, the registrant caseloads
stabilized., For the next seven months, between 3,600 and 3,900 individuals
were eligible for SWIM services in any given month. Also evident fram
Table 7.1 1s that AFDC-U's camprised about a third of the registrant
caseload in any given month.

The phase-in of the current WIN-nandatory caseload during the first 12
months of SWIM affected the composition of the registrant caseloads during
the first year of the program as well as the size of the caseloads. In
terms of both prior employment and prior exposure to the program, the
registrant caseloads during the second year of the program were more
typical of the ongoing monthly registrant caseloads of the two SWIM
offices.

Compared to the registrants eligible for SWIM during later months of
the program, the registrant caseloads in the early months of SWIM consisted
of individuals who had less prior employment. For example, among those
eligible for SWIM during December 1985, 42 percent had not worked at all

during the two and one-half years prior to this month, 49 percent had




worked in one to eight quarters during this time perlod; and 9 percent had
worked almost steadily —- in nine or ten quarters -- during these two and
one-half years. &his distribution reflects the predominance, in the early
months, of individuals who were phased into the program because they were
WIN-mandatory prior to SWIM. This group probably included many long-term
welfare recipients.

As applicants and redetermined 1individuals registered with the
program, and as scme of the ©previously WIN-mandatory individuals
deregistered, the registrant caseload in any given month became 1less
"disadvantaged.® TFor example, the employment histories of those eligible
for SWIM during February 1987 reflect a greater extent of prior employment.
2mong these individuals, only 35 percent had not worked at all during the
two and one-half years prior to FPebruary 1987; 56 percent had worked ln one
to elght quarters during this perlod; and 9 percent had worked almost
steadlly -- in nine or ten quarters -- during these two and one-half years.

The registrant caseloads in different months of program operation also
reflect varying lengths of stay in SWIM. Table 7.2 indicates the °*program
history® for those eligible for SWIM in each month of the demonstraticn.
For example, among those eligible for the program in December 1985, no one
could have been in the program for more than five months, since SWIM did
not start until July 1985. In fact, 30 percent had been reglstered for
four or five months; 54 percent had been registered one to three months;
and 16 percent were new to the program that month. Given the segquential
nature of the program model, few of these individuals would be expected to
be 1in the program-arranged education or training portion of the model;

most would be expected to be in job sear~h or EHEP. By February 1987, in




TABLE 7.2

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUALS REGISTERED WITH SWIR AS OF EACH MONTH,
BY NUMBER OF MONTHS REGISTERED WITH THE PROGRAM PRIOR TO EACH MONTH
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SOURCE:

NOTES:

The sample Is weighted to reflect the octual number of SWIM-Ellgibles.

Distributions moy not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

The somple for this toble Includes individuals who registered between July 1985 ond June 1987.

Registered during a month is defined os reglstered for SWIK at leost one doy during the month.

HDRC colculotions from the County of Son Diego Department of Sociol Services SWIM Automoted Trocking System.




contrast, large groups of {ndividuals had been in the program for long
periods of time. Among those in the registrant caseload for this month, 24
percent had been registered at least 13 months; 30 percent had been
program-eligible for seven to twelve months; 40 percent for one to six
months; and 7 percent were new to the program. The majority of these
individuals would be expected to be in the education/training portion of
the model. A smaller portion would be expected to be in job search or
EWEP. It should be kept in mind that in terms of prior exposure to the
program the registrant caseload in an ongoing program operating in these
tWwo SWIM offices would probably more closely resemble the 1987 than the

1985 registrant caseloads.

III. Monthly Participation Rates in SWIM, Varying the Types of Activities
Counted as Participation

Monthly participation rates are broadly defined as the number of
individuals active during a month divided by the number of individuals
eligible for the program during that same month. The magnitude of the
resulting rates can be affected by several factors. This section discusses
how counting different types of activities as participation can affect the
monthly participation rates. As becomes clear, most striking of all is the
role that employment and self-initiated education and training activities
play in the monthly participation rates.

Figure 7.2 shows, for each month of the demcnstration, the proportion
of individuals eligible for SWIM (AFDC registrants cambined with AFDC-U
registrants) who participated 1in program-arranged activities, self-

initiated activities and/or employment while registered.3 Individuals in
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FIGURE 7.2
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any ©f these activitles were considered, by the program, to be fulfilling
program reguirements. (See Appendix Table E.1 for a breakdown of these
rates by component and &ssistance category for two typlcal months of the
demonstration.) Note that individuals were considered eligible for SWIM
during a month if they were registered with the program for at least one
day in the month. Particlpation was defined as attending an activity or
working for at least one day in the mont:h.4

Several points can be made from this figqure. If only program—arranged
activities are considered participztion, 26 to 39 percent of the
registrants eligible for the program in any given month during the first
year cf SWIM would be considered active. 1In this first year, however, the
current WIN-mandatory caseload was being phased into the program and
monthly registrant caseload sizes were low. During the second year of
SWIM, when the caseloads were larger aiud more closely resembled those of an
ongoing program, monthly participatior rates counting only program-arranged
activities were lower. In any glren month, betw =n 18 and 28 percent of
those eligible for the program were participating in program-arranged
activities,’

Adding self-initlated educatiosn &and training to the participation
criteria results 1in monthly participatlon rates of between 26 and 42
percent during the first year of SWIM, and between 31 and 35 during the
second Yyear, Note that activity includ.., here reflects participation in
registrant-initiated education or training that was hoth known to and
approved by program staff, Again, the rates achieved during SWIM's second
year more accurately reflect how SWIM would operate as an ongoing program.

The most noteworthy feature of the self~initiated activity is that,




over time, an increasing proportion of each month's registrant caseload was
active in self-initiated education and training. In October 1985, 3
percent of the registrant caselcad was in self-initiated education or
training; by July 1986, this proportion had increased to 7 percent; by
January 1987, to 13 percent; and by May 1987, to 14 percent. As discussed
below, two possible factors could explain this pattern. First, over the
course of the demonstration, registrants may have become increasingly aware
of the fact that self-initiated activities could defer them from
program-arranged components. Second, registrants who became active 1n
self-initiated education or training programs may have remained
SWIM-eligible, while enrolled in these programs, for long periods of time.

Adding employment while registered to the activities 1included in
participation results in monthly participation rates of 35 to 59 percent
during the first year of program operations, and between 47 and 55 percent
during the second year of SWIM. These rates reflect the fact that after
the first several months of the program, approximately 18 percent of the
SWIM-eligible individuals 1in any given month were employed and did not
participate in any other activity.

This mor: comprehensive definition of participation -- which includes
program-arranged activities, self-initiated education or training known to
and approved by program s%aff, and emplcyment while registered with the
program -- is the one most commonly used .n this chapter. This is because
this definition most closely represents all activities that fulfilled SWIM
program requirements.

As mentioned above, the proportion of registrants active in program-

arranged activities decreased over time. Figure 7.3 shows, for each month
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of the demonstration, the proportion of individuals eligible for SWIM who
participated in any of the three broad categories of program-arranged
activities: work experience, consisting almost totally of ENEP:; job search
activities, 1including job search workshops, job clubs and ISESA; and
program~arranged education or training.

The two factors that contribrrted to the decline in the program-
arranged monthly participation rates can be clearly seen. First, the
proportion of individuals in Jjob search and, to a lesgser exttat, the
proportion in E™SP decreased over time. Second, the propoxtion of
individuals in program-arranged education or training remained fairly
constant.,

The first factor Jis to be erpected. Individuals who registered for
SAIM would be expected to be involved in job search and EWEP during the
first four to eight months they were in the program. After this polint, if
an individual were <till eligible for the program, he/she would be referred
to an educatir i :lng progrzm. Thus, depending ¢n how long indi-
viduals remaine. ligible for SWIM, one would expect to see the propor“:ion
of individuals in EWEP and job search decreasing over time.

The second factor is the surprising one, As noted, if individuals
were still eligible for SWIM, the expected step after four to elght months
would be referral to education or training.6 And, as noted in an earlier
section of this chapter, the registrant caseloads in the second year of
SWIM consisted of many individuals who had been registered with the program
for a while, These individuals should have been active in the education
and training portiol. of the model during the later months of SWIM, thereby

increasing the mont'’; szhare of program-eligibles in these types of
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caroonents.

There are several possible reasons for the unexpected pattern. The
first explanation for the trends depicted in F.qure 7.3 focuses on the grow-
ing predominance of self-initiated education and training over the course
of the demonstration. Several things could account for this. For one,
interviews with program staff indicated that over the course of the
demonstration, registrants became increasingly aware of the fact that self-
initiated activities would defer them from program-arranged components.
The numbers presented in Chapter 5, however, indicate that only a small pro-
portion of registrants -- 5.5 percent of AFDC's and 4.3 percent of AFDC-~U's
-— enrolled themselves 1n education or training programs after initially
participating in another activity. The more likely explanation, therefore,
1s that registrants who were active in self- initiated education or train-
ing programs may have remained SWIM-eligible, while enrolled in these
programs, for long periods of time.

The second possible explanation concerns the fact that as the current
WIN-mandatory caseload was phased into the program, and as more and more
individuals finished the job search and EWEP portion of the SWIM model, CRU
job development counselors may not have referred all eligibles to education
and training, as the program model assumed. Thelr caseloads were growing
rapidly: and, as noted earlier in the report, interviews with those staff
during the last few months of the demonstration indicated that several of
them, in reaction to their large workloads, decided not to work with all
post-assessment registrants in their caseloads, although they had reported
doing this successfully up to that point.

The increase in the number of individuals eligible for SWIM relative
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to the number of individuals participating is shown in Fiqure 7.4. Note

that, in this figure, ccmponents counting towards participation include
program-arranged activities, self-initiated activities and employment while
registered. As indicated earlier in the chapter, the number of registrants
eligible for SWIM increased over time. This number was highest in April
1987, when 3,873 individuals were registered for at least one day (see
Table 7.1). The number of individuals participating in any given month did
not keep pace with the growing caseloads. Indeed, this number increased
only slightly during the second year of SWIM. At most, again during April
1987, 2,099 individuals were participating.

Overall, however, as noted above, participation rates, including all
types of activities, remained fairly constant -- hovering between 47 and 55
percent during the second year of SWIM. This indicates that the share of
registrants available for program-arranged activities might have declined
over time, reflecting the fact that increasing portions of the monthly

registrant caseload were in self-initiated activities or were employed.

IV. Monthly Participation Rates in SWIM for AFDC's Compared to AFDC-U's

The preceding section presented monthly participation rates in SWIM
for all those eligible for the program in each month. This section
presents monthly participation rates calculated separately for AFDC and
AFDC-U registrants.

Three types of monthly participation rates are presented for AFDC and
AFDC-U registrants in Figure 7.5, reflecting differences in the definition
of participation. For two out of the three definitions -- participation

defined to include only program-arranged activities, and participation
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definad to include program-arranged activities as well as self-initiated
activities -- the monthly participation rates for AFDC's and AFDC-U's are

very similar, Within these broad definitions of participation, the program

canponents in which these two groups participated were also similar,

although AFDC-U's were slightly more likely than AFDC's to participate in
job search, and slightly less likely to participate in education or
training, (See Appendix Table E.l.)

When the definition of participation is changed to include employment,
hgwever, the monthly participation rates for AFDC's are generally higher
than those for AFDC-U's. This difference 1s most probalkly due to the *100
hours® rule in effect for AFDC-U's, under which AFDC-U's who work more than
100 hours in a month beccme ineligible for welfare. This rule does not
apply to AFDC's, Thus, 1including employment as an activity counting
towards monthly participation has more of an effect on AFDC monthly

participation rates than on AFDC-U monthly participation r:at:es.7

V. Monthly participation Rates in SWIM, Varying the Definition of
Program-Eligibles

So far in this chapter, individvals eligible for the program in any
month have been defined as those who were registered with SWIM for at least
one day during that month. This is not the only way of defining which
individuals were eligible for the program during each month of progr am
operations, Other ways include defining program eligibles as individuals
who were registered throughout the month or as individuals reglstered as of

the beginning or end of a month.

To 1llustrate this point, Figure 7.6 shows an enlarged version of the
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FIGURE 7.6
SWIM
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November 1986 column of Figura 7.1. Sample members' activities during this

month are shown in the shaded area. Defining program eligibles as those
who were registered throughout the month would *flag® Persons B, F and H.
Of these three individuals, two were active during the month, resulting in
a monthly participation rate of 66 percent. Defining program eligibles as
those who were registered as of the end of the month wouid flag Persons B,
F, H, I and J. Two of these five individuals were active, resulting in a
monthly participation rate of 40 percent. Defining program eligibles as
those who were registered at least one day during the month (the definition
used so far in this chapter) would flag persons A, B, E, F, H, I and J as
program eligibles., Three out of these seven registrants were active,
vielding a monthly participation rate of 43 percent. As evident by this
illustration, changing the definition of program—eligibles changes both the
numerator and denaminator of monthly participation rates.

When the most comprehensive definition of participation 1s used,
monthly participation rates vary between 3 and 1l percentage points each
month, depending on how program-eligibles are defined (Figure 7.7).8 As
expected, the direction of the difference 1s consistent in every month:
Participation rates are highest for those registered throughout t*i.e month.
Rates including only those registered as of the end of each month are next.
Monthly participation rates which define eligibles as those who were
registered at least one day during the month are the lowest.

These differences are caused by the fact that changing the definition
of program-eligibles in this way lncreases the denominator of the rates
while decvreasing the amount of time during which the program can work with

an 1individual.’® For example, some individuals were eligible for the

¢
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program for only a short period of time during a month. Scme of these
short~term eligibles probably did not receive services because they were
registered with the program for too short of a time; applicants denied
welfare would £all into ‘his category. Another group of 1individuals
probably registered with the program during th= month. Some of these new
registrants would be assigned to activities that were scheduled to begin
during the following month,

The 3 to 1l percentage point differences in these rates for the SWIM
program do not seem to warrant much concern in and of themselves. However,
if the continuation of a program depended on the achievement of a specific
rate, or funding decisions were affected by participation rates, this small
diff erence could became importart.

It 1s likely that the effect of changing the definition of progran-
eligibles would depend, in part, on the type of program operated. In a
program with a high registrant turnover rate {e.g., a program targeted only
toward welfare applicants), which conducts extensive assessments when
individuals .nitially enter the program, defining program—-eligibles as
those eligible for the program throughout the entire month may yield the
highest rate. In this type of program, a large group of registrants may
stay in the program for only a short period of time and, due to the
extensive assessment activities at the beginning of the program model, may
never reach the participation stage of the model. Defining program-
eligibles as those registered at least one day during the month would put
this type of program at a disadvantage in meeting monthly participation
targets, relative to programs that did not have such pre-participatioca

cauwponents and such high turnover.
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In programs like SWIM -- where the targeted population included the
entire WIN-mandatory caseload and individuals were immediately assigned to
job search at registration -- defining program-eligibles as those
registered at least c ‘e day during each month seems appropriate. Only a
small proportion -- approximately 9 percent -- of each monthly registrant
caseload during the second year of SWIM consisted of 1individuals who
registered with the program during the month. Thus, rigsistrant turnover
was not high. Also, most of these new registrants would be expected to
participate within a short time of registration.

From a practical point of view, the type of program activity tracking
systems avallable in a locality would determine the ease with which any of
these rates could be calculated. Defining program-eligibles as those who
were registered throughout a month would generally be the most difficult of
all to calculate, since this would require knowledge of registrancs'

eligibllity status as of every day of the month.

VI, Participation Rates in SWIM, Varying the Period of ime over Which
Rates are Calculated

So far in thi. chapter, participation rates have been presented as
monthly rates. The period of time over which rates are calculated can, of
course, vary. Other plausible time periods are a day (e.qg., the last day
of each month) or a quarter.

It 1s useful to 1illustrate the different rates using the same hypo-
thetical sample members as depicted in Fiqure 7.5. A participation rate
calculated as of the last day of October 1986 would result in a rate of 75

percent: Three of the four individuals eligible as of that day were actlve
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as of that day. A pearticipation rate calculated for the month of October
1986 would yleld a rate of 80 percent: Four of the five individuals who
were eligible for the program at some time during the month were active
during the month. For the hypothetical sample memberé, participation rates
calculated for the mcnths of October, November and December 1986 would be,
respectively, 80 percent, 43 percent, and 40 percent. A participation rate
calculated for the three months together (1.e., for the last quarter of
1986) would produce a rate of 50 pernent: Four of the eight individuals
who were eligible at any point during the quarter were active during the
quarter,

Quarterly participation rates in SWIM are compared with monthly parti-
cipation rates in Figure 7.8. (Note that the quarterly rates are graphed
at the middle month of each quarter.) For both types of rates, participa-
tion 1included program-arranged activities, self-initiated education or
training, and employment. As can be seen, quarterly rates in SWIM were
higher than monthly participation rates, This 1s attributable to the fact
that registrants were more likely to participate during at least one of the
three months in each quarter than in one specific month. Although not
depicted in the figqure, this pattern held true regardless of whether self-
initiated activities or employment were counted as participation.10 The
dlfference between the quarterly rate and the corresponding monthly rate
within each quarter ranged between 4 and 19 percentage points.

As with the differences in monthly participation rates according to
the definition of program-eligibles, the generally swmall difference between
these two types of rates does not seem troublescme in and of itself. Nor

does one type of rate necessarily yield more information about the program
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than the other. However, 1f policy decisions are to be based on the
achievement of a specific participation rate, even the small difference

between the two could become important,

VII. Reasons for Nonparticipation During Selected Months

As the preceding sections of the chapter indicate, depending on the
way the rate is calculated, approximately half of those eligible for SWIM
in any given month actually participated in socme type of activity or were
employed during the month. This section examines those who were not active
during selected months and analyzes possible reasons for nonparticipation
during these months. The results shed light on the factors that constrain
amonthly participation rates and the issue of whether the maximum partici-
pation levels possible in the program were acnieved.

This section addresses three separate guestions: First, to what
extent are those categorized as inactive *he same individwals each month?
That 1is, did a certain group of igdividuals remain eligible f-r the program
for a long period of time and naver participate?ll Second, do the demo-
graphic characteristics of inactive registrants 4differ fran those of
participants? Third, for what reasons did individuals not participate?

A, Turnover Among Inactives

To examine whether the same individuals were inactive month after
month, one must first determine the extent to which the same individuals
were eligible for SWIM month after month, and then determine the extent to
which these continuously registered individuals never participated.

The data indicate that 1,411 individuals were continuously registered

during the second year of SWIM (i.e., registered with the program fcr at
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least one day during every month between July 1986 and June 1987). These
1,411 individuals represented about two-fifths -- between 36 percent and 45
percent -- of the number of SWIM-eligible registrants in any 'given month
during this period. The data also inlicate that only 266 of these indi-
viduals did not participate at all during the second year of SWIM. These
266 individuals represented between 13 and 19 percent of the SWIM-eligibles
in any given month who did not participate in that particular month.

Thus, reglstrants eligible for the program but inactive during any
given month were generally not the same individuals month after month:
Less than half of those eligible fcr:J the program in any given month were
eligible for the program throughout the second year of SWIM. In addition,
less than one-Zifth of these continuously eligible individuals did not

participate at same point during the l2-month period.

B. Demographic Characteristics of Nonparticipants in Selected Months

In order to identify what types of registrants were inactive, the
demographic characteristics (measured at initial program registration) of
nonparticipants were compared to those of participants among those eligible
for SWIM for at least one day in July 1986 or November 1986. Participation
included program-arranged activities, self-initiated education or training,
or emplcyment.

Participants and  nonparticipants differed along several Kkey
dimensions. (See Yable 7.3.) The most striking feature of the comparison,
apparent . both the July and November samples, is the preponderance of
applican. : among the nonparticipants: Over half of the nonparticipants in
each month were applicants campared with only 35 to 39 percent of the

participants., Several of the other demographic differences between the two




TABLE 7.3
SWIM
SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES AT THE TIME OF

INITIAL SWIM REGISTRATION, BY PARTICIPATION STATUS IN
JULY ANO NOVEMBER, 1986

July 1986 Navember 1986
Non- Non-

Choracteristic PortiripaontsjParticipants{Porticiponts|Porticipants
office (%)

Service Center 53.0 52.3 51.4 51.3

Son Diego wWest 47.0 47.9 48.6 48.7
AFOC Stotus (%)

Appl lcont 35.3 50.3%¢> 38.8 54.4%%

Renewed Reciplient 39.7 25.5 %8s 31.3 21.] ¢ss

Rede termined Reciplent 25.0 24.1 29.9 24,3%¢
Welfare Status (%)

AFOC 66.8 6.4 70.1 63.9¢¢
AFOC-U 33.2 33.6 29.9 36.1
Averoge Age (Yeors) 34.3 33.0%ss 34.0 32,980

Sex (X)
kale 34.7 37.0 3.3 38,7%%=
Female 65.3 3.0 68,17 61,388
Ethniclty (%)
White, Non-Hispanlic 24.1 2).4 24.0 23.4
Black, Hon-Hisponic 34.5 38.6 34.4 38.1
Hispanic 3.5 35.80 32.0 34.00
Americon Indian/Alaoskan Notive 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3
Aslan ond Pacific Isiander 7.8 3.5)8s 9.0 3.3;‘°
Other 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.8
Degree R3celved (%)
High Schoai Diploma 45.4 42.0 45.1 44.3
GED 7.8 1.2 9.1 6.3
Nane 46.8 50.7 45.8 49.4
M tal Status (%)
aver Married 21.8 27 .3 24,1 28.2*%
Horried, Living wiih Spouse 32.2 30.2 29.1 33.8¢
Morried, Not Living
with Spouse 17.7 21.7¢ 19.9 17.1
Widowed or Divarced 28.3 20.8 8¢ 26.9 20.8 %8¢

(continued)
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TABLE 7.3 (continued)

July 1986 November 1986
Nan- Non-
Charocteristic ParticipantsiParticipants|Participants Participants
Mondotory AFDC with Child
Less Than 6 (%) 4.4 2.5* 1.5 J.5%0e
Monolingual In a Language Other
Than English (%)

Spanish 10.8 13.00 10.4 13.4;
Other 0.9 0.0 0.6 0.4
Undocumented Warker (%) 0.0 6.0%8s 0.0 7.0%%®

Priaor AFDC Dependency (%)
Never an AFDC 13.9 24 .48 15.0 22.8%3*
1-11 Months 7.1 7.4 7.9 10.1
12-23 Manths 8.7 8.1 1.7 8.4
24-35 Months 9.4 8.6 8.9 6.9
36-47 Manths 8.4 6.5 8.7 6.0*
48-59 Months 1.1 5.6 6.4 5.6
60 manths ar Maie 44.8 39.4% 45.6 4D.2 %+

Average Number of Manths

Ever an AFDC $0.8 53.5%+* 57.5 52.9

Averaoge Number of Manths

on AFDC During 24 Manths

Prior to lnitial Registration 15.6 12,98 15.1 12,2%%»

Length of Time Employed During

24 Months Prior to initial

Registration (%)
Naot Empioyed 44,7 4D.6 43.2 39.1
1 %¥eek to & Months 17.9 20.4 17.3 19.2
7-12 Kanths 14.2 14.6 12.5 14.3
13-18 Manths 7.6 9.0 9.7 9.5
19-24 Manths 15.7 15.4 17.3 17.9

Held a Jab at Any Time During

Faur Quarters PrLor ta Initial

Registratian (%) 43.4 42.17 44.1 43.4

Estimoted Earninygs During

24 Manths Priar tao Initial

Registration (%)
$0 44,7 40.6 43.1 39.D
$1-81000 12.9 17.2%% 12,3 ~ 14.2
$1001-$5000 18.7 16.4 19.1 18.2
$5001-%10,000 12.0 11.9 12.4 12.9
Over $10,000 11.7 13.8 13.1 15.8

(cantinued)
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TABLE 7.3 (continued)

July 1986 November 1986

Nan- Non=-
Chorocteristic Participants|Participants|Porticipants{Participants
Average Eornings During Faur
Quorters Priaor tg Initial
Reglistration ($) 2334.52 2127.66 2290.75 2498.70
Received Unempl ayment Campenso-
tion During 1Z Maonths PrlorD
to !nitiol Reglistratiaon (X) 9.9 9.6 10.0 10.9
Averoge Amount of Unemplayment
Compensation During 12
Months Priar to |nitial
Registraotian (§) 163.28 173.90 182.41 161.69
Reglistered Priar to
Review Manth (%) 94.6 16 .9 %% 96.0 §g.9 %=
Somple Size® 1746 1427 1800 1668

SOURCE: MDRC Client Infarmation Sheets, the Stote of Califarnio Unemjslayment
Insurance eornings ond benefits recards, and the County of Saon Diega Department of
Soclaol Services SWIM Autamoted Tracking System ond EWEP attendance lags.

NOTES: The sample tor this table Includes individuals wha were eligible far
SWIM in July aor November, 1986.

The somple Is weighted ta reflect the actual numbev of SWIM-Ellgibles.

Distributions moy not odd to 100.0 percent due ta raounding.

A chi-square or t-test wos oppllied to differences between participants
ond non-perticipants within eaoch review manth. Statistical signiticance 13vels are
Indicoted as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; ®** = | percent.

0Chl-squore test Inoppropriate due to low expected celi frequencies.
b

These doto aore calculated from the Stote af Colifarnio Unemployment
Insuronce earnings recards and include zera values for somple members not empiayed
and faor thaose not receiving Unempiaoyment Compensatiaon. Individue!s withaut social

security numbers were exciuded from these calculations.

c
Far selected characteristics, somple sizes may vary up ta § sample
paints due to missing data.
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gvoups reflect the dominance of applicants among the noiparticipants.
Nonparticipants were more likely to have never been on welfare prior to
registering with the program. Nonparticipants, on average, had less
extensive welfare histories during the two years prior to initial program
registration as well as throughout their life., Nonparticipants were more
likely to have just registered with the program, that 1s, during either of
the two months; nonparticipants were younger than participants on average.
Finally, nonparticipants were more likely never to have married and less
likely to have been widowed or divorced.

The results highlight two other key differences as well. Between 6
and 7 percent of the nonparticipants were undocumented workers. aAnd
nonparticipants were much less 1likely than participants to be mandatory
AFDC parents with a child younger than six years old (*soft mandatories").
This is simply a function of WIN re.istration requirements. Single parents
who are in school are designated as WIN-mandatory registrants, even though
they have young children. This is because :the fact that the parents are in
school 1is taken to mean thét they do not have to "take care of their
children Nonparticipants were also less likely than participants to be
Asian.

The results suggest two possible primary reasons for nonparcicipation.
Some applicants may have not participated in the program because they were
eligible for program sServices for only a short time during the month,
perhaps because their applications were never approved. Other applicants,

who might have recently registered with the program, may have been assigned

to activities scheduled to begin the following month.




C. Possible Reasons for Nonparticipation in Selected Months

To analyze reasons for nonparticipation, MDRC staff reviewed the
progran case files of a random sample of individuals who, although eligible

for SWIM in July 1986 or November 1986, did not participate during these

months.12

A total of 99 registrants were included in this analysis -- 57
were nonparticipants in July 1986 and 42 were nonparticipants in November
1986.13 The findings suggest that the monthly participation rates observed
in SWIM were close to the maximum feasible in the program.

Most (72 percent) of the inactive regiscrants were not scheduled
(l.e., expected) to participate during July or November 18", (See Tabie
7.4.) Only 17 percent were assigned to an activity that was to start
during one of thes® months or that was scheduled to continue into one of
these months. For 1l percent of the registrants, thelr case files did not
indicate whether program staff expected them to participate during July or
November,

Mmcng those 1inactive during July or November 1986, regardless of
whether they wer: expected to participate during these months, over 25
percent of the nonparticipants had legitimate ‘“personal® or situational
reasons for not ' .rticipating during the reviewed month Included here
were reglstrants who were 1ll 4quring the month or caring for someone else
who was 111, and individuals with childcare prchblems. Very few had
Jpersonal” reasons for their lack of activity which were considered not
legitimate by the program. Only 5 percent were 1inactive due to
noncooperation,

Thirty-eight percent of all nonparticipants did not participate during

the review months due to “program® reasons. Over two~fifths of these
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TABLE 7.4

SWIM

PERCENTAGE 2ISTRIBUTION OF REGISTRANTS®
BY EXPECTEO PARTICIPATION STATUS

REASONS FOR NON-PARTICIPATION,

Expectotlon far
Particlpatlan Total
Reosons far Portliclpatlion Partlclpotlon Nat Found Nan-Partlclpont
Non-Portlclpotlon° Expected Nat Expected In Coseflle Sample
Nan-Partlclpatian Oy + Reglstraont's
Persanal Sltuotlon 64,7 19.7 0.0 25.3%%»
Reglstraont's Health Problem 5.9 5.6 0.0 5.1
Other's Health Prablem il.8 2.8 0.0 4.0
Reglstrant Pregnont 0.0 5.6 0.0 4.0
Chlld Care Prablem 17.6 1.4 0.0 4.0
Haousing Problem 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.0
Reglistrant Moved 5.9 1.4 0.0 2.0
Reglstront Uncooperative 23.5 1.4 0.0 5.1
don-Particlpatlion Ove to S*aff Oelays
or Poor Follow-Up 0.0 18.3 9.1 14.1
Non~Particlpotlion Oue to Pragrom
Madel ar Regulotlons 11.8 50.7 0.0 38.4%*2
Undocumented Warker 0.0 11.3 0.0 8.1
Less Thon 18 Years of Age 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.0
Pendlng Appecl to Saonctlon 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.0
Pendlng Oereglistrotion 5.9 5.6 0.0 5.1
Assigned, Waolting for Activity ta
Begln, SWIm-Ellglble Throughaut Manth 0.0 14,1 0.0 10.1
Asslgned, Waltlng for Actlvity ta
Begln, Reglstered Ouring Month 0.0 3.5 ¢.0 6.1
Actlve In Assessment 0.0 1.4 6.0 1.0
Narmal Poperwork Oel oy 5.9 7.0 0.0 6.1

{cantlnued)
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TABLE 7.4 {continued)

Expectation for

Particlpation Total
reasons for Participation Participation Not Found Non-Partliclpant
Non-Particlpatlon® Expected Not Expected In Caseflle Sample
Non-Particlpatlion Due to Other Reosonsb 5.9 4,2 6.0 4.0
Reason for gon-Portlclpotlon Not Found
in Caseflle 5.9 0.0 6.0 1.0%
Actually Particlpated, Incorrect Trackling
System Oata, or {ncomplete Caseflle 11.8 7.0 90.9 17,298
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Number of Reglstrants 17 71 11 99

SOURCE: MORC calculatlons from caseflle reviews of randomly selected reglstrants who were Inactlve during

1
—
o)
—

|

July or November 1984.

NOTES: Distributions may not odd to 160.0 percent and subcategory percentages may not add to major
category percentages due to roundlng.

Expected participation status Is deflned as whether or not the reglstrant was ~ssigned to, or was
expected to contlnue In, an actlvity durlng the revliew month.

A chl-square test was applied to differences between the expected particlpation statuses for major
categories. Statlstical significonce levels are Indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; ~ * = | percent.
00nly primary reasons for non-participation are Included In the table. Seven | «+ had addlitional
reasons for non-particlpation Including: attended another appolntment, assigned (walting “er o tlvity to beglin),
participated In assessment Interview (this does not count as particlpation), normal paperwork delays, and dld not
attend assigned actlvity for some other reason.

b'Other Reasons® for non-particlipation Include: reglstrant in jall during the month, change fn
reglstration status, deferred from program to complete publlc service work, did nat attend reappralsal meetling
far good couse. The reglstrant for whom no reason was found mlssed a workshop and was automatlically reschedul ed
with no documented reason.
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individuals had been assigned to a program component and were waiting for
it to begin. Over one-fifth of this group were undocumented workers.
Another group of these individuals were rending deregistrations.

About 14 percent of the nonparticipants we¢:e apparently "lost® in the
program, reflecting long paperwork delays or a lack of follow-up.

About 17 percent of all sampled nonparticipants actually participated
during the review ronths, according to the case files, or thelr case files
did not contain sufficient documentation to confirm nonparticipation during
the month. Most of these individuals reflected lack of data entry into the
automated tracking system used to select the sample.14

The results indicate scme differences in the reasolis for nonpart. cipa-
tion between AFDC ard AFDC-U registrants, although the small samples neces-
sitate caution in generalizing from these results. AFDC registrants were
more likely, compared to AFDC-U registrants, to be nonparticipants due to
personal situations. Notable here, howevcr, was that very few (5 percent)
of the AFDC nonparticipants were not active due to childcare problems.
Also evident was that AFDC-U's were more likely to be nonparticipants due
to the program model or program regulations. Most notable here was that 24
percent of the AFDC-U nonparticipants were undocumented workers, as
compared to 3 percent of the AFDC nonparticipants.

Further investigation of che individuals in this samp] indicated that
the demographics of the nonparticipants did not differ according to the
type of reason (personal, program model-related, or lack of follow-up) for
inactivity.

A final point, which is very imnortant, is that a review of the track-

ing data for these 99 individuals indicated that for most of the sample,
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July and November 1986 represented only temporary inactivity. Two-thirds
of the sample participated either before their inactive month or after it.
Only one~third of those who were not participating during the review months
never participated in SWIM. .

In c<ummary, the monthly participation rates observed in SWIM were
close to the maximum feasible in this program, even though the rates fell
short of the 75 percent goal.. First, according to case file reviews, close
to 90 percent of those eligible for program services in any month were
either active or otherwise complied with program requirements during the
month, even 1if they did not participate. Inactive registrants who were
complying had legitimate personal reasons for not participating; were not
appropriate for assigrment to a ccmponent; or were assigned to a ccmponent
scheduled to egin at a later date. Only one-tenth of those eligible in
any month (about one-fifth cZ those inactive during the selected months)
were inactive due to non-cooperation or program staff fallure to assign or
follow up registrants. Second, the majority of those not participating in
a given month were temporarily inactive; most of these individuals had
participated prior to their *inactive® month or they participated follc ing
thelir ‘inactive® month,

To corroborate these firdings, Client Infommation Sh :& (CIS) data,
automated program activity data and welfare data for all those inactive
durir July 1986 and November 1986 were reviewed. These data are not as
detailed .s the information found in the case files for the small sample of
registrants, However, they confirm that monthly participation rates of
approximately 50 percent in any giver jonth probably represen: the maximum

that the program could have achieved.




The percentages of nonparticipants in either month who fit certain
program situations according to available data are shown in Table 7.5.
These situations were sequentially defined so that each registrant would
falli into only one category. For example, an undocumented worker who was
also registered for less than ten days during the month would be categor-
ized only as an undocumented worker. For comparison, data are also
presented for those who participated during the two months.

Of the July 1986 nonparticipants, 6 percent were undocumented workers
who did not qualify for program services. Anoth.r 3 percent were indivig-
uals who were ac:ive during June 1986 as well as August 1986. These
reglstrants were probably "in between®' program compon.nts or were temporar-
1ly excused from participation, perhaps due to illness. In addition to the
above-mentioned individuals, a large portion of those inactive (28 percent)
participated in either June or August 1986. Again, as of July 1986, these
registran.s were experiencing a temporary period of inactivity: They were
‘excused” for a short period of ti—=e, had just completed an activity or
were about to start an activity.

Another 8 percent of the nonparticipants were registered for fewer
than ten days during July 1986. These registrants registered and/or
deregistered during the month. It is likely that these individuals did not
participate because they were SWIM-eligible for only a short period of time
duriny the month, Another 12 percent of the nonparticipants did not
receive welfare during July 1986. Scme of these individuals may have been
applicants whose welfare applications were eventually denied and who, thus,
did not participate. Finally, 26 percent of the July 1986 nonparticipants

were active at some point in SWIM, although they did not participate during
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TABLE 7.5
SWIA

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES, BY PARTICIPATION STATUS
AND RELATED ACTIVITIES OR STATUSES IN JULY AND NOVEMBER, 198¢

July 1986 November 1984

Related Activity or Non- Non-
Status Porticlipants|Participants Particlpants{Participants
Undocumented Worker 0.0 6.0%%s 6.0 7.0%ss
Participated During Month Prior
and Month After Review Month 2.7 2,909 12.5 J.15es
Porticipated Durlng Month Prior
or Month After Review Month 30.6 27.8 23.5 18,46%*
Registered Less than 10 Days
During Review Month 0.4 8.13%2 0.3 4,288
No AFDC Recelved During
Review Month 0.6 12.3%ss 0.2 12,9%%s
Ever Participated (but Non-
Participant During Month Priosr
and Month af ter Revlew Month) 5.7 26,138 3.5 35.4%ss
None of the Above Statuses 0.0 16,98%8s 6.0 18.8%ss
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

. Sample Size 1746 1427 1800 1668

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the County of San Diego
Services SWIM Automated Trackling System,
Diega AFDC records.

Department of Soclal
EWEP ottendance !ogs, and the County af San

NOTES: The sample far this table Includes
SWIK In July or November, 1986.

Individuals wha were registered for

The sample is weighted to refiect the octual number of SWIM-Eliglblec.
Distributions may not ad¢ to 100.0 percent due t2 rounding.

Participation Is defined gs aftending EWEP for ot least one hour or any
ather activity for at least gne daoy.

A chi-square test was applied to differences between participants and
non-participonts within each review month. Statisticol significance levels agre
indlcated as: * = 10 percent; ** = § percent; *** = 1 pegrcent.
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the summer of 1986.

The 17 percent of the July 1986 nonparticipants who did not meet any
of the above criteria were probably in a varliety of situations. As indi-
cated by Fhe results of the case flle reviews, scme of these individuals
may have been "lost® in the program; a number of them may have had
deregistrations pending; and scme may have been uncooperative and
suksequently sanctioned.

The distribution of nonparticipants according to these characteristics
was similar in the two months examined. Again, the results indicate that
monthly participation rates of approximately 50 percent in any given month
probably represent the maximum feasible rates that this program couwld have

achieved.

As shown 1in this chapter, several diiferent kinds of monthly
participation rates can be calculated. Table 7.6 summarizes various rates
for two months of the demonstration -- July and Ncvember 1986. The table
illustrates many of the points made in the ch:pter.

Varying the types of activities which count as participation had the
biggest effect on monthly participation rates. Varying the aefinition of
program—eligibles, and varying the time period over which the rates are
calculated, each had a small effect on the rates. Taking into account the
participation of registrants prior to each month as well as subseguent to
each month also had a substantial effect on the rates: Many of those

inactive during specific months were only temporarily inactive. Lastly,
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TABLE 7.¢

ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITY MEASURES FOR JULY AND NOVEMBER 1986

Definition of Rate

July 1986

November 1986

Varying Type of Activity Counted as
Participation

Percent of SWIM-Eligibles Registered ot Least
One Doy Duri..g Manth Who, During the Maonth,
Porticipated in:

Progrom-Arranged Activities

Praogrom-Arranged Activities ar Self-lIniticted

Education ar Training

Progrom-Arranged Activities, Self-lInitiogted
Educotion ar Troining, or Employment
While Registered

Varylng Definition of Progrom-Eligibles

Percent af SWIM-Eligibles Who Participated in
Program-Arranged Activities, Self-initioted
Education or Traoining, cr Employment Vhile
Registered During the Month, Where °*SWIM-
Eligibies® are Defined as Thaose:

Registered Throughaout the Manth

Registered 6s aof the EnJd of the Month

Register=d ot Least One Day in the Manth

Varying Time Period Over Which Rates
are Calculated

Percent of Individuals Registered ot Legst
One Doy Ouring the Third or Fourth Quarter of
1986 Who Participated in Pragram-Arranged
Activities, Self-Iriticted Education ar
Training, or Emplayment Whife Registered
During the Quorter

Taking Into Account Temparary Perjods
af Inactivity

Percent of SWIM-Eligibles Registered ot Least
One Doy During the Month Who Perticipated in
Program-Arranged Activities, Self-lnitiated
Education or Training, or Employment While
Registered During the Month ar:
in the Prior Month as well as the
Fallowing Month

In the Prior Month ar the Fallowing MOnth

28.0%

35.4

55.0

2.7
56.9
55.0

60.5

21.3%

32.8

51.9

55.4
52.9
51.9

57.6

{continued)




TABLE 7.6 (cantinued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations fram the County af San Diego Department of Sociagl
Services SWIM Automated Tracking System ond EWEP attendonce logs.

NOTES: Participation is defined gs attending EWEP for at least one hour or
any other activity for ot least one day. Program-arranged activities include Job
Search Workshap, EWEP, Job Club, STAR, ISESA, 0JT, or eny program-arranged education
or training. Scif-initiated octivities include education, training, union, or other

job search aectivities. Only employment thet occurred while gn individual wos
registered is included,
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and not shown in the table, the monthly participation rates achieved 1in
SWIM appear to be close to the maximum feasible rates this program could
have achieved: Most registrants who were inactive during specific months
were complying with program requirements during the.month, even 1if they
were not participating, Only a small proportion (about 10 percent) of
registrants eligible for services during a month were not active due to

noncooperation or program staff fallure to assign or follow-up appropriate

registrants,
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CHAPTER 8

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND WELFARE OUTCOMES

This chapter presents preliminary shori-term impacts of the SWIM
program on employment, earnings, welfare receipt and welfare payments. The
findings are presented first for AFDC registrants, who are primarily heads
of single-parent families (and female), and then for AFDC-U registrants,
who are adults in two-parent families (and mostly male).

For AFDC registrants, SWIM achieved statistically significant gains in
employment and earnings, as well as reductions in the percentage receiving
welfare and in welfare payments. For AFDC~-U registrants, SWIM resulted in
statistically significant gains in employment and reductions 4n welfare
payments, However, increases in earnings were not always statistically

significant,

I, Analysls Issues

This chapter addresses two questions: What were the employment,
earnings and welfare outccmes of those enrolled in the program? And what
would these outcomes have been had the program not existed? These
questions are answered by examining the behavior of an experimental group,
eligible for SWIM services, as compared to a control yroup, which was
similar in all respects but not offered SWIM services. Contrcl group
members were free to engage 1in self-initiated education and training
activities but were not provided program services, The diff erences between

the average outcomes for the experimental group and the control group yield
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estimates of program impacts, Outcome differences between experimentals
and controls were considered statistically significant i1 there was no more
than a 10 percent possibility they could have occurred by chance.

To ensure that the two groups were the same in measured and ummeasured
characteristics, as noted in Chépter 2, AFDC and AFDC-U registrants were
randomly assigned to either the experimental or the control group. The use
of randomization in constructing the control group is the linchpin of
experimental research. Successful random assigmment assures that
motivational and other unobserved differences among individuals will be
balanced between the experimental and contrcl groups in the camparison of
final outcome differences.,

The control group provides a benchmark of the normal employment and
welfare turnover behavior. Even wi*hout the proyram, some individuals find
employment or leave welfare within a relatively short period of time.
Experimental~control differences enable this normal turnover to be excluded
from the impact estimates.

In fact, the normal turnover was substantial. Although most controls
received welfare benefits during the first quarter of follow-up, many found
work and left welfare relatively quickly without special assistance.
Further, the registrants' own earnings are not the only way off welfare.
Among controls, for example, more than half of those who received no
welfare payments during the fourth quarter also had no earnings. As 1is
known from other research, registrants may leave welfare because of
marriagz or reconciliation, children who age out of dependent status,
increased earnings of other family members, and other changes in family

circumstances.l




Although there is considerable information about th. extent of partici-
pation of SWIM experimentals in a wide range of activities, as indicated in
the prior chapters in this report, little 1is known about the services
received by the control group. Althoush controls did not participate in
the SWIM program, at registration 15 percent of the AFDC controls and 1.0
percent of th~ AFDC~U controls were in scme type of education and training
programs. Controls, on tieir initiative, may have also entered education
and training programs at any time during the follow-up period. (The final
report will provide more information on the activities of the control
group.)

It 1s important to recognize, however, that randomization dictates the
canparisons that can be made and, therefore, the impacts that can be
estimated, First, all persons randomly assigned must be included in the
impact calculations in order for the estimates to be unbiased. Since
nonparticipants were reached by sanctioning, and sanct.oning can result in
impacts, particularly on welfare payments, any effect of sanctions on
nonparticipants must be 1included in program impact estimates. Thus,
canparisons of all controls with all experimentals, including nonparti-
cipants and participants, are appropriate in evaluating a mandatory program
such as SWIM.

Second, eaxnings and AFDC payment estimates must also include sample
members not employed or rot receiving welfare, assigning them zero dollar
values. To the extent that the program converts nomearners into earners,
or welfare recipients into non-recipients, excl.ision of zero values from
both the control and experimental group estimates could lead to an under—

estimate of program impacts.
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Unemployment Insurance earnings data were collected by calendar
quarter, Since random assignment could have taken place at any point
during this three-month period, the quarter in which randem assigmment
occurs may include earnings before random assignment, The AFDC monthly
payments data were aggregated into calendar quartcers in order to match
these earnings measures, Therefore, the quarter of randcu assignment is
not counted as :z follow-up quarter for cumulative impact estimates.

In the present analysis, data are available for examining impacts for
a relatively short period after random assigmmert. The employment and earn—-
ings data are availzble for three, and the AXDC data for four, additional
yuarters beyond the quarter of random assigmment., The final report will
include a longer period of follow-up and provide a better assessment of

longer-~term impacts.

II. Impacts for the AFDC Registrants

This section examines the impacts of SWIM on employment, earnings,
welfare outcomes and measured income (defined as the sum of welfare and
earnings) for AFDC registrants. It also looks at differenres in impacts
between applicants and recipients, and discusses prel iminary evidence on
longer-term impacts.

A, Employment and Earnings Impacts

Table 8.1 and Figure 8.1 present impacts of the SWIM program among the
AFDC group during the three-quarter fol low-up pe::iod.2 As noted, SWIM had
statist: 'ally significant impacts for AFDC registrants on all four major
outcomes: increased employment, higher earnings, less time on welfare and

reduced welfare payments. Over the time period as a whole, experimentals




TABLE 8.1
SWiM

ALL AFDC: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,
EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, AND WELFARE PAYMENTS

OQutcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-4 (%) 46.4 36.4 +10.0%es
Averaoge Number of Quoarteirs with
Employment, Quarters 2-4 0.97 0 76 +0,229%%+
Ever Employed (%)
Quorter of Rondom Assignment 27.9 25.1 +2.7%%
Quarter 2 30.8 24.6 +6 398
Quaorter 3 32.9 25.3 +7 .68
Quorter 4 33.5 25.7 +7.8%%=
Averoge Totol Eornings,
Quarters 2-4 ($) 1442.00 1185.47 +256.54%%x
Average Total Earnings (§)
Quorter of Random Assignmant 296.68 285.23 +11.44
Quarter 2 371.00 338.125 +32.76
Quorter 3 497.69 392.03 +105.86%**
Quarter 4 573.31 455.19 +118.12%=
Ever Received Any AFDC Poyments,
Quarters 2-5 (%) 91.1 91.9 -0.7
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Poyments, Quarters 2-5 8.59 92.12 ~0.53%%>
Ever Received Any AFDC Paymeats (%)
Quorter of Rondom ASSifnment 91.2 921.4 -0.3
Guorter 2 89.7 89.7 -0.1
Quorter 3 718.9 81.5 2.6
Quorter 4 710.6 716.0 =5.5%8s
Quarter 5 65.8 12.4 -6, 5%
Average Total AFDC Poyments
Received, Quorters 2-5 (§) 4424.00 4827.08 ~403.08%*%
Averoge AFDC Payments Received ($)
Quorter of Random Assignment 1193.27 1194.12 -0.86
Quorter 2 1286.17 1331.93 =45, 76%%
Quorter 3 1119.45 1224.55 -105,10%%=
Quarter 4 1031.55 1159.81 -128,27¢%%¢
Quorter § 986.83 1110.78 ~123,95%%#
Sample Size 1606 1605 3z

(continued)




TABLE 8.1 (contlnued)

SOURCE: MDRC caolculctions fram the County of San Diego AFDC recards and
the State of Callfarnia Unemployment Insurance earnings recards.

NOTES: The sgaple for this tchie includes Individudls who veglstered
between July 1985 and June 1986.

These dote Include zero values for Zample members nct employed and
for sample members nai recelving welfare. (hese date are regression-adjusted
using ardlinary least squares, ¢aatrailing for pre-rondom asslgnment
Characteristics of semple wembers. There may be some dlscrepanci(es iIn
celculating sums and differences due to roundling.

For all measure~, the quar¥er of random asslgnment refers ta the
caiendar quarter in which random assignment occurred. Because Quarter 1, the
quarter of random assignment, may caontaln some earnings and AFRC payments fram
the period prior to random essignment, It is excludec from the summary measures
af fallow-up.

A two-talled t-test was applied to cifferences hetween
experimental ond ontrol groups. Stetistical signlficance levels are Indicated
as: * = 10 percc t; ** = 5 percent; *** = | parcent.
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were more likely to be employed than controls: 46.4 percent of experiment-
als ir contrast to 36.4 percent of controls, a statistically significant
difference of 10 percentage points. Employment gains continued over the
three follow-up quarters, In quarter 2, the employment rate for oxperi-
mentals was 6.3 percentage points higher than the control average employ-
ment rate of 24.6 percent, By the fourth quarter, the employment rate
among experimentals was 7.8 percentage points higher than the control
average employment rate of 25.7 percent,

Experimantals also eargsed $257 more than the control group average of
$1,185 over the follow-up period as a whole -- a statistically significant
increase of 22 percent. Statistically significant earnings increases were
found beginning in the third quarter., By the final quarter, earnings gains
peaked at $118.

Two different factors could have accounted for this earnings increase:
(1) an increase in employment rates and/or (2) higher earnings (either more
hours worked or higher average hourly wage rate or scme combination) among
those employed. A comparison of the earnings of employed experimentals and
employed controls (presented in Appendix Table F.2) suggests that the earn-—
ings impacts are primarily due to increased employment, 1In fact, earnings
among those employed wer~ slightly lower for experimentals ($1,711 1in
quarter 4) than controls ($1,772 in quarter 4). Thus, the effect of the
program sees to be to encourage those who would not have worked in the
absence of the program to work, at least in the short run, rather than
creating opportuni ies for higher earnings anong those who would have
worked without the program. However, it should be noted that this is a

non-experimental comparison; the characteristics of experimentals who are
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employed may be different from those of employed controls.

B. Welfare Impact=

The impacts of the SWIM program on the percentage receiving welfare
and welfare payments are shown In Table 8.1 and Fiqure 8.2. As ecxpected,
SWIM did not affect the percentage of registrants who received welfare
during the full follow-up period, since the proportion of both experi-
mer 1ls and controls recelving welfare during the quarter of random
assignment 1s similar for both groups. On average, experimentals were
recelving welfare benefits for fewer mcnths than controls. By the end of
the four-quarter follow-up period, there were statistically significant
reductions 1in welfare receipt.

In the last quarter of follow-up, for

instance, the proportion of experimentals recelving welfare was

approximately 6.5 percentage points less than the control group rate of
72 .4 percent.

There were statistically significant welfare savings as well, both
during the full follow-up period as well as quarter by quarter. Experi-~
mentals received $403 1less 1In welfare payments during the four-quarter
follow~up period than the control group average payment of $4,827. Welfare
savings increased through the fourth quarter and then leveled off. By the
fifth quarter, welfare payments to experimentals were $987 as compar . to
$1,111 for controls, vielding a grant reduction of $124.

c. Other Impacts

Table 8.2 presents program impacts on the distribution of earnings,
the mixing of earnings and welfare, and measured inccome {which is the sum
of earnings and welfare payments). The fourth quarter 1is used for this

analysis because it is probably most indicative of the longer-term impacts.
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TABLE

SWia

8.2

ALL AFDC: SHURT-TERM IMPACTS CN DISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS,
URED INCOME

EARNINGS/WELFARE RIX, AND REAS

IN QUARTER FOUR

Employment and Welfare Outcomes Experimentals

vontrols Difference

Average Totai Earnings,
Quarter 4 (%)

None 6.5 74.3 -7.8%x>
$1 - $1500 18,1 13.7 +4 409>
More Than $1500 15.5 12.1 +3 .40
Total 100.0 109.0

Employment and Welfare Status,

Quarter 4 (%)
Had No Earnings, Received ' .me
AFDC Payments 50.4 60.4 -9.9%e%
Hea No Earnings, Received No
AFDC Payments 16.0 13.8 +2.1%
Hae Some Earnings, Received Some
AFDC Payments 20.1 15.7 +4 400>
Hod Some Earnings, csceived No
AFDC Payments 13.5 10.1 +3.,0%8s
Total 100.0 100.0

Average Measuged Income,

Quarter 4 (%)
None 16.0 13.8 +2.1%
$1 - $i500 35.2 37.6 -2.4
More Than $1500 48.9 48.5 +0.3
Total 100.0 100.0

Average Measured Income (s)° 1604.86 1815.C0 -10.15

Sample Size 1606 16905 3?11
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TABLE 8.2 (continued)

SOURCE : RORC calculotians from the County of San Diego AFDC recards and
the Stote of Cotifornio Unemployment Insurance earnings recards.

NOTES: The somple f this table includes individua!s wha registered
between July 1985 anc June 1986. .

These dato include zero values for sample members not employed
ond for sample members not receiving welfore. These dula are regression-
adjusted vsing ordinary least squares, controlling faor pre-random assignment
Choracteristics of somple members. There moy be some discrepancies In
calculoting sums and differences due t0 rounding.

For ul!l measures, the quarter of random ossigament refers to the
calendor quarter in walch rondom assignment occurred. Becguse Quarter 1, the
quarter of random ossigamenf, moy contain some eornings and AFDC payments fram
the period prior to rondom ossignment, it is excluded from the summary meosures
of follo -up.

A two-tgiled t-test wns opplied to differences between
experimental aond coatrol groups. Statisticol significance levels are indicated
gs: * = 10 percent; ** = " percent; **% = | percent.

a . .
Average measured income is defined oS personal eornings plus
welfare poyments received during o quarter.
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The first panel of Table 8.2 shows the impact of SWIM on the earnings
distribution. SWIM moved experimentals out of the no earnings category
into both the category with quarterly earnings of $1-$1,57. and the cate-
gory with quaicerly earnings over $1,500. Experimentals were less likely
to have no earnings in the fourth quarter than controls, a statistically
significant difference of 7.8 percentage points. This, combined with the
fact that the experimental-control differences in both earnings categories
were similar, also supports the notion that earnings gains were due to
increases in employment rather than to higher earnings for those employed.

The second panel shows the impact of SWIM on AFDC registrants' com-
bined incame and welfare. By quarter 4, SWI had reduced the proportion of
registrants receiving welfare and no earnings, and increased the proportion
who received both welfare and earnings and the proportion who were
completely off welfare and receiving earnings. There was also a small, but
statistically significant, 1increase in the proportion receiving neither
welfare nor earnings. These individuals may be substituting income from
other family members: they may also have decided to leave welfare rather
than participate in a mandatory program.

The bottam panel of Table 8.2 presents the impacts on measured inceame,
which is the sum of the individual‘s own earnings plus the amount oOf
welfare payments recorded for that case. There were no statistically
significant differences in average measured income between experimentals
and controls in any follow-up quarter, (See Appendix Table F.3.) Further,
experimentals were slightly more likely than con:rols t¢ have no measured
incame. These findings indicate that earnings gains were offset by

reductions in KAFDC rayments for the AFDC sample as a whole.
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D. Impacts among Applicant .nd Reciplents

Evaluations of other programs included in MDRC's Demonstration of
State Work/Welfare Initlatives have revealed differences in impacts for
persons applying .or welfare at the point they were randomly as‘signed
(called applicants) versus individuals already on the welfare rolls at
randar  assigmment (called reciplents). Table 8.3 preseitts impacts
separately for the two groups. Approximately 40 percent of the total AFDC
sample are applicants and 60 percent are recipients. As documented 1in
Chapter 2, applicants generally are less disadvantaged and more job-ready
than reciplents, as measured by thelir employment and earnings history as
well as prior welfare dependency. This is further supported by the higher
employment rates and earnings and lower welfare receipt among applicant as
compared to recipient controls during the follow-up period.

As indicated in Table 8.3, SWIM resulted in statistically significant
gains in employment and earnings and reductions in welfare receipt and
payments among both AFDC appli.ants and recipients.

Among AFDC applicants, 52 percent of the experimentals were employed
at some point during the three-quartesr follow-up period as compared to 44.4
rercent of the controls. Thi:- resulted in a statistically significant
increase of 7.6 percentage points. Quarterly employment gains increased
over the follow-up period, Applicant experimentals earned $1,882 during
the full follow-up period as campared to the control group average earnings
of $1,545, ylelding a statistically significant earnings gain of $338.
Earnings gains also increased after the second quarter.

Among AFDC recipients, 42.7 percent of experimentals and 31.5 percent

of controls were employed at same point during the full follow-up period,
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TABLE 8.3
SWIM

ar0C APPLICANTS ANO RECIPIENTS: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS
ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, ANO WELFARE PAYMENTS

AFOC Appiicants® AFOC Recipients?
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Experiment's Controls Oifference | Experimentcls Controls Oifference
Ever wployed, Quarters 2-4 (X) 52.0 44.4 +1.6%e8 42,17 31.5 +]1.2%80
Average Number ¢ ™ Quarters with
Employment, Qua ters 2-4 1.07 0.94 +0,13%* a.91 0.465 +G,26%3%
Ever Emplayed (%)
Quarter of Rondom Assignment 37.7 34.6 +3.0 21.6 19.1 +2.5¢%
Quarter 2 34.1 31.0 +3.1 28.5 20.8 +],7%es
Quarter 3 36.7 32.5 +4.2% 30.4 20.9 +9.58%«
Quarter 4 36.5 30.5 +6.0%* 31.5 22.8 +8,7%es
Average Tatal Earnings,
Quarters 2-4 ($) 1882. 14 1544.63 +337.51% 1158.24 952.00 +206.25%*
Average Total Earnings ($)
Quarter of Random Assignment 458.10 423.99 +34.11 194.68 193.28 +1.40
Quarter 2 489.03 446,16 +42.67 293.02 270.33 +22.69
Quarter 3 655.54 537.96 +117.58¢* 395.98 297.12 +98,26%e+
Quarter 4 731.57 560.51 +177.06%* 469.24 383.94 +85.30%
Ever Received Any AFOC Payments,
Quarters 2-5 (%) 85 0 85.2 ~0.? 94.9 96.2 -1.3
Avergge Number of Months Recelving
AFOC Payments, Quarters 7--5 6.92 7.43 -0.51* 9.66 10.21 -0.55%%«
Ever Recelved Any AFOC Poyments (%)
Quarter of Random AssSignment 81.3 82.7 -1.4 97.3 97.3 -0.1
Quarter 2 82.1 81.3 +0.9 94.4 95.4 -1.0
Quarter 3 §5.0 69.7 -4.7% 87.8 89.2 -1.4
Quarter 4 56.1 81.5 ~5.48%x 19.8 85.5 -5.6%es
Quarter 5 51.4 57.8 ~6.4~% 15.2 81.7 T hd
Average Tatal AFOC Payments
Received, Quarters 2-5 ($) 3372.03 3723.32 -351.28%+ 5095.14 5542.81 ~447 678>
Average AFOC Payments Recelved ($)
Quarter of Rondom Assignment 712,10 702.15 +9.95 1501.24 1512.59 -11.35
Quarfer 2 1049.22 1096.34 -47.12 1437.00 1485.45 -48.45%*
Quarter 3 833.16 950.40 =117.44%%= 1302.15 1403.04 -100.89%++
Quarter 4 764.71 867.55 -104 .84%= 1201.90 1347.59 ~145,69%e>
Quarter § 724.94 806.82 -81.88¢ 1154.09 1306.73 -152.848%
Sample Size 6417 11 1258 959 994 1953
" :2 07 (continued)




TABLE 8.3 (contl.. .20)

SQURCE:  MORC calculations from the County of Son Diego AFDC records and the Stote of Cglifornia Unemp! oyment
Insurance earnings records.

NOTES: The sample for this table .. “udes individualS who reyistered between July 1985 and June 1986.

These dota include zero valves for sample members ot empl oyed and for somple members not recelving wel fare.
These data are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of
sample members. There may be some discrepancies in calculating suns and differences due to rounding.

For all measures, the quartar of random assignment refers to the calendor quarter in which random assignment
occurred. Because Quarter 1, the quorter of random assigment, may contain some earnings and AFDC payments from the period
prior to random assigmment, it is excluded from the sunmory measures of fol low-up.

A two-talled t-test was applied to differences batween experimental and controif groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicoted as: * = 10 porcent; ** = 5 percent; *%% = | percent.

a
Regressions were run on separate subsomples of appiicants and recipients.
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resulting in a statistically significant 11.2 percentage point increase.
Recipient experimentals earned $1,158 as compared to $952 for controls
during the follow~up period, a statistically significant gain of $206.
Employment and earnings gains were observed throughout much of the
follrw-up period.

SWIM resulted in reductions in welfare receipt and payments during the
follow-up period for AFDC applicants., By the fifth quarter, there was a
6.4 percentage point reduction in the propcrtion of experimentals receiving
welfare, over the control group average of 57 .8 percent. While applicant
experimentals received $3,372 in welfare payments «.ring the full four-
quarter follow-up period, controls averaged $3,723 in payments. This
resulted in welfare savings of $351. Wwhile grant reductions for applicants
peaked 1in quarter 3, they were still present in the final quarter of
follow-up.

Auong AFDC recipients, SWIM also resulted in a lower proportion on
welfare and lower welfare payments, In the fifth quarter, the proportion
of experimental reciplents receiving welfare was 75.2 percent, 6.6 per-
~entage points lower than the control group average of 8l.7 percent.
Recipient experimentals received $5,095 in welfare payments during the full
follow-up period as compared to $5,543 for controls, which represented a
statistically significant welfare savings of $448. Reductions in grant
payments increased throughout the follow-up period.

E. Longer-term Impacts

One important issue 1s the effect of the SWIM Program on outcomes
beyond the fourth or fifth quarter. Preliminary examination of longer-term

findings is based on the employment and welfare behavior of registrants who




entered the sample between July 1985 and December 1985. For these
registrants, two additional quarters of follow-up are available.

One potential issue with using the early-enrolling sample 1is the
extent to which it 1is representative of later enrollees and, hence, an
indicator of longer-run impacts for the full sample. The early-enrollec
sample had scmewhat different characteristics from later enrollees. As
indicaced in Chapter 2, early enrollees were more likely to be applicants,
and less likely to be renewed recipients.3 Although the earlier ple
appears to be less disadvantaged with respect to prior welfare dependeicy
than the later one, these differences are not very large. And examination
of the impacts for the first three quarters suggest that early and later
enrollees have similar impacts, at least in the short-run. ( See Appendix
Table F.4.)

As indicated in Table 8.4, SWIM resulted in statisticeily significant
emyr'oyment and earnings gains for the early AFDC sample tSat wore sustained
during the additional quarters of follow-up. By the fiZth 2nd final
quarter, the employment rate for experimentals was 8 percentage points
¢greater than the control group employment rate of 26.8 percent, and the
earnings gains were $149 greater than the control group average earnings of
$510.,

SWIA also resulted in reductions in the proportinn of experimentals
receiving welfare, accompanied by welfare savings, that continued through
the six quarters of follow-up. By the final quarter of follow-up, the
proportion of experimentals receiving welfare was 6.9 percentage points
less than the control group rate of 62.3. Average welfare paymentf in this

final quarter were $120 less than the control gzoup aver»ge payment of
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TABLE 8.4

SWiM

AFDC EARLIER COHORT: LONGER-TERM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,
EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, AND WELFARE PAYMENTS

!
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentols Controls Difference
Ever Employed, Cuorters 2-4 (%) 55.5 45.6 +9,98%ee
Averaoge Number of Quorters with
Employment, Quarters 2-4 1,173 1.37 +0,36%%e
Ever Employed (%)
Quorter of Rondom ASsignment 29.0 26.8 +2.2
Quarter 2 32,46 25.6 +]1.0%es
Quorter 3 33.9 27.1 +6,8%ns
Quorter 4 36.5 28.3 +8,2%%
Quorter § 35.2 28.17 +6 5088
Quorter 6 34,9 26,8 +8.,0%%*
Averoge Toto! Eornings,
Quorters 2-6 ($) 280615 2295.67 +510.48%¢
Averoge Totoi Eurnings ($)
Quorter of Rondom Assignment 315,99 301.93 +14.05
Quorter 2 392,50 350.02 +42.48
Quorter 3 496.05 417,12 +78.93%
Quarter 4 623,57 491.28 +132.29%*
Quorter 5 634,53 526,917 +107,56%
Quorter 6 659.52 510.28 +149,23%*=
Ever Received Any AFDC Pay,ments,
Quorters 2-7 (%) 90.7 96.9 -0.2
Average Numoer of Honths Receiving
AFDC Poyments, Quorters 2-7 11.59 17.54 -0.95%%x
Ever Receiced Any AFDC Poyments (%)
Quorter of Rondom Assignment 91.1 90.1 +1.0
Quorter 2 88.6 88.4 +0.1
Quorter 3 17.2 19.2 -2.1
Quorter 4 69,0 13.3 4,38
Quorter § 63.5 70.6 -7,0%%s
Quorter 4 58.8 66,1 =7.39%%s
Quorter 7 55.4 62.3 -4, 9%

(continued)
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TABLE 8.4 {continued)

Outcaome ond Follow-Up Perlad Experimentols Contrals Difference

Averoge Totol AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 2-7 ($) 5992.48 6637.11 -644.690%e

Averoge AFDC Payments Reielved (§)

Quorter of Randam Assignment 1197.57 1169.10 +28.48
Quarter 2 1253.29 1298.42 ~45.12%
Quorter 3 1072.21 1168.28 ~96.07 %%
dutrter 4 988.82 1103.22 ~114.40%2>
Quarter § 944.28 1079.58 ~135.°0%%»
Quarter 6 890.80 1024.76 133 Q5 %es
Quorter 7 843.07 962.91 ~119. g5 ="
Sample Size 870 888 1758

SOURCE: MDRC calculatlians fram the County of San Oiega AFDC recards and
the Stote of Colifornia Unemnlayment Insurance earnings recards.

NOTES: The somple far this table includes Individuals who reglistered
between July aond vecember, 1935.

These dote include zero volves for somiyle memuers nat employed
and faor somple members nat recelving welfare. These date are regressian-
adjusted using ordina”y least squares, cantrolling for pre-random aossignment
chorocteris“ics of somple members. There moy be some discreponcies In
cotculating sums aond differences due to raundlng.

For oll meosures, the quarter of rondom osslgnment refers to the
colendor quorter in which rondom ossignment occurred. Becouse Quarter 1, the
quorter of rondom osslgument, &6, .ontain some eornings and AFDC poymsnts fram
the perlad prlor ta rondom ossigament, It IS excluded from the summory meosures
of follow-up.

A two-tolled t-testy wos oppllied to differences bgiween
experimenta! ond cantral groups. Sfatlsticol significonce levels are ladicated
as: * = 10 pArcent; ** = 5 percent; **%¥ = | percent.




$963. These preliminary figures on longer-term impacts for a group of
early-enrollees suggest that SWIM impacts for AFDC's are likely to extend

beyond the follow-up period evailable for this report.

III. Impacts For the AFDC-U Registrants

This section of the report examines the same set of impacts for AFDC-U
registrants as have just been discussed for the AFDC sa@ple. It should be
noted that the AFDC-U sample is smaller than the AFDC sample. Hence, it
may be less likely that impacts of a similar magnitude will be statis-

tically significant,

A, Employment and Earnings Impacts

SWIM resulted in statistically significant increases in employment
among AFDC-U registrants, (See T-ble 8.5 and Figure 8.3.)4 During the
full three-quarter Zfollow-up period, the proportion of experimentals who
were employed at scme point was 9.3 percentage noints greater than the
control group average emplLoyment rate of 44 percent. While SWIM resulted
in statistically significant employment gains beginning 1in the third
quarter, there was scme decline in these impacts over time.

Gains in earnings were statistically significant during the Zollow-up
period as a whole.5 Earnings among experimentals were $337 greater than
the control average of $2,028. While there were increased earnings for
experimentals beginning in the second quarter, only in the third quarter

were these impacts statistically significant.

B, Welfare Impacte

Although SWIM did not reduce the proportion of AFDC-U registrants

recelving welfare, there were statistically significant reductions in




TABLE 8.5

SWIM

ALl. AFDC-U: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,
EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, ,dD WELFARE PAYMENTS

Ouftcome ond Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
Ever Employwd, Quarters 2-4 (X) 53.4 44,0 +9,38ss
Average Number of Quarters wifh
Employment, Quartars 2-4 1.13 0.94 +0,19%es
Ever Employed (%)
Quorter of Raondom Assignment 37.9 35.8 +2.1
Quorter 2 36.3 29.2 +7,18%8%
Quarter 3 37.9 3.7 +6,20%
Quarter « 38.9 32.8 +6.0 »
Average Totol Eaornings,
Quarters 2-4 ($) 2364.177 2027.117 +337.01%
Average Total Earnings (§)
Quarter of Rondom Assignment 600.73 601.44 -0.71
Quarter 2 656,56 564.15 +92.41
Quarter 3 837.00 692.33 +144,.67*
Quarter 4 871.21 171,29 +99.93
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 2-5 (%) 86.2 86.4 -0.3
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Poyments, Quorters 2-5 1.57 7.93 -0.37
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
Quarter of Re “om Assignment 85.6 84.4 +1.2
Quarter 2 83.4 83.9 -0.5
Quarter 3 1.5 71.0 -3.5
Quarter 4 64,7 67.4 -2.17
Quarter 5 59.9 2.7 -2.8
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 2-5 (§) 4873.97 5298.34 ~424.372%s
Average AFDC Peyments Received ($)
Quorter of Rondom Assignment 1263.87 1274.,29 -10.42
Quorter 2 1418.75 1470.22 -51.48
Quarter 3 1191.54 1321.01 ~129,47%%»
Cuarter 4 1165.63 1279.25 -113,62%>
Guerter 5 1098.05 1227.85 -129.80%=
Sample Size 687 654 1341

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Toble 8.1,
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welfare payments over the follow-up period as a whole and beginning in
quarter three. (See also Figure 8.4,) buring the full four-quarter
follow-up period, experimental AFDC-Us received $4,874 in welfare payments
as coampared to $5,29" for controls, ylelding a statistically significant

reduction of $424.

C. Other Impacts

Table 8.6 presents the distribution of earnings and income in guarter
4, c<he last quarter for which there are both earnings and welfare data.
SWIM reduced the proportion of AFDC-U registrarn.s with no eatnings 1in this
quarter. (See first panel of Table 8.6.) SWIM also reduced the proportion
of AFDC registrants with only welfare income, but increased the proportion
who cambired earnings and welfare payments. (See second panel of Table
8.6.)

As indicated in the third panel of Table 8.6 and Appendix Table F.7,
SWIM did not increase measured income, This svjgests that, as for the AFDC
group, SWIM's earnings gains were offret by welfare reductions for AFDC-U

reglstrants, at least in the short-run.

D. Imnacts among Applicar.ts and Recipients

Table 8.7 presents impacts separately for AFDC~U applicants and

recipients.6

Approximately 60 percent of the AFDC~U's were applicants and
40 percent were recipients. Similar to AFDC regqistrants, applicants are
generally more employable and less dependent than recipients. his can be
seen from tne higher levels of employment and earningyg, and lower recelipt
of welfare and average welfare payments, among applicant controls than

reciplient controls.

SWIM resulted in statistically significant employment gains for both
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FIGURE 8 4
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TABLE 8.6
SWIR

ALL AFDC-U: SHORT-TERK IMPACTS ON DISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS,
EARNINGS/WELFARE MIX, AND MEASURED INCOME IN QUARTER FOUR

7 .
Employm*at ond Welfare Outcomes ExperimentaGls Coantrals Difference

Average Tatal Eornings,
Quarter 4 (%)

Nane 51.4 66.9 -5.5%%
$1 - $1500 16.3 14,6 +2.2
More Thon $1500 21.9 18,6 +3.3
Tatal 100.0 100.0

Employment ond Wel‘ore Stotus,
Quorter 4 (%)

Hod No Earnings, Received Some

-

AFDC Payments 44.2 51.0 WAL

Had Noa Earnings, Received Na
AFDC Payments 17.2 15,9 +1.3

Hod Same Eornings, Received Sam¢
AFDC Poyments 20.5 16.4 +4,2%%

Hod Some Earnings, Received No

AFDC Payments 18.0 16,7 +1.3

Totol 100.0 100.0

Average Meosuged InCame,
Quorter 4 (%)

Nane 17.2 15.9 +1.3
$1 - $1500 18.5 id.s +2.2
More Than $1500 64 .4 67.9 -3.5
Total 100.0 100.0

Average Measured incame (8)° 2040,14 2047.08 -6.94

Sample Size 687 654 1341

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Toble 8.2,
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TABLE 8.7
WM
AFDC-U APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: SHORT-TERK IMPACTS
ON EMPLOYMENT, EARMINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, AND WELFARE PAYMENTS
a a
AFDC-U Applicants AFDC-U Reciplents
Outcome and Fallow-Up Periad Experimentals Contrals Difference ! Experimentuls Cantrals Difference
Ever Employed. Quarters 2-4 {X) 60.4 54.2 +6.2% 42.8 29.4 +13.400s
Averagoe Number af Quarters with
Empl ayment, Quarters 2-4 1.30 1.14 +0.16* 0.87 0.64 +0,23%+
Ever Emplayed (%)
Quarter aof Random Assignment 47.4 45.4 +2.0 23.8 221 +1.7
fiuarter 2 41.3 36.9 ~4.5 28.2 18.4 +9.p e
Ruarter 3 44.5 38.9 +5.7% 27.9 21.5 +6.3%
Quarter 4 44.5 38.5 +5.9% 30.9 24.3 +6.6¢
" Average Tatal Earnings.
Quarters i-4 ($) 3072.36 2723.59 +348.77 1306.36 1926.92 +279.44
Average Tatal Earnlng: (%)
Querrar of Rondom Assignmont 821.75 8( .53 -45.78 271.81 210.77 +61.04
Quartev 2 856.66 161.617 +95.,00 352.73 285.05 +67.68
Quarter 3 1104.46 945.26 +'59.20 433.17 334.02 +99.15
Quarter 4 1115.24 1016,66 +74.58 520.47 407.85 +112,62
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 2-5 (%) 81.4 81.6 -0.1 93.1 93.7 -0.6
Average Number af Manths Recelving
AFDC Peyments, Quarters 2-5 6.35 §.55 -0.20 9.34 10.00 -0.66%*
Ever Recelved Any AFDC Payments (%)
Quartar aof Random Assignment 718.1 15.1 +2.5 96.5 97.4 -0.9
Quarter 2 11.6 11.2 +0.4 9.6 93.7 -2.1
Quarter 3 57.8 58.8 -1.1 82.0 89.0 -1.0%%
Quarter 4 54.2 56.0 -1.8 719.9 64.4 -4.4%
Quarter 5 49.6 52.6 -3.1 14.9 11.7 ~2.8
Average Tatal AFDC Payments
Received. Quarters 2-5 ($) 3704.47 39717.33 -272.86 6609.05 7235.80 -626,75%%=
Average AFDC Payments Recelved ($)
Quorter of Random Assignment 764.81 815.17 -30.35 1965.85 1948.34 +18.50
Quarter 2 1126.08 1150.75 -24.67 1851.68 1939.11 -87.43 \
Quarter 3 866.24 953.97 -65.72 1644 .82 1858.00 -213.18%%=
Quarter 4 871.46 939.86 -48.40 1604.39 1775.10 -170.71%*
Quarter § 818.70 932.75 ~114.06* 1508.14 1663.59 -155.43¢
Scaple Size 399 399 198 248 295 543
A=
GICE AND NOTES:  See Table 8.3. 281




AFDC-U applicants and recipients. Alt“ough there were earnings increases
for both groups, they were not statistlcally significant, partly due to
small sample sizes.

Among applicants, during the full follow-upr period, 60.4 percent of
experimentals were employed at some point as compared to 54.2 percent £
the controls, a 6.2 percentage point increase. Statistically significant
employment gains occu.red during the last two quarters of follow-up as
well.

For recipients, during the entire follow-up period, the employment
gain was 13.4 percentage points more than the control group employmeont rate
of 29.4 percent. These employment gains peaked in the second quarter at
9.8 percentage points, and then declined in quarters 3 and 4 to 6.3 and 6.6
percentage points, respectively.

While there were reductions in welfare receipt and payments for the
AFDC-U applicants, they were not statistically signiticant partly due to
small sample sizes. The only exception was a statistically significant
welfare saving of $114 in the final quarter of follow-up.

SWIM resulted in experimentals spending fewer months on welfare among
recipients. There were also reductions in the pre~ -tion of experimentals
recelving welfare, but these were statistically significant only in the
third quarter. Both during the gntire follow-up perio¢ and beginning in
the third quarter, theie were also lower welfare payments for recipients.

E, Longer-Term Impacts

As with the AFDC analysis, two addltional quarters of follow-up were
available feor an early-enrolling sample of AFDC-U registrants. As

discussed in Chapter 2, there were differences between the early-enrolling




and later-enrolling samples which makes estimates for the early group
somewhat problematic as indicators oi longer-term impacts for the whole
AFDC-U sample. The percentage of females was greater in the earlier sample
than the later one, and the average earnirgs of the earlier group were
lovor than those of the later one. These samples did not differ, however,
in prior work history or welfare dependency.7 Of particular concern are
the differences in impacts between the earlier and later enrolling samples
during the <ommon short-term follow-up period. (See Appendix Table F.7.)
Fur example, employment rate gains and welfare savings appear to be larger
for the early-enrolling rejistrants as compared to the later~enrclling
ones.

The impacts for the earlier sample, including two additional quarters
of follow-up, are shown in Table 8.8. Employment impacts were statisti-
cally significant beginning in the second quarter and continued through the
final quarter of follow-up. Earnings gains increased over time, but they
were statistically significant only in the final two quarters of £follow-up.
This suggests that the esnployment and earnings impacts for the AFDC~U's may
continue beyo.d the sixth quarter, at least for the early-enrolling sample.

There were statistically significant reductions in the proporticn of
experimentals receiving welfare in the two additional quarters of follow-
up. Over the entire six-quarter follow-up period, tne early sample
received welfare for almost one month less than the control gromm,
Beginning with the third quarter, there were sustained welfare savings for
experimentals,

These prellminary findings provide evidence that impacts for AFDC~U

registrants will extend beyond the short-term peziod, although differenccs




TABLE 8.8

SWIM

AFDC-U EARLIER COHORT: LONGER-TERM IMPACTS
ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT,

AND WELFARE PAYMENTS

)
Outcome and Follow-Up Periad Experimentals Contrals Difference
Ever Employed. Quorters 2-¢& (%) 62.9 52.3 +1), 5%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-6 2.01 1.59 +0.41%0s
Ever Employed (%)
Quaorter of Rancom Assignment 38.5 36.7 +1.8
Quarter 2 36.8 27.1 +9.7%8e
Quarter 3 38.6 31.9 +6,8%%
Quaorter ¢ 40.6 32.9 +7,6%%
Quarter § 41,2 33.1 +8.1%®
Quarter % 43.3 34.1 +9,2%%x
Average Totel Earnings,
Quarters 2-6 (3) 4275.58 3622,87 +652.171
Average Total Earnings (3)
Quarter of Random Assignment 584.74 6713.417 -88.73
Quarter 2 654,88 585.96 +66,92
Quarter 3 806.77 121.12 +719.04
Quarter 4 841.76 753.33 +88.43
Quarter 5 960.92 7169.92 +191.00%
Quorter 6 1011,26 785.94 +225,32¢%
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 2-7 (%) 88.1 86.5 -0.3
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 2-7 10.36 11.31 ~0.95%=
Ever Received Any AFDC Poyments (%)
Quarter of Rondom Assignment 85.3 82.2 +3.2
Quorter 2 82.3 83.2 -0.9
Quarter 3 5.3 11.5 -6,2%
Quarter 4 63.4 68.2 -4.8
Quarter 5§ 59.9 63.7 -3.8
Quarter ¢ 52.0 59.7 ~7.7%=
Quarter 7 ! 50.4 57.5 ~7.1%»
(continued)
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TABLES 8.8 (continued)

T
Qutcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
Average Total AFDC Poyments
Received, Quarters 2-7 ($) 6621.93 7695.59 ~1073,64%*
Average AFDC Payments Received ($)
Quorter of Raondom Assignment 1263.92 1252.19 +11.74
Quarter 2 1399.71 1448.90 -69.19
Quorter 3 1142.75 1328.52 =185.77%%=
Quorter 4 1124.901 1307.92 -183.91 %%
Quorter 5 1064.4% 1246.38 -181.89%=
Quarter 6 952.32 1192.56 -240.24 %=
Quaorter 7 938.66 1151.32 -212.646%%x
Somple Size 375 348 123

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Table B8.4.




between the early and later samples necessitate particular caution 1in

making this inference.

IV. Comparison of SWIM to Prior San Diego Desmonstration

In the early 1980's, San Diego operat: a program that involved a
short~term participation reguiremant of Jjob search assistance and work
experience, referred to as EPP/EWRP. MDRC evaluated the effectiveness of
this program on AFDC and AFDC-U applicants and found that for the AFDC
applicants, there were employment and earnings gains as well as welfare
savings. For the AFDC-U's, this program reduced welfare benefits but did
not increase employment and earnings signficant:ly.8 An important question
1s the extent to which a saturation program such as SWIM results in larger

cts than a more time-limited program such as EPP/EWEP. In making any
direct comparison of the SWIM findings reported in this chapter to those
presented in the final report of the earlier EPP/EWEP demonstration,
several differences should be noted:

First, the SWIM program served both applicants 4 rec’plents while

the EPP/EWEP program served only applicants. Second, cperated in two
of San Diego's seven local offices while EPP/EWEP oper {1 all seven
offices.9 Third, the research sampie was followed frow a2z poilnt of

application at the Income Maintenance offices for the earlier demonstra-
tion, while for SWIM the research start date was the point at which
individuals showed up at the SWIM office; those who did not show up for
program orientation for such reasons as being denied aid or £finding
employment are not included in the SWIM research sample, while they are in

the EPP/EWEP sample, Fourth, the economy during the period of the SWIM
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program was better tu.n during the earlier demonstration, which partly
accounts for a less wmployable and more dependent group of AF¥uc-U's
enrolling in SWIM as compared to EPP/I-,WE}?.10

The first three differences listed above can be control @ for by
comparing the short-term impacts of (1) the applicant subgroup in SWIM to
{2) those who attended orientation in the two SWIM offices during EPE/EWEP.
Other differences between the two demonstrations, as well as the short-term
follow-up available for SWIM, do not allow these differences in the impacts
for the two demonstrations to be confidently attributed to variations in
the program model.

The two program models resulted in fairly similar employment and
earnings gains and welfare savings for the AFDC applicants. For the AFDC-U
applicants, a similar comparison suggests SWIM may have resulted in larger
empliyme... and possibly larger earnings gains than EPP/EWEP, although
welfare savings are more similar.

Such comparisons, while based on experimental tests for each model
separately, do not use an experimental design to isolate the differential
impacts of the two models. It remains to be seen what effects longer-term
follow-up, or more sophisticated statistical techniques, will have on such

comparisons.

R
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APPENDIX A

This appendix describes the County of San Diego's SWIM automated track-
ing system, how the data were used to produce the rates described in this
report, and how quality control procedures were carried out to verify the
accuracy of the data. Both county and MDRC staff invested substantial time
to ensure that all data items necessary for the research were collected and
data were of a high guality. Further, complicated programming was used to
produce the rates in the report.

It is important to understand that the ease of calculating various
varticipation measures is affected by several factors: the type of partici-
pation measures required, the program model, and program resources.

In a complex program such as SWIM, it i1s inevitable that there will be
same data quality problems since complex ®"participant experiences" increase
the likelihosd of error. However, the quality checks performed by MDRC
indicated that the data used in this report were of adequate quality to
produce reliable results, In fact, given the complexity of SWIM's program
model, 1t would have been difficult to further reduce the error rates
reported here.

This appendix summarizes the methods usad to turn the information in
the SWIM autamated tracking system into a data set, and reports the primary
findings on the quality and completeness of this information. Scme general
considerations for management information systems designed to measure

participation are also given.




I. Description of the Partipation Data Set Used in the Report

The county's SWIM autamated tracking system provided most of the data
used in the analysés in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Data were entered into the
system fram individual data input documents (see Figure A.l), completed by
CRU staff and suppliemented by data fram program activity logs. A regis-
trant's "experience® in the program was defined by a) when they registered
for the program, b) when they started participating, c) when they finished
a component, and d) when they were deregistered. Consequently, these
documents were designed to track activities by identifying actual start and
end dates, as well as program status changes based on registration and
deregistration dates.

The top portion of the data input document tracked registrants' prog-
ram status (that 1s, availability or -eadiness for program participation,
registration, deregistration, deferrals, etc.). The remainder of the
document tracked activity referrals and outcames (1l.e.. referrals,
no-shews, participation, component interruptions or completions). Cause
determinations for faillure to meet program requirements and activity
provider codes were also tracked through the system. Every tracking form
was campleted with a date documenting when the status change or activity
took effect.

The autcmated tracking system maintained SWiM-related activities for
all the SWIM-eligibles; it was actually a record of 2ates with assoclated
status or activity codes. Each time a staff verified or discovered that a
registrant’s program or activity status changed, a new tracking document
would be completed and submitted to data entry. Note that staff were

required to update a registrant‘'s tracking record for changes in status or

-225- 2830

A




FIGURE A.1

SWIAM

SWiM CLIENT TRACKING DOCUMENT

CEPARTMENT OF SOCTAL SERVICES

SWIM Client Tracking Document

NAME- Sasty . o, 5 . o g 2 . 8 2 st & §. Ot m.!.__
P- Excluded Parent
PROCRAM STATUS: : Beasocn for Program St.nus Chaoge:
PROGRAM STATUS Datazg g s/e g g/t_2 Reasors for Program St.tus Change U- Undoc. Wocker
Dl - RECISTERED/AVAILABLE ........ (30 reston required) W = WIN criterfe / exempt A = Aprzal pending
D ) R = AFDC epplicstion withdrawn X - Deregirration peading
2« DEFERRED vevvvovoocsscccsonss FCLORL_) D - AFDC dected $ - Sencton applled
[Js - NON.PARTICIPATION. ......... fesson: C = AFDC case closed = other M = Regirtruat maved
. £ - Employed 30 ks /wk or more N = No available sctivity
DC-SW[M FROGRAM CLOSURE ... re s T - Employed less than 30 hrs/wk B - Awcdgned 0 sclisl wezker
DS-DER.EC!STRATTON............. reesoncp F - Reg. changed to noco=Fed. © remove bamien
e e ™ ™ R W W N gl I e e S e

ACTIVITY STATUS CHANGES

s f L}
tcdvity code 2nd ddle (tee lst below) provider code a2ad dtle (see st below)

[t - REFERRED «vvveevnvvvnvemnmeent 3/ s Tt
[J2- NO-SHOW FROM REFERRAL .eveeq_t 3/t g/ts g ~eeeeee AG[Jrocd came  AN[Joo good exure
[]3 - NON-PARTICTPATION v eeeeee s s g gftt g -o-eever AG[goodcsase  AN[J30 good crure
[+ - ACTIVE TO COMPORENT veveeen s 3 /e 3/t |
DS-COMPONENTMRRU?ROH....;_I_;IH_;Iu_J veveses ACD(oodcl.ux ANDm;oodcnw
[J6 - coMPONENT COMPLETED vvveeet 1 3 /t_s/t_t g

)L g | I |
scdvity code 1ad ttle (see Ut below) provider code xad dtle (see Ut below)

[t - REFERRED vvvvvvevannvvveeeenee L3 s sl a3
[]2- NO-SHOW FROM REFERRAL «.eee |t g /s 3/t_s_g +vevees AC ] poodcense  AN[J oo good cazte

(13 - NON-PARTIGIPATION e eveeeee s Lt 1/t 3/t weveee. AGpood cense  AN[Jn0 goo2 canse
[+ - ACTIVE TO COMPONENT v eee et F a3/l ay .
[J's - COMPONENT INTERRUPTION ... L_{__3 /L 1 3/ttt +reeres AG[gocdconme  AN[J o good cause
[J6 - coMPoreNT COMPLETED «evuve L s/t o s/t )

Actvity codes ¢ Titles: Provider Codes & Titles:
00 « Connselng 21 - OJT CR « CRU JC = JTPA Comemaaity College
0! = Employwert Search 22 « Crazt Dlvertios CW - EWEP JT - other JTPA (1)
02 = Job Seerch Warlahop Ccp -EPP JA = other JTPA (2)
03 - kb Clab 40 - employmest referral CS = Soclal Servi~ea
04 - IWEP Crlemestion 41 = employment 30 hm wk < - DU 7S = Privets Sector
ot lem CC = other county UN - Udeoms
05 ~ Work Expederce
05 = Vocationn! Terting 30 = {xteroshipe £ -EDD 1C = comumrmity /fpublic colleges & {ardudon
07 = Pemediation 3t-employment more than SR = ROP LP - priveta {osdtdons
08 = Clamrcom Education 30 hrs/wk pending $S = other State of Callf.
09 - Sidlis Traicdog deregistration BT = other (1)
32-self-initiated edu~ FG = Federsd Covit(l) KT = otber (2)

cation or training FD « Federal Covt (2)

TICKIER Dnmavc or DutmdnlL_L_Jll_J__le_l_J Ll 1Y T S S S T VL A S SRRPULIY S S T S T |
form comapleted by: date*
18-14 0SS (6/85) (6/86)
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activity. However, some staff updated registants' records every 30 to 45
days, when they verified employment, training or education.

Two basic data sources were the minimum requirements for calculating
monthly participation rates: an indication of thosé individuals who were
registered as of a given point 1in time, and an indication of those
registrants who were also participating (that ls, start and end dates of
all key components and statuses). These two sources required constant
updating.

In order to calculate the various monthly participation measures
discussed in this report, these start and end dates had to be converted
into a somewhat different format. First, several sets of monthly calendars
were established for each type of SWIM activity and program status, Then,
variables were set up that indicated each registrant's status in terms of
program eligibility and participation, as of each month in the
demonstration.

For example, consider a sample member who registered on September 15,
1986, participated in a job searph workshop from October 1, 1986 through
October 15, 1986, “ound a job and was consequently deregistered on October
30, 1986. This sample member's "program status® calendar would be coded to
reflect that she/he was registered in September and October, 1986, and not
during any other months of the demonstration, The months prior to and
following this period would be ccded to reflect that this person was not
registered. Similarly, the job search workshop and enployment calendars
would be coded to reflect participation in these activities in October
1986. All the remaining calendars (e.g. EWEP, self-initiated and

program-referred training and education, etc.) would indicate no activity
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for those camponents.

These calendars were used to calculate monthly participation rates, by
relying on the program status calendars to construct monthly denominators
of people registered and by relying on the activity calendars to construct
monthly numerators of people active in various ccmponents. Note that
special codes in the program status calendars or in calculations using
these calendars were required to accommodate various definitions of
SWIM-eligibles (such as ‘registered as of the end of the month,® or
*registered throughout the mon*4*).

In order to do the participation analyses, about 800 data items were
created from the raw data coded in the SWIM automated tracking system.
About 1,200 additional items were created during the course of the analysis
from this base (note this does not include outcame or demographic
variables). The large size of the data set required the use of a mainframe
canputer for data manipulations and statistical calculations.

A great deal of county and MDRC staff time was spent monitoring the
original tracking data. Assembling and verifying the final data set was
time-intensive for MDRC staff as well. Calculations of consecutive monthly
participation rat.. would either not have been possible without the
County's autamated tracking system or would have required considerably more
staff to do case file reviews.

Three factors will influence localities' ability-to calculate partici-
pation rates: resources available to create data systems or assign program
staff to this effort, the type of participation statistics desired, and the
camplexity of the program model. If the program model is canplicated, it

will be quite time consuming for program staff to collect data on all

L95

-228




program components for all registrants: Statf would have to be familiar
with the varioui codes for all camponents in the model; and programming to
calculace participation rates would require additional time and skiil.
Longitudinal measures are easler to calculate and maintain in an automated
system because no end dates are needed (relieving socme burden ;.)n sta€f);
monthly participation measures require end dates and more sophisticated
programm.ing.

Periodic manual reviews of local office case files could be used to
calcul ate monthly participation rates. For such an effort to succeed, how-
ever, there must be an accurate and systematic method of 1identifying
registrants who were program—-eligible in a month or quarter. Such a method
would have to involve complicated decision rules which would have to be
consistently waintained during very time consuming record reviews.
Examples of decision rules that would have to be set up include: How are
participants in more than one component coded? Are registrants with an
activity start date three weeks prior to the review but no end date or
ongoing verification code still considered participants? These decision
rules are more difficult to implement manually than by using computer
routines.

Even with an autamated system, it was difficult for the participation
analysis reported here to distinguish between those who participated two
days out of a month and those who participated 15 days out of a month.
Capturing this participation on a daily basis would be very difficult to do
in the case file reviews as well as with an autarated system.

The three factors that affect localities' ability to calculate parti-

cipation rates also affect the likelihood of introducing error into the
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rates. The followin¢g section discusses the error rates found in the SWIM
autcamated tracking system and steps that were taken to improve the quality
of these data for the research. That discussion also shows how program
models which require participation in a series of components require error
rates lower than the rates shown in simpler program models in order to

maximize overall reliability in monthly or ongoing participation measures.

II. Quality of the Tracking Data Used in the Analysis

Many estimates presented in this report were sensitive to the guality
of the data obtained through the SWIM autcmated tracking system. Conse-
quently, extensive checks were conducted to assess the accuracy and
campleteness of the system's data and alternative data sources were used
where necessary.

Same data quality problems are inevitable in any management informa-
tion system. The quality of the data collected for this study was similar
to (1f not better than) that used in other MDRC studies of state welfare
initiatives. Thus, these are high quality program statistics. However,
the checks show that certain statistics in the report are more accurate
than others because the types of data used in the calculations had varying
degrees of accuracy. Conseqguently, there ar~ some important caveats for
interpreting tables in the report. It is also important to note that the
quality checks reported here probably overstate the degree of unreliability
in .e data used in this report. The quality check was conducted during
August, 1986; since then, county staff spent considerable time increasing
data acuracy.

MDRC's review of the SWIM autcmated tracking system was complicated
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and camprehensive due to the many activities (and varying sources of data)
included in the SWIM evaluation. As stated above, it was critical for this
report to have accurate program status as well as activity start and end
dates., Depending on the component being checked, comparisons were made
between the data in the tracking system and the information found in the
registrant's case file or the individual component activity logs. Since
staff did not always enter a separate activity end date into the system for
active clients who ceregistered, the quality of the deregistration data was
particularly important because this date was used as a proxy for activity
end dates in the analysis.

It is important to note that the SWIM tracking system input foms in
the case files were nct considered to be sufficient for verifying the dates
in the system. All information was confirmed@ on the basis of quality
checks that used supporting documentation independent of the system (e.qg.,
case notes, transportationr. vouchers, documents fram service providers,
etc.). Several types of quality control checks were done. One compared
system data to case file or log data. Another checked system data agalnst
other independent data sets, e.g., Unemployment Insurance, AFDC, etc.

Two specific data quality problems were investigated. One problem was
the extent to which dates in the autcmated system were incorrect. The
other was the extent to which dates that should have been in the systenm
were missing fram {it, In calculating participation rates, both problems
could overstate or understate participation. Four estimates of quality
(where applicable) were made for each of the different components and

program statuses:

1) Of the start dates in the system, the percentage that were
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accurate, according to the case files.

2) Of the end dates 1in the system, the percentage that were
accurate.

3) Of those start dates that should have been 1in the system
(those that were in the system plus those that were identified
in the cuse f£ile), the percentage that were missing.

4) Of those end dates that chould have been in the system, the
percentage that were missing.

Data on most of the different types of components in the SWIM model
were checked: Job search workshops, IWEP, job clubs, program-referred and
self-initiated education or training, and employment. In addition, data
concerning program statuses (such as registrations and deregistrations)
were checked. Table A.l shows the error rates for varlous components as
well as program statuses (the latter are mostly entry and exit dates for
SWIM).

At least 90 percent of all program status data in the system were
conf irmed as accurate, In addition, very few program status changes were
missing from the system: 1 percent of open entries (registrations,
re-registrations, etc.) and 5 percent of closure entries (deregistrations,
including sanctions, and closures due to registrants moving out of the SWIM
area) were missing from the system.

Since participation data for the job search workshops and job clubs
were keyed into the system directly from attendance logs, checks were not
conducted concerning the extent to which data in the system were accurate.
However, checks were done for missing data as shown in Table A.l.

There was scme underreporting of start dates for the job search work-
shops: 16 percent were missing in the system. Underreporting of end dates

was not as prevalent: only 1l percent of the job search workshops end dates
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TABLE A.}

SWIM

SUMMARY STATISTICS FROM QUALITY CHECK OF DATA
FOUND K THE SWIM AUTOMATED TRACKING SYSTEA

Percent of Entries In Percent of Known
Syster Conflirmed as Entries Missing from
Stotus or Actlivity Reviewed Accurcte System
Program Stotus0
6pen Entries 92 {937101) 1 (17102)
Closure Entries 90 (38742) 5 (2744)
Job Search Workshop
Stort Dates N/A 14 (15794)
End Dotes NZA 11 (10/94)

EWEP
Stort Dotes in System Within
0 Month of Initiol
Participation N/A 246 (28/106)
Start Dates in System Any
Time Before or After

Initiol Participotion N/A 22 {237106)
End Dates for Individuals
With Stort Dotes N/A 4 (2748)
Job Club
Paorticipation in o
Porticulor Session N/A 11 (4736)

Educotlion and Training

Stort Dates 146 (13717) N/A
End Dates for Incividuals
With Stort Dates 92 (12713) 0 (0713)
Employm.at
Start Dotes 100 (23723) 15 (4727)
End Dotes 92 (11712) 8 (1/13)
NOTES: Numbers In parentheses refer to the numbers used in the percent

colculations.

N/A Indlcotes not aoppilcaobie. Datao was keyed directly into the
trocking system from ottendonce logs, $so ‘faolse® participotion was not expected.
Therefore., quallty checks were not completed.

0
Open entries Inciude registrations, re-registrotions, deferrals ond
non-participation stotuses.

b
Closure entries include moving out of the SWIM orea, deregistrations
and sanctians.
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were not entered into the system. To correct for these missing end dates,
proxy end dates -- defined as 30 days from the workshop start date -- were
created. Participation in job clubs was not entered into the system for 11
percent of the sessions attended.

The error rates found for FHEP information in the automated system
were considered too high to produce accurate calculations. Consequently,
EWEP attendance logs were used as the research data source for EWEP partici-
pation, instead of the automated tracking system data.

Only 76 percent of all the education and training start dates that
were entered into the system were confirmed by information in the case
£illes. This may suggest that up to one-quarter of participation in educa-
tion and training reported in the system may have been °*false,® possibly
causing over estimates of participation in this report. This is probably
an overestimate of the error rate, however, since in some cases staff only
used the SWIM automated tracking system to keep track of these activities,
instead of adding supplemental documentation to the case file3. This made
camparisons of education and training in the SWIM tracking system to
evidence of education and training in the case files difficult.

The length of education and training participation appeared to be
accurate in the system. That is, it was not overreported due to missing or
inaccurate end dates. Ninety-two percent of those with s*art dates had
accurate end dates in the system.

All employment start dates that were entered in the system Wwere
verified as accurate through case file reviews. Additionally, all the
employment codes entered in the system had corresponding end dates. These

reviews indicated, however, that overzll employment was underreported by 15




percent in the automated system when compared to the information 1in the
case file. Although employment may be underreported (by 15 percent\ in the
tracking system, reliable end dates indicate that the length of employment
was not overreported.

Fluctuation in the number of hours registrants worked may have
accounted for some of the employment coding and entry errors. The quality
control effort indicated, however, that this was not a large problem. For
example, staff might have part-time employment in the tracking system for
one month, then full-time employment the next month if the hours increased
to 30 or more. However, staff may easily have forgotten to enter an end
date for part-time employment as the employment itself was not new.

That the SWIM automated tracking system was of adequate quality to
produce reliable and accurxate statistics for analysis (once EWEP attendance
log data was merged with it) 1is confirmed by comparing the error rates
found in similar quality checks for two other MDRC work/welfare evalua-~-
tions. 1In the California EPP/EWEP demoanstration, case files confirmed 85
percent of the transactions reported in the EPP Information System (EPPIS).
However, EPPIS was missing 8 percent of the job search workshop participa-
tion, 12 percent of the employment and 25 rercent of the deregistration
activity indicated in the case files. 1In the West Virginia demonstration,
100 percent of the WIS tracking transactions were confimed in the case
flles for most types of transactions: work experience, individual job
search, employment and deregistrations. 1In addition, the system was found
to be missing only 3 percent of the work experience transactions, 7 percent

of the employment transactions, and 3 percent of the deregistration

transactions.
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The SWIM model had more components for which tracking data were re-
quired than was the case in the other two deuonstrations. The need to take
into account several different program components could have coampounded the
individual component error rates for long term participants and introduced
an overall error rate greater than the error rate of a single component.
This 1s an issue that should be kept in mind when gathering data on
programs with complicated models.

The following example, not typical of most participants, shows how the
error rates of separate components can lead to a higcher chance of a parti-
cipant's experience being inaccurate, Some 1individuals might have gone
through a job club, found part-time employment, and ther participated in a
job search workshop. Since there was an ll percent chance of missing the
participation in the Job club and an 8 percent chance of missing an end
date for employment, by the time a person got to the job search workshop
after employment, there was an 18 percent chance that this person‘'s “SWIM
experlence® was incorrectly documented: either incorrectly in employment or
incorrectly still in the job club while employed [(0.08 + 0.11)-(0.08x0.11)
or (0.08x0.89) + 0.11]. Note that this particular pattern is only relevant
for those few individuals who went through the three most error-prone
components before deregistering. In any given month, however, the error
rate will be considerably lower than 18 percent because other coamponents
have lower error rates and registrants are at different points in their
program tenure.

This example shows that the likelihood of peoples' tracking history
being wrong was higher the more components they went through. The error

rates in management information systems must be particularly low in order




to accurately measure the many different aspects of a complicated program
model (as 1s the case with SWIM). A less complicated program model would
not require individual component error rates to be so low because the
errors would not be campounded.

As a second type of check for accuracy, data from the SWIM automated
tracking system was ccmpared to the Unemployment Insurance earnings and
AFDC payments records data.

The results of the Unemployment Insurance match indicated the extent
to which the employment data in the tracking system were confirmed. (The
extent to which employment data were missing from the tracking system could
not be ascertained using the Unemployment Insurance system.)

For example, 28 percent of those AFDC's who were employed within 12
months according tc the tracking system were not employed according to the
Unemployment Insurance system. A similar rate was found for AFLC~U's.
This 1s not surprising since much of this discrepancy may be because there
are same jobs not covered by the UI system.

Registration data fram the SWIM automated tracking system were com-
pared against AFDC payment records as another test of data quality. This
check shcwed that there were people who were registered with SWIM according
to their tracking records, but who did not receive an AFDC payment in a
given month. In August, 1986, for instance, 9 percent of those who were
registered at least three weeks during the month (AFDC's and AFDC-U's
combined) had no AFDC payments during that month. Since applicants denied
AFDC, zero grants due to temporary high earnings or simple communication

delays between the IM and SWIM offices can be expected to account for a
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discrepancy of this size, 1t ccnfims the high quality of the registration

data.

III. Implications for Management Information Systems

Chapter 5 focused on longitudinal activity measures: the extent to
which individuals e¢ver participated in the program within 12 months. These
measures relied only on activity start dates. The ongoing and monthly
participation measures discussed in Chapters 6 and 7, however, required
both activity start and end dates 1in order to accurately calculate
participation.

If performance criteria are mandated, they may have less chance of
error 1f they do not rely on both start and end dates, or on the separate
calculation of different components. Longitudinal activity measures (such
as Table 5.3) are meore reliable than the monthly participation measures
because they do not rely on end dates (such as those shown in Figure 7.2).

A program model that includes components that are difficult to monitor
(such as employment, training or education) also introduces more room for
error than a model that tracks only program-operated components.

As discussed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7, participation rates vary depend-
ing on the method of calculation (longitudinal versus monthly participation
measures)., These different methods of calculating participation as well as
the program model may introduce different error rates and different burdens
on program staff.

In summary, the SWIM demonstration effectively implemented a manage-
ment information system for producing reliable participation measures in a

complex program model, even though it was Jdaveloped primarily for research




S

purposes. Data sets on program activities will rarely be more reliable.
Although SWIM's experience indicates that an adeguate system to measure
program activity rates can be developed, it also makes it clear that such

an effort requires considerable planning and major reéources.
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF REGISTRANTS
AT THE TIME OF INITIAL REGISTRATION, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND RESEARCH GROUP

TABLE B.1

SWIM

AFDC AFDC-U
Characteristic Experimental Contral Experiment1l Control
AFDC Status (%)
Applicont 40.2 38.3 58.1 61,5
Renewed Recipient 33.5 32.3 23,7 22.5
Redetermined Recipient 26.3 29.4%* 18.2 16.0
Averoge Age (Years) 341 34.3 32,7 33.0
Sex (%)
Male 8.8 8.6 92.0 90.5
Female 91.2 91.4 8.0 9.5
Ethnicity (%)
white, Non-Hisponic 28,2 26.3 25.0 24,5
Black, Non-Hisponic 42,0 42.3 21,6 18.6
Hisponic 25.1 25.6 40.8 43,5
Americon Indion/Aloskan Native 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.7
Asian and Pocific Islander 2.9 4.6%¢ 1.1 1.1
Other 6.7 0.4 1.4 1.6
Degree Received (%)
High Schoal Diplama 48,1 48.0 39.0 36,7
GED 8.1 1.5 6.8 9.2
None 43.8 44,5 54.2 54,0
Average Highest Grode Completed 10.9 10.9 10.2 10.0
Current Activities (X) .
Emplayed 20 Hours or Less Per Week 1.4 6.6 8.7 6.0
Employed 21-30 Hours Per Week 5.4 5.6 4.3 1.9%%
Education or Troining 14,3 14,8 9.7 9.5
Priar AFDC Dependency (%)
Never on AFDC , 11,9 10.9 34,5 3.7
1-11 Konths 6.4 1.5 15.1 15.8
12-23 Months 1.0 6.7 10,9 10,2
24-35 Months 3.4 1.8 11.4 10.1
36-47 Manths 8.4 8.3 8.2 1.5
48-59 Months 6.8 7.0 6.0 1.6
40 Months ar More S1.1 51.8 13,9 15.1
(continued)
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TABLE B.1 (continued)

Characteristic

AF0C

AFOC-U

Experimental

Control

Experimental

Controt

Average Number of Months on AFOC
24 Months Prlor ta Initial Regist

Held g Job at Any Time Ouring Qua
Priaor to Initial Registration (%)

Held g Job at Any Time Ouring
Four Quarters Prlor ta
Initial Registration (%)

Ouring
ration

Bfef

Average Earnings Ouring OuaBter Priar

ta Initial Registration ($)

Average Earnings Ouring Four Quar
Priar to Initial Registration ($)

Received Unemployment Compznsatio
Ouring Three Maonths Priar to Init
Registration (%)

Average Amount of Unempl oyment
Compensation Ouring Three Months
Prior to Initial Registration ($)

ters

n
ial

26.6

38.9

415.69

1650.31

4.0

30.10

26.9

39.9

428.00

1686.85

4.4

33.99

9.6

56.9

920.78

3782.15

9.9

67.83

9.4

38.8

56.1

818.18

3217.19+

8.4

69.80

Sampie Slzec

1608

1619

704

683

SOURCE: See Table 2.3.

NOTES:
1986.

Oistributions may nat add ta 100.00 percent due to rounding.

The sampte for this table includes individuals who registered between July 1985 and June

A chi-square test or t-test was applled to differences between experimental and controi

graoups within assistance categories.

5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

Statistical significance levels are Indicated gs: ¢ = 10 percent; ** =

a
AFOC-U cases can be redetermined as WIN-mandatory when an AFOC case becomes an AFOC-U case or
when a previously exempt AFOC-U case (e.g., medically exempt) lases its exemption status.

b
These data are calculoted from the State of Colifarnia Unempl oyment Insurance earnings
records and include zera vaiues for sample members naot emplaoyed and far thase nat recelving Unempl oyment

Compensation.

c
For selected characteristics, sample sizes may vary up ta 5 sampie paints due to missing

data. &2 of these registrants were excluded from the impact analysis because they did nat have sacial
security numbers.
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TABLE B.2

SWIM

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF REGISTRANTS AT THE TiME OF INITIAL REGISTRATION,
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND PERIOD OF INITIAL REGISTRATION

AFDC AFDC-U

Chorocteristic Earller Cohort | Loter Cohort Earlier Cohort Later Cohort
AFCC Status (%)

Applicont 42,8 35.0%ss 60.0 59.5

Renewed Recipient 29.2 37.3%es 20.2 26, 6%ee

Redetermined Recipient® 28.0 21.7 19.8 13,9908
Average Age (vears) 33.8 34,50 32,5 33.1
Sex (%)

Male 8.9 8.6 89.2 93.78%s=

Female 21.1 91.4 10.8 §,30we
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hispanic 21.3 27.1 25.0 24.4

8lock, Non-Hisponic 421 42.3 20.6 19,5

Hispaonic 26,0 25.2 42,6 41,6

Americon i{ndian/Aloskan Native 0.6 0.5 c.4 .5

Asion ond Pacific Islonder 3.2 4.4 9.6 12.9%

Other 0.7 0.4 1.9 1.1
Degree Received (%)

High School Dipioma 48.7 47.3 37.0 38.9

GED 8.4 7.1 1. 8.3

None 43.0 45.6 55.3 52.8
Average Highest Grode Compieted 10.9 10.9 10.1 10.1
Current Activities (%)

Employed 20 Hours or Less Per Week 1.6 6.2 8.5 8.1

Employed 21-30 Hours Per Week 5.7 5.2 3.5 2.7

Education or Training 12.8 16, 7%= 9.6 9.6
Prior AFDC Dependency (%)

Never on AFDC 12.0 10,7 35.2 32.8

1-11 Months 7.5 6.2 16,2 14,5

12-23 Months 7.0 8.7 10.5 10,7

24-35 Months 8.3 7.8 10.4 11,2

36-47 Months 8.9 1.7 8.4 1.2

48-59 Months 1.2 6.6 6.3 7.4

60 Honths or Hore 49.1 54,3e%s 13.0 16,2

(continued)
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TABLE B.2 {continved)

AFDC AFDC-U

Characteristic Eorlier Cohart Later Cohart Earlier Cahort Loter Cohart
Average Number of Months on AFDC During
24 Months Prior ta Initial Registration 15.2 16,0% 9.4 9.7
Held o Jab ot Any Time During OuoBter
Priar ta Initial Registration (X) 21.9 25.4 36.4 40.1
Held o Jab at Any Time Durlng Four
Quarters Priar tg Initial
Registration (%) 39.4 39.4 54.2 59.2¢
Average Earnings During OuaBter Priar
to Initial Registration ($) 458.61 377.37 ¢ 830.29 917.92
Average Earnings during Faur Quorgers
Priar to Initial Registratian ($) 1583.10 1771.87 3106.59 3977.22%s+
Received Unempl oyment Compensation
During Three Moans Prior to Initlal
Registration (%) 4.4 3.9 8.3 10.2
Average Amount of Unempl ayment
Compensation During Three Months
Prior ta Initial Registration ($) 34.01 29.67 62.83 75.76
Somple Size® 1769 1458 752 835

SOURCZ:  See Table 2.3.

NOTES: The eorlier cahort registered batween July 1985 and December 1985 gnd the later cohort

registered between Jonuary 1986 and June 1985,
Distributians moy not odd to 100.0 percent dve to rounding.

A chl-square test or t-test was appiled ta differences between cohorts within assistonce
categorles. Statlstical slgnificonce levels ore Indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = | parcent.

°AFDC-U cases con b3 redaetermined aos WIN-mondatary when an AFDC case becomes an AFDC-U case ar
when o previcusly exempt AFDC-U cose (e.g., medically exempt) lases i%. exemption status.

b
These dato are calculoted from the State of Callfarnla Unempl ayment Insuronce earnings records
ond Include zero values for sample members nat employed and for thase nat rocelving Unempl ayment Compensatian.

¢

For selected characteristics, somple sizes may vary up ta 5 somple palnts due to missing cata.
62 of these registronts were excluded from the impact analysls because they dld nat have sacial securlty
numbers.
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TABLE B.3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES AT THE TIME OF INiTIAL REGISTRATION,
BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY AND YEAR OF INITIAL REGISTRATION

AFDC AFDC-U
July 1985~ July 1986- July 1985- July 1986-

Characteristic June 1956 June 1987 June 1986 June 1987
AFDC Status (%)

Applicont 40.2 58.2%%= 58.1 80,6%e®

Renewed Recipient o 33.5 7.1%es 23.7 7.1%e=

Redetermined Recipient 26.3 34, 7% 18.2 12,29+
Average Age (Years) KV 32,00 32,7 31,480
Sex (%)

Hale 8.8 11.0 92.0 92.9

Female 91.2 89.0 8.0 7.1
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hispanic 28.2 30.2 25.0 28.6

Black, Non-Hispanic 42,0 40.6 21,6 18.4

Hisponic 25,1 24.5 40.8 41.3

Americon Indion/Aloskon Notive 0.4 0.7 6.1 6.3

Asion ond Pacific Islander 2.9 2.9 1.1 10,5

Other 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.0
Oegree Received (%)

High Schoo! Diplome 48.1 ; 50.5 39.0 41,6

GED 8.1 8.2 6.8 10,78+

None 43.8 41.3 54.2 47, 7%=
Average Highest Grode Ccmpieted 10.9 11,24 10.2 10.4
Current Activities (%)

Employed 20 Hours or Less Per Week 1.4 J.5ess 8.7 8.9

Employed 21-30 Hours Per Week 5.4 4.0 4.3 1,5%=

Education or Troining 14.3 15.5 9.7 1.7
Prior AFDC Dependency (%)

Never on AFDC 11.9 PR 34,5 54,398

1-11 Ronths 6.4 11,2%es 15,1 20.2%*

12-23 Months 7.0 1.7 10.9 7.1%

24-35 Konths 8.4 6.9 11.4 &, 0%

36-47 Months 8.4 6,2¢ 8.2 4,18

48-59 Months 6.8 6.6 6.0 1.3%0s

40 Months or More 51.1 40,2%%* 13.9 §,98es

3V
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TABLE B.3 (continued)

AFDC-U
July 1985- July 1986- July 1985- July 1986-

Chorocteristic June 1986 June 1987 June 1986 June 1987
Average Number of Months an AFDC During
24 Months Prior to Initiol Registratian 15.5 11,18%%s 9.6 J.gees
Held @ Job ot Any Time During Ouogrer
Prior to Initial Registration (%) 26.6 20.2%%* 31.5 34.4
Held a Jab ot Any Time During Four
Quorters Prior tg lnitig’ 38.9 29.6%0s 56.9 48.0%*=
Registratian (%)
Average Earnings During QuoBrer Priar
to Initial Registration ($) 415.69 325.06%* 920.78 862.31
Average Earnings Ouriag Faur Quarters
Priar to Initial Registration ($) 1650.31 1503.26 37182.15 4260.63
Received Unemployment Campensatian
During Three Moanths Priar ta Initial
Registration (%) 4.0 4.6 9.9 14,48
Average Amount of Unemployment
Compensation During Three Manths
Prior to Initial Registrotion ($) 30.10 36.30 67.83 145,388+
somple Size® 1608 820 704 392

SOURCE:  See Table 2.3.

NOTES: The sample for this table includes individuals who registered between July 1985 and June
1987.

Distributions may not odd to 100.0 percent due ta rounding.

A chi-square test ar t-test was applied to differences batweer the July 1985 through June
1986 ond the July 1986 thraugh June 1987 registrant groups within assistance categories. Sto
signiticance levels are indicated os: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = | percent.

tistical

9AFDC-U cases can be redetermined os WIN-mandaofary when an AFDC case becomes an AFDC-U case
ar when a previously exempt AFDC-U case (e.g., medicall; exempt) lases its exemption status.

bTheso dato are calculated from the State of Califarnio Unempioyment Insurance earnings
records ond include zera values for sample members nat emplaoyed and for thase nat receiving Unemplayment

Compensation.

For selected choracteristics, sample sizes may vary up ta 5 somple paints due to missing

data.
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TABLE C.1

SWIAM

TWELVE- AND EIGHTEEN-MONTH ACTIVITY MEASURES
“OR SWIM-ELIGIBLES, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

12-Konth Indicators 18-Month Indicators
Activity Measures AFDC AFDC-V AFDi. AFDCY
Participated in Any Component, Including
Employment While Registeredo 78.0% 12.5% 79.2% 73.0%
Participated in Any Component, Excluding
Employment While Registered 5.3 3.4 7.2 64,2
Participated in Job Search Activities 52.4 55.6 54.8 56.6
Participoted in Work Experience 20.9 21.0 23.0 2.3
Participated in Education or Training 23.9 15.3 27.2 17.7
Employed While Registered® 40.4 33.0 42.7 36.4
Boved Out aof the SWIM Area 8.1 8.8 8.9 9.6
Deregistered 63.6 7.3 12,5 75.6
Due t0 Sanction 9.8 7.3 10,6 8.1
Sample Size 874 385 374 388

SOURCE: MDRC colculotions from the County of San Diego Department of Social
Services SWIM Avtomated Tracking System cnd EWEP attendance logs.

NOTES: The sample for this taoble consists of individvals wuo registered
between July aond December 1985.

Activity meosures ore colculoted as a percentage of the total
number of persons in the indicoted ossistance caotegory, Follow-up periods-begin
ot the polnt of Initial registration.

Porticipotion is defined os attending EWEP for ot leost one hour or
any other activity for ot least one day,

Tests of statistical significance were not examined,

0 .

Progrom employment information Is bosed on employment that was
reported to progrom staoff. Program employment data were not used to measure
impacts,
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TABLE D.1
SWIM
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SWIM-ELIGIBLES,

BY NUMBER OF MONTHS ACTIVE OUT OF MONTHS REGISTERED
DURING THE TWELVE MONTHS FOLLOWING INITIAL REGISTRATIOHN

Number of Months Registered

Number of —

Months Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 Total
0 84.3 | 63.2 | 48.3 | 32.3 | 21.2 | 20.8 | 15.9 [ 13.9 | 10.0 | 9.0 | 6.6 | 9.5 | 2.4
1 157 16.6 | 17.2 | 16.9 [ 125 [12.1| 8.3 85| 5.0 4.1 | 1.1 | 3.6 8.8
2 203 19.3 | 15.4 | 13.3 | 15.3 | 10.3 | 1.6 | 9.8 | 13.3 | 5.7 | 3.0 9.7
3 - . 152191 1%.3 | 18.0 [ 11.0] 9.9| 7.6 ] 85| 3.8| 2.9 7.5
4 . . - 'iz‘s.‘ék 179 6.9 12| 72| 7.2 67| 49| 33| 5.7
5 . - - 207131163 1.0 | 1.6 | 90| 7.4| 6.2 6.9
6 ) . . 3 13;9: 78 93 15.7 | 8.7 | 12.8 | 6.1 5.3
7 . . . . A I P ,’A‘!é’.‘\‘?f' 35 11:8.0 15.0 | 9.0 6.4
8 . - . . . - S TS 124 1877%1’ g7 97| s
9 - . . . - - . o v‘,!:oz.-fi_'; 141. . tsz 88 > 4.8
10 - - - - - - - - : 5.5?‘:1;3;9‘- 9% 4.1
1 . . . . . - . . A 129 5.2
12 . . . . . . . . o - [ sel s

Total " 100.0 [100.0 [100.0 {1000 {106.0 |100.0 |100.0 {100.0 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 100.0 | 100.0

sample Size 93 | 213 | 216 | 19| 167 | 119 | 106 | 110| 106 | 90 8| ss0| 2312

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the County of San Diego Department of Social Services SWIM Automated
Tracking System and EWEP atte¢ndance logs.

NOTES: The sample for this table includes individuals who registered between July 1985 and June 1986.

The sample is weighted to adjust for the higher proportion of AFDC’s, relative to the proportion
of AFDC-U’s, in our sample.

The shaded area represents individuals who participated in at Least 70 percent of their registered
months.

(continued)
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TABLE D.1 (continued)

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

Participation is defined as attending EWEP for at least one hour or any other activity for at
least one day.

Registered during a month is defined as registered for at least one day during the month.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

Qo
D
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TABLE D.2
SWIA

PERCENT OF NONCOMPL IANT SWIM-EL IGIBLES RECEIVING FOLLOW-UP CONTACT,
BY METHOO OF FOLLOW-UP ANO ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

Follok~-Up Methad AFDC AFOC-U Total

Telephane Call 18.3% 21.5% 19.6%

Automatic Reschedule (by
ietter), No Oirect Contact
With Registrant 27.0 29.1 27.8

Reschedule (by letter),
After Direct Contact with
Registrant 37.4 45.6 40.7

Letter Sent ta Set Up
Meeting With Registrant 40.0 40.5 40,2

Keeting with Registrant in
Office 20.0 27.9 23.2

Referral to ¥elfare

Eligibility Technician 16.5 12.7 15,0
Home Visit 1.7 3.8 2.6
Registrant Initioted Contoct 50.4 36.7 44.9

Staoff-Registrant Cantact
Initiataor Unknown 13.0 19.0 15.5

Sample Size 115 79 194

SOURCE: MDRC calcuiatiaons fram casefile reviews of randamly chasen
SWik-El Igibles who registered between January 1 and March 31, 1986.

NOTES: Oistributions may not add to 100.0 percent because mara than aone
methad of failow-up may have been used far each Individual.

Noancompl iance Is defined as falling to attend an ossigned activity
for the required number of days ar failing to meet other pragram requlir .ents.
Other requirements inciude verifying education or troining ottendonce .ud
behaving In 0 coaperative manner while attending o praogrom component.

Tests of statistical significance were nat examined.
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TABLE 0.3
SWIA

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AFDC SWIM-ELIGIBLES, BY WELFARE,

PROGRAA,

EMPLOYMENT, AND PARTICIPATION STATUS BY THE TWELFTH MONTH
FOLLOWING INITIAL REGISTRATION
Welfare, Progrom and Employment Non-
Status Participants |Participants Total
Al l AFDC
On Welfare
Deregistered
Employed 5.4 2,7 8.1
Not Employed 17.1 10.4 27.5
Registered
Employed 6.4 2.1 8.5
Not Employed 16.5 2.6 19.1
Off Welfare (Deregistered)
Employed 9.7 7.1 16.8
Not Employed 10.5 9.4 19.%
Total AFDC Sample 5.6 34.3 100.0
AFOC Applicants
On Welfore
Deregistered
Employed 5.5 3.0 8.5
Not Employed 13.3 10.1 23.4
Registered
Employed 4.3 2.1 6.4
Not Employed 8.7 1.8 10.5
Off Welfare (Deregistered)
Emp1oyed 11,6 10.7 22.3
Not Employed 13.9 14.9 28.8
Total AFDC Applicants 57.3 42,6 100.0
AFDC Recipients
On Welfare
Deregistered
Emploved 5.4 2.5 1.9
Not Employed 19.7 10.5 30.2
Registered
mployed 1.9 2.1 10.0
Not Employed 21,9 3.3 25,2
Off Welfare (Deregistered)
Employed 8.4 4.6 13.0
Not Emplayed 8.1 5.5 13.6
Total AFDC Recipients 71.4 28.5 100.0
Sample Sizes: All AFDC 892 468 1360
Applicants 322 240 562
Recipients 570 228 798

{(continued)




TABLE D.3 (continued)

SOURCE: MORC calculatians fram the County of San Diego AFDC records, the
State of Colifarnic Unemployment Insurance earnings recards, the County of San Diega
Department of Saociael Services SWIK Automated Tracking System, ond EWEP attendance
lags.

NOTES: The sample tar this table cansists of SWIM-Eligibles who registered
between July 1985 ond April 1986.

All percentages were calculated 6S o proportion of the tatal number
of SWIM-Eligibles, not as a prapartion of the tatal number of Participants or
Non-Porticiponts,

Distributians mey nat sum te tatals due to rounding.

Participation is defined as heving attended EWEP for at least ane
hour, or any other octivity faor ot least ane day.

Unlike ather taobles, individuals who were off welfare by the twelfth
month following initial registration were caonsidered to be deregistered. In ather
tables, deregistration is defined as being deregistered accarding ta the Caunty of
San Diega Department of Saocial Services SWIR Automated Tracking System.

Tests of statistical significance were nat examined,

LD
G0]

O

256~




TABLE D.4
SWIA

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AFDC-U SWIM-ELIGIBLES, BY WELFARE, PROGRAM,

EMPLOYMENT, AND PARTICIPATION STATUS BY THE TWELFTH MONTH
FOLLOWING INITIAL REGISTRATION
Weifare, Progrom aond Employment Non-
Stotus Participaonts {Porticipants Totali
All AFDC-U
On Welfare
Deregistered
Employed 8.5 3.9 12.4
Not Employed 16,2 7.5 23.17
Registered
Employed 3.8 0.5 4.3
Not Employed 13.0 3.2 16.2
O0ff welfore (Deregistered)
Employed 12.3 9.2 21.5
Not Employed 11.5 10.3 21.8
Total AFDC-U Sample 65.3 34.6 100.0
AFDC-U Appliconts
On Welfare
Deregistered
Employed 7.0 4.1 11.1
Not Employed 16.3 5.8 22.1
Registered
Emplioyed 3.5 0.3 3.8
Not Employed 1.6 1.5 9.1
0ff Welfare (Deregistered)
Employed 15.7 12.8 28.5
Not Employed 12.8 12.8 25.6
Totol AFDC-U Applicants 62.9 37.3 100.0
AFDC-U Recipients
On Welfare
Deregistered
Employed 10.8 3.7 14.5
Not Employed 16.2 10.0 26.2
Registered
moloyed 4.1 0.8 4.9
Not Employed 20.7 5.8 26.5
off welfore (Deregistered)
Emplcyed 7.5 4.1 11.6
Not Employed 9.5 6.6 16,1
Total AFDC-U Recipients 68.8 31.0 100.0
Scmple Sizes: All AFDC-U 382 203 585
Appliconts 216 128 344
Recipients 166 75 241

SOURCE aond NOTES: See

“cble D.3.
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TABLE E.1
HNIA
PERCENT OF INDIVIDUALS ELIGIBLE FOR SWIM IN JULY OR NOVEMBER 1986

WHO PARTICIPATED IN PROGRAM ACTIVITIES, BY
TYPE OF ACTIVITY AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

July 1986 November 1986
Activity AFDC AFDC-U Tatal AFDC AFDC-U Total
Porticlpated in Program-Arranged
Activitles 27.4% 29.1% 28.0% 21.3% 21.4% 21.3%
Work Experience’ 4.3 5.3 4.6 5.8 4.7 5.4
Job Search Actlvities 17.1 20.1 18.1 9.6 1.6 10.3
Jab Search Warkshap 8.0 9.3 8.4 4.2 4.1 4.2
Jab Club 1.2 8.6 1.6 4.0 5.0 4.3
ISESA 1.9 2.2 2.0 1.5 2.5 1.8
Progrom-Arronged Education ar
Training 8.0 4.0 5.3 5.9 5.1 5.6
Porticipated in Self-initioted
Education or Training 1.4 1.5 7.4 12.2 10.2 11.5
Empl oyed While Registered® 20.4 18.1 19.6 20.7 15.6 19.1
Sample Size 2114 1059 3173 2326 1142 3468

SOURCE:  MORC calculatlans from the Caunty of San Diega Depariment of Saclal Services SWIM
Automated Tracking System ond EYEP ottendonce 1ogs.

NOTES: The sample far this table Includes indlviduals whao were reglstered for SKIk In July
or November 198é4.

The sample Is weighted to reflect the actual number of SWIM-Eliglbles.

Participation Is def Ined os attendlng EWEP for ot leost one haur or ony ather
actlvity far at least gne day.

Participants who were active In more than one octivity were counted In the category
with the highest priority. The priority order is: EWEP or 0JT; jab search workshop; jab ciub;
ISESA; pragram-orronged education or training: self-initioted educotion or trainlng and union or
other job search; empioyment while registered.

The total manthly particlpation rate moy be abtained by aodding the partlcipation
rotes for progrom-arronged actlvities (which include the sum of work experience, job search
octivities ond education or tralning); self-Initioted educatian or troining and union or ather jab
search; ond empl ayment.

{continued)




TABLE E.1 (continued)

Tests of statistical significonce were not examined.
%ork experience Inciudes EWEP and On-the-Jab Training.

bThls categary clsa inciudes o few individuols who participoted in unlon ond other
types of self-initlated job search aoctivities.

cProgran empl oyment infarmation IS based on employment thot wos reparted to pragrom
stoff. Progrom employment doto were not used to measure impacts.
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AFOC: ESTIMATEO REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR

TABLE F.1

Him

EMPLOYMENT ANO WELFARE MEASURES IN QUARTER FOUR

Yoriadble Ever Recelved AFOC
Variadbie Keon Empioyed (%) | Eornings ($) AFOC (%) Poyzents ($)
Experimental Group Member .500 +0,078%e +118,120%» -0,055%%= -128,279ss
(0.015) (40.16) (0.014) (24.43)
Office
San Olego West .501 --- -—- -—- -—-
Service Center 499 +0.014 +25,20 +0.027% +43,11%
{0.015) {41.55) {0.015) (25.28)
Age Greater Thon or A59 -0.013 +54.54 -0.020 -94.,02%%+
Equal to 35 (0.016) (44.03) (0.016) (26.79)
Female 913 +0,068es +150.40% +0,040%e +41.28
(0.028) (76.61) {(0.027) (46.62)
High Schoal Oiplomo or GED .561 +0,064 580 +188.779%» -0.040%* -97.13%ex
(0.017) (44.76) (0.014) (27.23)
Karirol Stotus
Married .334 ——— - —— -—-
Never Married .30 +0.032 +87.92 +0,014 -65.57%
{0.021) {55.66) (0.020) {33.86)
Olvor ced/Widowed . 365 +0,0478%e +159,38%es +0.005 -58.64%
(0.018) (49.28) {0.017) (29.98)
Family Status
Any Children Less Thon & .100 -0.009 +10.51 +0,088%e +271,71%8¢
{(0.029) (78.04) (0.023) (47.48)
Any Children 6 tu 18 .904 -0.019 +105.79 +0.014 +73.98
(0.032) (87.64) {0.031) (53.33)
Race/Ethnicity
Whire, Non-Hispanic 322 --- --- - -—-
Black, Nan-Hispanic 424 -0.034% -65.91 +0.047 %0 +115,47%0e
{0.018) (49.59) {0.018) (30.17)
Hispanic .254 -0.010 -32.15 +0.031 +86,678%%
(0.021) (57.20) (0.020) (34.80)

{cantinued)




TABLE F.1 (continued)

Variable Ever Receiveo AFDC
Vaorlaoble Mean Empioyed (%) | Eornings ($) AFDC (%) Poyments ($)
AFDC Status
Recipient .608 — ——- -— -—
Appl i cont .392 -0.054%s» -61.19 -0.005 +37.98
(0.020) (55.11) (0.020) (33.53)
Prior AFDC History
Received AFDC in 18 Months
Prior tao Random Assignment
No Months .227 -— --- -—- ---
1 to 17 Months .301 -0.025 -94.15 +0,15] see -123,93%s=
(0.027) (73.53) (0.02¢) (44.74)
All 18 months 412 -0.011 -112.16 ~0.202%*= =321,72%%=
(0.040) (107.65) (0.038) (45.50)
On AFDC for ot Least S 517 -0.034% -182,198%%» +0,061%2= +85,92%%x
Yeors (0.017) (46.69) (0.017) (28.41)
Averoge AFDC Payments in 5.82 -0.004 -8.15 +0.017 98+ +107,80%%*
18 Manths Prior to Rondom {0.004) (9.72) (0.003) (5.92)
Assignment (in Thousonds)
Prior Employment History
Ever Employed in the Quor- .268 +0,229 8= +282,55%%+ -0.022 -88.37%=
ter Prior to Rondom (0.027) (13.38) (0.024) (44.65)
Assignment
Ever Employed in the Yeor <394 +0.079%s= +138,25%s -0.028 -16.98%
Prior to Rondom Assignment (0.024) (64.51) (0.023) (39.31)
Eornings Greoter than .182 +0, (1600 +487,25%%» +0,024 +23.15
$3000 in the Year Prior to (0.026) (70.14) (0.025) (42.69)
Rondom Assignment
Unodjusted R 0.159 0.112 0.173 ~ 0.283
Constont 0.128 12.42 0.410 626.45
Dependent Varliable Kkeon 0.296 514,25 0.733 1095.48
Sample Size 321 zn azn 3z

(continued)




TABLE F.1 {continued)

SOURCE: MDRC coiculations fram the Counfy of San Diege AFDC recards and the State of California
Unempl oyment Insurance earnings records.

NOTES: The somple for this table In ludes Indlviduals who registered between July 1985 and June
1986,

Coefficlents are estimated by ardinary jeast squcres. Numbers in parentheses ore esfimated
standard errors.

*Employed® and *Recelved AFDC® are dichotamous dummy variabies. °“Earnings® and °*AFDC
Payments*® are doilor variables and include cases with zeso values for those not employed and for those not
recelving wel fars.

A two-tailed t-test was applled fo each caefficient. Statistical significance levels are
Indicated as: ®* = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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TABLE F.2

SWIM

AFDC: EARNINGS AMONG EMPLOYED EXPERIMENTALS AND CONTROLS

Experimentals Controls Difference
Average Tatal Earnlngs,
If Ever Emplayed
Quarters 2-4 ($) 3107.43 3257.22 ~-149,79
Average Total Earnlings,
It Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of °indam Assignment 1D64.40 1135.16 -1D.75
Quorter 2 1203.53 1376.45 -172.92
Quarter 3 1312,.24 1550.22 -37.98
Quarter 4 1711.)2 1771.,43% -80.61
Tatal Number of Employed
Experimentaols and Controls,
Quarters 2-4 745 584
Number of Employed Experlimen-
tals and Cantrols
Quarter of Randam Asslgnment 448 403
Qucrter 2 495 394
Quarter 3 529 406
Quarter 4 538 412

SOURCE:: MDRC calculatians fraom the Caunty of Son Di Jo AFDC recards
ond the State of Callfarnlo Unemployment Insurance eornings recards.

MOTES: The sam>le for tals toble Inctudes Individuals wha reglstered
between July 1985 ond June 1984.

These dota are colculoted from the regressiaon-adjusted
numbers In Table 8.1 where the average earnings far o particular time perlad
ore divided by the emplayment rote far the same perlad. Thls Is a
nan-experimental camporisan since the characteristics of em, , uyed
experimentals differ from those of employed cantrals.

For oll meosures, the quarter of random gssignment refers to
the calendor quarter In which rondom assignment occurred. Becouse Quartfer
1. the quarter af random ossignment, may cantoln some earnings and AFDC
poyments from the perlod prior to rondom assignment, It Is excluded from the
Summary measures of follaw-up.

(5]
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TABLE F.3

SWim

AFDC: SHORY-TERM IMPACTS ON MEASURED INCOME

Outcome and
Follow-Up Periad Experimentols Contrals Difterence

Totol Averoge keosured
Income, Quorters 2-4 ($) 4879.18 490,07 -22.59

Averoge Meosured lncome (s)°

Quorter of Rondom Assignment 1489.94 1479.36 +10.5¢9
Quorter 2 1657.117 1670.18 -13.01
Quorter 3 161715 1616.5¢9 +0.5¢6
Quorter 4 1604.86 1615.00 -10.15
Somple Size 1606 1605 3z

SOURCE: MDRC colculations from the County of Son Diego AFDC records
ond the Stote of Colifornio Unemployment Insuronce €ornings records.

NOTES: The somple for this toble Includes individuols who entered
the progrom between July 1985 ond June 1986.

These doto include zero volues for somple members not
empl oyed ond for somple members not receiving welfare. Tnese dote ore
regression-odjusted using ordinery leost squores, controlling for pre-random
assignment chorocteristics of somple members. There moy Dde some
discreponcies in colculoting sums ond differences due to rounding.

For oll meosures, the quarter of rondom ossignment refers to
the calendor quorter In which random ossignment occurred. Becouse Quorter
1, the quorter of rondom o0ssignment, moy coentoin some eornings ond AFDC
poyments from the period prior t0 rondom ossignment, |t is excluded from the
summory meosures of follow-up.

A two-toiled t-test waos oppllied to differences between
experimentol ond control groups. Stotisticol significance levels ore
indicoted o0s: * = 10 percent; ** = § percenf; *** = 1 percent.

oA\eroge meosured income is defined os personol eornings plus
welfore poyments recelved during o quorter.
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TABLE F.4

WM

EARNINGS, WELFARE RECEIPT, AN WELFARE PAYMENTS

AFOC EARLIER ANO LATER COHORTS: SHORY-TERM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,

AFOC Earl ter Cohort

AFOC Loter Cohart

330

Outcome and Fal l ow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Olfference | Exporimentals Controts Olfference
Ever Empioyed, Quorters 2-4 (X) 48.7 39.2 +9 5een 43.6 32.9 +10.8%%s
Average Number of Quarters wlta
Empl yment, Quarters 2-4 1.03 0.81 +0.22%0e 0.9 0.69 +0,22%0»
Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Rondom Assigmment 29.0 26.8 +2,2 26.5 23.1 +3.4%
Querter 2 32.6 25.6 +].0%%» 28.8 23.3 +5. 508
Quarter 3 33.9 2171 +6,0%ee 3.8 23.1 +8,7%e%
Quarter 4 36.5 28.3 +8.2%¢s 30.1 22.6 +].5%%%
Meroge Tatal Earnings,
Quarters 2-4 ($) 1512.11 1258.42 +253.70%* 1362.92 1092.38 +270.54+*
Average Total Eornlng: (s)
Quarter of Rondom Assigrment 315.99 301.93 +14.05 276.32 262.09 +14.23
Quarter 2 392.50 35C.02 +42.48 347.21 322.11 +25.10
Quarter 3 496.05 £17.12 +78.93% 500.30 360.91 +139.39%»
Quarter 4 623.57 491.28 +132,29+» 515.4) 409.36 +106.05%
Ever Recelved Any AFOC Payments.
Quar ters 2-5 (X) 90.3 90.7 -0.4 92.1 93.5 -1.3
Averog: Numbsr of Months Recelving
AFOC Poyments, Quarters 2-5 8.35 8.87 -0.52%+ 8.88 9.42 =0.55%%=
Ever Recelved Any AFOC Payments (X)
Quarter of Random Assignment 91.1 90.1 +1.0 91.3 92.9 -1.7
Quarter 2 88.6 868.4 +0.1 90.9 91.5 -0.6
Quoarter 3 17.2 79.2 -2.1 81.0 84.4 -3.5%
Quorter 4 69.0 73.3 =4.3%* 72.3 79.3 =7.0%ss
Quarter 5 63.5 70.6 =1.0%%* 68.7 74.6 -5.9%2s
Average Tatal AFOC Payments
Recelved, Quarters 2-5 ($) 4258.61 4649.50 -390.89%*+ 4620.67 5044.05 -423.38%%=
Average AFOC Poyments Received {$)
Nuarter of Rondom Assjgnment 1197.57 1169.10 +28.48 1189.36 1223.72 -34.36
Guorter 2 1253.29 1298.42 -45,12% 1325.39 1372.87 -47.48%
Quarter 3 1072.21 1168.28 =96.,07 8= 1175.19 1293.85 -118.66%8%
Quarter 4 908.82 1103.22 -114.40%% 1082.63 1228.70 =146,07%%*
Quarter 5 944.28 1079.58 -135.30%*+ 1037.46 1148.63 =111,178%e=
Sample Size 870 888 1758 132 121 1453
{continued)




TABLE F.4 (contlnued)

SOURCE:  MDRC colculotiaons from the County of Son Dlego AFOC records ond the State of Collfaornlo Unemployment Insuronce

earnings recaords.

NOTES: The earlier cohart reglstered between July 1985 ond December 1985 and the lafer cahort reglstered between
\ Jonuary 1986 ond June 1986.

These data Include zera volues far somple members nat employed ond faor semple members nat recelving wel fare.
These dota ore regresslon-adjusted using ardlnary least squares. contralilng for pre-rondom osslgnment charocteristics of
somple members. There may be same discreponcies in colculating sums ond differences due fa rounding.

For cii meosures, the quarter of rondom osslgmment refers ta the calendor quarter in which 2ndom asslignment
occurred. Because Quarter 1, the quarter of rondom assignment. moy canfain some earnlngs ond AFDC payments from the period
prior to rondom ossigmment, It is excluded from the summory meosures of fallow-up.

A two-toiled t-test was applied to differences between experlimentol ond confrol groups. Statistlical
significonce levols ore indlcated as: * = 10 percenf; ** =5 percent; *°* =1 percent.
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TABLE F.5

SWim

AFDC-U: ESTIMATED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR
EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE MEASURES IN QUARTER FOUR

-271-332

Yariable Ever Received AFDC
Voriable Mean Empioyed (%) | Eornings ($) AFDC (%) Poyments ($)
Experimental Group Member 512 +0.060%* +99.93 -0.027 113,620
(0.025) (82.86) (0.024) (49.55)
office
Son Diego west .493 -— -—— - -
Service Center .507 +0.002 +175,15%% -0.035 -42.33
(0.027) (88.67) (0.026) (53.13)
Age Greater Thon or .397 -0.046 -257.22%%» -0.009 -0.86
Equal to 35 {0.029) (96.65) {0.028) (57.90)
Female .090 -0.019 -10.85 -0.016 -99.10
(0.044) (147.42) (0.042) (88.16)
High School Diploma or GED .470 +0,058%* +117.14 +0.013 -51.38
(0.028) \92.13) {10.026) (55.07)
Marital Status
Never Married; Divorced; d47 0 1 eene ——— - ———
Widowed; Married, not
Living with Spouse
Morried, Living with Spouse .853 +0.044 +13G.38 -0.053 -59.97
(0.036) (121,72, (0.035) (72.65)
Family Status
Any Children Less Thon 6 115 +0.012 +147.58 -0.037 +153.679%
(0.032) (106.47) (0.031) (63.55)
Any Children 6 to 18 .585 +0.005 +168.14 -0.048 +68.33
(0.031) (103.07) (0.030) (81.43)
Race/Ethnici ty
White, Non-Hispanic .389 -—— -— -— ———
Biock., Hon-Hispanic ,208 +0.047 ~37.34 +0.054 $117.43
(6.035) (116.42) (0.034) (65.77)
Hisponic .403 +0.044 +50.64 +0.0719e +15.65
(0.031) (103.99) (0.030) (62.29)
(continued)




TABLE F.5 (continued)

Voriable Ever Received AFOC
Variable Mean Emptoyed (%) | Earnings ($) AFOC (%) Poyments ($)
AFOC Status
Recipient 405 - -~- --- -
Appl i cont .595 -0.043 +1.55 -0.039 -119.77%
(0.035) (115.45) (0.033) (48.98)
Prior AFOC History
Received AFDC in 18 Month
Prior to Random Assignment
No Months .336 .- ——— --- .-
1 to 17 Months 341 -0.045 -215.87 +0,183%es +46.89
(0.040) (132.77) (0.038) (78.91)
Al 18 Months .323 +0.070 -179.19 +0,196%e= -140.49
(0.069) (230.87) (0.066) (138.08)
On AFDC for at Least 5 .148 -0.018 -101.15 +0.051 +179.77%+
Years (0.039) (130.46) (0.038) (78 31)
Average AFOC Payments in 5.50 -0.008 -0.01 +0.018%s= 90.38¢%8=
18 #onths Prior to Random (0.005) (0.02) (0.005) (10.80)
Assigmment (in Thousands )
Prior Employment History
fver Employed in the .382 +0.125%%= -90.07 -0,088%*= -711.60
Quarter Prior to Rondom (0.037) (143.22) (0.035) (73.50)
Assignauent
Ever Empioyed in the Year 565 +0.080%= +42.90 +0,034 -50,14
Prior to Random Assignment (0.038) (129.42) (0.034) (74.72)
Earnings Graater than 327 +0.1318%22 -257.16% +0.012 -£0.69
$3,000 in the vear Prior to (0.03¢) (1¢9.73) (0.035) (74.78)
Randor Assigment
Average Earnings In Year 3590.19 --- +0.02 -—- -—-
Prior to Random Assignment (0.02)
Average Earnings  duarter 874.34 --- +0,249e» -—- ——
Prior to Rondom - ,gnment (0.05)
Average Earnings .n Fourth 843.03 -—- +0.20%2% -— -—-
Guarter Prior to uniom {0.05)
Assignment
(continued)
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welfare.

TABLE F.5 (continued)
Yariable Ever Received AFDC

Variabl e Mean Empl oyed (%) | Earnings ($) AFDC (%) Payments ($)
Unadj usted R 0.126 198 0.179 0.282
Constant 0.197 244.81 0.555 856 .01
Dependent Varieble ksan 0.35¢9 822.45 0.460 1221.08
Sample Size 1341 1341 1341 1343

SOURCE: See Table F.l1.

NOTES:

The sampie for this table includes individuwls who registered between July 1985 and June 1984.

Coefficients are estimated by ordinary ieast squares. Numbers in parentheses are estimated

standard errars.

‘employed® and ‘Recelved AFDC* are dichotomous dummy variables.
are dollar variobies and include cases with zero values for thase nat emplayed and faor thase nat receiving

'Earnings * and °AFDC Payments®

The regression equations for earnings include three additional indicators of pricr czarnings. A

different model was used for earnings because the difference between experimental s and cantrals in priar
earaings was statistically significant, prior earnings are highly carrelated with future earniags, and
consequently, earnings impacts are affected.

On the ather hand, prior earnings were nat included in the

A two-tailed t-teSt was applied ta each coefficient.
indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

madel's for employment and wel fare outcomes because prior earnings are less related to these outcomes and the
impacts are nat affected in a meankngful manner.

Stctistical significance levels are




TABLE F.é

SWIA

AFDC-U: SHORT-TERA IMPACTS ON MEASURED INCOKE

Cutcome and
Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference

Totol Average Measured
income, Quarters 2-4 (%) 6146.64 4092.00 +54.66

0
Aserage Measured income (§)

Quarter of Random Assignment 1864.88 1875.43 -10.56
Quarter 2 2077.92 2031.63 +46.29
Quarter 3 20?R%.60 2013.29 +15.32
Quarter 4 2040.14 2047 .08 -6.94
Sompie Size 6817 654 1341

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Table F.3.
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TABLE F.7
WiM

AFOC-U EARL IER ANO LATER (DHORTS:
EARNINGS, WELFARE RECE!

SHORT-TERM [MPACTS ON EMA.OYMENT,
PT, ANC WELFARE PAYMENTS

AFOC-U Earller Cohart AFOC-U Later Cohart 7
Outcome and Fallow-Up Periad Experimental s Controls Oifferencs | Experimental s Contrals Citference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-4 (%) 53.4 44.0 +9.3 %08 53.9 43.8 +10.0%es
Average Number of Quarters wlth
Empl ayment, Quarters 2-4 1.18 0.92 +0.24 %0 1.09 0.96 +0.13
Ever Emplayed (X)
Quarter of Random Asslgmment 38.5 36.7 +1.8 37.2 34.9 +2.3
Quarter 2 36.8 27.1 +9.7 %8x 35.8 31.6 +4.2
Quarter 3 38.6 3.9 +6.8%* 36.8 31.8 +5.0
Quarter 4 40.6 32.9 +].6%% 36.7 32.8 +3.9
Average Taotal Zornings,
Quarters 2-4 ($) 2303.4} 2067.01 +236.40 241113 2010.32 +400.81
Average Tatal Eornlng: ()
Quarter of Random Assignment 584.74 673.41 -88.73 626.96 512.39 +1714.57
Quarter 2 654.88 585.96 +68.92 649.01 548.90 +100.10
Quarter 3 806.77 121.12 +19.04 862.34 662.96 +199.40
Quarter 4 841.7¢6 753.33 +868.43 899.7¢6 798.46 +101.31
Ever Received Any AFOC Payments,
Quarters 2-5 {X) 85.3 85.3 +0.0 86.9 87.9 -1.0
Average Nunber of Months Recelving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 2-5 1.44 1.99 ~-0.55% 1.68 1.90 ~0.22
Ever Recelved Any AFOC Poyments (%)
Quarter of Rondom Assignment 8.3 82.2 +3.2 86.1 86.7 -0.6
Quarter 2 §2.3 83.2 -0.9 84.3 84.9 -0.6
Quorter 3 65.3 11.5 -6.2% 69.7 10.7 -0.y
Quarter 4 63.4 68.2 -4.8 65.9 86.1 ~0.8
Quarter § 59.9 63.7 -3.8 59.9 61.8 ~1.2
Average Tatal AFOC Payments
Recelved, Quarters 2-5 ($) 4730.96 5351.72 ~620.76%%* 5009.24 5216.11 -266.87
Average AFOC Payments Recelved ($)
Quarter of Random Asslgnment 1263.92 1252.19 +11.7%% 1260.53 1302.78 -42.24
Quarter 2 1399.71 1468.90 -69.19 1427.52 1486.25 ~-58.73
Quarter 3 1142.75 1328.52 ~185.77%ss 1236.57 1326.72 -90.16
Quarter 4 1124.01 1307.92 -183,9) #e= 1210.96 1251.74 -40.78
Quarter 5 1064.49 1246.38 - 181 .89%* 113419 1211.39 -17.20
Sample Siza 315 348 123 312 306 618

)
l{lCE MND NOTES:  See Table F.4.

IText Provided by ERIC
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FOOTNOTES - CHAPTER 1

1. Several coawponents of the SWIM program continued to operate
through September 1987.

2. In this report, AFDC {called AFDC-FG in California) refers to
welfare cases headed by a single parent. 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; the eads of AFDC cases are
mostly women. When the term welfare is used in this report,
it refers to both the AFDC and 2¥DC~U programs.

3. A little more than one~third of all welfare adult applicants
and reciplents are required to register fo! work or trainirg
in WIN as a condition of receiving AFDC or AFDC-U benefits,
i,e.,, are ‘"WIN-mandatory.® Heads of two—-parent households
covered by the program for unemployed parents (AFDC-U) are
autcmatically considered mandatory. Heads of single-parent
households covered by the AFDC program are mandatory, unless
exempted because they are under 16 or over 65 years of age,
under 21 and enrolled full-time 1ia school, slck or
incapacitated, the mother of a ciild under age 6, living in a
remote area, a caretaker of a sick porson, or the spouse of a
WIN registcrant. Fallure to register with WIN or to
participate in program activities can lead to a sanction that
reduce. or eliminates the family's welfare grant.

4, For a more detailea discussion of pre~CBRA welfare
initiatives, see Coidman et al., pp. 4-22, 1984,

5. GAO, 1987,

6. Programs 1n eleven states were included in the demonstration,
but only eight of the evaluatichs examined program effective-
ness. See Gueron, 1987, for a summary of the demonstration
results.

7. Friedlander et al., 1986.

8. Examples include the Employment and Training (ET) Choices
program in Massachusetts, the Realizing Economic Achievement
(REACH) program in New Jersey, Project Chance in Illinois, and
the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program 1in
‘Californ:a, As described later in Chapter 1, GAIN was
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lo.

11.

13.

14.

ls.

16.

devel-~oped independently of SWIM

A key element in the bill was to shift responsibility for
employable recipients from DSS to EDD, whereby EDD would issue
the welfare checks. The 1intent 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, pllot
projects were to be implemented in two counties to begin with;
a third was added later.

See Goldman et al., 1985a, pp. 2~7 for a detalled discussion
of the historical developments leading up to the EPP progrem
in California and EWEP in San Diego.

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.

For full results, see three MDRC reports on San Dilego's EPP/
EWEP program: Goldman et al,, 1986; Goldman et al., 1985a:
Goldman et al., 1984.

Note that gains for AFDC's in the group eligible only for job
search varied by cohort (or time of welfare application).

In San Diego, California's change to WIN Demonstration status
resulted 1n several changes to the EPP/IWEP model. Pro-
grammatscally, the most important changes prompted by WIN
Demonstration status were the following: Responsibility for
WIN registration shifted from EDD to the county welfare depart-
ment; responsibiiity for initiating adjudication proceedings
for registrants not complying with non~EDD activities was also
shifted from EDD to county staff; individuals enrolled ang
participating 1in self-initiated education programs were
allcwed to be deferred from the program; and looser deferral
criteria were instituted for 1individuals 1in self-initiated
training programs.

Note that non-SWIM offices began to serve recipients as well
as applicants in the EPP/EWEP program in 1985.

Original plans called for implementation of the program early
in 1985. Several factors, however, led to a decision by the
county to delay program implementation wuntil July 1, 1985.
First, the original grant propecsal contained insufficient
funds to support the level of research desired by SSA. fThe
county decided to delay program impl<xentation to allow a
redirection of savings to the research effort. Second, San
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

Diego implemented the WIN Demcinstration program on July 1,
1985. To change from regular WIN to the WIN Demonstration
program after SWIM start-up would have disrupted the SWIM
project. Third, the San Diego EDD district could not project
the amount of money they would have available for the program
until the end of their fiscal year. Fourth, the legislation
permitting the county to operate EWE# was scheduled to expire
June 30, 1985 without assurance of continued legislative
authority or funding.

AFDC-U families, as well as the case head, generally lose all
tenefits when the head of the household 1s sanctioned. When
an AFDC registrant is sanctioned, benefits are reduced by only
the registrant's portion of the grant. The legislation
specified that families of AFDC-U registrants who were
sanctioned for non-compliance in connection with EWEP should
not lose thelr AFDC benefits. To canply with this
requirement, state ald was used to continue benefits for the
families of AFDC-U registrants sanctioned in connection with
EWEP.

Three tiers of wage rates were used. As of September 1985,
the wage rate for individuals with no high school diploma was
$4.19. The rate for those with a high school diplama but no
higher degree was $5.31. The rate for those with a college
degree was $7.06.

Broken down by fiscal yvear, non-research demonstration monies
amountei to approximately $233,000 for October 1984 through
September 1985; $742,000 for October 1985 through September
*%36; and $725,000 for October 1986 through September 1987.
Note that these monies extended beyond the 24-month period
covered in the evaiuation.

The statistics 1n this section come from several sources.
Population numbers are from the California Department of
Finance. Percentages of county residents employed in various
labor sectors are from the California Employment Development
Department. Unemployment rates are from the U.S. Biveau of
Labor Statistics. Percentages of county population living in
poverty, living in rural areas, having a high school diplcma,
and not u. ‘ng English as a primary language are from the 1980
Census.

This information comes from a one-page research interview
document administered at initial registration., Note that not
all of this zetivity was approved by program staff as meeting
program standards wouncerning content, duration 2and credit
hon.s. According to SWIM automated tracking system data, 7.3
percent of the AFDC registrants and 4.1 percent of the AFDC-U
registrants were verified as initially active 1in approved
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self-initiated education or training activities.

Unemployment rates for the State of California and the Urited
States were, respectively, 7.8 and 7.5 percent in 1984; 7.2
and 7.2 percent in 1985; 6.7 and 7.0 percent for 1986; and 5.6
and 6 .1 percent for May 1987.

In calculating the amount of each monthly assistance payment,
not every dollar a recipient earns is subtracted from his/her
welfare check. As specified by the (federal) Deficit
Reduction Act of 1984 (DEFRA), the following disregards are
applied to earnings: First, to take work expenses into
account, a fixed amount ($75) 1s subtracted from the earnings.
Then, up to $160 per child for the actual cost of childcare is
deducted. Finally, as a work incentive, for four months an
additional $30, plus one~third of the remainder of earned
incame not already disregarded, 1is deducted from earnings.
For the next eight months, $30 is deducted.

As would be expected, a state with a high payment standard
allows a greater proportion of the welfare population to
recelve assistance while working, and the working recipients
may have higher overall levels of earnings than those in low
grant states.

According to an MDRC study of the relationship between
earnings and welfare benefits for working recipients, San
Diego had a high proportion of welfare applicants who combined
work and welfare in at least one month during a 1l2-month
follow-up period. See Goldman et al., 1985b.

Note that at the end of the 12-month follow-up period, over
one-fifth of those still registered with SWIM were employed
and approximately half of the individuals who were still
active were participating in an education or training program.

FOOTNOTES —~ CHAPTER 2

The components offered by the SWIM program evolved over time.
STAR, a two-week employment search workshop, consisting of
training 1in Job search techniques and employment search
activities in the fileld, replaced the bi-weekly Job Club
component (associated with EWEP) in January 1987. STAR, a
more intensive camponent, could not be done concurrently with
EWEP. Therefore, those WwWho were eligible for EWEP were
referred to STAR first. After completion of STAR, registraiws
were referred to EWEP. The implementation of GAIN affected
SWIM in several ways. Late in 1986, registrants began to take
a literacy test as part of the orientation process. This test
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was used as a pilot for GAIN. The implementation of GAIN in
San Dlego also affected the types of activities that were
available during May and June 1987. 1In aaticipation of a July
1, 1987 GAIN implementation date, many SWIM activities were
either phased out or became short-term in nature during these
months. For example, IWEP assigrments made during these
months were scheduled to end June 30, 1987. Long-term
training assigmments which utiliz«d thé¢ payment c¢f training-
related expenses were not made during the last few months of
SWIM since, according to the schedule, this type of funding
would not be avallable after June 1987.

Interviews with supervisors from non~-SWIM county offices
indicated tha* the following differences existed between SWIM
and the general county ©program: First, tracking of
registrants' activities was not as extensive in the non-SWIM
offices as 1t was in the SWIM offices. Second, in nor~SWIM
offices, social workers, not CRU (Coordination and Referral
Unit) staff, would conduct assessments. Third, although
non-SWIM offices <could refer registrants to communit
:ducation or training programs after EJVEP or job club,
non~SWIM office registrants were not eligible for ISESA.

F «th, staff in non-SWIM offlice. did little follow-up on
registrants referred to education or training programs.
Fifth, follow-up on employed registrants or those 1in
self~initiated education or training did not occur as
frequently as it did in the non~-SWIM offices. Employment was
generally verified at 30 Aays after the employment began and
then every 6 months or year afterwards. Self-initiated
reglstrants were generally asked to verlfy school enrollmeit
at tho beginning of each semester by providing school forms or
signing statements at the program office verifying their
attendsnce,

Sixty-two of these registrants were excluded from the impact
analysis because they had no social security number. Social
security numbers were used to access earnings records. These
registrants were included in all other analyses.

Note that in addition to demographic differences petween these
two assistance categories, different procedures govern the
calculation of welfare grants for the two assistance groups.

AFDC SWIM-eligibles who registered bLetween Juliy 1, 1985, and
June 31, 1986, were welghted by a factor of 1.8571428571.
AFDC~-U SWIM-eligibies who registered between July 1, 1985, and
June 30, 1986, were welghted by a factor of 2.3333333333.
AFDC SWIM-eligibles who registered between July 1, 1986, and
June 30, 1987, were welghted by a factor of 2.8571428571.
AFDC SWIM-eligibles who registered between July 1, 1986, and
June 30, 1987 were welghted by a factor of 3.3333333333,.
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10.

11.

buring the second year of SWIM a few current WIN-mandatories
who transferred into the SWIM offices from non-SWIM offices
were taken into the sample.

The CIS campletion rate was very high. A quality check of
responses to the important demographic questions on the CIS
revealed only 5 registrants in the impact sample were missing
responses to any of these dquestions. Of these five
registrants, 4 were missing only one response to the questicns
checked. One registrant was missing two responses.

Earnings reported for the third quarter may be preliminary
estimates, since some adjustments to earnings may occur as a
result of future reporting by employers.

Ul earnings data were compared to previous employment recorded
on the CIS forms of those individuals who reported having been
employed for 19 or more months in the two years before random
assigrment. Ul-reported earnings in the year before r-=ndom
assignment were found for 81 percent o7 the people who
reported employment on the CIS.

Welfare payment records during the 20 months prior to random
assigmment were found for over 92 percent of sample members
who reported having had their own AFDC case for more than two
years before random assigmeent according to the CIS.

The SWIM Automated Tracking System data only captures
information known to the program. It does not capture
activities in community service programs or employment unless
they were known to program staff.

FOOTNOTES - CHAPTER 3

This number represents the equivalent of 18 full-time staff
members. In total, 19 stafif were involved in SWIM, two of
whom were part time.

SWIM clerks monitored the continuation of employment in two
ways. The most common method involved registrant verification
of their own employment. ©Every /3 days, clerks mailed forms
to registrants which requested their employer's name, address,
telephone, employment sta:t date, work hours and rate of pay.
The reglstrant would sign the form, certifying that he/she was
still employed, and mail the form back to the clerk. Clerks
also verified employmen: by checking whether income was used
to calculate a registrant's welfare grant. An inherent lan
existed in this procedure, however, since the income included
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in a current grant calculation was what the registrant had
earned two months earlier.

If verification forms were not received in a timely manner,
returned forms indicated that the registrant had stopped
working, or welfare records indicated a lack of earned income,
the clerk notified a SWIM JpC. The JDC would mail a letter to
the registrant requesting that he/she come into the office for
an appraisal. If the registrant did not attend the appraisal,
another would be scheduled. If the second appraisal was
missed, the case would be referred to a social worker to start
the determination/sanctioning process.

June 1986 was “he last month in which a proportion cf new SWIM
reglstrants were assigned to a control group. Starting in
July 1986, the only research-related responsibility of the
SWIM clerks was checking that new registrants had not been
previously assigned to the control group.

Caseload numbers were obtained through interviews with program

staff and verified through MDRC calculations using data from
the SWIM automated tracking system.

FOOTNOTES — CHAPTER 4

Sanctioned individuals were also required to re-register with
the program once their sanctioaing ~.si0d was over.

Following the interview, SWIM staff were notified as to who to
expect for registration/orientation. These applicants and
re~determined recipients were told to contact a program office
within one day to schedule a rejistration appointment. At the
SWIM offices, receptionists ‘“ook the telephone calls and
scneduled individuals for registration/orientation within five
working days. Clients were expected to bring signed registra-
tion forms back to their IM worker as a cond’ ‘on of welfare
eligibility. Note that ‘*automatic® registra .on procedures
were not in effect during the time period that SWIM operated.
Individuals were not considered to be registered until they
completed the appropriate forms at program offices.

Although approximately one~third of the °renewal® recipientzs
who were sent appointment notices through the mail did not
attend their initial registration appointment, interviews with
staff 1indicated that nearly all of those who were sent
follow-up nctices eventually registered. Data concerning the
proportion of apgplicasi- or re-determined recipients who
falled to reglster are not available,
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4, Registration/orientation sessions were held five mornings per
week at one SWIM office; four mornings per week at the other.

5. The research status of all individuals who came to the SWIM
offices for reglistration was 1investigated before the
registration/orientation session began. Any control group
members among the individuals awaiting registration would be
refexred to a soclal worker, who would help them complete
thelr registration forms and inquire about their social
service needs. After this short meeting (about 5 minutes),
these individuals could leave.

6. In one office, this was the first step in the registra-
tion/orientation process. In the other office, registrants
would first meet as a group for a S5-~minute overview of the
scheduled registration and orientation activities.

7. In one of the SWIM offices, individuals were randomly assigned
to a r~sntrol or SWIM-eligible group before orientation took
place. In this office, control groun members and those
eligible for the program attended <« ‘parate orientation
sessions. In the control group orientation, individuals were
given 1information about available program soclial services
(such as the $50 entered employment stipends) and community
resources, and an explanation of their program rights and
responsibilities. The orientation for those eligible for SWIM
presented more information about the program.

In the other SWIM office, random assigmrment took place while
individuals were attending the orientation session. In this
office, control group members and those eligible for the
program remained together for orientation, During orient-
ation, registrants were told that only some of them would go
through the program. At the close of orientation, the session
leader was informed as to who had been assigned to the control
group. After releasing the controls from the orientation
session, staff told the rest of the group that they had been
selected for the program.

£. Starting in October 1986, the administration of an hour-long
literacy test was included in the registration/orientation
process. The test results were used for GAIN planning
purposes.

9. Control group members did, however, remain in contact with
their eligibility techniclans.

10. Individuals referred to EDD staff for assigmment would
complete several forms and be given more detailed information
about the job search workshops.
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11.

12.

13'

14.

15.

16.

Undocumented workers who were the parents of United States
citizen children could receive welfare benefits on behalf of
their children. As a condition of welfare eligibility, these
undocumented workers were required to register with SWIM,
following usual WIN-mandatory regqulations. However, they were
not required to participate in the program because of their
inability to work legally in this country.

In the second office some job club leaders were *dismissing*®
registrants frocm the component once they had attended six
sessions.

The JDU job developers had a fairly extensive *bank® of jobs.
Scme of these jJob orders were procured as OJT slots. However,
staff acknowledged that these positions rarely involved any
skills training; staff referred to OJT as *buying a Job for a
client.*® In looking for registrants to £111 available job
openings .. no distinctions were made between OJT positions and
unsubsidized positions.

CRU staff were 1informed of problems only on an exception
basis, that 1s, if a referred registrant never attended orient-
ation or dropped out of the program. If an attendance problem
was ldentified, CRU staff would schedule an office meeting
with the registrant. If the registrant missed two saquential
meetings, the case would be referred to a social worker for a
determination interview. If a registrant falled to attend two
interviews with a soclal worker, a sanction would be
requested.

For those who missed an orientation, the conciliation plan
specified that they attend the next one scheduled. For those
who had missed assigned days at a worksite, the conciliation
plan specified two weeks of the next month's assignment in
which the registrant had to work all assigned days or a
sanction would be autcomatically reguestcd. If the registrant
adhered to the conciliation plan, the determination process
ended. Later noncompliance would start the proceus over
again.

For several years the county had had an agreement with RETC to
fund JDU activities. At the beginning of SWIM, this agreement
was restructured to 1include ISESA as a JDU activity. No
changes to the contract, however, were made in relation to
training activities. The few new agreements drawn up at the
beginning of SWIM were done to avoid having SWIM registrants
displace regular continuing education scudents. As the SWIM
program got underway these agreements were not necessary and
often not remembered, due to the relatively small numbers of
SWIM registrants referred to community resources.
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17. Registrants were 1informed of their scheduled assessment
appeointments via a SWIM appointment notice mailed to them at
least 10 days prior to the scheduled date. The appointment
Letter did not specifically mertion education or training; it
simply noted that the regis nt had been scheduled for an
interview to review/develop, his/her employment plan and
discuss the services that the program could provide. The form
noted on the bottom that failure to attend the interview could
result in reduction or discontinuance of the registrant's AFDC
grant.

18. Registrants would £il1 out questionnaires regarding their
employment and educational histories, take vocational tests
that measured interests, aptitudes and values, and then review
the test results individually with a counselor. Counselors
would make recommendations concerning registrants' suitability
for different types of work and suggest community college
programs which provided training for these occupations.

19. For the first fallre to attend, registrants were automatical-
ly rescheduled (with a notice) for another assessment appoint-
ment. After the second no-show (some CRU workers allowed
three missed appointments), the situation generally was
referred to a social worker. The soclial worker then scheduled
the registrant for a reappraisal interview and, if the
registrant again failed to come into the office, automatically
scheduled a second reappraisal interview., Registrants failing
to attend either of these interviews were sanctioned.

20. ESL programs generally required attendance for three hours per
day, five days per week; ABE involved ten hours per week;
vocational programs required attendance for six hours per day,
five days per week;

21. Note that SWIM did not set a limit on how long registrants
could remain in education or training programs.

22. To refer an individual to this program, CRU staff first
identified an individual as 1in need of ABE. Next, central
welfare office staff reviewed the individual's score on a
literacy test given to all WIN-mandatory registraats in the
county (after October 1986) in preparation for the GAIN
program. If the registrant's test score indicated that he/she
would be reqgired to seek ABE under GAIN, the individual was
referred to one of the centers. If not, CRU staff were
informed that the registrant should be referred to another
provider.

23. Most commonly, a registrar at the school would certify
attendance by checking with the registrant's teacher or
consulting roll books; enrollment was not considered to be
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synonymous with participation.

24. The primary reason that noncompliance 1in education and %
training was not sanctionable 1in 1its own right concerned
registrants’ eligibility for training-related expenses.
Program planners envisioned that extensive support service
payments would be required 1if education and training were |
deemed mandatory. Thinking that the costs of these support ‘
services would have been prohibitive, especlally If
re istrants 1in self-initiated educatlon or training were
eligible for these services, program regulations were written
in =uch a way that sanctions could be imposed for failing to
attend office appolintments but not for failing to attend
education or training progranms.

25, If a registrant was in training and the training did not meet
this cciterion, a deferral could be made if all the following
conditions were met: the course was to be completed within one
vear; the training led to probable employment in the local
labor market; and the tralning appeared necessary for the
registrant to beccme competitive in the labor market at a
suitable wage level.

26. If a registrant failed to return a form, however, CRU workers
scheduled an office appointment. If the registrant had
campleted a program and was not employed, the registrant was
assigned to another SWIM component. If the registrant failed
to attend the appointment, adjudication procedures identical
to those for program—-referred registrants were followed.

FOOTNOTES ~ CHAPTER 5

1. Since participation rates 1in this section reflect data from
the SWIM tracking system, these indicators show the extent of
participation in activities known to and approved by program
staff. Thus, registrant-initiated education or training
activities are included to the extent that they met program
standards ac to content, intensity, or duration, and to the
extent that program staff were aware of them. This definition
of activity parallels the one wused both by program
administrators and by line staff.

2. Not all these individuals participated in job search workshops
as their first component. Some individuals initially parti-
cipated in self-initiated education or training, or were
employed &s of 1initial registration and participated in a
workshop later in thelr program tenure.

3. As explained in Chapter 4, 1If program staff approved an
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individual's self-initiated education or training progran (a
decision based on the content, intensity and duration of the
program), the registrant would be deferred frecm assignment to
a Job search workshop or EWEP for as long as the registrant
remained active in the education or training program.

This report defines sanction differently from the way it as
defined in MDRC's other work/welfare reports, In those
reports, an individual was assumed to be sanctioned if a
deregistration occurred after program staff had reguested that
a sanction be imposed, 1In SWIM, sanctions were defined more
rigorously. Program staff recorded sanctions in the SWIM
tracking system only after receiving a notice from IM staff
indicating that a sanction had been imposed and the individual
had been deregistered for this reason.

However, caution is required in drawing comparisons with evalu-
aticns conducted as part of the Work/Welfare Demonstration due
to differernces in the point at which research gr-ups were
identified. For example, individuals applying for AFDC during
the EPP/EWEP evaluation were randomly assigned at application,
not at program registration, In that evaluation, controls
could have been sanctioned for not registering with the
program, In the SWIM evaluation, random assigmment occurred
at registration., Thus, once identified as a control, it would
not be possible for this 1individual to be sanctioned for
failure to register.

Sample members were categorized as applicants or recipients
based on their status as of program registration.

The proportion of applicants who were denied welfare was
approximated by examining the percent of applicants who did
not recelve welfare ¢ iring the month in which they initially
registered with the program as well as the month following
this reégistration. This figure was 14 percent for AFDC
applicants and 17 percent for AFDC-U applicants.

#o points should be noted concerning Table 5.4. First, the
table only covers the first and second acuivites that occurred
within 12 months of registration. Second, because participa-
tion in job clubs was usually concurrent with participation in
EWEP, job clubs were not included in Table 5.4. The 6 percent
of the AFDC's and 4 percent of the AFDC~U's noted on Table 5.4
as registrants who initially participated in program—-arranged
education or training are probably individuals who initially
participated in job clubs (without ccncurrent participation in
EWEP) and whose second activity was program-~arranged education
or training,

The percentage of individuals reported in this chapter as
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active in self-initiated education or trxaining as of initial
program registration differs from the percentage reporte. in
Chapter 2 for several reasons. First, the figure cited in
Chapter 2 (based on a registrant questionnaire completed at
initial program registration) includes any type of education
or training. The education or training activities included in
the analyses 1in this chapter are only those which were
*approved® by the program, meaning that these activities met
program standards as to content, intensity, or duratinn.
Second, for same individuals who initially reported that they
were active 1in education and training, schools could not
verify thelr attendance. Unless attendance was verified,
program staff did not record participation in the SWIM
automated tracking system, the source of data for this
chapter.

In this section, all averages calculated from enrollment data
include weekend days.

Individuals +ho participated during the month but were
dereglistered during the same month were excluded from the
sample. Also, the original sample consisted of 144
registrants. Twenty-three individuals were dropped from the
analysis due to miscodes in the automated tracking system,
computer sample selection problems, or incomplete case files.
Finally, although all sampled registrants were AFDC's as c?
initial registration, the case file reviews indicated that one
sanple member was an AFDC-U recipient during the review month.

The data base includes the child's age, the providers of
childcare ¢ ring SWIM activities, the location of the care,
and whether the program paid for childcare during the month.
Information on whether the childcare provider was licensed,
the amount paid for childcare, and the funding source for paid
childcare was also collected, but was not of high enough
quality to analyze.

Note that on2 registrant was a 16-18 year-old child on his/her
parent's case. This youth was designated the WIN-mandatory
registrant of the case. The registrant, who had no children,
was considered the *child® of the case in this study.

One participant, whose youngest child was almost 14 years old
and considered old enough to care for him/herself, 1is included
in this statistic but not in the 22 percent figqure given for
participants whose children were all at least 14 years old.




l.

FOOTNOTES ~ CHAPTER 6

About 13 percent of the nonparticipants did not receive
welfare during the month in which they initially registered
with the program as well as the month following this
registration. It 1s 1likely that +hese 1individuals were
eligible for the program for «¢nly a short time because their
welfare applications were denied. Although almost 15 percent
of the nonparticipants were eligible for the program during
the whole 12-month follow-up period, it should be ncted that 7
percent of the nonparticipants were undocumented workers.
These individuals did not qualify for program services but may
have been reagistcred for long periods of time.

Excluding nonparticipants from the analysis indicates the
zxtent to which the program imposed an ongoing participation
requirement on those who participated at least one day. These
results, calculated only for participants, indicate that only
a relatively small proportion of all participants -- 21
percent -- were active during all the months in which they
were eligible for program services. However, 48 percent of
all participants were active in almost al. (at least 70
percent) of thelr program-eligible months.

In this study, noncompliance was defined as f.ollows: A
registrant was considered to be out of compliance with program
requirements whenever he/she did not participate 1in or
complete an activity to which he/she was assigned. Note that
if a registrant was assigned to a job search workshop and did
not complete it (even if it was later discovered that he/she
was denled welfare, deregistered, or found a job), this was
considered noncompliarce. Noncompliance also 1included
situvations where the registrant informed program staff of a
legitimate reason for an absence prior to the scheduled start
of an activity. Further, noncompliance included situations
where program staff rescinded an individual's assignment prior
to the scheduled start date of the activity. This occurred in
ten of the 242 cases reviewed. In these cases, assignments
were rescinded because program staff discovered that the
registrant was pregnant, an undocumented worker, an excluded
parent, no longer mandatory for other reasons, already
working, or not on welfare, Note also that noncompliance
refers only to program requirements -- not other welfare
requirements. For example, refusal to apply for UI benefits
or fallure to submit an income reporting form was not
considered nonnompliance in this study.

For registrants who did not coemply with program requirements
during the 15 to 18 month follow-up period, detailed infor-
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mation was collected on the first program component in which
they were noncompliant. Where applicable, 1informaticn
concerning the second instance of noncompliance was also
recorded, although not in as much detall as the initial
instance. Although registrants could have been noncompliant
in more than two program activities (2.g., the job search
workshop, a reappraisal interview and EWEP), detaiied infor-
mation was not recorded for subsequant instances of noncom-
pliance. As a result, the analysis presented in this chapter
represents 90 percent of all instances of noncompliance noted
for the sample in case file folders. The results of the case
file raviews are presented according t¢ the program activity
in which the requirements were not met. Consequently, the
action or treatment of registrants noncoampliant in EWEP, for
example, are analyzed together, regardless of whether this
activity represented the first or second 1Instance of
noncompliance for the registrant.

The Notice of Action mailed to the registrant contained infor-
mation concerning where to obtain free legal help. This form
listed a state toll-free hearing and legal aid information
number as well as the addresses and telephone numbers of local
legal aild offices and welfare rights groups.

In order not to have their welfare ber:its cut while waiting
for a hearinag, registra® s had to appeal the sanction within
ten days. . a registra.ut did not appeal within ten days, the
sanction would be imposed. The registrant then had 90 days to
contest the action; 1if he/she won the appeal, the sanctioned
amount of the welfare check was refunded to the registrant.

Monthly participation rates, described in detail in Chapter 7,
are also problematic in this regard. Consistently high month-
ly participation rates over the duration of a program do not
necessarily mean that the program reached every individual in
the targeted caseload or that a mandatory participation
requirement was enforced. First, the individuals counted zs
inactive in each month's rate might be the same individuals
each month; this would indicate that a core group of individ-
uals never participated. Second, 1if the group for which these
rates are calculated consists of individuals still registered
with and eligible for the program, sanctions are not taken
into account. (Individuals who are sanctioned are
deregistered from the program during the <anction period and
therefore are not calculated into monthly participation rates
while the sanction is in effect.) Thus, monthly participation
rztes may mask the fact that some individuals did not partici-
pate in the program but were sanctioned for nonparticipation.
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10.

Note that employment was not counted as participation in this
analysis. In addition, UI earnings records =-- not program
tracking data =-- were used to estimate the proportion of
individuals who held jJobs during this period. These data did
not provide sufficient follow-up on all sample menbers.
Consequently, the sample used to calculate the coverage
statistics comprised 1i-dividuals who registered between July
1985 and April 1986,

Reglstrants generally participated within three months of
initill program registration 1if they participated at all.
Consequently, 1f coverage 1s measured at nine months after
registration, ins%»ad of at the l2-month point, the proportion
of those who were not subject to the participation requirement
is still low: At nine months after registration, only 4
percent of both AFDC's and AFDC-U's had remained eligible for
SWIM, were not employed, had never participated in an
activity, and had never been sanctioned. As of six months
after reglstration, the percent of the sample uncovered is
also low: 6 percent of both AFDC's and AFDC-U'Ss.

As noted above, caution 1s required in drawing comparisons
with other programs evaltated as part of MDRC's Work/Welfare
Demonstration due to differences in the point at which
research groups were identified, length of research follow-up,
target population, etc.

FOOTNOTES ~ CEAPTER 7

In fact, most of the analysis 1in thls chapter adopts a
relatively strict definition of the type of activity that
constituted ‘program participation®: To be considered active
in a month, an individual must have attended a program-
approved activity (including employment) for at least one day
during the month. On the other hand, in terms of how
intensively individuals had to participate in order to be
counted as participants, this definition is not verv strict.
Although it is beyond the scope of this report, it is possible
to defive participants as those who attend a certain number of
activity sessions or classes.

Sample sizes used throughout this chapter are weighted ones,
representing actual SWIM-eligible caseload sizes. See Chapter
2 for a full explanation of the weighting factors.

As described in earlier chapters, registrants could be active
in more than one type of component at one time. Additionally,
in any given month, an individual could finish one type of
component and begin another. In the monthly participation
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rates calculated throughout this chapter, program activities
have been prioritized 1in such a way that individuals are
counted as active in only one type of activity during each

month. In the rates, a higher priority was placed on
activities which are most often thought of as ‘program
participation,*” Program-arranged activities were given

priority over self-initiated activities as well as employment;
also, a higher priority was placed on self-initiated activi-
ties than on employment. Note that self-initiated activities
included education, training and union or other self-initiated
job search. Within the broad category of program-arranged
activities, priorities were set in the following order: Work
experizace activities (including EWEP and OJT) were given
highest priority. Participation Iin job search activities
( including job search workshops, job clubs or STAR, and ISESA)
was next, followed by program—arranged education or training.
Two examples can lllustrate the effects of these priorities.
A registrant who participated in job c.ub concurrent with EWEP
would hate been ccunted in the work wexperience category. If
this same reglstrant subsequently found a Job during the same
month he/she participated in EWER and job club, the registrant
still would have been counted in the work experience category.

For clarity of presentation, suvhe of the detalled breakdowns
of types of activities have been collapsed in this chapter.
For example, this chapter does not distinguish, as does
Chapter 5, between education and training, or betw2en
education/training provided by community colleges, JTPA or
other providers.

In varying the definition of participation, the type of
activities counting towards participation 1is not the unly
factor that can be examined. As noted above, it 1s also
possible to investigate how changing the intensity of the
participation requirement would affect monthly par%icipation
rates. Throughout this chapter, individuals who participated
in EWEP for at least one hour or any other activity for at
least one day during the month were categorized as
participants.

Caution 1is required 1in drawing comparisons between these
participation rates and those calculated as part of MDRC's
Demonstration of Work/Welfare Initiatives, due to different
program settings, varlous data quality issues, measurement
issues, different target populations, large or small control
groups, and various prcgram models. Bowever, 1t |is
interesting to contrast these participation rates with those
calculated for West Virginia's statewide unpaid work
experlence program -- a stralght-forward work program in which
the assignment lasts as long as the reciplent receives
welfare. The state successfully imposed the requirement for
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the AFDC-U registrants but did not impose it rigorously for
AFDC registrants. For AFDC-U registrants, counting only work
experience as participation, the program achieved monthly
participation rates of between 59 and 69 percent of the
caseload on a monthly basis. These rates were calculated for
May 1983 through February 1984 -- a steady-state period of the
program, For AFDC registrants, rates were calculated for
Octobes 1983 through April 1984, a period in which the program
was still phasing in its current WIN-mandatory caseload., AFDC
monthly participa“ion rates were much lower (again. cocunting
only wcrk experience), ranging from 13 to 21 percent on a
monthly basis.

However, during the first few months of the demonstration,
before Spanish~speaking Jjob search workshops and EWEP
worksites were developed, registrants who spoke only Spanish
were Iimmediately referred to program-arranged ESL courses.
Once other program components were developed for these
individuals, they wvere referred to workshops and/or EWEP
before any type of program—arranged education.

Mathematically, this differential rule has the following
effect: AFDC-U registrants who are employed are taken out of
both the numerator and the denominator of the monthly
participation rate. AFDC registrants who are employed remain
in both the numerator and denominator of the rate.

The effect of varying the definition of program eligibles is
the same when orly program-arranged activities, or program-
arranged and self-initiated activities, are taken ‘!nto
account,

Mathematically, changing the definiticn of “program-eligibles®
in this way increases the denominator of the rate to a greater
extent than the numerator. For example, during November 1986,
2,912 wece registered throughout the month; 1,614, or 55.4
percent, were active at any point duzing the month. In the
same month, 3,221 were registcced as of the end of the month:
1,703, or 52.9 percent of these individuals, were active at
any point during the month (not necessarily at the end of the
month). Lastly, 3,468 were registered at least one day during
the month (but not necessarily as of the end of the month):
1,800, cr 51.9 percent of these individuals, were active at
any point during the month.

Also note that Figure 7.8 defines programeligibles as those
who were registeread at least one day during the m'nth or
quarter. When eligibility is defined as those registered as
of the end of each month or quarter, the same relationship
between monthly and Juarterly participation rates exists.
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12,

13.

14.

This question 1is similar to one posed in Cuaptes 6 in
reference to the extent to which the program imposed an
ongoing participation requirement. In Chapter 6, however,
eligibility and participation patterns were analyzed from the
point of view of the registrants. To do this, prodram
eligibility and participation were examined <£for each
registrazt over a 1l2-month follow-up period. The 12 months
which this period represented were not the same 12 calendar
months for each registrant. This chapter examinns eligibility
and participation frcw a program operitions point of viaw. To
do this, eligibilicy and participation are examined for each
calendar month of tae demonstration,

The methods used to define those who were inactive during the
selected months (and thus select the sample) were slightly
different from thnse used earlier in the chapter. First, a
small number of individuals who were deregisteres during the
selected months were excluded from this analysis. Second, one
or two 1individuals were considered active 1in this analysis
because they attended an EWEP orlentation duvring the month.
This was not considered participating in the rest of the
chapter. Thixd, thr. sample for this analysis was selected
frc an early computer file. Several variabies on this file
wer 2 lncorrect, but were corrected £or the computer file used
for the analysis in the rest of the chapter. Thus, although
all individuals included in the analysis were nonparticipants,
according to the SWIM automated tracking system, there 1is a
possibility that the sample is not completely repr: :ntative.

Note that the sample included two 1ndividuals who were
nonparticipants in bo:h July and November 1986.

These individuals were not excluded from the analysis sample
becavse they do shed some 1light on the status of those who
were coanted as "lnactive® in the rest of the analysis.
However, it 1s not likely that ti’e montily participation rates
presented in the earlier sections wwere underestimates. Errors
in the oppo.ltz diiection are alsc probable. That 1s, some
registrants record¢d as participants in the SWIM automated
tracking system were probably, in fact, not active.

FOOTNOTES - CHAPTER 8

Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

Appendix Table F.l presents the regression models used in this
analysis.

This may be due to the tract that recipients were phased into
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the program at a slower pace than applicants, Differences
between early and later enrollees may also be partly due to an
improving labor market. There was a decline in the unemploy-
ment rate in San Diego county over the intake period for the
impact sample; the unemployment rate decreased from 5.3
percent in the last six months of 1985 to 4.9 in the first six
months of 1986. The effect of the unerployment rate deciining
is that the more advantaged remain employed or find jobs more
quickly and therefore are less likely to apply for welfare.

4, For AFDC-U's, Appendix Table F.5 presents the regression model
used in this aralysis.

5. For AFDC-U's, the regression equations for earnings (and out-~
comes that 1include earnings, such as measured income) use a
different model from that used with the employment and welfare
outcomes. The model for earnings includes additional indicat-
ors of prior earnings, that is, earnings in the year, quarter
and fourth quarter prior to random assignment. As indicated
in Chapter 2, the difference between AFDC-U experimentals and
controls 1in prior carnings were statistically significant,
This, combined with the fact that prior earnings are highly
correlated with future earnings, means that one should control
for these prior differences when comparing the earnings of
experimentals and controls. On the other hand, prior earnings
are less related to the other outcome measures and controllina
for them did not ~hange the experimental-control differences
on these outcomes in a meaningful manner, although impacts in
some cases were slightly lower using the model with additional
earnings varilables. For this report, the additional measures
of prior earnings are only included in the equations for
earnings (and outcomes composed of earnings) and not for other
outcomes. Alternative specifications of the model will be
explored 1. greater depth for the final report.

6. When the sample 1is divided into subgroups, the sample sizes
for each analysis are considerably smaller, reducing the
likelihood of obtaining statistically significant effects.

7. Another difference between the AFDC-U and the AFDC compari-
sons 1s that the percentage of applicants anrd recipients did
not differ between the twn samples among *he AFDC-U regis-
trants as it did among the AFDC registrants. It 1s unclear
why AFDC's and AFDC-U's would have been affected differently.

8. Goldman et al., 1986.
9. The SWIM offices were located in poor urban areas in the
county in contrast to the other offices. Thi: meant that the

population served in the SWIM offices were mor: disadvantaged
and faced a more depressed local job market.
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10. The sanctioning rules for the AFDC-U registrants also differed

between the two demonstrations. Usually, the entire AFDC-U
case 1s closed if the registrant refused to participate, 1In
SWIM, this rule applied to all activities except work
experience, 1in which case only the registrant would be
sanctioned 1f there were participation problems. In EPP/FWEP,
this rule applied to all activities with ro exceptions.
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