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PREFACE

This is one of two reports beng pubished simultaneously on the Self-Sufficiency Project
(SSH, a researt and denonstration project oncaved and funded ly Human ResourcesDevelopmaent
Canada (HRDC), ad managed ly the Social Resear and Demonstraton Corporation (SRDC) SSP
seds a ®lution to an urgent social problem the increasng poverty and wdfare depedence of single-
parent families, who are more likely than two-parent families to have low incomes and long stays on
Income Asgstance (A). These twin conditions — poverty and dep@dency — have devastaing
consequences for famili es, but also for the rest of society, which must bea heavy social and econamic
costs. Unfortunatdy, attempted solutions have often targeted one of these @nditions while
exacerbang the other.

This dilemma is rdlectedin the experence of welfare-depadent families. Becaise many
single-paret welfare regients have low levels of educabn and limited work experence, starting
wagesareoften less than welfare pgments. Thus, it is not uncommon for single pareits on welfare to
confront a stark choice either corntinued dependence on welfare or a lower income in the work world,
at least until wages rise with increasing experience and skills. Going to work also brings the stress of
combining job and famly responsibilities — a poblem @mmon to working women, but espeaally
acutefor low-wagesingle nothersworking full time.

SSP provides a third option for single-parent |1A (welfare) recipients caught between the
chaices of low-wage work and cortinuing welfare dependence. SSPoffers to supdement the eanings
of single-parat |A redpients who have recéved baefits for atleast one year, ajong asthey leave the
IA rolls and teke afull-time job (atleast 30 hours perweek). The supdementt is imedimited:
Redpients who find a job within oneyea of being offered the supdemeit can receve supdemaent
payments for up D threeyears. It is dso generous SSPs eanings suppement effecively doublesthe
income of workers who take jobs paying as muc as $8.00 a hour. Thus, SSP aves a ommon
problemfor long-termIA redpients who go to work: low starting wages.

This report is the ealy document of record for the SSP poject. It provides awedth of
informaion on the ratonale, design, and ealy implementation of S3's eanings supdement program,
the structure and methods of the SSPevaluation, and SSPs first-year osts and welfareimpacs. S
traversed a long road from policy idea o operatng program. This reprt describesthat journey: the
ealy reseach efforts to determne an appopriate eanings supdement anount and program deign, the
development of thase early plans irto office and payment proceduresand systens, the dallenge of
informing IA redpients about an unusua new program, and the evolution of the program as it adapted
to the needsof its ealy dientele. The rert dso describesSS’'s samgde membes, who wereselected
a random from the population of long-term, single-paret IA redpients in the lower manland of
British Columba and the lower part of New Brunswick. Fndly, this reprt reviews te ealy
succeses of the program The nost significant ore is tat, despite many bariersto emgoyment, a
third of those €eligible for S3's eanings supdement program tose  leave IA and go to work full
time,with paricipaion in the program resulting in asignificant decreae in welfare recept.

This rert's companion pubicaion is The Stuggle for Self-Sufficiencya stugy basedon
focus group interviews with some of the people who were offered the supgdement opportunity. The
report addresses a boad range of issues réated b S and self-suficiency from the perspecive of —
and often in the words of — the single parats themselves.



In eaty 1996, SRDGwill pulish the first comprehensive analysis of SSPs ealy impactson
emdoyment, eanings, and welfare recet, ettitted Do Financial Incentives Encoage Welfare
Recipients toWork? This latter report will take full advantage of SSPs exceptiondly rigourous
researh desgn, in which half of the peple who agreeda be partof the study wererandomly chosen
to be digible for the SSP eaings suppement, while the other half, similar in every way to the SSP-
eligible gioup, became dcontrol" group whose béaviours over ime will reved what would have
happened to the SSPeligible group in the absence of SSP. This evaluation technique @sures hat the
opportunity to benefit from SSPs eanings supfement was dstributedfairly and without favouritism
ampng a large pod of potential beneficiaries. It also ensures that the SSPevaluation will provide
reliable informaiton atout whether program paticipaionleads & changesin emgoyment and eanings,
welfare dependence, and other meaured advities, since it enabdes reeardiers b compare he long-
term bénaviour of those who were digible for the suppemaent with a similar group of individuds who
werenat.

SRDC is anorprofit organization createdwith the support of HRDC. Its misgonis to identify
socia policies ad programs bat improve the self-sufficiency and well-beng of unempgoyed,
eonamicdly displaced,and disadvantagedpopulations. SRDC designs and manages reeard and
denonstration parnerships, bringing togeter pulic and privateorganizations, researdiers, and service
providersin order D test new policy ideas ad to discover the difference socia programsmake to
paricipants ad to society. SRDC's ga is © provide a framevork within which organizations and
individuds with diverse agedas ca work together on projects reqiring complemantary strengths.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP)is a unique research and denonstration project deigned to
deternine whether mé&ing work pay more than welfare will result in more single-parent welfare
redpients choosing work over Income Assstance (Welfare).1 Conceved and funded ly Human
ResourcesDevelopment Canada HRDC) and managed ly the Social Researd and Denonstration
Corporation (SRDC) SSP is tesing an eanings suppemant program in the piovinces of British
Columhia and New Brunswick, whereit has bea in operaton snce November 1992.

The SSPearnings supfement program offers morthly cash payments to single-parent Income
Assdstance regpients who have be@ on Income Assstance for atleast one continuous year and who
leave Income Asdstance for full-time work (defined as 3®r more hours perweek) within one yearof
being selectedfor the program. Assuch, SSP provides a work-based alternative to Income Asgstance.
SSPs cash payments, or “eanings suppgemants,” are piéd on top of eanings from empoyment, and
are aalalde  digible individuds for up D threeyears asong as hey continue b work full time and
reman off Income Asdgstance

In the wsud course of events, most people who leare welfare for work ean entry-level (or near
entry-level) wages, which — after work expeises — may resut in less otal income D supprt their
famili es. This circumstance discourages both their search for jobs and their retention of the jobs they
find, with many people remaning on or retuming to welfare. By offering a substantia, temyorary
supdemant to eanings, SSP povides an incentive for people who would otherwise have remaned on
Income Asgstance to enter enployment and potentially achieve econamic self-suffi ciency.

While the eanings supdemant program is the heart of SSP,the project is muti-faceted,
consisting of a degn phase, dung which the piogram modd was developed; a structurd phase,
during which the piogram's pocedures iad admnistraton were implemented; an operatona phase,
which will continue until 1999; and the evaluaion of the entire pioject, which hasbeen in place from
theoutset and will conclude with afinal report five yeas from now.

A numberof organizations and indepedent researders are collaborating to evauae SP's
eanings suppgement program SRDC, the Manpower Denonstration Researd Corporaton (MDRC),
and researdiers at severd universities. Statistics Canadais responsible for the extasive survey and
other data ollecion efforts. In order to provide arigourous assessment, the evaluation is designed as a
random asggnment researh study. Startng in November 192 and ending in March 1995 more than
9,000 sngle-par@t Income Asdstance regpients and appicants, 95 percat of them women, were
offered the @portunity to join the SSP esearch project. Thase who acceptedvere asigned at radom
to one of two groups: Membersof the "program goup' became legible 1 paricipak in the eanings
suppemat program; membersof the "control group’ did nat. Informaion atout both groups
emgdoyment, welfare recigt, and other acivitiesand experencesover imewill be compared, with the
control group’s outcomesserving as a bachmaik for meauring the program's éecs.

“Income Assstance’ refers to the cash assistance programs operated by provinces under the terms of the

Canada Assstance Ran (CAP).The msts of these pograms are sharedby provincesand the fedeal government.
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These 9,000 mple m&e up he evaluaion’s threesamges. Six thousand are a repisentative
samgde of long-termwelfare regpients — the target group for SSP— and constitute the evaluaion’s
man samgde. The other 3,000 are a repentatve samgde of newly enrolled Income Assstance
apgicants; they are beng studied to deternine whether the piospect of bemming digible for the
eanings suppemant program ddays welfare exts. Fnally, some 300 pogram goup membergrom
the man samge onstitute he “SSP Rus’ sample, who are being offered some services in addition to
the supdemaent to test the effeciveness of this combination. The present report pertans to the man
sampe only, and is baseanitsfirst 2,126 pogram ad control group members.

This reprt, the secord in a series,” provides a defked desdption of the desggn and
development of the program, he denographic dharacteistics of samge membes, the prlogram's
implementation in the wo provinces, its success in reating eligible individuds and expgaining the
suppdemant offer to them, and its ealy impad on welfare recet. Future reprts will analyze the later
operatons of the pogram; te piogram'simpacton single parets empoyment and eanings, famly
composition and income, and other outcomes; the extent to which SSP encourages individuals to
reman on Income Asdgstance in order b bemme digible for the eanings supdemeant; and the
eoonamic benefits and costs ofthe program from the perspecivesof digible single parats, taxpaers,
and society as awhole.

The Findings in Brief

SSPs earnings suppemant programseeks o prompt those nost depexdent on welfare— single
parents who have dread/ spent consideralbe ime on Income Asdstance — to increae their full-time
employment and thus their econamic self-suffi ciency. This isan ambitious goal. The analysis presented
in this report, which is basel on up to 15 nonths of data ollectedon the first 2,126 pogram ad
control group membes, concludesthat SSPhas met tree short-term objecivesthat are prerequsites
for achieving this goal:

¢ The S earnings supplement program has been succesdully
implemented. Fully 96 perceit of program goup membersrecaved an
orientation to SSP,and the vast mgjority appea to have understood the nature
and magqitude of the supdemeit. This was ential to their making an
informed choice about whether to take advantage of the supdement
opportunity — and to the piogram nodd's recéving afair test. In addtion, the
suppdemant payment process was successfully aubmated Payments were
made pompty and accuraty, and ocomprehensive procedures were
developed and implemeited even for the nmost complicated emiwyment
situaions.

*The first report was Making Work Pay Bette ThanWelfare: An Ealy Look at the Self-Sufficiep®roject by
Susanna Lui-Gurr, Sheila Curie Vernon, and Tod Mijanovich (Vancouver: Social Research and Demonstration
Corporation, 1994).
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* A significant number of program group members have taken up the
supplement offer, choaing full-time work over welfare. To date, he
mgority of program goup membersave indicated a interest in paricipaing
in the eanings supdement program, ad 34 perceit have found full-time jobs
within their oneyear peiod for initiaing the supdement, left Income
Asdstance, and teken up the suppgemaent offer.

e SF's earnings spplement program has reduced Income Asdstance
receipt. In the twelfth month after random assignment, 26 percat of the
program group were off Income Asdstance compared to 15 percent of the
control group, an 11 percetage mint reducton. The net st of the SSP
programhas bea relatively modest atout $2,000 per fogram goup member
during thefirst 15 nonths dter they became legible for the suppgemaent.

These are diticd initial acomplishments. To bevialde in the long term,however, the program
must dso meke asignificant differencein program goup membes emdoyment, eanings, and welfare
recept — both within and &ter the threeyea supdement peiiod — and produce beefits viewed as
commensuratewith its asts.

The Policy Significance of SSP

SSP responds to the longgtanding concern about the financial and social costs of welfare
dependence, loth to taxpayers and to pulic assistance regpients. Redgpients who have cme b depend
on welfare frequetly have difficulty entering or reentering the labour force. Even if they find
empdoyment, staring wagesare often too low to matd what they receve from welfare. Furthernore,
combining work and welfare may not raise their incomes gredy, since Income Asgstance baefits are
reducedneaty dollarfor-dollar by the anount of eanings. Thus, an Income Asgstance redpient gans
little or no financial advantage from working unless her earnings are high enough to yield more net
income than Income Asgstance povides. But eventud success in adiieving higher eanings usudly
requressome perod of work at alow wage.In other words, many Income Asdstance redpients are
caudt in a dlemma Their families may suffer aloss of income if they become employed, but they are
unlikely to increase their eaning capaity without going to work.

Taxpgersface a dilemma aswell. They do nat want children to grow up poor, but asmore
women with children enter the labour maket, he public grows increaingly uncomfortade with a
system tat, in effect, pgs some nothersto reman athome. Public concem intensifiesaswelfare rolls
grow and provincial deficits force governments to chocse either higher taxes or lower benefits.

SSPs earnings supfemeit program appoades these dlemmasheadon by temporaiily
supdemanting wages. While cllecing an eanings supgdement, an digible single par@t receves an
immedate pgoff from work. And if she eventually eans higher wages, she may experience the
longer-term baefit of bemming self-sufficient after the temmrary eanings supgdement ends.

13



An eanings supdemaent policy may thus be a promising appioad to the dilemma of welfare
dependence. Bultit is an untested apmad. Too littleis curretly known about how financia incentives
affect bénaviour to fashion informed pulic policy in this area — thus the importance of evaluaing an
eanings supdement program. The stakes arehigh: Eamnings supdemaents are expasive, and even
smadl changesin the Income Asdstance system, when mutiplied acoss millions of Income Assistance
redpients and extended into the future, ould have enormous impacts on govemment budges.
Therdore, it is important to discover asmuch aspossible alput the sts and benefits of an eanings
supdement program béore deading whether or nat to putit into practceon a bioadscde.

How Does SSP's Earings Sipplement Program Work?

SSPs earnings suppemaent program bega operatng in November 1992n the lower third of
New Brunswick and in Januaty 1993in the lower manland of British Columbkia. It is operated g two
private organizations under ®ntract b SRDC: Bemard C.Vinge ad Assciates Ltd.in British
Columbia, with offices in Vancouver and New Westminster, and Family Services Saint John, Inc., in
New Brunswick, with offices in Saint John and Moncton. The management informaion and
supdemeant payment systemswere deeloped ad are mantained in Halifax, Nova Swtia, by SHL
Systemhouse Inc. All three organizations were selected hbrough a rigourous “requestfor proposds’
process mnducted ly SRDC.

The following are be maor featuref the eanings supdemaent program:

* Full-time work requirement. Supdemeait payments are madeonly to
eligible sngle parats who work full time (atleast 3thours pe week, whether
in one or more jobs) and who leave Income Asdgstance. The full-time work
requrement ensures hat (1) supdement redpients are prepang for self-
sufficiency, since nost Income Asgstance redpients would have o work full
time in order b ean enough to reman off Income Asdgstance; (2) nost
supdemant redpients neal to increase their work effort to quaify, since few
Income Assstance regpients dread/ work full time and (3) eanings are
substantial enough so that eanings gus the suppdement payment represents a
largeincrease in income for most people who take up he supgdemant.

e Substantial financial incentive. Eamings supdemeait payments are
substantial enough to virtudly double nost redpients' eanings. Suppement
redpients are usudy $3,000 6 $5,000 perear betteoff than they would be
if they worked he same amunt and remanedon Income Asgstance.

The supdemaent is cdculated ashaf the dfferace betveen a paricipant's
gross eanings from empoyment and an "eanings béchmark” anmount set by
SSPfor ead province. During the first year of operatons, the eanings
benchmaiks were $37,000in British Columbha ad $30,00 in New
Brunswick (they wereincreased modesty in 1994 ad agan in 1995). Thus,
for exampe, a paricipant in British Columhia who works 35hours per week

14



at $7 pethour eans $12,740 peyear ad collectsan eanings suppement of
$12,130 peyear— $37,000 nmus $12,740, idided ly 2 — for a ptal gross
income of $24,870. 8e mg dso recéve addtional income from sourcessuch
as dild support or rental income, which do nat affed the anount of her
eaningssupdemant.

* Restricted eligibility. Eligibility for the eanings supdement program is
restrictedto single parets who have be@& on Income Asdstance for at least
the pat year. This one-year welfare recigt requremeant was designed to
reduce the likelihood that the suppgement would prompt some individuds to
apgy for Income Asgstance in order b bemme €ligible for the eanings
supdemaent program,since such individuds would have to reman on Income
Assgstancefor one year béore they could enter the piogram.

* Time-limited benefits. Eligible individuals have oneyea to find a qualif ying
job and leave Income Assgstance. This encouragessome individuds to shorten
their Income Asdgstance stays in order b take advantage of the suppgement
opportunity. Those who take up he suppgement within their digibility yea
recave nonthly supdement payments for up o three consecutve yearsas
long as they continue © work full time. The threeyear time limit on
supdemant recept diminatesthe possibility of long-term dependence on the

program.

Ead peison who wasrandomly assgned to the program group — and therely became legible
to qudify for the eanings supdement — was informed of that fact by letter ad tdephore, and was
invited b lean more atout the program ly attending an orientation session, usudly held at an SSP
office. Staff have made concerted, systematc attemptsto contact and orient program goup membes.
After orientation, and for the bdance of ead program goup member'supdemaent eligibility yea, SSP
staff contact pogram goup members padicdly to ensure that they fully understand the suppgement
opportunity avail able to them, to answer questions about the program, and to provide informaion alout
or referrals to other programs or sources of assstance. Although SSP staff encourage program group
membergo seriously consider he opportunity represented ty the program, hey dso make clearthat
the decsion to paricipateis entirely voluntary, that Income Asdstance digibility is unaffected ly SSP
unless an individual chocses to take up the earnings supdement, and that t&king up be eanings
supdement may nat be a darale optionfor dl program goup membes.

Program goup membersvho find full-time empoyment within one year from the time they
were &sgned b the program goup beome digible © receve the eanings supdemenit. After
supdemant recept begns, supdemaent takersmay decde at ay time D retum to Income Asdstance as
long asthey give upsuppgement recept and meet he aset and income requremaents of the Income
Asdstance program. They can dso renew their suppement recept by going badk to work full time at
any point duiring their threeyear supdement recept perod. In order to colled the suppgement,
supdemaent redpients mall their pay stubs eab month to the supdement payment office in Halif ax.
They recave a nonthly supdement payment based on their eanings and work hours. In ead 12-
month supdemaent recept perod, supdemaent redpients mgy collect a reducedupgdement payment for
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up  two months in which their emgoyment averagedless than the requred 30 hours per week.
Toward the end of their threeyear supdement recept perod, suppement redpients areinformed of
the impending end of their supdement benefits and areinvited b attend a workshop that presents
budgeing and pesonal finance strategesfor mantaining full-time emjpoyment in the alsence of the
eaningssuppdemant.

How Is SSP's Eanings Sipplement Program Being Evaluated?

The dynamic natureof welfare recgt poses aseriousobstade 1o the evaluaion of any welfare-
to-work program. Reipients are ortinudly leaving the rlls becase of emgdoyment, mariage, and
other life changes, so it is difficult to deternine the extait to which a paricular outcome Guch as
bemming emgdoyed or learing welfare)is the result of a new program,or reflectswhat people would
have dorein the atsence of the piogram.

The SSPevaluation overcame his problem by using a random assignment evaluaion design to
deternine the piogram's &ectson empoyment rates, eanings, famly income, Income Asdstance
recept, and other outcomes. Prospecive samge memberswere ontacted ly Statistics Canada
interviewers, who collected baic denographic data abut them, expained the purpose and structure of
the study, and asked whether the respondent was willing to be part of the project. Thaose who agreed to
join the projectwere ten assigned at radom to the piogram-digible (piogram) goup or the program-
ineligible (control) group. Data onthese wo groups empgoyment, eanings, Income Asgstance recept,
and other characterstics are béng ollected ad compared sing surveys and Income Asdstance, tax,
and Unemgdoyment Insurance reords. Becawse peple were asigned b the programor cortrol group
a random, membersof the wo groups have similar ba&grounds and dharacteistics, and dffer
systematcdly in only one respect Program goup membersvere eligible for the eanings supdemaent
program. Thus, any differencesthat emergeover ime betveen the outcomesfor the program group
and control group can relialdy be attibuted o the eanings supgdement program These differecesare
referred b as he program's &ectsor "impacs.”

Becaise an eanings suppgement programis potentially expansive and little is known about
what dfect it would have on Income Assstance regpients, SSP was designed to test financial
incentives only. Thus, the program offers no employment, child care, or other services, apart from
providing basic informaion alout the supdement and alout servicesavailade in the community and
through the Income Asdstance pogram,which are equilly availade © cortrol group membes. This
restriction on service povision ensures hat awy program impad found by the SSP evaluation can
reliady be attibuted b the eanings supgdement, and will not be due to any other services. However,
S is dso conducting a spedal evauation in New Brunswick in which some individuals randomly
assgned to the program group will be offered both the earnings supgdement opportunity and addtional
senices, such asjob seard and résumé-preparabn assistance and case managemet. This "SSP Rus”
group will then be compared to the supgdement-only program goup in order b deternine whether
addtional sewviceshave the potential for increasing the impactof the eanings supdemaent program.
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The subgantial size of SSPs financia incentive raises an important question: Would some short-
term Income Assstance redpients dday their exits from Income Asdstance in order b qudify for an
eanings supfemaent progrant? Although SSPs dligibility restrictions were designed to minimize this
posshility — only long-term @ne year or longer) Income Assstance redpients were €eligible —
nevertheless the posshility exists. In order to explore this isaue, the S evaluation includes a study of
newly enrolled Income Assstance apficants in British Columbia. Half of these appicants were bld
that they could quaify for eanings supdements if they cortinued © receve Income Asdstance
payments for one yea and then found full-time enployment. The study will deternine whether
individuals are more likely to stay on Inrcome Asdstance when they know that they can become eligible
for eanings suppements by doing so. If this tuns out to be te cae, ten the payment and
administratve wsts associated with these déayed exits will be included in the final benefit-cost
analysis of the piogram.

Findings of theReport

Who Are SSP's Sample Members?

¢ S sample members havediverse backgrounds andlif e situations, with
many sample members reporting characteristics generally considered
barriers to employment.

SSP vas targeted to al kinds of single parets who had recéved Income Asdstance
continuously for atleast one year. Excepfor Income Asgstance recet and single parenthoad, there
wereno other selecion requrements, becawse one goa of the evaluaion is  identify groupsof single
parents for whom SSPis particularly effecive. Gonsequantly, the SSP smple is dverse and includes
many individuds who have been labded tnemgdoyalle by the Income Assstance pogram (becase
they have smdl children, are handicappedor ddetly, or for other reaons), or who face mtential
bariiers to full-time empoyment. Twenty-eight perceit reported having an acivity-limiting hedth
condition. Half the sample had two or more children, and 54 percent had at least one preschoolage
child (that is, under the age of six). Only 44 percet had graduatedrom high sdool, and 10 percent
livedin a rurd areawhere tnemgoyment rateswere paiculary high.

* The vast majority of sample members hadsome prior work experience,
but fewer than one-fifth were employed at the time of random
assignment, and very few were woking full ti me.

While 96 percet of the samgde rerted some pior work experence,only 18 perceit reported
that they wereworking at the time of random assignment, and baréy 4 percat wereworking full time
at that point. Thus, most of the peple who chase o take up he supdemaent offer have had to greaty
increase their level of work effort in order to meet he supdemet programis minimum work
requrement of 30 hours perweek.
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Was SSP's Earnings Supplement Program Succesdully | mplemented?

SSPs eanings supdemant program had wo mgor operatonal goals: (1) to read program-
eigibleindividuds (thatis, p@ple who had bea randomly assgnedto the programgroup) and exgain
the suppgdement opportunity cleaty and comprehensively enough for them to make an informed choice
about the opportunity availade o them; ad (2) b implement a pay-stub-based supdement payment
system tat would cdculate ad disburse nonthly supdement payments prompty and accuratéy. In
order D adiieve these goas, the pioject had b create ad staff a fully operatonal program from
scratd, contact ahard-b-read population often distrustful of govemment prograrns, and expgain an
alstract oncept (aformula-based eanings supdemaent) in a manner that overcane skepicism about
the offer'slegitimacgy and darified te options availale o program goup membes.

Working together, SRDC and the program operabrs met tese dallenges by developing
detaled pocedures |ad system spedficaions, recruting and traning staff, and revising and improving
appoades b outread, orientaton, and the aubmatedsystems, based on eatty operatng experences.
The resilt was a succefid program start-uphat quckly solved operatonal chalenges.

* Program staff made a cancerted and successtil effort to fully inform
program group members about the supplement opportunity available to
them.

If SSP vere a large-scde, ongoing program, eligible welfare recipients would hear about the
program in anumber of ways, including word-of-mouth, informaion supgied ty advocag/ and other
service organizations, and perhaps mailings from welfare agencies or attendance & mandabry
orientation sessions. The SSPearnings suppemaent programsought to simulate his level of knowledge
so that the SSPmodel would receve a fair test. Immedatdy after their random assignment to the
program goup, sngle parets were set aletterinforming them of their eligibility and inviting them to
an orientaion meeing at he S office nearest them or at oneof several satdlite locaions. The letter
was followed up as needed, with telephone calls, registered lettess, messages hrough friends and
relatives, and even homevisits © make sure an orientation was povided.

About 60 percent of SSPorientatons wereheld in a goup setiing. Other orientations, which
were oncentratedin Vancouver and in rurd area, were povidedindividudly in the SSP office the
program group member'shome, or over te tdephore. In-person aientatons — whether gioup or
individud — exdained he supdemaent offer in great deté, dairified te financial implicaions of taking
up the supdemant, and exgdored how the supdement might affect an individud's nonfinancial
situaion. By describing the program fully, introdudng partcipants to program staff, and creaing a
supportive ewironment, SSP st sought to encourage partipants © give the S offer serious
consideration. Phone orientation sessions were less successul in hdding partcipant interest and in
communicaing the important detals of the supgdement program.

* The supplement payment systemwas siccesstilly automated, and has

paid the vast majority of earnings supplements promptly and
accurately.
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The supdement payment system, operatel in Halifax by SHL Systemhouse Inc., caculatesand
isaues eanings supdemett payments to all program goup memberswvho qudify for them. The
complex new systemwas dsigned b satisfy three requements. (1) make supdemaent payments based
on eanings and work hoursin avarety of work and pay dStuaions, (2) mantain the nfidentiality of
participants involvement in SSP, ad (3) povide acountaklity and control. Making accurate
payments was onsidered gpedally chalenging becasge, wlike the Income Asdstance system, which
pays piospecively, SSPmakes payments based on work hours and eanings in the month just passd.
Thus, an important objecive hasbee to minimize the ime betveen recept of pay chequesand recept
of supgdement chequesin order b mantain household income ®ntinuity and to reinforce the link
between eanings ad the supgdemenit. On average supdemeit cheques(or dired deposits into bank
acounts) have been sent to supdemaent redpients less than three weeks after the last work day in the
pay peiiods @vered ly the dheques.

Empoyers pay stubs have piovided he documentation of eanings, hours, and pa dates
neede for suppdement cadculaton purposes. Using the stubs has dlowed the pament system to
operate without empoyer involvemet while still providing a basis for verificaion. But nat dl
empoyersisaie pg stubs, which has madeverificaion difficult. Also, supgdemaent takerswith multiple
empoyers mg receve py chequesfor different pay peiods, thus greaty complicaing suppgement
cdculaton. These situaions have necessitated staff follow-up and mawd cdculations of some
supdemant payments by payment office staff. With experience however, it has become possible to
aubmate he great mgority of payment cadculations.

The most problematc work situaion for SSP, slf-employment, was allowed in the program
even though the program's pg-stub-baed pament systemis not well suited b handling it. Program
group members quidying for the suppement with self-emgdoyment (less than 5 percent of suppgement
redpients) have be@ requred b meetstrict guddinesfor their acounting practces, pass a review by
an SSPacmuntant, make monthly in-person visits to the S office to present relevant documents, and
undergp an annud review of their revenues ad costs.

To What Extent Have Program Group Members Participated in the Earnings Supplenent
Program?

Figure 1summaizes he SSP-riated advitiesof 100 ypica program group membes, based
on the acivities of the 1,066 individuds who were radomly assgned © the SSP pogram group
betwe& Novembe 199 and Octobe 1993. (Eab of the 100"typicad” program goup membersn
Figure 1 represats appioximatdy 10 actuéprogram goup members.) fie figure $iows how many of
these 100 atteded an orientation (96), initiated he supgdement (34), and wereworking full time in the
sixth month after initiaing the supdement (26). The figure &so indicates he extait to which
orientation non-attenders ad supdemaent nonredpients were ontacted ly programstaff.

* Virtually all program group members had a least one contact with
program staff, and 96 percent received an orientation to SSP.

As down in Figure 1, 98out of every 100 pogram goup memberswere succesklly

contacted ly SSP pogram saff, and only two of those who were contactedfaled D receve an
orientation. The pattens were snilarin British Columhkia and New Brunswick.
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Figure 1

ORIENTATI ON ATTENDANCE, SUPPLEMENT TAKE-U P, AND SUBSEQUENT
EMPLOYMENT AMONG 10 0 TYPICAL SSP PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS

Assigned tothe Attended an Initiated the Worked in the sixth
program goup: 100 Orientation: 96 supplement: 34 month after taking
up the sugplement
Grqup 57 During the first ozer: P 26
p{ Individual . th of .
(in-person) 25 > Mo 7 .
Phone 14 eligibil |ty 5 S:?\mejob' 22
After the first Different job 4
month of
eligibility 29
h 4 \ 4 A 4
Did not recevean orientation: 4 Did not initiate the Did not work in the sixth month
supplement: 62 after taking up the supplement
offer: 8
Contacted, but did not receive an Recaaived information or referral
orientation 2 assistarce 31
Not contaced 2 Other program contact 25
Dedined futher contact 6

NOTE: The 100 typicd individuals represent the expeiencesof thefirst-yea program group sample: te 1066 program group members who entegedthe
reseach sample through Octobe 1993
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Rrogram goup membersvere schedded D attend an orientation as soon as possble after random

assgnment. Within one nonth of assgnment to the piogram goup, alwut 60 percat of programgroup
members redeed an orientation to SSP. Pompt orientatons were cruc to the success of the
program Since he supdemant offer was time-limited, an ealy program arientation left the maxmum
amount of timein which to find full-time empoyment and qudify for the supgdement before the end of
the supdemaent-eligibility yea.

¢ Orientation attenders quickly grasped both the baic idea and the
fundamentals of the eamnings sipplement program.

SSP &aff were convinced that the \ast mgority of orientation attendersleft their sessons with
an extreméy good understanding of the program. This impresson was reinforced by most follow-up
telephone cdls, during which staff would answer quetions and review the mgor featuresof the
supdement program, &ad by researders observations of informaion sessons ad their subsequet
discussons with clients.

* Although basic information about relevant canmunity services was
distrib uted with orientation material, and SSP staffwere available to
answer additional questions, most program group members did not seek
further infor mation and referral asgstance from SS.

Most program goup membersvho dedded b take up he supgementt offer did not seek
additional informaion and referrd asgstance from SSP leyond the community services informaion
distributed at he initial orientation sesson. When individuds dd requet addtional informaion, they
most often asked for informaion regardng résumé-preparabn, job seard), and child careservices.
The maority of these requets resultedin referrds o Income Asdstance staff.

* Thirty-fo ur percent of the program group went to work full time, took
up the supplement offer, and left | ncome Assstance Three-quarters of
them were woiking full ti me six months later.

Thirty-four percent of eligible single parents took up the earnings supdemaent offer. Virtualy
identicd proportions of the program groupsin the two provinces— 34 percet in British Columba and
32 percet in New Brunswick — took up the supdement, despite significant provincia differencesin
labour marikets, unemgdoyment rates (onsistently higher in New Brunswick), samgde daracteistics,
and Income Asgstance policiesand grant levels. The patten of supdemaent initiaion over ime was
also similar betveen the piovinces. Program goup membersespondedto the SSPoffer by taking up
the eaningssupdemant at astead rate troughout the year hey were digible to do so.

The maority of program goup membersvho took up the supgemett have cntinued to
recave it for an extended peiod: Six months after supdement take-up 76 perceit of supgdemaent
takers (260f the 34 supfement initiators in Figure 1) were siill recaving the supgdement. It should be
nated tat supgdemaent take-upnumbers d nat show whether the piogram actully makesa difference
in empoyment behaviour. That will be determned lky compaing the empoyment ratesof program
group and control group members- analyses o be presetedin future reprts.

o Most sipplement takers appear tohave respmded positively to he program.
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fecus groupsand casefile reviews have suggestedhat full-time emgoyment combined with
supdemaent recept has pofoundly aff ectedsuppemaent takers, mostly for the betterMany supgement
takershave tdked alwut buying carsand dothes, moving into betterneighbourhoads, paying off debts,
and experencing other materal improvements made jpssible by their increase in income. A common
source of satisfacion has bea supdement takers ability to better povide for their children. Most
supdemant takerswho have bea interviewed have mmmaented on the increase in their self-esteem and
autonamy brought about by the changes in their income and employment. However, many have also
mentioned the increased stress of going to work and the difficulties of jugding their work and
parenting responsibili ties?

* The supplement take-up rate has been similar for different kinds of
single parents.

Partcipaionin the supdement programhas bea broad-baed, dthough therehave bea afew
differencesbetwea certan subgoups of program goup membersimportantly, numberof children
and age of the youngest child dd nat significantly correlate with supgdement take-up. The fact hat
single parents with three or more children took up the supgemett alout as often as others is
pariculaly surpising becausdamilies with more children recave higher welfare pgments and thus
gan less income from the supdemaent. A sizealle pioportion (24 percent) of individuds with acivity-
limiting conditions aso took up the supdemant.

Differencesin attitudestoward work, welfare, ad future pospectsappear @ be atleast as
important as dfferences in denographic characterstics in deternining whether © take up the
supdement — espedaly atitudes réatedto confidence and a sense of cortrol. Interviewed just prior to
random assgnment, 89 percent of those who eventually took up the supdement thought that they
would be working within a year, ompared & 66 percet of thase who ended up not taking the
supdemant; and 22 percat of the eventud suppdemaent takers agree with the statemet, "l have little
control over the things that happen to me" compared to 32 percent of the eventual nontakers.
Suppdemaent takerswere éso much more likely to have dsagreel with the statemets, "Right now I'd
prefer not to work so | can take careof my famly full timé' and "My famly is having so many
problems that | cannotwork at a part-time or ull-time jobright nov." Supdemaent takers @so appear to
have felt more stigmatzed Ly their recept of welfare 66 percet of takers had agreedthat they were
"ashamed ¢ admit to people thatl amon welfare; compared ® 57 percet of the nontakers.

* Program group memberswho did not take advantage of he upplement
offer cited a broad range of reasons for their decision.

The maority of program goup membersid nat take advantageof the supdemaent opportunity.
In focus groups and conwversations with SSP &ff, suppement nontakers cited espedally the desire to
be full-time parents to their children, illness and discouragement alout their ability to find a job orto
find the"right” job.

®For amore exended dscusson of S participants attitudes toward the supplement program, employment,
and related isaues, see The Struggle fo Self-SufficiencyParticipants in the Self-Sufficienciproject Talk About
Work, Welfare, andTheir Futuresby Wendy Bancroft and Sheila Curie Vernon (Vancouver: Social Research and
Demonstration Corporation, 1995).
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Many nontakers also talked about the problem of their ladk of educaion. They werelikely to see
the end of the threeyearsupdemaent recept perod as aime of certan regression, when their children
would once agan be forced b do without. In focus groups, the qudities that sesemedmost to
distinguish nontakers from takers were the former’s lower self-esteem, deterimation, and confidence
regardng the future, ad lower interest in increaing their income.

s SSP Making a Difference?

The centra goa of SSPs earnings suppemant program is © meke work pay enough to
increae the rate atvhich long-termincome Asdstance regpients take full-time jobs and leave welfare.
As discussed ealier, he poject'srandom assignment design providesa way to meaure whether the
program is making a net diff erence above and beyond what people would have done onther own.
Because piogram and cortrol group membersveresimilarin every respect excepbne — SSP program
eigibility — any differance hat emergesver ime in empgoyment, welfare recit, or other outcomes
betveen the o groups ca reially be onsidered a "impact of the SSP supl@ment program.

The SSPevaluation will eventually measure the supgement program'simpactson a variety of
outcomes, including eanings, empoyment, and total income. The impact raults presented here are
prdiminary in severd respect. They are baed on only pat of the researd samge (the first 1,937
program ad control group membersrolledin the stug through June 1993); hey are basel on only
12 1 15 nonths of follow-up; and they pertan only to Income Asgstance outcomes.

e SP's earningssupplement program has significantly reduced Income
Asdstancereceipt.

The SSP pogram has caused a statisticaly significant4 increae in the rate atvhich individuds
have left Income Asdstance in the first year dter random assignment. Talde 1 shows that, dthough
control group membergeft welfare at a giwing ratein the first 12 norths after random assignment,
program goup memberseft at an even faster rate In the welfth morth after random assignment, 74
perceit of program goup membersand 85 percet of control group membersreceved Income
Assgstance bafits, for astatisticaly significant reducton in welfare recept of 11 percentage points. In
British Columbia, 78 percet of program goup membergeceved Income Assstance in month 12,
compared ® 88 percat of controls — a statisticdly significant impactof 10 percetage points. The
program'simpad in month 12 was 14 perceitage mints in New Brunswick, where 67 perad of the
program goup recéved Income Asdstance, @mpared o 81 percet of the control group.

* The earningssupplement program hasalso reducedthe averageamount
of welfare receivel.

SSPs effecton welfare recipt hasled b a significant reducion in averagelncome Assstance
payments. Becawe individuds in both the program ad control groups began to leave welfare after
random assignment, the averagelncome Assstance paments to individuds in both groups have
decreaedin ead month subsequent to random assignment. But payments to program group members
have on average decread nore rapdly than those © control group membes, so that in the twelfth

“In this report, an impat is considered to be statistically significant if there is no more than a 10 prcent
probability that the diff erence between program and control group outcomes was due to chance
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month after random assgnment, the average ronthly Income Assstance pgment was $775d control

group membersand $689 b program goup members, a staticdly significant reducton of $86,0r 11
percet. British Columbia piogram goup membersecaved an averageof $814in the twelfth month

after random asggnment, which was $98 (Her rounding), or 11 percent, lessthan the $913 average
payment to control group membes.” In New Brunswick, program goup members receed an average
Income Asdgstance pgment of $460in the twdfth month, which was $75p0r 14 percet, less han the
$535 receved ty cortrol group membes. All welfare pgment reductons in the twelfth month were
statisticaly significant.

* Thereductions in Income Assstance receipt caused by S have been
broad-based affecting sanple members with varying life situations and
histories.

SSPs Income Asgstance impactshave not been limited © a narrow segment of the samge.
Rater, the program appeargo have had significant effectson the first-yearincome Assstance recept
of most magor subgoups aalyzed, including subgoups wth varying empoyment and welfare
histories, educabn levels, famly sizes, and areasof residence. This is true for subgroups with
relatvely low suppgement take-yp ratesas well as those with high rates. For exampe, dthough
program goup membersvith high school diplomas were much more likely to initiate he supdemaent
(42 percent) asthose with less tan a tenth-grade educain (20 percet), the percetage mint impacts
on welfare recgt were mub closer for the o groups (13 versus 7 percaitage points in the twelfth
month). Similarly, program goup membersvith an actvity-limiting condition werefar less likely to
take up he supdemant (24 percet) than those without such a @mndition (38 percet), yet the program's
impactson welfare recept for these o groupswas oughly similar (9versus 12 percatage ints in
the twelfth month).

It is noteworthy that SSPhas had impactson thase who wereliving in rurd areasat the ime of
random assignment that were atleast aslarge as he piogramis impactson urban residents. The
program was expectedothave asmadler impactin rurd setings becase rurd areashave higher
unemgdoyment rates. One possible expanation is that SSPhas encouraged migration of program group
memberdrom rurd to urban areasin order b take advantageof the supgdement. This hypothesis will
be tested trough analysis of futuresurvey data.

e SF'simpacts on Income Asgstance receipt continued to increase into
the secad year of follow-up.

For the ealiest samde membes, for whom there are ateast 15 norths of Income Assgstance
follow-up dataSSPsimpactson welfare recgt cortinued b increae in months 13to 15 after random
assgnment. This is expained by the piocedures gveming supgdement take-up ad the adnnistrative
interacton of SSPand Income Asdstance Some membersof the piogram goup only took up the
supdemant in the welfth month after random assgnment, and it can take anather month or longer for
those individuds to submit their first pay stubs, receve their first supdement payment, and have SSP
formaly notify the provincial welfare agacy that they areleaving Income Asgstance. The maxmum
impacton Income Assstance recgt probaly occurs edy in the second yearof follow-up, a peiod for
which the SSPevaluation currently lacks complete data.

°Rounding causs ome discrepancies in sums ad differences.
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TABLE 1

SSP'S FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON INCOME ASSISTANCE RECEIPT AND PAYMENTS

British Columbia New Brunswick Both Provinces
Program Control Percent Program Control Percent Program Control Percent

Outcome Group Group)ifference Change Group Group)ifference Change Group GroupDifference Change

Ever received Income

Assistance (%)
Month 1 99.5 99.8 -0.3 -0.3 100.0 99.7 0.4 0.4 99.7 99.8 -0.2 -0.2
Month 2 98.7 97.7 1.0 1.0 97.3 97.8 -0.5 -0.5 98.2 97.7 0.5 0.5
Month 3 97.2 98.2 -1.0 -1.0 94.9 96.7 -1.8 -1.9 96.4 97.6 -1.3 -1.3
Month 4 93.5 96.8 -3.3%* 34 91.6 95.6 -4.0 ** -4.2 929 96.3 -3.4* .35
Month 5 91.8 95.3 -3.5 ** -3.7 85.2 91.7 -6.5 *** -7.1 89.4 94.0 -4.6 ***  -4.9
Month 6 89.8 94.2 -4.4 *** 47 82.2 89.5 -7.4 -8.2 87.0 926 -5.6 ** -6.0
Month 7 86.6 93.3 -6.7 ¥ 7.1 78.0 87.2 -9.2 ¥ -10.5 83.6 91.1 -7.5* -8.2
Month 8 85.2 914 -6.2 *** 6.8 75.5 86.3 -10.8 *** -12.5 81.8 89.5 -7.7 **  -8.6
Month 9 83.7 90.5 -6.8 *** 7.5 72.3 83.0 -10.7 ***  -12.9 79.7 87.7 -8.0 ** -9.1
Month 10 82.3 89.7 -7.4 % 8.2 70.5 82.2 -11.7 =+ -14.3 78.2 86.9 -8.7 ** -10.0
Month 11 79.7 88.8 -9.1 *** -10.3 68.9 80.9 -12.0 »**  -14.9 75.8 86.0 -10.1 ** -11.8
Month 12 78.0 88.1 -10.1 *** -11.4 67.2 80.9 -13.7 =+ -17.0 74.2 85.4 -11.2 ** -13.1

Average Income

Assistance Payments ($)
Month 1 1,027 1,013 14 1.4 653 666 -13 -1.9 893 888 5 0.6
Month 2 1,021 1,005 16 1.6 628 651 -24 -3.6 881 877 4 0.5
Month 3 1,020 1,004 16 1.5 619 646 -27 * -4.2 879 872 6 0.7
Month 4 993 996 -3 -0.3 601 630 -29 * -4.6 855 861 -6 -0.7
Month 5 961 983 -23 -2.3 561 610 -50 *** -8.2 819 847 -28 * -3.3
Month 6 958 973 -15 -1.5 546 588 -42 ** -7.1 811 834 -23 -2.7
Month 7 902 963 -61 ***  -6.3 520 578 -59 ***  -10.1 766 823 -57 ***  -6.9
Month 8 904 958 -54 ** -5.7 503 563 -61 ***  -10.8 760 816 -56 ***  -6.9
Month 9 873 940 -67 7.1 487 548 -61 ***  -11.2 736 798 -62 ** 7.7
Month 10 850 935 -85 *** 9.1 472 546 -74 *** 135 716 793 -77 9.7
Month 11 838 925 -87 *** 94 472 537 -65 *** 121 707 785 -78 *** 99
Month 12 814 913 -98 ***  -10.8 460 535 =75 *** -14.0 689 775 -86 *** -11.0
Year 1 11,160 11,608 -448 ** -3.9 6,520 7,099 -579 *** -8.2 9,511 9,968 -457 ** 4.6

Sample size 618 616 352 351 970 967

SOURCE: SRDC calculations using Income Assistance payment records from November 1992 through June 1994 for the first-year impact sample:
the 1,937 program and control group members who entered the research sample through June 1993.

NOTES: Month 1 refers to the calendar month in which random assignment occurred.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as
*** = 1 percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent.



o S has increaed the recept of financial assistance.

Figure 2 fows that, in the twdfth month after random assgnment, 90 percat of the program
group recévedIncome Asgstance or eaningssupdemaent payments, whereasd5 percent of the control
group recéved Income Assstance. Thus, 5 percetage mints more piogram goup memberghan
control group membergeceaved some form of financial assistance. Nevertheless, many program goup
memberswere working full time and thus quéifying for the eanings supgdement provided ty SSP,
rather than receaving the unconditional assstance povided ty welfare.

What Does SSP's Earings Sipplement Program Cost?

Although the SSP evaluation will eventually meaure d monetaly costs and benefits of the
eaningssupdemaent program, he only costs and benefits cdculated b datk are associated with Income
Asdstance and eanings suppgement payments and admnistration for the first 15 nonths after te
samgde memberstudiedfor this reprt were raadomly assgned.

* The net gerating cost of SP's earningssupplement program has been
significantly less than its gross operathg cost, aving to the Income
Asdstance savings ¢generated by the program.

SSPs gross operating costs include the costs of earnings suppement payments, staffing and
operating the program offices, and staffing and running the automated traking and payment systens.
SSPs net operating costs are equal to grossoperating costs minus the Income Asdstance cost savings
generatedby the piogram, be latter céculated ashe dfference betveen Income Asgstance pyments
for the program and control groups. Thus, SSR net costs are an estimate of how mud more the
program would cost to run than the Income Assstance system would cost for a similar group of
individuds.

As Table 2 shows, SSPs gioss costs per program group member were $2,01id the first 12
months dter random asggnment and $697in morths 13 b 15 dter random assgnment. But becase
the suppement programinducedless Income Assstance recgt anong program goup membes, SSP
saved $398 per mgram goup memberin Income Asdstance ®sts in the first 12 nonths of the
programand $308in months 13 b 15. Thus, he net wstsof the piogramfor the first 15 nonths (that
is, the gioss @sts of running the program mnusthe piogram'sincome Assstance savings) were about
$2,0® per program group memberpr atout $130 per ranth per ppogram membefor the first 15
months of program gperations.

If, through the end of the threeyearsupdemaent payment peiiod, morthly net costs continue at
the level obseredin months 13 b 15, hen the net cost of SSP vill eventually be $5,000 6 $6,000 per
program goup member ¥ the end of the supdement payment peiiod. But SSPs final net costs will
also depend onwhat happens dter the threeyearsupgement period. If more program group members
than control group members @ttinue working and do na retun to welfare, the net costs of the
program will be less than the $5,000-$6,000 raye per pogram goup member— in fact, he piogram
could end up fully funding itself out of long-term welfare savings. Even if thereis anet st to the
program, if enough paricipants reman betteroff, and off welfare, policymakers and the puldic may
consider te societd benefits worth the st of implemaenting the programon alargerscde.
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FIGURE 2

RECEIPT OF INCOME ASSISTANCE PAYMENTSOR SSP EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTS
IN THE TWELFTH MONTH AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY RESEARCH GROUP

Program Group

Did NotReceve
Income Assstance

or SSP
10%
Receved Income
Assgtance nly
I 71%

Il
Receved SSP H"“
o

16%
Receved Income
Asdstanceand

SS>2
3%

Control Group

Did NotRecéve

Income Receved Income
Asdstance Asdstance
15% 85%

NOTE: ®Some program group membersreceved bah Income Asgstance payments
and SSPearnings supplementsin the twelfth month after random assgnment because
of the time required to processwithdrawal s from Income Assistance
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The Future of SSP

By the end of ore full yea of operation, S adchieved significant and encouraging ealy
objecives. The pioject hasdenonstrated hat an eanings suppgementation policy can be successfully
implemeanted; hat the program ca readt digible individuds, and the supgdemenit opportunity can be
expained with a high degreeof comprehension; that long-term Income Assstance redpients can find
full-time empoyment and qudify for the supdemaent; and that pa/-stub-based paments can be made
prompty and accuratly. Furthermore, it has been shown that a large number of SSPéligible
individuds have initiatedsupdemaent recept, and that the piogram has significantly reducel Income
Asdstance recet.

Criticd questions are not yet answered, and the answers will determine the ultimatesuccess of
the eanings supdement program To what extent doesthe piogram dfect empoyment, eanings, and
income? Will supdemaent takers be eanamicadly self-suffi cient after the threeyea supdemaent recept
peiiod ends? Does he suppgement offer induce some individuals to prolong their stays on Income
Assistance in order to qualify for the program? Will additional services offered to some program group
memberdancreae piogramimpacs? What are le fina costs and benefits of the progranf Although
answers b these quetions must await addtional data ollecion and analysis, the eaty datl suggest
that the piogramis prompting Income Asdstance regpients © leave welfare ad is stimulating a great
ded of client interest and satisfacion, at least during the suppement recept peiniod. Thus, there is
reason for optimism alout the pioject'sfuture mlicy relevance.
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TABLE 2

NET COSTS OF SSP PER PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER IN THE FIRST
COHORT DURING THE FIRST 15 MONTHS OF PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY,

BY PROVINCE
British New

Activity and Time Period Columbia _Brunswick Full Sample
First 12 months
SSP program costs ($) 2,007 2,017 2,010
Income Assistance savings ($)

Grant payments -333 -457 -373

Administration -25 -26 -25

Total -358 -483 -398
Net cost ($) 1,649 1,534 1,612
Months 13-15
SSP program costs ($) 730 631 697
Income Assistance savings ($)

Grant payments -335 -198 -290

Administration -20 -14 -18

Total -355 -212 -308
Net cost ($) 375 419 389

SOURCES: SRDC calculations from data collected through March 1995 from SSP's
Program Management Information System (PMIS); SRDC-designed time study
conducted in the SSP offices from September 1994 through February 1995; SSP
administrative documents; Income Assistance payment records through June 1994.



CHAPTER 1

AN OVERVIEW OF THE SELF-SUFFICIENCY PROJECT

The Self-Sufficiency Project (S®) is a unique eseard and demonstration projed designed to
deternmine whether making work pay more than welfare will resut in more single-paret wefare
redpients choasing work over Income Assstance (welfare).! Conceived and funded by Human
Resources Development Canada (HRDC) and managed by the Socia Researd and Denonstration
Corporation (SRDC), SSPis being teseéd in the piovincesof British Columbia aad New Brunswick,
whereit has feen in goeration since Noverrber 1992 and will continue to gperate until late 199.

The SSP program offers monthly cash payments to selectal single parets who have been
recaving Income Asdgstancefor atleast one year ad who lease Income Asdstance for full-time work
(defined & 30 or more hours per week). As such, S providesa work-based dtematve to the current
Income Asgstance program. The nonthly cash payments — referred b as"eamnings supplements”’ —
are pad on top of eanings from empoyment, and are avail able to eligible individuds for up 1o three
years asong as hey continue b work full time and reman off Income Asdstance

People who leare welfare for work usudly ean entry-level (or nearentry-level) wages,which
areoften too low to support their families. This circumstance discourages loth their search for jobsand
their retention of the jobs hey find, with many people cycling bad onto welfare.By offering a boost to
their income, SSP ams to encourage people who would otherwise have remained on Income
Asdstance b enteremgoyment and utimatel acheve emnomic self-sufficiency.

The reseach samples for this project @mprise more than 9,000 single-paret Income
Asdstance regpients and gpplicants in the wo provinces, who were asigned a random beween
Novenber 1992 and March 1995 to either a "program group,” who were offered the chance to
paricipatein SSPs eanings supplemait program, or a "control group,” who were not alowed to
paricipae and who serve as the point of compaison for gaugng SSP's subsequent effectson those
who were given acces 1 the program.

This is the second report on the poject? It analyzesthe first yearof the piogramis operaions,
descibesthe individuds in the study samples, and presets initial estimatesof the progranis costs and
short-term effectson Income Asdstance recept using data on the first 2,126 single parets  enter the
study. Future reports will analyze the later operatons of the piogram; te effects of the eanings
supplemant program on emgoyment, eanings, income, family composition, and other outcomes;
whether the program has the unintended ©nsequence of encouragng individuds © reman on Income
Asdstance in order b beame digible for the eanings suypplemant; and the econamic benefits and
costs of the plogramfrom the perspecivesof digible single parets, taxpayers, and society asawhole.

™Income Asdstance' refers to the cash assistance programs operated by provinces under the terms of the
CanadaAssistance Plan (CAP). Thecosts of these programs are shared by provinces and thefederal government.

“The first report was Making Work Pay Better Than Welfare: An Early Look at the Self-Qufficiency Project by
Susannal.ui-Gurr, Sheila Currie Vernon,and TodMijanovich (Vancouwver: SRDC, October 1994).
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The Policy Context of SSP

SSP's eamings supplement pilot program is beng implemented and evaluatel in the wake of
steady increases in Income Asdstance expenditures. Qver the last 15 years, federd and provincial
expenditures for the Canada Asdstance Plan, which includeslincome Asgstance and other social and
eoonanic support programs, have tripled. Cost increses lave ranged from 20 percent in
Saskatchewan to 464 percent in Ontario (Courchene, 1994).

Why has Canadas social safety net beome so costly? Severd reasons have been suggested,
perhaps none more toubling than the possibility that Income Assstance itself discourages
empdoyment. Because Income Assistance programs reduce benefit payments by roughly the anount of
income te regpient obtains from other sources, earnings from empoyment usudly providelittle or no
net addtional income D those recéving Income Asgstance unless regpients earn enough to make them
ineligible for welfare.

Consider the examge of a New Brunswick Income Asgstance recipient with two children. As
shown ontheright-hand side of Table 1.1, if this redpient had no eanings, she’ would receive $11,866
per yearin incomefrom Income Asgstance pyments and tax credts. If, on the other hand, she were to
work 40 hours a veek at the minimum provincial wage of $5 per hour, she would ean about $10,000
per year ad would recéve an annud income of $14,56 from earnings, Income Asdstance, and tax
credts, which is $2400 more than she recaeved when she was not working. In order b make the
addtiona $2,400 in income, $ie would have had b work 2,000 hours: In other words, for every hour of
work, she would bring home an additional $1.20. Furthernore, this increae in income des not take
into acount job-rdated epenses sud as dhild care ad transportation costs, which would further erode
ary addtional incomefrom working. Tade 1.1 also demonstrates that, in somesituaions, there is even
lessfinancial rea®n to increag one's eanings For example, a New Brunswick Income Asdstance
redpient with two children brings home exacly the sameincome whether her annud eanings are
$5,000 or $10,000.

Income Assstanceredpients in other provincesconfront similar dlemma. In the vemacuar of
the curent policy debate,"work doesn't pay” for Income Asdstance rcipients, espedaly for those
with modest eaning power becaise of low levels of educaibn, work expetience, or job skills. The
problem is espedally acutefor single par@ts on Income Asdstance who must often raise children
without benefit of a parber to sharefinancial and pareting responsibilities Increasingly, single pareits
rely on Income Assstance. And work pays less for them than for single aduts without dependent
children, since single-pareit benefit levels are higher than those for single addts with no depexdents
and thereis potentially more © lose. In addtion, single par@ts have higher job-rdated costs sud as
child care Add to these financial difficultiesthe challengesof raising children, and it is clear hat many
single par@ts on Income Asistancefaae significant bariers b acieving emnomic self-sufficiency.

3she is used throughout this report when referring to Income Assstance recipients and SSPsample members
because a large mgjority of the longterm, singe-parent Income Asdstance recipients targeted by the SSP
program are women, as are 95 percent of the SSP research samples.
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Moreover, Income Asistance recept is a self-reinforcing condition. The longer one depads on
Income Asdstance, the harder it is to enter or return to the labour force Empoyers are less likely to
hire the long-tem unempgoyed; job skills detriorate trough disuse or bewme irrelevant in a fast-
changing labour market; and econamically dependent individuds lose confidence n their aklity to find
ajob and return to econamic self-suffi ciency. Although findings reported tere and elsewhere’ suggest
that the vast mgority of Income Asdstance redpients are ashamael to be "on the dole,” uncomfortalde
in their dedings with the welfare system, and deermined b leave it, only about 10 percent of these
redpients report earnings in any given month, and an even smdler pecentageeam enough to leave
Income Asdgstance atogeter. Yet many individuds eventudly succeel in leaving Income Assistance
withaut the asistance of welfare-b-work programs.

TABLE 1.1

ANNUAL AFTER-TAX INC OME FROM EARNIN GS, INCOME ASSISTANCE, AND SSP FOR
A SINGLE PARENT WITH TWO CHILDREN

British Columbia New Brunswick
Income from Earnings and Income from Earnings and
Income Assisance
Annua With Enharced Without Enhanced
Earnings Earnings Digegard® Earnings Digegard SSP Income Assisénce SSP
$d $17,111 $17,111 $0 $11,866 $0
$5,000° $20,151 $19,511 $5,000 $14,266 $5,000
$10,000 $21,291 $19,511 $23,824 $14,266 $20,361
$15,000 $22,677 $19,927 $25,260 $16,362 $21,48
$20,000 $23,829 $20,817 $26,741 $19,740 $23,535
$25,000 $24,653 $24,076 $27,989 $23,117 $25,122
$30,000 $27,297 $27,297 $29,120 $26,433 $26,603

SOURCES SRDC alculations based on Income Assiséince benefit schedules from British Columbia's
Minigtry of Social Servicesand Human Resources Development-New Brunswick, federal income tax rates,
and SSP's earnings benchmak levelsfor 1994.

NOTES.  *Theenhancedearnings disregard program allows British Colunbia Income Assisénce
redpients to keep the first $200 of earnings and 2 percent of remaining earnings per month, without
their Income Assiséince payment being reduced, for up to 18 months of earnings.

®Income Assistince recipients in tese two categories were not eligible for SSP. To recave
earnings sypplements under SSP, an individual must work a minimum of 30 hours per weekat the minimum
wage. As d January 1, 1995, the minimum hourly wage was $ in British Columbia and $5 in New Brunswick,
representing minimum amual eamings of $9,360 and $,800, respedively.

“See, forexample, The Struggle for Self-SQufficiency: Participants in the Self-SQufficiency Project Talk About
Work, Welfare, and Their Futures by Wendy Bancroft and Sheila Currie Vernon (Vancouver: SRDC, 1995).
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Currently, thereseams 1o be broad agreement anong taxpayersand legslators across he political
spectrum, and dso anong policy analysts, administrators, and Income Assistance regpients, that te
work disincentivesin the curreit welfare system should be fixed The question is how to do so. The
answer is not clear, manly becasge the Income Asgstance system is designed to adhieve multiple
objectives, some of which rule out any quick fix. For example, if the only goal were to alolish the
system'scurrent work disincentives, the easiest and most cost-effecive solution would be to dismantle
the etire Income Assgstance system. But doing so would cast millions of individuds and families
deepr into poverty. What many obsewers believe is needel is apolicy appoad that providesstronger
work incentives and encourages long-term sdf-suficiency while also providing a resonalde level of
assistance b poor families.

It is difficult to acomplish both of these goas simultaneously — to provide adeguate
asistance and to encourage self-sufficiency — and no program has yet suceeded in doing so, despite
promising attemps. One was e negatve income tax(NIT), severd versions of which weredeveloped
and evaluatedduring the 1970s.° Under an NIT plan, digible individuds received cab payments if
their income fell below certain levels. Unfortunately, it wasdiscovered that dthough some individuds
increased their work effort under the program, those who were working prior to the beginning of the
program reduced their hours of employment (on average), resulting in an owerall loss of work effort.
Other approadhes,such as changing pulblic asistancerulesto alow individuds to keepalarger anmount
of eanings without reducng their welfare baefits, and atering taxschemes in order to pay credts to
thase with low incomes, have dso hadambiguous effectson work effort.?

Labour market behaviour is sensitive to the work incentivesin the tax and public asgstance
systems,and currently too little is known alout how different incentives mght affect béwaviour to
fashion informed pblic policy in this area The stakes are high: Becaise Income Assgstance
expenditures are so large even small changesin the Income Asgstance system, when multiplied acoss
millions of actud and potential welfare regpients and extended into the future, could have enormous
impactson govemment budgets. Thus, it is important to know as much as possble about how
contempated mlicy changes night affect peple's interactons with the Income Asdgstance system.
Change is deaty needed But how many addtiona individuds will actudly apply for Income
Assistance under particular rule changes? How will the contemgated tanges &fed work effort? How
long will people stay on Income Assstance? Will those who leave eventually retun to the welfare
rolls? These ae literally billion-dollar questions, and govemment budgets depend on accurae aswers.

I, The Origins and Main Features ofSSP

In 1991, in serch of an answer to the problem of work disincentives in the current public
asistance system, HRDC'sInnovations Branch initiated dscussions with its National Innovations
Advisory Committee about implementing a plot project b evaluate he feasibility and cost of an

°NIT experiments were condtcted in both Canadaand the Urited States. For a dscusson ofthe Ganadian NIT
experiment, which took gdace in Manitoba, see Hum and Simpson, 1991. For a discussion of U.S. NIT
experiments, which took gace in a rumber of citiesand rura aress, see Moffitt and Kehrer, 1981; Rohins, 1985;
and Munrell, 1986.

*Moffit, 1992; Hoffman and Seidman, 1990.
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eamnings supplement program HRDC remgnized the importance of testing this type of program pror
to largerscde implemeantation, since exormous program costs were a stake, and, in times of tight
budgets, the st of a new program could be jusified only if the programhad significant benefits. But
becaise many individuds leave Income Asdstance on their own, it was not known whether an eamings
supplemant program would lead b a significant increae in overal work effort above the amount of
empdoyment that would have occurred without sud a program. Also, the more the program design
deviated from what had been evaluatedin the pest, the lesscould be rdiably predcted about the
program's dfects ad costs.

For these reasons, HRDC dedded to test the efficacy of offering an eanings suypplement to
long-term Income Asistance redpients who agreed to find full-time work and lease Income
Assstance. HRDC opted to usea rigourous "random assgnment” evaluaion metodology (discussed
laterin the dhapter) and to implement red-world operating conditions 1 test the program as faithfully
aspossible, so that the evaluaion resuts would rdialdy reflectwhat could be expected to happen if the
program were redicatedon alarge scale. HRDC engaged SRDC, a norprofit reserch organization, to
design and manage both the programmaic and research comporents of the pioject. SRDC in turn
contractedwith the following organizatons:

e Statistics Caads, to collect longitudinal survey data ad administratve
records, and to creae the researd datfiles.

e Bemad C. Vinge ad Associates lid., to operate the program in British
Columbia.

¢ Family Services Saint John, Inc., to gperate the pogram in New Brunswick.

e« SHL Systemhouse Inc., Nova Scotia, © develop and mantain the program's
aubmatel managemaet information and supplement payment systems.

¢ Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) and severa
acadert researcdhers, © condud the research on the prograrmis implementation,
effects, and costs in relation to benefits.

In addtion, other federd and provincial agencies ae moperatng with the projed by providing
tedhnicd asgstance background information regardng the Income Asdstance system and provincial
labour markets, and access to data. These agencies include Bitish Columha's Ministry of Social
Senvices, Human Resources Development-New Brunswick, and locd Canada Enployment Ceantres.

A. TheEarnings Supplement

Once an Income Asistance redpient has been selectal to be digible for SSP's earnings
supplemant program (through a process describedin Chapter 2), she is informed that she hasoneyea
from the dae she became digible b begn working atleast 30 hours per week and to leare Income
Asgstance, at which paoint she can apgy to receve nonthly eanings supplemants. The following are
the maor featues of the eanings supplement program:
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¢« Work requirement. Sypplement payments are mace only to eligible
single parents who work full time (at least 30 hours per week) and
who leare Income Assstance. The work requrement lays the
groundwork for eventually acheving self-sufficiency, since most
Income Asdstance redpients would have to work full timein order to
ean enough to remain off Income Assstance The 30-hour
requirement ensures that most people need to incresse their work
effort to qualify, since few Income Asdstance redpients work full
time. Finally, the work requirement ensures that earnings plus the
supplemant payment will represent alarge increase in income for most
people who take up the supplemaent.

¢ Generous fnancial incentive. The SSP eanings supplemant is
cdculated asalf the dfference béween a paticipant's gioss eanings
from empoyment and an "earnings benchmark™ or maxmum anount
set by SSP for eat province. The eanings benchmaik has been
cdculated © be generous enough to make empoyment more
financially attractve than Income Assstance for most redpients.
During the first year of operatons, the eamnings benchmak was
$37,000 in British Columhia and $30,000 in New Brunswick (it was
increased mdesty in 199 and agan in 19995. Therefore, for
exampe, a paricipant in British Cdumhkia who works 35 haurs per
week a $7 pe hour earns $12,740 per year, ad ollectsan eanings
supplement of $12,130 per year— $37,000 minus $12,740, divided by
2 — for a tal gross income of $24870. She ma dso recave income
from other sourcessuch as child support or rental recepts, which do
nat affect he anount of her eanings supplement.

The supplement is generous enough so that the mnimum pe-tax
income (eanings plus te supdemaent) in 1993 was $£3,180 in British
Columbia and $18,900 in New Brunswick. (Thes incomes were
redized when individuds worked 30 hours pe week at the minimum
provincial wages.) When tax credts and liabilities are taken into
acount, most families ae $3,000 to $6,000 per year letter off with the
eamnings sypplement program than they would beworking the same
numbe of hours and remaning on Income Assistance, and are far
bette off than they would be receiving welfare aone (see Table 11).

¢ Gradual reduction in beneits as earnings increase. Reductions in
the eanings syoplement amount occur more gradually than they do in
the cae of Income Asdstance benefits. The supplement is reduced by
$.50 for every dollarincrease in eanings acording to the supplemant-
cdculation formula desribedabove.” The supplement is fully phased
out only at the earnings benchmark levels. This provides an incentive

"Thus, to cortinuetheabove example, if the participant earned $100 more, bringing her earningsto $12,840 per
year, the calculation woud be: $37,000 minus $12,840, divided by 2, or $12,080. Her $100 earningsgain woud
have decreased her supdement by $50 (to $12,080 rather than $12,130).
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for supplement redpients to increae their eanings over the three-year
period in which they can receave the supplemaent.

Restricted eligibility. Eligibility is limited to single parents for several
reasons. First, famliesheadd by single parets mée up a substantial
proportion of the Income Asistance @seload. Second, single pareits
(particularly those with young dildren) face onsideralbe bariers to
full-time empoyment and areoften considerad "unemgdoyaklle” by the
welfare system. Thus, they constitute an important target group for any
new policy that attemptsd increase sdf-sufficiency. Third, gven the
project'sbudget constraints, it is impossible  include @éough cases of
all typesof househdds on welfare b permit an accurat analysis of the
supplemant progranis dfecton ead of them.

Eligibility for the evaluaion’s man study is limited © long-
term welfare redpients (with at least one year of welfare recipt) for
two main reasons. First, long-tem wefare regients acount for a
disproportionate share of welfare @sts, making them acritical group
to targe. Seaond, the one-yearlncome Asgstance recet requirement
minimizes te potential of the piogranis drawing people onto the
welfare ollsfor the pupose of beng alle o receve the supplement.

In New Brunswick, the SSP pogram is availabe in a regon
covering roughly the lower third of the province, including the dties
of Saint John, Moncton, and Fredericton. In British Columbia, the
program operates in the lower manland, which includes the
Vancouver meropolitan areaas well as neighbouring ares to the
north, south, and east.

Time-limited benefits. Individuds ma collect te supplement for up
to threeyearsfrom the ime tey first receve an eanings supplement,
as long as bhey continue o work full time. Ths diminates he
possibility of long-term dependency on the piogram It is hoped that
Income Assistance redpients will increase their earnings enough
during that ime — through growth in wage rates, work hours, or both
— so0 that they reman self-sufficient once he supplement ends.
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B. Other Featuresof the SSP Rogram

To fairly test the dfeciveness of an eanings supplemaent, it was important that other services
nat acompary it. Nevertheless, it wascritical that elgible individuds know about the offer, and about
related facors such as taxes ad the availability of job search assistance and other services from
programs dher than S3°, to make an informed choice about participation. Whereasongoing programs
are well known to their clients and communities, SSPwasa new program offered by relatively small
service poviders who did not have theinstitutional legitimation of being part of the Income Asdstance
system. Thus, in order to simulate a red-world program, service poviders made specal efforts to
projed a professional imagefor the program, to contactas many eligible individuds as pssble, ad to
expain the program in sufficient detal so that individuds were alde t© understand and trust the offer
being mack to them. In addition to providing information atbout the eanings supplement program, SSP
staff aso offer information and referrds o existing public and community services. At the SSPoffices,
paricipants can access informaion on child care,housing, transportaton, counselling, and Income
Asgstance and tax policies. The offices ceake a profesional and supportive environment, which
encourages paricipants to contad program staff when they have questions or issues about S
Through periodic telephone cals, staff make regular contad with program-eligible individuds who
have nat yet teken up he sipplement offer to ensure that they have al the information they need ad
that they have an opportunity to attend an SSP workshop on money managemet. Those who do not
take up the supplement are not contacted &er their one-yearwindow hasexpired. Those who do take
up the supplemaent areinvited © two additional money managemet workshops, but post-supplement-
initiation contactis limited, and most is dient-driven.

C. The Distinctiveness of SP

Three featres of SSP mke it a distinctive polcy appoad. First and foremost, it providesa
large ad consistent financial incentive for welfare regpients to work. Moreover, unlike Income
Asdstance, he eamings supplement is not guaranteed income: Eligible single parets receve
supplemant payments only for months in which they work full time.

Seoond, SSPis a voluntary dtemative © welfare. While individuds paricipae in SSP's
eamnings suypplement program they cannot receve Income Asdgstance payments. However, nobody is
required b work or to paricipatein the piogram.

Finally, the eanings syplemaent is imedimited,lasting a meximumof threeyears.

[1l. TheEvaluation of SSP

The range and rigour of the SSPevaluaion are @hanced ty severd aspets of the project. In
orderto understand the program's dfectsin diverse settings, te piogram is beng implemented in two
quite diff erent econamic environments: British Columbia and New Brunswick. Table 1.2 describes
some of the dharactristics of these areas, which include Caada's hird largest city (Vancouver) and
mary smdler dtiesand rural aress, aad which serve about one-éghth of the country's total Income
Asgstance caseload. To ensure that the evaluaion will be albe o predict the program's dfectsin red-
world settings, the program is being operaed as redistically aswas mnsideredfeasible. Program staff
areexperienced ad well trained, and follow exdicit programguiddines.Program operations have dso
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been fadlitated ly a sophisticated automatel Program Managemet Informaion System (PMIS),
which enaldes he poject b collect extasive operatonal data. Alditional dat are beng collected
through field interviews and observatons, adnmistraive reords, and focus group disaussions with
paricipants.

The evaluation part of SSPwas designed D provide rdiable evidence alout the eanings
supplemant prograris operations, efects, ad cost-effeciveness. In addtion, the piojectincludestwo
specia studiesto (1) deermine whether, and to what extent, new Income Assistance appli cants change
their behaviour and remain on Income Assstance longer hat they otherwise would in order to qudify
for the eanings supplement program, and (2) ascertain the dfed of the eanings supplement when it is
combinedwith addtional social services.

A. The Study of Program | mplementation and Participation

The analysis of program implementaton and partcipaion pattens examnes the institutional
structure of the piogram; operational issues nfronted by SSP staff, including the challenges of
implemanting the eanings supplement procedures; and the way SSP is experienced ad utilized by
eligible single parats. The main purpose is o deermine whether the program has be@ implemented in
a way that provides aair and adeguate test of an earnings supplement policy.

Severd criticd policy questions are being adiressedby the implemenitation and paricipaion
researh:

¢ Can dl aspeds of the SSP nodd be implemeanted smoathly? What are the key
administrative piocedures for handling outread and recruitment; verification of
empgoyment, wages, and hours; and issuance of the supplement cheques? What
are he mgor admnistrative pioblerms, and how can they behandled?

¢ Can the objecives and rues of the piogram be cleary communicated ¢ the
eligible population? What "message” is conweyed? Are competing messages
given by Income Assstance staff or others?

¢ To what extent will long-term Income Assstance fecipients choose full-time
emdoyment over Income Asgstance when empoyment is made rore
financially attracive than Income Assstance? Will those who are eligible for
the piogram and seek work beale o find it?

¢ What are the charaderistics of those people nost likely to teke up he
supplemant offer?
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TABLE 1.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION RESIDING IN THE
AREAS SERVED BY SSP, AND OF THE ENTIRE CANADIAN POPULATION

British Columbia New Brunswick
Characteristic Vancouver  Province Saint John Province Canada
Demographic characteristic
Number of residents 15 years old
or older (thousands)
1992 1,362 2,698 103 584 21,986
1993 1,402 2,782 104 589 22,371
1994 1,444 2,869 105 594 22,717
Families below the
the low-income cutoff® (1993) (%) - 13.9 - 11.5 14.5
Rural residence (1991) (%) 3.8 19.6 9.0 52.3 23.4
Spoke neither English
nor French (1991) (%) 3.4 1.9 0.1 0.1 1.4
Immigrant population (1991) (%) 30.1 22.3 4.3 3.3 16.1
Welfare characteristic
Income Assistance cases (March 199 80,889 193,825 7,729 42,123 1,616,200

Single-parent Income Assistance cases
March 1993) (% of all Income
Assistance cases)’ 22.8 24.8 34.6 30.8 26.4°

Basic monthly Income Assistance
grant to single parents with two
children (1993) ($) 1,152 1,152 747 747 n/a

Employment characteristic

Residents 15 years old or older
who were employed (%)

1992 63.2 60. 57.7 51.8 58.4
1993 61.8 59.9 58.6 51.9 58.2
1994 62. 60 55.8 51.8 58.5
Unemployment rate (%)
1992 9.3 10.5 11.4 12.8 11.
1993 9.3 9.7 10.5 12.6 11.2
1994 9.0 9.4 12.2 12.4 10.4
Employment by type of occupation (1993) (%)
Managerial and professional 35.2 31.5 32.8 29.5 32.6
Clerical 17.0 15.2 18.0 15.7 15.7
Sales 11.9 11.2 8.2 9.2 9.8
Services 13.4 14.2 16.4 15.7 13.8
Agriculture and other primary ind 1.8 4.1 - 4.9 4.7
Processing, machining, and fabric 8.1 9.7 9.8 11.1 11.4
Average wage for all employees
paid by the hour (1993) ($/hr.) - 15.24 - 12.08 13.94

SOURCES Welfare data are from statistical information provided to SRDC by Human Resources
Development Canada, British Columbia's Ministry of Social Services, Human Resources Development-N
Brunswick, and the National Council of Welfare (1994). Demographic and employment data are from
Statistics Canada, 1992(a), 1992(b), 1992(c), 1993, 1994(a), 1994(b), and 1995.

NOTES: Dashes indicate that these figures were not available.

n/a indicates that the item is not applicable.

“Low-income cutoffs (LICOs) are earnings levels determined and utilized by Statistics Canad
identify low-income family units. LICOs are estimated as the income level at which a family spends 20
percentage points more than the Canadian average on food, shelter, and clothing.

PProvincial caseload numbers may not include certain categories of individuals such as thos
who are disabled or 65 years of age or older.

“Estimate.
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B. TheAnalysisof Proogram I mpacts: The Random Assgnment Research Design

In order b estimate he dfectsof SS's eanings supplement program, two questions must be
answered (1) Whatisthe bénaviour of thase elgible for the supdemaent program in mattes likely to be
influenced ly the program (sud as employment, eanings, and Income Assistance recet)? (2) How
would program-eligible individuds have béaved in the absence of the progran? The difference
between how pogram-éligible individuals actually behaved and how they would have behaved in the
abseceof the program @nstitutes the programis impacts (that is, the differencein behaviour due b the

program).

The SSPprojed is collecting and analyzing survey data ad administrative reords in order to
understand the bénaviour of those elgible for the eanings sypplement program However, in order to
deternmine how program-eligible individuds would have béiaved in the dsence of the eanings
supplemant program, SSP has keen implemented as arandom assignment evaluation study. Each
individud in avoluntary samge of Income Asdstance redpients was randomly asigned D one of two
groups. Those assigned to the program group are eligible © recave the eanings supplement if they
work full time; tose assgnedto the cntrol group are nat digible for the supplement. Data on these
two groups employment, eanings, Income Asdstance receipt, poverty, and other characteisticswill be
collectedfor at least five yearsfrom the ime eab sample memler agreed to be part of the study. Since
program and control group members were randomly drawn from the same population of long-term,
single-parent Income Asdstance recipients, the two groups— on average — do not differ with regad to
any pre-existing characterstics. Thus, dfferencesbetwea the two groupsin post-program employment
rates, eanings, or cash assstance ecept canreliably be attibuted to the program.

The reason that S§'s impads cannot be determined merely by examining the behaviour of
program-digible individuds is that Income Asistance Ekcipients steadily leave the rolls for many
reasons. Some find jobs on their own, others find jobs asa result of welfare-to-work programs operated
by the Income Asdstance system and still others move, get married, or leave Income Assistance for
other reasons. Supplemeits can be expensive. Therdore, it is important to know what difference the
supplemat mekes alove and beyond what peple would have done on their own, and not to
mistakenly credt the sypplement program with empoyment outcomesthat would have occurred in the
absece of the piogram.

The tedqiniqueof random asignment is apowerful tool for deermining the dfectiveness of new
policy ideas. Although it is not dways afeasible agroach — for example, it cannotbe wsed to evaluate
the effectsof an established atitlement (sud as Unemgdoyment Insurance) becaise, by definition,
entittements ae availade © all qudifying individuds — a random assignment research design is
espedally suitale for evaluating a denonstration project for which funding is limited. Since SSPhas
only enough funding to offer the earnings supplement to a few thousand individuds, it can be argued
that random selecion from the entire gioup targeted for the piogram (bhat is, long-term,single-paret
Income Assstance redpients) is an equitade way to distribute its limited services. Also, the project
will provide relade informaion that will help in the dedgsion asto whether to expand the supplement

program.
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SSP's random assignment research design will provide reiade awswers t© the following
guestions regrding the impad of the eanings sypplement program:

¢« To what extent does the supplemeant program increaseshort- and long-term
empgoyment and eanings, and reduce Income Assistance recet and poverty?
What patérns of employment and eanings engrge over ime, ad to what
extant are they different from those for individuds who are not digible for the
program (that is, the control group)? Does he program affed the types of
emgoyment sought or found?

¢ Doesthe supplementt reduce the rateat which people who take jobsleare them
and return to Income Assistance, and thus promote nore lasting conredions to
the labour maket?

¢ What happeis when the threeyear spplement period ends? Does the plogram
continue D have an impacton emgoyment, income, and Income Assistance
recept?

e For which subgroups (that is, types of individuds) does the program mast (or
least) increase anings, employment, and the likelihood of leaving Income
Asgstance?

¢ How does he program dfect te rate a which people invest in their "human
captal’ development (thatis, educaton and traning)? Does he program dfect
the typesof educaion or training pusued?

¢« What are the other nonemnomic effectsof the program? Does it increae or
deceease the rate of marriageor remarriage, separaion, and childbeamg? How
does he program affect atitudes toward work, welfare, @d Income
Assgstance? Does he program afect enotional and physical well-beng?

¢ Are dchildren bette or worseoff becaise of the piogrant? For exanple, what are
the cumdative dfectson children of programrelatedincreasesin their families
income, an increased reliance on daycare,behaviourd and atitudinal changes
experienced ly their mothers, and their mother's asence during the work day?

C. TheAnalysis of the Program's Cost-Effectiveness

The benefit-cost analysis will use the operatons and impad daa, aswell asinformaion on
program expenditures, b assesswhether the benefits attributable o the earnings supplement program
exceedits costs. It will address these questions:

¢ |sthe project ost-effecive from the standpoint of govemment budges? What
welfare and other program savings, tax revenues, and program @sts ae nmost
critical to this overdl assessmet? How cost-effective is the program to the
federd govemment and to the two provinces?
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¢ How does he progran dfect he eonamic well-being of eligible Income
Asdgstance regpients? How do additiona earnngs, fringe beefits, and
supplemant payments compare t© forgone Income Asdstance and other
benefits, dong with increased tax payments?

¢« What are the wsts and benefits of the piogram to Canada as a whole? What
program efects ad costs have the nost effecton national resources?

D. TheApplicant Study

The SSPresearh dso includesa study of newly enrolled Income Assstance applicants, in
orderto deermine whether or nat the exstence of the supplement program encourages people to stay
onIncome Asgstance longerto qudify for the sypplement. Half of the Income Assstance agpplicants in
this pat of the study were informed hat they will be digible 1 enter the supplement program if they
continue D recave Income Asistance for one year. Their behaviour will be compased to that of other
Income Asdstance applicants, who will reman ineligible for the program If the supplement program
resuts in a significantly greate number of Income Asdstance applicants staying longer on welfare,
policymakerswill have 1 weigh that unintended ©nsequeice aganst the benefits of ary increae in
welfaredeaving raes and other gans for long-term redpients.

E. TheSSP Pls Study

Finally, SSP includesa study of the dfect of combining the eanings supplement with other
employment and social services. Some 30 individuals in New Brunswick are being offered "SSP Plus®
sewvices, which includethe following servicesin addtion to the eanings supplemaent: the opportunity
to attend "job clubs; which meet rgularly to discuss,explore, ad role-pay job seart and job
interview tedhniques, and to share sucesses and failuresin looking for a job; assistance in résumé-
preparaton; and informd empoyability counselling and case managemet. Outwmes will be
comparel to those for individuds who were eligible for the eanings supplement only, in order to
deternine whether providing addtional social services @hancesthe impact ad cost-eff eciveness of
the supplement program.

V. An Overview of This Report

The long-range goal of SSP'seanings supplement program is © help digible single parets
adhieve financial self-sufficiency and pemanently leave welfare.However, SSP's ability to acaomplish
this objedive depeads on successul implementation of the piogram, and that is the man focusof this
report.

Chapte 1 hasintroduced SSP and the random assignment research design used in evaluaing
the eanings syplement programs impads. Chapter 2 discusses the pioject's (ad this reprt's) samgdes
and da@ sources — information that is important for understanding the subsequent presentaton of
findings Chapte 3 describes the progranis design and organizatonal strudure. HRDC and its
contracbrs spent many months analyzing possible program modds and crafting the final structure of
the program This chapier discusses he process g which the original policy idea was transformed into
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an operaing program, based on the evidence of site visits, operatona reports, and early planning
efforts.

Chaptes4 to 6 conside the first yearof the eamnings supplement programis implementation and
paricipaion init. The analysis describes the sampe population and exanines he extent to which SSP
has been sucessful in meetng short-term objecives that are necessary conditions for adieving its
longer-term goal of ewmnamic self-sufficiency. Chapter 4 discusses the characeristics of the SSP
population, based primaily on datafrom a survey admnistered to ead sample menber upon entering
the study. The denographic profiles are supplemented with information from focus groups, which
expored selectal topics in greater detal than the survey. Chapter5 describes the first stages of SSP
paricipaion and program operations: initial staff-client contact, orientation, and ongoing contad both
prior to and &ter program group menbers initiated supplemeant recept. Chaper 6 describes the
empoyment and supplemaent recept of program group menbers who found full-time work, left Income
Assgstance, and collected he ernings syoplemant.

Chaptes 7 and 8 provide an early assessment of SF's impads on Income Asdstance receipt,
and of the piogram's osts. Chapter 7 examnes the impact of SSP on Income Assgstance recept.
Program impads ae presented as dfferencesin outcomes beween the program and control group
memiers. Chapte 8 presents what is known so far aout the costs and benefits of SSP. The chapter
draws on estmatesof SSP prticipation (from Chaptes 5 and 6), welfare impad estimates(from
Chapte 7), a ime study completed ly SSP staff, and Income Asistance axd SSP program
administrative and fiscd data.

This report is part of the first phase of researh on the erly implementation, welfareimpacts,
and oosts of the supplement program. As longitudinal dataon the full SSP sample bemme availade
over the next five yearss, the projea will produce addtional reports on the longer-erm econamic and
non-ecnanic impactsof the program the program's @sts and benefits, and the two spedal studies. A
companion report will analyze the prograrmnis employment and eanings impactsin the first 18 months
afterindividuds first becane digible for the eanings syoplement program.
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CHAPTER 2

SP'S RESEARCH SAMPLES AND DATA SOURCES

SSPis alarge-scde, comprehensive research project tatwill analyze the behaviour of multiple
samgdes of individuds trough a boad range of dat sources. This chapter defines the research
sanmples for the SSPevaluation and this report, including the selecion criteria and intake piocedures. It
also describes he various datasources aailalde o the pioject.

Studies andSamples in the Self-Sufficiency Project

Recrutment into the S researh sampes bega in November 1992 rad was ompletedin
March 1995 More than 9,00 individuds were recriled and randomly assgned D ether the piogram
or control group in one of three reseaftsampes (b be dscussedrsxtly). All those recrited werel9
yearsof age or older and were receving Income Asgstance beaefits (cah payments of support and/or
shelter banefits in British Columbia, or basc ca$ grant benefitsin New Brunswick) asheadsof single-
parent househdds in the nonth of recrutment. Ninety-five percet were women. Samge members
were living in British Columbias lower manland, or in the lower tird of New Brunswick, in the
mornth of recrutment. In addtion to the age, curmg Income Assstance recet, single-paret, and
residentia requrements, samge member$iad b meet he ciiteria describedbdow to be selectedinto
ore of the following SSP esearch samples:

* The recipient sample. These 5,730 individuds (2,880 pogram goup
membersand 2,85) control group membes) arelong-termincome Assstance
redpients, and make up the man sample for the SSPevauation. They were
randomly selectedfrom all individuds who receved Income Assstancein the
month of selecion, and in atleast 11 of the piior 12 months. For at least four
years from the tme of random assignment, dl samgde memberswill be
interviewed perodicdly, and their Income Asgstance, Unemgoyment
Insurance, and aher administrative records will be analyzed to determne the
effectsof SSP's eanings supdemant program.

* The applicant sample. These 3,465individuds (1,719 pogram goup
membersand 1,746 ontrol group members), o were recrited only in
British Columha, were newcomersto the Income Assstance system. Income
Asgstance apficants are béng studed b ascertan whether the S
supdemant offer induces some individuals to reman on Income Asgstance
longer tan they othemwise would have so that they can qudify for the eanings
supdemant program.Membersof this samgde were randomly selectal from
al individuds who were (1)listed as reaging Income Assstance in the
month of sampe intake, ad (2) not receving Income Asdstancein any of the
prior five months. After random assignment to either the programor control
group, piogram goup membersn the apgicant sampe were informed by
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letter hat, if they were b reman on Income Assstance continuously for 12
mornths, hey would beome digible for the S eanings suppement
program. The ratesat which program ad control group membersn the
applicant sanple leare Income Assistance will be compared in order to
deternine whether S influences some individuals to extend their stay on
Income Assstance If it does, then an eanings supdemaent programwould be
somewhat more expensive than the SSP ot program tested with the
recipient sanple. The benefit-cost analysis of SSP vill take this additiona
programimpact,if any, into acount.

¢ The SSP Plussample. In New Brunswick, 299 addiona individuds were
recruted from the same wpulaton asthe regpient samgde described alove.
These individuals were offered SSP Rus srvices, which include SSPs
eanings supdement plus addtional assistance with job seard preparabn
and planning, job dubs, asstance in résumeé-preparan, and informal
enployability counselling and case management. This addtional program
group will be compared to the "supgdement-only” program goup of the
redpient samgde o deternine whether addtiona servicescombined with the
supdemaent offer result in stronger program impactson emgoyment, eamnings,
and welfare rect. Becage SSP staff have more contact with the SSP Rus
sample than with the other SSP amples, SSP Ris case files will be a rich
source of etnographic data regatidg samge membes experence of the
program their degsions regaréhg the supdemaent offer, and their experiences
during and dter the supdement digibility yea, including the extent of their
job seach efforts and their employment experience.

Tabe 2.1lists the intake perodsand sizesof ead of these sampes.

I. I ntake Procalures for the SSP Research Samples

A. Intake as a Wwo-Stage Process

The SSP-kgible (piogram) aad SSPineligible (control) groups were sekectedin a wo-stage,
lottery-like procedure.In the first stage,individuds wereselected at radom from the pod of al those
who met SSPs targeting criteria (discussed above). Those selectedwere hen cortacted ly Statistics
Canada interviewers, who collected baic denographic informaion by administering a “baseline”
sunvey, exdaned he SSP stug(including the random assgnment procedures), iad aked individuds
whether they would be willing to join it. In the second stage, which occurred dter Staistics Canada
interviewers had obtained the informed consent of individuals willing to be part of the study, each
person who agreedd do so was gven a 50/50 bance of beng selected o be eligible for the eanings
supdemant program. Reipient samde memberand SSP Rus sanmple membersvho were radomly
assigned b the piogram goup becamelmgible o receve cah payments if they found full-time work
and left Income Asdgstance within one year of bang randomly assigned. Applicant samde members
assgned b the program goup became lggible © recave eanings supdemaents if they remaned on
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Income Asdstancefor one year diter random assignment and then found full-timework and left Income
Asdgstance within one year of completing their 12 nonths of Income Asdstance receapt. Those
assigned b the @ntrol group in the redpient and appicant samdeswere not eigible for the eanings
supdemaent. Exceptfor the fact hat piogram goup members nsil lease Income Assstance in order to
recave the eanings suppemaent, neither program goup nor control group members are @hibited
from keeping any form of norSSPasdstance.

TABLE 2.1

THE SSP STUDY SAMPLES

Sample

Description

Intake Reriod(s)

Sample Sizes

British Columbia

New Brunswick

Program  Contrd
Group

Group Group

Program  Contrd

Group

Long-term, singe-
parent Income
Assigane recipients
("recipient sample")

Income Assistance
apgicants ("apgdicant
sampl€e’)

SSPPlus ("SSP Plus
sanplée”)

Randmly drawn in each month of sampleintake
from the group of dl individudswho: (1)
received Inoome Assigance (cash gants and/or
shelter benefitsin British Columbia, or a basic
cash grant in New Brunswick) in the month of
intake and in atleas 11 of the 12 months
immediatdy before the month of intake; (2) were
listed as Sngle paents on the Inome

Assigance filesin the nonth of intake; (3) were
19 years ofage orolder before the month of
intake.

Randomly drawn in each month of sanple intake
from the group of dl individudsin British
Columbiawho: (1) were listed as receiving cash
grants and/or shelter benefitsin that month's
Income Assistance records; (2)were not listed as
receiving such support in any of the prior five
months of Incame Asgstancerecards; and (3)
were listed as sngle parents in he Income
Assiganc records in he month of sample
intake.

Randmly drawn in each month of sampleintake
from New Brunswick res dents who met the
criteriafor the recipient sample describedabove.

November 1992
through Mach 1995

February through
December 1994

November 1994
through Mach 1995

1,532

1,719

n/a

1,499 1,348

1,746 n/a

n/a 299

1,351

n/a

n/a

NOTES:  All sample membersin British Columbia lived in the lower mainland in the month of sample intake (Income Asd stance
administrative areas A, B, C,and D). All sample members in New Brunswick lived in the lower third of the province in the month of sample
intake. The proportion of sample membersfrom each geagraphic areaapproximately equals the proportion ofall Income Assistancered pients
in the full catchment region who live in that geographic area
n/aindicates that the item is not appli cable.
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These wo stagesof samge creaibn— random selectionand random assignment- ensure tat
the SSP tudy will produce walid and generalizable results. Random selectionof SSP udy members
ensures hat the eanings suppgement programis beng tested with a repreentative group of single-
pareit Income Assstance regpients, who do nat differ systematcdly from the larger gioup of Income
Asdgstance regpients from which they were raadomly selected. Tus, whatever the results of the S
pilot program, they will be applicable to the brger population that provided the sanple of individuals
who paricipatedin S Random assignmengnsures hat any differencesin behaviour betveen the
program ad cortrol groups are dueotthe supgdemeit program, ad nat to systemaic differaices
betveen these o groups.

B. Details of thel ntake Pocedures

Random asggnment was onductedin 27 nonths betwea Novembe 199 and March 1995.
In eat such month, Statistics Canadafirst identified he pod of dl individuds digible to enter the
sampes by apgdying the relevant sampe ciiteria © current and historicd Income Asdstance pgment
recrds. Statistics Caada hen randomly selected a"fielding samgde" of individuds to contad in
person, interview, and invite to be part of the SSP study. Two lettersweresent to eat potential samgde
member— one from the locd Income Asdstance agecy (the Ministry of Social Servicesin British
Columbia or Human ResourcesDevelopment—-New Brunswick), and one from Staistics Canada—
informing her that she rad been selected b paricipatein a study of Income Asdgstance redpients, that
she would bevisited shartly by a Statistics Caadainterviewer, and that any informaion she gave the
interviewer would be kept in strict confidence

Statistics Caadainterviewers hen visited eab potential samge membeiin person. The vast
mgority of those in the fielding samgde were located ad contactedin the nornth they were first
selected. If a potential samde memberwas nat contacted in the first month, Statistics Caada
interviewers tied for two more nornths © complete te interview, aslong as be individud recaved
Income Asgstancein thase nonths. If someore left Income Asdstance before beng interviewed, or if
she was nat interviewed by the third month that interviewers tred b contact her, she was extuded
from further interview attempg. Few individuds were doppedfrom the samge for reasons of non-
contactor leaving Income Asgstance pior to contact.

During the in-person visit, the Statistics Canadainterviewer adninistered a'baseline’ suzfvey lasting

'Randam seledion wes uncrtaken in arder to ensure that the SSP galuation possesse what is alled
"external validity." A study is externally valid when its results are generalizeble to the larger target popuation
that did notactually participate in the study. In ader to guarantee SSP'sgenerali zability, it was necesary to
both randamly seled individuals from the target popuationsand ensure that the indviduals who then agreed to
be part of thestudy dd not dffer systematically from those who were invited but dedined. Fortunately, very few
individuals (less han 10 percent overall) declined to participate in the SSP tdy, suggesting that SSPs random
seledion procedure succesdully minimized "resporse bias,” and thusensured the external validity of the study.

The tem "baseline” refers  the fact that these srvey data @nstitute te starting paint against which
subsequent data can be measured to determine changes the sample member has undrgone fdlowing her entry
into the study.
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an average of 30 minutes, and then described the overall SSP sudy, carefully read an informed consent
form to the respondent, and answered any questions. SSP consent form, which was the product of an
extensive collaboration anong the paricipaing researd and data ollecion organizations, HRDC's
Tedhnicd Advisory Panel, and natonal privacy expers, wasdesigned b maxmize comprehension of
the piogram, he piivacy safeguardguilt into the study, and the consequeaicesof agreeng to be partof
the researd. The cnsent form is organized wnder e following question headngs. Who's dbing the
researt? What happeas when | volunteerfor the project? How will | know if 1'm chosen? What will |
be asked to do? What other informaion will be collected abut me? What will happen to my
informaion? How will it be used? What does it mean if | sign thisform?

By signing the informed consent form, the respondent agreed to join the study and allow
Statistics Canada b collect her reords for up b eght yearsfrom various agencies, such asthe local
Income Asdstance agecies, Revenue Caada, ad HRDC. She dso agreed @ be interviewed
petiodicdly by Statistics Canada. It was expained tat only Statistics Canadawould ever see any
informaion that culd wiqudy identify her, that paricipaion in the study would not affed her
eligibili ty for any services, that she could refuse to answer any survey questions, and that 50 percent of
those who agreed @ be in the study would be radomly selected ¢ be digible  "get addtional
money" if they "find afull-timejob within the next 12 nonths.”

In both provinces, the vast mgority of individuds appoaded ty Statstics Caada ompleted
the baseline survey, signed the informed consent form, and agreed to be part of the SSP tudy. In the
first yearof recruting samge membersn New Brunswick, Statstics Canada interviewers completed
surveys and consent forms for 97 perceit of the fielded samgde. In British Columhba, where e
population is more transient and thus more dfficult to contact, he completion ratewas90 percet in
thefirst yearof samgde intake >

Figure 2.1 providesan overview of the intake piocedures ad subsequa stepsfor program
group membes. As indicatedin the figure, radom assgnment was conducted immedatdy after the
interview was ompleted ad the samgde member agreed tbe partof the S study. Within two
weeks of their initial interview with Statistics Canada,individuds werendtified by mal as b whether
they had bea randomly assgned b the program goup or the @ntrol group. At that point, redgpient
samge piogram goup members begatheir one-year digibility period in which to find full-time
empdoyment, leare Income Asdstance, and initiate recgt of supdement payments. Their nameswere
given to the locd SSPoffices in Saint John and Moncton, New Brunswick, and Vancouver and New
Westminster, British Columhia, whose staff contacted hem b arrange a pogramorientaton.

*In New Brunswick, the non-responckrs (3 percent) consisted mainly of indviduals whom Statistics Canada
was unable to contact during the three month survey period. Thenonrespondng 10 percent in British Columbia
consisted of two groups— individuals who refused to participate in the survey (4 percent) and individuals whom
Statistics Canada was unable to contact during the survey period (6 percent). The4 percent refusal groupin
British Columbia may have be@ influenced by the Ministry of Social Sevices'stricter consait provisions, as
descibed in the agency's initial letter © prospectve SSP ample members. The ministry's letter told Income
Asgstance clients they coud refuse to be in the study before being contacted by Statistics Canada, by calling
Statistics Canada orthe ministry at colled numbers provided in the letter. However, staff who fielded calls at
the two agenciesmade every effort to encourage the recipient to at least take part in the initial interview in order
to hear about what the supdement offer woud entail were she to participate in SSP. The informed consent
procedures also informed those whorefused to be part of the study exactly what they were refusing, which
served an equally important goal of informed consent: to ensure that no onelost the oppatunity to participate in

the program because of notknowing about her options.
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FIGURE 2.1
AN OVERVIEW OF SSP SAMPLE INTAKE AND PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

STATISTICS CANADA INTERVIEWS AND RECRUITS
a representative sample of long-term, single-parent Income Assistance recipients

.

Random Assignment
of Income Assistance recipients who agreed to be a part of the SSP study, to either
the program (SSP-eligible) or the control (SSP-ineligible)

(Program Group) | (Control Group)
INFORMED OF SSP-ELIGIBLE STATUS INFORMED OF SSP-INELIGIBLE STATUS
by mail, which begins the year program group by mail

members have to find full-time work, leave
Income Assistance, and initiate receipt of the JSP
earnings supplement

. .

ORIENTED TO SSP PROGRAM NOT ELIGIBLE FOR SUPPLEMENT
offered information and referral assistance to jqb- or other SSP services, but continues to be
related services, and contacted periodically by eligible for all entitlements associated with

SSP staff Income Assistance
|
FINDS FULL-TIME JOB, DOES NOT FIND FULL-

LEAVES INCOME TIME JOB,
ASSISTANCE, AND BEGINS so is eligible for the supplement],

RECEIVING THE but continues to be eligible for
EARNINGS SUPPLEMENT all entitlements associated with

Income Assistance

v

CONTINUES RECEIVING
THE EARNINGS
SUPPLEMENT
for up to three years, as long ag
program group member has full
time employment

NOTE: Both program and control group members receive all regular entittements associated with Income Assistance
if they continue to qualify for Income Assistance. Both groups also have access to existing community services and
resources not funded by SSP.



[l. Samples Analyzed in This Report

The analysis presented in this reprt assesses programoperatons and exanines many aspects
of the experencesof single pareits in the program ad control groups, including their denmograghic
characteistics, program paiicipaion, supdemet payments, emdoyment, and Income Assstance
recept. The samge memberglescribed ad analyzed in this report are those 2,126 membersof the
redpient study sampe who were interviewed ad randomly assgned by October 1993. Tis report
doesnot analyze ay dataon redpient samgde membersnterviewed dter that point, or people enrolled
in the applicant and SSP Plus snples, snce, a this ealy stage of the project, dataon these latter
sanmples are still unavailable and follow-up perods are sl too brief. For the purposesof this report,
the following samgesof the reépient samge are déned and used:

* The report sample. As desdbed alove, hese are In 2,126 pogram and
control group membersn the regpient samgde who were raadomly assigned
in the first year of random asggnment (November 1992 hrough October
1993). The denographic characteistics of the reprt samgde are described in
Chapter 4.In Chapter 7,Income Asdstance dataon a subset of this samge
(thoserandomly assgned trrough June 1993) are used tnalyze the eanings
supdement program'simpacton Income Asdstance recet. In Chapter 8,
Income Assstance and SSP dtaon the rert samgde are sed b analyze the
costs and benefits of the piogram b date.

* The first-year program group sample. This samde cmpiises al the
program group membersn the rert samgde. Dataon these samgde members
are descibed and analyzed primaily in Chapters 5 ad 6, in order to
characteize paricipaion in the SSP pogramto date.

* The first-year impact sanple. Chapter 7 sesIincome Assstance daton a
subset of the rert samgde — referred b asthe “first-yearimpactsamgde’ —
to analyze the eanings supdement programis impacton Income Assstance
recept and payments. The first-year impactsamgde onsists of those report
samgde membersvho were radomly assgned b the program or control
group through June 1993.

In addtion, this reprt drawson the findingsin a mmpanion report (and an eatier draft of that
report),4 basedon 12focus goupsheld with 99 piogram goup membersvho are in the report samge.
Conducted in the fall of 1994, hese dscussons exdored he womers expeiences in the SP
program, their lives as single pareits on Income Assstance, and why they did or did not take
advantageof the supdemaent offer.

“*Bancroft and Vernon,1995.
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V. Data Saurces Used for his Report

A numberof datasourceshave be@ usedfor this report:

* The baedine survey, which collected denographic and other informaion
about samde members ahé point when they entered he researd samge.

* |ncome Asdgstance reords.

* SSPs PMS reords on program paicipaion, empoyment, and suppgement
payments.

* Field research on the operation of SSPand provincia Income Asdstance
programs.

* Expenditure dataobtanedfrom the Income Assstance ageciesand from the
SSP pogram providers.

* Atimesudy of SSP ff acivity over a wwo-month peiiod.
* Thefocus goup reprt thatis a @mpanion to the presat report.

Of these sources, only the baeline and Income Asdstance data arevailade for the full report
samge. Al other typesof datawereobtanedfor program goup membersnly.

A. The Baseline Survey

As previously noted, Statistics Canada adrimistered he baeline survey, which was designed
by SRDC, MDRC, and Statstics Canada, o al individuds selectedfor recrutment into the SSP fudy.
Administered to eath samde memberjust prior to random assignment, the survey collected
demographic and other informaion alout the individud and her househdd, including her family
structure, emfwyment history, educabn and training history, child cae use and requremaents, housing,
ethnicity, and current income sources ad anounts. The survey aso asked alout the samgde member's
attitudesand views about her family, empoyment, and welfare. The evaluaion will use theinformaion
from the baseline suwvey to describe the S populaton at random assgnment and to identify
important subgoupsfor the researt

B. Income AsgstanceData

The Ministry of Social Servicesin British Columbia and Human ResourcesDevelopment-New
Brunswick provided Stattics Canadawith monthly Income Asdstance datdiles. The projed used this
data source to identify the taget ppulaton, drawthe random samgde, and tradk pre- and post- random
assignment recept of monthly Income Asdstance beefits. Income Asdstance data ontribute
informaion to the ealy outcome,impact, ad benefit-cost analysisin this report.
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For this reprt, Statstics Caada ollected Income Asdstance datafrom Novembe 1989
through June 1994 which provided a lireeyear history of Income Asdstance recet for al samgde
memberdeore their random assignment date. e observed perod of Income Assstance recépt dter
random assignment variedfrom 9 © 18 nonths, dep@&ding on when samgde membersvere arolledin
the study.

In British Columbia's Income Assstance reords, the reprted nonthly Income Assstance
benefit anount represets te total dollars recered ly the houséndd for supmrt and shelter
dlowances and other eligible ancillary allowances (excluding “transitional benefits,” which assst
individuds who have left Income Asdstance with work-related expmeses). Statistics Caada
consolidated reords in the following categriesto deiive tis monthly benefit: chequescdculatedby
the compute during the nonthly cheque rm; chequescdculated ad issuedin the Income Asdstance
officesfor itemssuch asone-imeor ad hocpayments; and cheques hat werevoided.

In New Brunswick's Income Asdstance reords, e benefit anount represats the dollar value
of chequegyeneratedin the northly cheque poducion process. Thus, the nonthly Income Asdgstance
ampunts for New Brunswick samgde memberslo nat include noniesissuedfor speda payments such
asfud supgdements, nor are he anounts of voided tequesexduded.However, an audt by Statstics
Canadadenonstratedthat these other payments represented avery smdl proportion (atout 5 percet)
of total payments. Thus, te wdfare anount for New Brunswick Income Asdstance regpients is
dightly under-rerted, but he dfect on expenditures is estimated ¢ be smdl. Since exduded
payments should dfect pogram ad cortrol group membergoughly equdy, this omisson will not
substantively affect he estimaion of Income Asdstanceimpacs.

C. The SSP PPogram Managament | nformation System (PMIS)

The PMIS is the informaion system deigned ty SHL Systemhouse Inc., SRDC, and MDRC
spedficdly for the implemeantation and evaluaion of S The PMIS supports the acivities in the
program and payment offices. It provides informaion on key paricipant and program ontacs,
supdemant take-up empdoyment data and supdement payments, and budget datéor the st analysis.
This rert used AMIS reords trough December 1994which provided dat@ on the completed
supdemaent digibili ty period for all program group membes.

D. Field Observations andl nterviews

To support the implementation analysis, SROC and MDRC visited SSP pogramand payment
offices ad Income Assstance dstrict offices. Researd staff closely observed d aspects of SSP
program adtvities ad reviewed SSPcase files. Interviews with provincial SSPcoordinators, S$ and
payment office staff, and Income Assstance staff at Biitish Columbkia'sMinistry of Socia Services ad
Human ResourcesDevelopment-New Brunswick also contributed o this reprt's analysis of program
implementation and operatons.
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E. Expenditure and Time Sudy Data

This report aso includes an ealy look at the cost of operating SSP. For this purpose, fiscal
records were obtained from the SSP srvices and systemsproviders. The st cdculations were 4so
basedon the resiis of an SRDC-deigned and administeredtime study, which tracked SSP stdf
actvities, by individud and actvity, for two months in ead officein the fall and winter of 1994-1995.
This ealy cost analysis also includes cost information obtaned from British Columbia's Ministry of
Socia Sewices ad Human ResourcesDevelopment-New Brunswick regarding job seart sewices,
case managemet, and admnistration.

F. Focus Goup Report

To gan a better nderstanding of paricipants' responsesto the supgdemaent, a consultant was
hiredto leaddiscussions with smdl groupsof program goup membergo exdore the expeience and
dedsions of program group membes. SSP &ff reaquited program group membersfor 12 focus
groups, 6in eat province. The gioups were made ugf paricipants wha: (1) had taken up and were
currantly receving the supdemaent, (2) had t&en up the supdement but had ended emgdoyment and
supdemaent recept, (3) hadnat taken up the supgdementt buthadindicated a interest in doing so, and
(4) had nat taken up he supdement and said they had no interest in doing so. A total of 99 program
group memberparicipatedin the focusgroup interviews — 55 participants who took up the offer and
44 who did not.

During the two-hour sessions, the noderabrs asked individuds in ead group to refled on
various aspectsof their experence with SSP mce first heaing about the program This included not
only first impresgons, but also reasonsfor taking or not taking up the offer. An important part of these
discussons was a comparison of their SSPexperience with Income Asdstance. Participants also took
partin severd written and oral exeréses dsigned b fadlitate dsclosure and candor in the group
setting.

As noted alove, the insights and findings from the SRDC focus group companion report are
drawn onin the presat report.

V. Program Start-up

The random assignment of eligible single pare@ts  the program and control groups startedat
the same ime hat SSPoperations kegan in the two provinces. This was necessary becase it would
have be@ prohibitively expansive 0 operate a ot SSP program prior to the beginning of random
assgnment. It wascrudal that the researh sampe belarge eough to support the analysis of program
operatons and impacts prsented in later daptersof this report, so spending limited resourceson a
pilot samgde thatwould not be analyzed seemed owise.

However, the fact hat random assignment wasinitiated at e outset of SSPs operations raises
analyticd issuesln paricular, the etire researt sampe cveredin this reprt entered S® during its
first eight months of operation. These single parents experienced an SSP pogram that was brand-new
and, asdiscussd in late chaptes, the program e&olved duing the ealy months of operaton. In many
studies, random assignment begns after the program staff have had an opportunity to iron out any
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start-up poblens, when the programis thought to be operaing at"stead state'' Since the evidence in
Chapter 5 suggesthdt SSRoperatons have improved snce the firstyea, subsequa reports may find
that the program's &eciveness, and benefit-to-cost raio, may improve rdative © the findings
presatedin this report.

VI. Length of Follow-up

Where possible, it is desirable to ensure that informaion collectedfrom ead datasource
covers a uniform peiiod following random assignment for eadr samge membe However, this is
difficult to achieve at a eaty point in an evaluaion, since data arestill being collected, ad samgde
membersvho have recatly entered he study have be@ observedfor shorter petiods of time than have
eafier entrants. In this reprt, most findings axd analyses are bsed on the longest time peliod of
follow-up data aailade for al membersof the rdevant samge. For exampe, impactson Income
Assdstance recept are presented for the complete report samge for the first 12 nonths after random
assignment, a time perod that has now beea observed for every memberof that samgde, dthough
Income Asdstance impactsfor asmadler subsamge are &so presentedin order D identify future trexds
in Income Asdstanceimpacs.
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CHAPTER 3

SP'SPROGRAM DESIGN AND ORGANIZATI ONAL STRUCTURE

This dhapter oversthe piogram deelopment tasks that precededhe opening of SSPs dbors
to samde membersn November1992 begnning with a dscusson of the development of the SSP
program nodd. The dapter hen tums to the strategesthat were sed to ensure that this modd was
implemented asplanned selecing contracors acording to criteria that emasized pror experence
and the capaity to implement spedfic components of the SSPmodel; preparing explicit gudelines for
the program and then training the contracors; developing a ®mputeized supdement payment system
and Program Managemet Informaion System (PMIS); and monitoring how the comporents of the
program nodd and the aubmatedsystemswere putin place.

Developng the Program Model

In 1991, HRDGs Innovetions Branch began planning a test of the effeciveness of an eamnings
supdemant for Income Assstance redpients. HRDC oontractedwith SRDC in late 1991 @ design
both the piogram and the expeimental researd evaluaion of it. SRDC, in turn, enlisted the assistance
of Canadan and U.S. experts th experence managng and studying perinent program initiatves,
nataly past vork subsdy and negatve income tax (NT) programs Basel on the advice of this group,
and the results of a @mputeized simulaton of the dfects of severd dtematve nodds,
recommendaions were maded HRDC in eaty 1992. These were accepted,nd work began on
implementing the modd.

Two fundamettal questions had © be addrssd in designing the SSP pogram (1) How
should the program be targete@ (2) What should the piogram nodd be? The goal was © design a
program hatwould generate he greatst amount of addtional work effort among welfare redpients —

and consequently the greatast reducton in Income Asgstance and increase in econamic self -suffi ciency
— at an acceptale @st.

A. Selecting the Target Group

The evidence from previous reseatt on wefare depedency suggestghat, in the absece of
any program intervention, a sizalde ninority of welfare regients reman on assistance for very long
peiiods of time. These long-term regpients, who acount for a dsproportionatdy largeshareof overdl
welfare expadituresin both Canada ad the United States, are prmmaiily single parents.l Researd in
both countries has demnstrated be extet of needin families headed by single parents, and how

YIn Canada,single parents male up by far the largest portion of the welfare caseload, with single parents on
welfare representing ebout the same proportion of the entire population as they do in the United States (Blank and
Hanratty, 1991). Single parents also remain on welfare in Canadafor about as long, overall, as those in the United
States (Lemaitre, 1993).In the United States, single parents who were teenagers when they first had children
acoount for about half of all cash welfare expenditures (The Center for Population Options, 1992).
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diffi cult it is for single parents to gain suffi cient income from employment, non-custodia parents, or
other ources 0 supprt their families.” This gioup is mnsequeitly an espedally good candidate for
SSP.

Idedly, the dfeciveness of SSP would also have been tested for two-parent househdds with
minor children, as well as households with nominor children. However, this was not feasible for cost
reasons. First, asindicatedin Chapter 1, lbe cost of SSP jgr person was potentialy very high, which
limited te size of the pioject'ssamgde. Second, the normd labour market behaviour of different types
of houséolds is nat comparalbe, suggestg that their respnses © SSP night aso differ. Thus it
would benecessary from astatisticd standpoint to conductseparate malysesfor eat househdd type.
Given the pioject's budgetanstraints, it was detded hat it was betterd answer one quetion well —
Is SSPeffecive for single parats? — than severd questions inadequatly. If SSPis found to be
effecive with single parats — the group that is most depedent on wefare ad argualy has te
greatet needfor assistance — then there mg be reaon to test the nodd's dfeciveness for other
groups as wi.

Continuous recept of Income Asdstance for the pior year or more> was chosen as an
eligibility criterion partly to ensure that the suppdement would nat draw p@ple onto the welfare rolls
for the purpse of receving the suppdemet. Also, the longer welfare redpients have receved
assistance, he greatertieir futurewelfare depedency is likely to be — making them te gioup SSP
would most like to influence Finally, as discussed in Chapter 1, this restriction onéeligibility provides a
basis for conducting the applicant study, which will permit an assesgnent of whether the supdemaent
cauwseslonger stays on welfare.

Single parets who have be@ on Income Asgstance for ayearmake up amost a quarterof the
welfarepopulation in Canada However, it is nat clear which subgoups wthin this target goup night
respond most to a financia incentive treatmat. Thus, SSPis keing offered to al single parents who
have been on Income Assgstance for a least a year. The evaluaion results may indicate hat SSPis
most dfecive for paricular subgoupsof this sngle-parat populaton.

B. Desioning the Program Model

Becawse there was little evidence avallabe atwut the type of financial incentive nodd that
would be nost effecive in increaing the empoyment and self-sufficiency of Income Assstance
redpients,4 and becase HRDC was willing to consider aternative program designs, a systematc

“Raose, 1995.

*This digibility requirement was modified to include single parents who had been off of Income Assstance for
one month in the prior year. This change was mack to allow for people whose welfare fil es might have been closed
for a month owing to aclerical error or beause they receved a lump sum payment one month that put their
income over the limit for recaving welfare.

“There was no prior experimental evidence on the effeds of a pogram appying afinancial incentive appoach
to increasing the labour supply of the welfare population, although bath the NIT and wage subsidy programs have
been subjected to experimental evaluations. The NIT progranms served low-income populations, but the effeds of
these programs on welfare redpients specifically were not estimated. The wage subsidy progranms macde payments
to employers, not diredly to welfare redpients.
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review of severd program nodds wasundert&en using computersimulation aswell asother typesof
assessment.

In desgning the S modd, many quesions were addressedjxsof which stand out as
fundamental:

¢ What form should the wpplement take? It would be mssble to
supdemant eanings or hourly wages, to base the anount of the supdement
on any numbe of altemative formulas, and to make supdement payments to
eligible welfare redpients or to their empgoyers. As discussed béow, several
atemative supdemeant appoadceswere ased sing computersimulations.

* Should there be aspecific work requirement? Requring some mnimum
numberof hours of work perweek asa condition for receving a supdement
hasseverd advantages. It ensuresthat program goup membersnake a ¢ear
commitment to work and a dear brek with welfare.If the requremen is set
suff|C|entIy high, it dso guaratees hat program goup membersvork full
time’ from the outset, immedatdy satisfying a prereqisite for eventudly
adiieving financial self-sufficiency. However, afull-time work requrement
would discourage people who prefer working fewer hours (becawse of
pareiting demads, school enroliment, or aher reasons) from participating in
the prlogram.

* How generous $hould benefits be? As indicatedin Chapter 1,few people
work while on Income Assstance. Consequently, if the SSP pogram is to
acomplish its objecives, it must be g@erous enough to meke work pay —
therely indudang asubstantial fracion of the targé populaton to move from
nat working at @ to working full time.On the other hand, the more generous
the piogram, he higherits @st.

¢ What should the benefit reduction rate be? This quesbn — addressg the
amount by which supgdement payments are reduced as eaigsincreae — |
closely related to the previous one. Alow rateof supdemaent reduciton would
encouragepeople o increae their eanings (through increaed hours of work
and/or higher wage rate), butwould cost more than a program with a high
benefit reducton rate.

¢ Should services be provided? Sewices povided in conjunction with a
supdemant, such as job sear(h assistance, ould well enhance te
effeciveness of the plogram However, mudh could beleaned by testing the

>Some work requirements, of course, would not mandae what nost people would consider full-time work.
However, all the work requirements considered for SSP mandated at least 30 hours of work per week. The
earnings requirements that were considered were lessstringent, although they effedively dictated at least 20 hours
of work perweekin most ases— for example, anearningsrequirement of $150 @r week in New Brunswick (30
hours times the provinces minimum wage of $5). Better than 80 percent of SSP pogram group members in New
Brunswick who receved sipplement payments recaved a $arting wage under $7.50 per hour.

®Unlik e financial incentive program appoaches, there is extensive research evidence that job search asgstance
and other employment-related services can be effedive for welfare redpients. SeeGueron and Pauly, 1991.
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effeciveness of a powerful financial incentive without acompanying services.
Also, extensive sewvices are laead/ availadde in both provinces served by
SSP.

* How should the program be operated? In developing an gperational plan
for the program three issues are key: how qerational responsibility is
assigned, how mudh structureis imposed on the piogram, ad the types of
performance guddines hat are sed.

These isaues produced several important policy trade-offs. For example, a program without a
full-time work requrement would cleaty induce nore peple © work than ore with such a
requrement becage it would pernit part-ime work, but a pogramwith such a reqirement might
well produce a larger tange in hours worked than one without a requrement. Similady, the nore
generous the suppdement, the largerits dfect would be on work behaviour; however, the more
generous the program, he nore expasive it would be.

Computer simulations piovided a framevork for addressng tradeeffs like these. The
simulations produced etimatesof dtemative piogram nodds impactson emgoyment and hours of
work, fadlitaing consideraton of the work requremaent tradeoff. The simulations aso informed the
generosity/cost trade-off, using estimatesof the rate atvhich welfare regients arewilling to substitute
income for nonwork time (which econanmists cdl the "wage elasticity”) and aternative assumptions
about suppgement generosity (compared ¢ Income Assstance baefits) to predct the impacts ad
costsof program nodds with different levels of generosity.

These (Dmputersmulatlons using datafrom severd sourcesto predct the dfects ad costs of
altemative piogram modes,” were onductedin late 1991. B that ime, terewas gaeerd agreemst
on severd important program features (1) Paricipaion in the program would be voluntary; (2) a
famly would nat be alle t© receve koth Income Asdstance baefits and the suppgementt
simultaneously; and (3) the suppdemeit could be receved only for three yeas. This limited the
altemative program nodds thatwere onsideredin the analysis.

Six spedfic program options were exanined. One was a eanings supdement with a 30hour
work requrement, which is the nodd that was eventudly chasen. Under tis option, the maxmum
annud supdemaent is pad when someone works 30 hours per week at hie minimum wage and this
amount is reducel by $.50 for ead addtional dollar of eanings. This appoach is essentialy the one
usedin the NIT programs mationedin Chapter 1,with one very important difference the imposition
of awork requrement, and thus the fact hat the programis offered as a work-based aternative to
welfare,nat a repacemet for it.

Threeof the otheroptlons were &so eanings suppgemaents. Two Wereldentlcal to the first plan
except hat one had an eanings requrement instead of an hours requrement the dher had no

For a cetailed discusson of this analysis, including the data @d assumptions it used, see Greenberg et al.,
1992.

#The weekly earnings requirement for this option was $150 inNew Brunswick and $165 inBritish Columbia —
which is equivalent to 30 hours of work per week at the minimum wage. It was thought that an earnings
requirement would be easier to enforce than anhours requirement, since separate information on hours of work
and wage rates would not be needed.
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minimum work requrement at dl. The tird tied te supdement amount to famly size aswell asto
eanings: Its maxmum supdement was nore generous than the first plan's for famlies of three or
more, but he supdement wasstill reduced by $.50for eat addtional dollar of eanings. It dso had a
30-hour work requremant.

The last two options werewage-ratesubsidieswherely an individud recevesa subsidy equal
to haf the dfference betveen her actudhourly wage ad a targehourly wage. Thus, the maxmum
per-hour subsidy is pad when the peson eans the nminimumwage, buthe total subsidy increaeswith
additional hours of work. One ofthese qotions involved a30-hour work requrement, and the other had
no spedfic hoursor eanings reqiremant.

A simulaion modd was developed b estimate he dfects on emgdoyment and eamnings,
welfare depadency, and costs of these six program nodds. Altemative asumpions were sed
regardng program generosity, wageedasticity, and the stigmalncome Assstance recpients fed from
being on welfare’

Two findings from the simulaton analysis were citicd. First, the two program options that
generated ly far the largest estimated &ectson emgoyment were the eanings supdement modd with
an eaningsrequrement and the eanings suppgdement modd without an hoursor eanings requrement.
The next largest impact was poduced ly the wage subsidy without a spedfic hours-of-work
requrement. However, he buk of the dfectsgenerated i these options was part-ime empoyment,
much of it involving fewer than 20 haurs of work per week. The option producing the largest estimated
effecton empoyment involving 30 or more hours per week was the earnings supgdemaent with the 30-
hour work requrement.

Seond, the eanings supdemaents with an eanings reqirement and with no hours or eanings
requrement producedthe largest Income Asdstance savings, butwere &so estimated o be ly far the
most expasive piograns. The family-size-adusted eanings suppgement option was less expeansive,
butit dso produced he smdlest welfare savings. Thus, these options were estimatedto be less cost-
effecivein redueng welfare depedency than the others.

These conclusons were buttressed by other considerations. Frst, HRDC felt that if SSP vere
expandedto bemme afull-scde program, it would be labour-maket-basednot needs-based. His
implied hat the suppement anmount should nat vary acording to family size and also should be time-
limited HRDC also preferrad that only full-time empoyment qudify an individud for the supdemaent,
since part-timework would nat be adequatr self-sufficiency once he supgdemenit ended.

Seond, the wo wagesubsidy modds were judged ¢ be problematc becawse they requred
wage infarmaion from empoyers. This informaion would be hardto gater, ad trying to do so would
reved to empoyers that program goup memberdhad beea Income Asgstance regpients and were
now receaving asuppgemaent. Past evidence from evaluaions of wagesubsidy programsindicatesthat
such employer knowledge has several undesirable consequences, including a reluctance o hire. These
considerations, coupled with the informaion from the simulations, led deignersto conclude hat the

°As indicated in Greenberg et al., 1992, he simulation estimates were quite sensiti ve to assumptions about this
stigma There is strong empirical evidence that the stigma felt by welfare redpients in the United States affeds
their behaviour (Moffit, 1992). The focus goups conducted with SSP pogram group members suggest that the
stigma felt by Canadians on Income Asdstance may be comparably important (Bancroft and Vernon, 1995).
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eanings supdemaent with afull-timework requrement was te pioject's bet option.

This answered he first two policy questions noted ealier — what form the supdement should
take and whether there should be aspedfic work requrement. The computersimulations aso guided
the dedsion regardng the tird isue, supdement generosity: A maxmum supdement payment that
was $2,0® lower than the one chosen produced substantially lower empoyment impacs, while a
higher maxmum pgment generated noderatdy higherimpacts ad mud higher piogram osts.

It wasdedded b focusthe study squardy on deternining the effeciveness of SSPs financial
incentive — to see whether m&ing work pay would, by itself, produce greater self-sufficiency.
Providing services as part of SSP vould undermine the project's abity to answer this question,
becase it would nat be pssible © deternine whether te incentive or the services poduced he
impacs. As indicatedin Chapter 1, aspeda test in New Brunswick is compaing the effeciveness of
SSPto SSP Rus, which does offer services. It should be noted, however, that while the key to the
reguar SSP "treatmet” is the supgdemen, it has been padkaged &ng with informaion and a
distinctive piogramstyle, which is smdler and more pesonal than the Income Assstance pogram.

It was also decided that SSP bould, to the extent possble, operatelike a"red-world" program.
Thus, a greda ded of time was spent examning how existing programs dek with issues such as
empdoyment verificaion and income reprting. In addtion, the views of HRDC and provincia officias
onseverd spedficisaieswere detsive. Particular attetion was deoted b three qustions:

* What kind of organization should operate SSP? Serious consideration was
given to locaing the program in Income Asgstance offices or in Canada
Empoyment Centres, as well as to contracing the work to private
organizations. By taking the latter ourse, it washoped tat innowetion could
be introduced more easily and that te dance of control group
"contarmination” could be ninimized:°

¢ What kinds of employment should qualify for the supplement? Of
paricuar mncem were m&ing sure hat jobs were "legtimate; and
determining whether multiple jobs and self-emgoyment would quadify. It was
dedded hat jobs $ould be requed D be ®verad by Unempoyment
Insurance (which indicatedthat the emdoyer was re8 and should nat be
pubicly subsidized; tat any humberof jobs could be wed b meet he 30-
hour work requrement; and that self-emgoyment would be alowed, but
govemed ly specal and stingent rules.

* What should the accountingperiod be? The length of the perod on which
supdemant payments are céculatedis an important design issue becawse it
affectsthe program'sfairness and flexibility. For exanple, an illness might

Maintaining an uncontaminated control group — one that has no contact with the program — obviously
requires that control group members not be permitted to recaéve the SSPtreatment. However, it also requires that
the services and other types of assistance available to control group members not be increased substantially because
of the availability of SSP to the program group. Because hcome Assstance gaff have reguar contact with control
group members as well as program goup nmembers, the chance of contamination would be substantially greater if
SSPwere operated wnderthe aegs of the Income Assstance ministries.
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prevent a plogram goup membervho doesnot recaeve pad sick leave on her
job from receaving supdemaents if the acounting peiod is short. Monthly and
four-week acmunting perodswere ¢osen.

In addition, it was dedded that €ligible individuals should be given oneyea in which to initiate
the supdement. This was dore for two reasons. Frst, it dlowed pogram goup members lpnty of
time to consider te suppgement offer and to find employment while, at the same tme, dscouragng
delay in responding to the offer. Second, it helped the project ontrol its liahblity for suppgement
payments.

. Translating the Model into an Operating Program

The model that was designed for SSP— offering an aternative to welfare that subsidized full-
time work, and providing informaion but no services — had nat been tried bdore. This madeit
imperaive that stepsbe t&en to ensure hat the nodd wasimplemented well. The remander of this
chapter begns by idetifying severd key issues dung SSPs deggn phase hat became cetral
challengesin the pioject'simplementation phase, axd then tums to the spedfic stepstaken to meet
those dnallenges.

A. Key Elanents in the Program's Implementation

During SSPs design phase, he eanings supgdemett program was panned in great detih
However, criticd fedures of the program design still needed to be translatedinto performance goas
and guddines duing the progranisimplementation phase.

1. Understanding the supplement offer. The nost important objecive duing the initial
contad and orientation stageswas b inform everyone inthe program group about the suppgement
offer. This meant reading asmany people aspossible, expaining the program d¢eaty and fully, and
making sure individuals understood this explanation. Responsibili ty for these key tasks would go to the
contracbors selected o operate e SSP offices.

The importance of this objecive had bea underscored durng the project'sdesign phase: The
simulaton anaysis had assumed omplete understanding of the supdement by the eitire digible
populaton; anything less would reduce the SSP model's effeciveness. Moreover, the simulation
estimateswere sensitive to the level of suppgemeit generosity, indicaing that it was epedally
important that piogram goup membersinderstand how mud betteroff financialy they would be if
they chose i take advantageof the supgdement. Cleaty, unless this happaed the SSPmodel could
nat adhieveits otential.

If SS° were operating on a large scde as an ongoing program, eligible Income Assstance
redpients would hear alout the program ky word-of-mouth. However, this communicaion cannot ully
develop in the context of a social experiment like SSP The scde is too small, the program is too new,
and half the sampe is asggned b a @ntrol group. SSP sught to smulate te kind of understanding
that would evolve inan orgoing program environment by making an extraordinary effort to fully inform
the entire program goup. As desdbedin Chapter 5, SB stdf tried to contact as se © 100 percat
of the program group aspossible, and to provide a detihed orientation to dl who were ontacted. his
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level of outreat effort would probably not be achieved in an orgoing, full-scde program because it
would not be necessary. It wasnecessaly in this pioject, however, in order b ensure loth afar and a
redistic test of the SSPmodel.

2. Information, not services. An important operating goal was to provide the informaion
that piogram goup memberseeded @ deade whether © initiate the supdemaent and then to proceed
if the answer was yes. However, a firm commitment was maded providing informaion only, nat
sewvices. As indicatedeatier, providing serviceswould méke it impossible © deternine the extet to
which SSPs financial incentive, as opposed to the services, generated be observed impacs. This
problem ®uld be slvedonly by randomly assgning digible sngle parats © three goups— SSP vith
services, SSP whout services, and a cortrol group — and this wasnot possble with the budget
constraints that exsted at he outset of the pioject. It was dedded during the design phase that the
denonstration would be nost useful if it tested he dfeciveness of an eanings supdement pe se.
Later, addiona resourcespermitted he random assignment of igible individuds 1 three groups as
part of the SSP Rustest in New Brunswick.

3. The work requirement. Making sure hat supdement takers emgdoyment and hours of
work met he piogram's requemeits has bea an important goal of SSP implementation.
Responsibili ty for achieving this would be shared by the contraciors operatng the S offices and the
contracor implemanting the pgyment system and operatng the supdemaent payment office

Closely related o this goal are wo other objecives: (1) making suppgdemet payments
expedtiously when program goup members meete work requrement, and (2) ensuring that Income
Asdstance pgments arenot recaeved at he same ime supgdemeit payments are made.

4. A real-world program. Findly, it wasvita that the piogramoperat fairly and efficiently.
The credibility of the program — to program goup membes, to the Income Asdstance agecies, and
to athers — dependedon its operatng in a mamner that was comparalbe © exsting socia programs.11
Much of the burde for adiieving this would fall on the mntraciors operaing the SSP pogram, but
considerable responsibili ty would also fall on the cortracor implementing the aubmated pgment and
managemet informaion systems ad operatng the payment office

5. Responding to these challengs. To receve afair test, the program nodd had b be
implemented as fanned in these key respeck. Carewas t&en, however, not to impose too much
structureon the mntracbors, who, having overdl responsibility for their prograns, needed considerable
discretionto take appopriate adons and dso werein the best position to identify and addres locd and
client-spedfic issuesand needs. Limiting the anount of centralized control also reflectedhow a full-
scde programwould probaldy operate.

Severd tedniques were sed D adieve a béance betveen implemeaiting a cardully
prescribed nodd and gving contraciors sufficient aubnamy. First, the contracor selecion criteria
requredthat the contracors be capale oth of succesgully implementing the prescribed @mponents

Y afew respets, however, SSPhas puposdy not operated like a "real-world" program — for exampk, by
making its abovenoted effatsto cantact all éigible individuals — including via home visits.
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of the SSPmodel and of exercising good management sense in running other aspectsof the plogram.

Seoond, detded pogram guddineswere deelopedfor the contracirs to use, and extensive
training and tednicad asdstance were povided in conrecion with them. Reaeardh suggests that
innovationsare put in place nore successully if their goals and procedures arelea and exnlcn > The
spedficity of the guddines 4so helped @sure a teaty ddined, onsistent treatmet across SSP
offices, which is essential to interpreing the researd results and to legtimatdy poding the samde
aaoss offices.

Findly, the pioject team pia dose attaition, partculary eaty on, to monitoring for the caréul
and complete implementation of eatc SSP component, conformity with the program guidelines,
satisfacory handling of operatonal problems, and compliance with the PMIS and other daia reporting
requrements. Tednicad assstancewas povided asneededtio make sure the contracors implemented
al demants of SSPas quickly and accuratéy aspossible; this was esential becase the evaluaion’s
follow-up perod bega onthe first day of SSPoperatons.

B. SelectingContractors

The piocess of selecing contracors o operate e SSP pogram began in earnest in April
1992 when SRDC dstributed requestfor proposds © severd hundred ®cia sewice organizatons
acioss Canada, ad placednewspaper adertisemants inviting ageciesto make pioposals  run S
program offices in one or both provinces. At the same ime, firms with computer systems experse
wereinvited b tender hdsto design and maintain managemet informaion and supgdement payment
systemsfor SSP.The cdl for bids made it clea that organizations could bid on both piecesof the
projed or form consortiumsto do so. All submitted poposas were reiewed ty SRDC and MDRC
stdf, and a sméer goup of contending proposds was assesgdeby a large review panel, which
included reprsentatves from both provincial govemments and HRDC, aswell as severd expert
consultants.

The review process which took placein June and July 1992, sed te following criteria in
assessing potential programoperaton contracors:

* Experience.Potentia corntracors were reqired b have bea in operaton for
atleast five yeass. They were &so expectedd have had experence providing
direct sewvicesto the public, including counselling clients or customers based
on their persona and financia circunstances as well as experence with
aubmated traking systens. Previous experence working with disadvantaged
groups (espaelly single parets) was onsidered a fus. Rnaly, they needed
to have had expeience peforming projectwork — thatis, work of a spedfic
and temporary nature.

¢ Stability. Contracors were requed b denonstrate financial and manageral
stability. They were required to have an established acounting and pesonrel
benefit system and astrong financial history and outlook.

2Fullan and Pomfret, 1977.
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* Commitment to the model. Contracors had b denonstrate a solid
understanding of the SSPmodel and be willing to develop procedures hat
conformed to it.

¢ Capacity. Contracbors neededa have established offices in British Columbia,
New Brunswick, or both. They aso needed @ have the capaity to work with
the expectednumber of program goup membes. Knowledge of issues
confronting welfare redpients as they make the transition to employment,
govemment and community services aailade o low-income individuds, and
money managemaet and financial counselling were considered aplus.

* Commitment to the research. Cortracors had © denonstrate an
understanding of the reseach design and be willing to cogperate with the
random assignment evaluaion and ocomply with researcr and data
requrements.

As a reult of the review piocess, Bemard C.Vinge axd Associates Ltd.was ontractedto implement
the SSP pogramin British Columbia, and Family Services Saint John, Inc., was contracted ¢ ddiver
the piogramin New Brunswick.

Similar criteriawere sed D evaluate wtential contracors o develop the supdement payment
and managemet informaion systens. Instead of experence working with disadvantaged groups,
however, reviewers looked for experience designing, implementing, and mantaining paroll systems
and client tradking systens, aswell aswith aubmatedfile transfers. In addtion, it was not required
that bidders have offices in British Columbia or New Brunswick. SHL Systenmhouse Inc.’s Halifax,
NovaS%)tia, office was chaosen to develop and maintain both the PMIS and the supdement payment
system.

[l. Putting the S Infrastructure in Place

Contracts with Vinge and Associates, Family Services, and Systemhouse were signed in
August 1992 hree nonths bdore the two SSPofficesin New Brunswick (in Sant Johnand Moncton)
opened their doars and five months before program gperations began in British Columbia (with one
office in Vancouver and one inNew Westminster). Thus, the imetalbe for translating the SSPmodel
into an operatng program was extremé¢y compressed. Severd tasks were citicd to creaing the
necessarinfrastructure(l) developing guiddinesfor programoperatons, (2)hiring and traning stdf,
(3) creaing the AMIS, (4) deeloping the aubmatedsuppgement payment system, and (5) nonitoring
staff use of the guddines ad the o aubmatedsystems duing the first two months of operatons in
New Brunswick, which wereviewed as a i@l peiniod for SSP.

13SRDC also contracted with Statistics Canada b collect survey data ad admnistrative records, and to create
the research file. Statistics Canadawas chosen to carry out these functions because of its unique datacoll ection
capailiti es and its legidated access to highly sensitive datafiles. All SSPinterviewers are Statistics Canada
employees who are internally trained and monitored.
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A. Develming Program Guidelines

The SSP Ricedures Maud and rdated program materas were dréted duing the summerof
1992 They were maddinal in the fal, at be same ime he @ntraciors were setling on locations for
the S offices and completing their staff hiring. The manual provides guidelines covering 12 program
area. Some topics correspond to spedfic components of the piogram nodd (for exampe, "Contacing
New Sampe Membes' and "Initiang or Renitiaing the Suppement”), while others ©ver bioad
isaues such as "Confidentiality and External Relations.”

In ead area, he manud offers arationale for the way the componrent or issue is approaciedin
SSP, dscribes pertinent program acivities and functions, spdls out what is requred o happen and
what is recommended, ad indicatesthe objecivesin that arealn addtion, neededforms and letters
are provided,asare "scripts" for exgaining aspectsof the programor responding to difficult inquiries.
In the secion of the manud on SSPorientation, for exampe, hereis a bref exdanaton of the reasons
for orientation sessions (nost notaly, fully informing program group members atwt SSBH, a detaled
discusson of what is requred b be ®@veredin the ses®ns, suggesbns alput the ne © setin the
sessions, a description of spedfic objecives for exampe, he goa of having atleast 80 percet of the
program group receve an orientation), and avariety of program matdels (such asa form letter o be
usedin inviting program goup membersaorientatons and an agendafor group orientation sessions).

These operaing guddines were avehicle trough which the denonstraton sought to
standardze key eemants of the piogram treatmet. The ProceduresManud served nat only as an
operations gude for SSPoffice staff, but aso as a monitoring instrument for SRDC and MDRC field
staff who reviewed program operations. The gudelines were particularly helpful to the SSP office in
bringing new stdf up b speed.

B. Hiri ng and Training Staff

Hiring dedsions were citicd to succesdully implemeanting SSP. Individud staff members
have obviously played a mgor role in puting components of the nodd in place. Bgond this, staff have
set a tone for the poogram ad have be@ cruda in engagng program goup membersn SSP
acivities. The hiring degsions dfected he environrment, routines, structure, maagemet, and message
of the program.

The four S offices had to be staffed to carry out the various program functions — initial
contact, orientaton, informaion and referrd, ongoing contact, supdemant initiation, and post-initiation
payments and contact. The wo contracors ead needed a mvincial coordinator, who also served as
the office manager in one ofthetwo offices inead province Vancouver and Saint John); both Family
Serices ad Vinge and Associateshadidentified his peson prior to beng awardedtheir contracs. In
addtion, the mntracors eat needed a office manager (for the New Westminster and Moncton
offices), as well as oneto three additional professonal staff and one or two support stdf per office
Most project staff in both provinceswere hired tirough newspaperadvertisements, which generated
hundredsof responses. The wordinators screenedinitial responses and interviewed e best candidates.
Intervieweeswere rated aarding to their ability to work with people, atitudes tward dsadvantaged
groups, administrative skill s, handling of confidentiality concerns, team abi ties, and role-playing skills
(for exampe, welcoming program goup membersathe SSP office). After references were chedked,
employment offers were made to the candidateswith the highest scores.
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The hired steff were overwhelmingly women, most of whom had wiversty degreesAll had
experence working with disadvantaged jppulations, and dl were @mfortalde with the piogran model
and the program goup membes.

Staff training and tedhnicd asgstance reinforced the operating guidelines, promoted
standardzation of key dements of the piogram nodd, and provided a mesas for SRDC and MDRC
field staff to assess and develop the skills of individual staff. SRDC conducted a Wwo-day staff training
session at eab SSP office and, after that, technicd assistance wasprovidedby SRDC asneeded On-
site technicd assistance ad program nonitoring were carred out by SRDC and MDRC staff who
visited eab office at regular intervals. Discusgons and menoranda offering program clarifi caions
were &so provided.

This traning and tednica asgstance helpedensurethat a consistent messagewasddiveredby
SSPand that all staff were "playing the same tune.” It wasalso important in geting the contraciors to
adapt beir practces o confom to the SSP model, snce both organizatons had dmilar prior
experience Family Services in offering private @unselling and group workshaps in jobseach, caree
planning, self-esteem,substance abwse, fhysicd abwse, and family and pesona problems, and Vinge
and Asociatesin developing and operatng job seard, training, and empoyment prograrrs.

SRDC monitored he peformance of Vinge and Associates ad Family Servicesby reviewing
monthly reports piepared by SSP &ff, making office visits to spe&k with staff and observe program
acivities, monitoring statisticsfrom the PMIS, and conducing "audts' of the office procedures ad the
PMIS. Throughout the first yearof operatons, audts were peformedat least quartety, and someimes
generated mermws instructing staff to tighten up or revise proceduresn week area.

C. Developng the Program Management | nfor mation System (PMIS)

The PMIS is an aubmatedsystem tat gudes pogramoperatons, tracks SSP pogram group
membes, and providesa meas of closely monitoring program peiformance. It was developed with
researb purposesas well as hese pogram operatons in mind. The opportunity to take research
consideratons into acount comesfrom SSPs gatus as a deomstraton program,operatng separatéy
from existing government programs (and informaion systens).

The PMIS was dsigned b:

* Control intake. The system was designed so that peple ould na be
enrolled in SSP uless they had been randomly assgned to the program

group.
* Support staff-client contact. The PMIS provides al the traking and

badkground informaion needed g staff to initially contact pogram goup
members ad then mantain contactwith them.

* Track and manage program activities. The system traks key program
acivities: notificaions, digibility periods, attendance at agvities, informaion
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and referrds provided, ongoing contactswith steff, initiaion of emgoyment,
and payments. This, together with aubmaic letter-g@eraton and ticklers and
other reminders, has helped SSP t&ff manage these acivities.

* Asaure compliance with key program gquidelines. Severd program
processes are orntrolled ky the PMIS. For exampe, tere is a "guided"
supdemant initiation process, ensuring that al requrements for paricipaion
are met, al lettersare sent, and everyone recéves the same notices {or
exanmple, of eligibility) as appropriate. The system dso recrds al key events
(see bdow), providing an audt trall when changesor admnistratve actons
are requed.

* Create a“paperless’ office. A papelessoperaton supprts SSP sfi& contact
with program goup membes, payment system staff, and community
agencies, dlowing relevant informaion to be obtaned déectonicdly rather
than by manud seardesof files. It is dso desirade from areseard standpoint
to have as mub program adwity as wssible reorded on the systent this
providesone of the piincipd databaes wsedin the evaluaion.

* Support information-sharing. The system pernits informaion to be
transmitted betveen the SSP offices in eat province and the pgment office
in Halif ax.

¢ Be uwser-friendly. It wasimportant to develop a"friendly” system for non-
system-traned SSP &ff. Virtually none ofthe staff hired for the program had
used computers onaregular basis before working for SSP.

The PMIS tradcks al contactsbetveen SSP &aff (Vinge and Associatesand Family Services)
and program goup membes, including any letters, phonecals, supdement payments, attendance at a
group session or peisonal meeing, provision of informaion, and referrds for service. The PMIS
operatesn the four SSP offices and includes the followving data:

* |Information about the program group members. All program erollment
informaion, aswell asinformaion from a short questionraire filled aut by
program goup members airientation (see Ghapter 5).

¢ Employment information. Data on dl jobs that qudified for supgdement
payments.

* Voucher and payment information. Dataon al supgement vouchersfiled
by program goup members ra on dl suppgemeit payments issued ly the
program. This informaion is fed b the PMIS by the pgyment system (ee
below), alowing SSP &ff to see what has leen recaved and processed for
ead individud.
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* Program events. All lettess, attendance atorientation, contacts with staff,
remnders, paroll messages (from the pament system), emgdoyment
initiations, and so forth.

* Notes. Freeform nates about speda circunmstances, what was discussed
during a téephoneconwersation, oranything else.

In effect, he dateon program eents and the freeform notesconstitute the SSP &aff's case nates on al
program goup membes, and are categrized and listed dronolagicdly.

D. Developng the Automated Payment System

The Suppgement Payment System (SPS, which operatesn a ceatral locaion in Halifax, was
created @ support supdement payment functionsin al four program offices. The system caculates ad
isaues eamings supdemeant payments o dl program goup membersvho meet he work-hours and
wage requemaeaits. The systemwasdesigned b be flexible — acommodaing avariety of work and
pay situaions — while still providing acwmuntahlity and cortrol. The spedfic system objecives
included:

¢ Making timely and acarate payments. Unlike the Income Assgstance
system, which pays piospecively, SSP mkessuppemeant payments baed on
past work hours and eamnings reported. The ime betveen recept of pay
chequesand recapt of suppgemet chequesmust be mnimized b mantain
household income cortinuity and reinforce the link between earnings and the
supdemaent.

* Making equitable payments. The supgdemeit payment system should, over
the course of a year, mée similar pgyments to persons who work similar
hours and have similar eanings. Payments should nat vary becase of pay
frequencies, schedue differences, or other individud job dharacterstics. The
SSP pymet system onsequetly has the flexibility to accept eaings
reported from a wide variety of empoyer pgroll systems, ranging from
weekly pay frequancies basedn an hourly wage 6 monthly pay chequesfor
salaried emgoyees, and to cdculate eqitade supdement anounts for ead of
these situaions.

* Allowing changesin benchmark earningslevels. The bexchmak eanings
level was initidly set at $37,000n British Columhia ard $30,000in New
Brunswick. Theselevels are ajuisted anudly to mantain the real vaue of
SSPs financial incentive, given the changes in the Income Asgstance rates
and other facors in the eonamy.

* Allowing a variety of qualifying work arrangements. The program deggn,

while requiring full-time work, provides flexibility in how the single parent
can meet his requrement, alowing her o comhbine part-ime jobs or to use
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self-emdoyment.

¢ Discauraging returns to welfare owing to temporary employment
problems. The piogram dows some epsodes of low work hours, for
whatever reaon, without cuting off supgdemaent payments. The objecive was
to reduce e needfor program goup membersaretun to Income Asgstance
whenever pioblems aise. Thus, full-time empoyment was defined as30
hours per wek (athough most full-timejob scheddesarefor 35 to 40 hours),
and hours are aeragedover a four-week or morthly acounting pefiod
(depending on the individud's pay schedde). Thus individuds usudly arenot
pendized for brief absences— to take careof a sick child, for exampe. In
addtion, if averagehours worked fal bdow 30 hours pe week for a four-
week or monthly peiiod, the supdement is reducd proportionatdy the first
and seaond time this happeas during a 12-nonth peiiod, so that supdement
income is still provided. (For the third and subsequent periods in which the
30-hour requremeant is not met dumg a year, no supdement payment is
made, esuring that less than full-time empoyment does not continue to be
rewarded However, the system dlows the supdement takers anather two
reduced-pgment peiiodsin ead of the o subsequent 12-nmonth petiods.)

* Providing appropriate administrative controls. The system must operate
with administratve ease rad minimd fraud, while poviding comprehensible
statemats to program goup membersso that they understand how the
supdement was céculated ad how it relates o their hours and eanings.

Becawse there was no firsthand experence with similar apflicaions, the design of the S
payment system faced aseries of challenges. Notally, it had b (1) meaure and verify eanings and
work hours, ad (2) mantain the confidentiaity of the supdement takers involvement in SSP.If
employers know about the suppgemaent, it may influence heir degsions atout hiring and wagelevels. In
addition, if other employees knowthat the supgdemaent taker is recaving this extra noney, it may catse
friction betwveen her and them. Thus, the piogram operateswithout requring empoyers b report
employment informaion direcly to SSP, ckculating the suppemaent based on existing documentation.
Pay stubs — statemets of wagesissuued b supdemeit takers by empoyers — provide te
documaentation of eanings, hours, and pay datesneededor supdemaent cadculation purposes.

Pay stubs can be obtained without enployer involvemaent, but can still be verified if necessary.
However, pay stubs involve different pay frequencies, pay cycles, and pay-rate céculatons. In
addtion, empoyer paroll systemsrange from entirely manud cdculatons, with payment in cash, to
sophisticated auimatedsystems abe © pay different ratesfor different job actvities in the same
peiiod. Consequently, the suppdemet payment system needed tie flexibility to handle all of these
variations.

E. Establishing Supplement | nitiation Procedures

Developing proceduresby which supdemaent takers would initiate supgdement recept was a
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criticd task in laying the groundwork for SSP. 8vera steps were taken to safeguard the process.First,
to initiate supdement payments, a pogram goup memberthas b come into the SSPoffice (Those
who have noved out of the study area, or live in renote ares, can complete te initiaion by mail.)
The requremaents for initiaion are ©veredin orientation sessions, which are describedin Chapter5,
and staff remind potential supdemaent takersto bring the requred dbcumaents with them to the initiation
meeing. Second, the PMIS wasdesigned b gude staff through the initiation process, which ensures
that they collect and verify dl requred informaion. The individud's supdement payments begn only
after dl requred data arerteredin the system. In addtion, staff use a tedlist to ensure hat tey
expain everything to programn group membes. Eligibility requirements for initiating the suppgement
are adollows:

* The program goup member mst start working a the eligible job before the
end of the one-yea €ligibility period. A program group memberwho was
working at the time of her random assignment may use that job to initiate he
supdemaent, but only eanings recaeved after the date of random assignment
qudify for the supgdemant.

* The piogram goup member mst work full time, déined asworking an
average of atleast 30 hours perweek over afour-week or monthly acounting
period. She can meet he mnimumhours reqirement with one job or multiple
part-ime jobs. Eanings must be Unemgdoyment Insurance insuralde,"* and
the plogram goup member mst ean atleast the piovincia minimumwage.

* The program goup member mst agree @ leave Income Assstance. As part
of the initiaion process, SSPtsff send a lettersigned by the piogram goup
membernotifying the Income Asdstance office of her supgdement initiation
and drecing the office to end welf are payments.

* The program goup member mst sign a Participaion Agreemet, which
outlines rules and responsibili ties for participating in the program It also gives
permisson for SSP &ff to share informaion with the Ministry of Social
Sewices in British Columha, Human Resources Development-New
Brunswick, HRDC, and Revenue Caada ® that SSP can monitor compliance
with program rues.

The threeyea suppdement recapt petiod begns when a piogram goup memberfinds an
eligible job and recavesher first suppgement payment; it exgres exacty three yearsafter te start of
the acounting perod for which the first supgdemaent chequeisissued Once the supdemaent is initiated,
the threeyea eligibility "clock" continues to run, whether or not the person remans emgpoyed or
recaves he supgdemant ead morth.

A very small percentage of supplement takers (using multiple jobs to qualify for the supplement) had 4 least
one pat-time job where Unemployment Insurance deductions did not occur, because the job did not mee the
minimum hours or earnings requirement for Unemployment Insuranceinsurability. These situations were accepted
for initiation because the jolbs met all other requirements for insurance coverage.
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At the supdemaent initiation meeing, wsudly held in the SSPoffice, staf'f inform supdemaent
takersabout the tax onsequencesof the supdemaent, which is taxabe income’ Sup|dement tekersare
given the option of requesting additional withholding of taxes from their supgdement payments,
ensurlng that the additional income does notleare them with a large tax liability at the end of the
year They can aso chocse to recave supdement payments through direct dejosit to their bank,
which alows them to receve the money faster and diminates ke dance of cheques bimg lost or
delayed inthemail.

To fadlitate he payment process, staff spend time reviewing with supdement takers the
proceduredor claiming supgdement payments. Staff stress that, in order b get pad on time, they must
complete and mal in their vouchers on time (avoucher mntains dats, hours, and wages of
empoyment). Supdemaent takers recave an instruction sheeton how to complete he vouchers and
collect pgments, a six-month supdy of vouchers prepiinted with initiator and emgdoyer informaion,
and prepad addressedneelopesfor maling their vouchers and pay stubs to the payment office in
Halif ax.

Findly, staff complete a empoyment verificaion — estaldishing that the empgoyer is
legtimate ad the job qudifiesfor the suppdemett — and enter the initial voucher informaion on the
PMIS (wed for cdculatng the suppdemett). The payment office is responsible for processng
subsequent payment informaiton. If the supdemaent taker changesjobs, she must complete e initiation
process agan.

F. Getting Ready to Make Paymnents

Ead supdement chequeis baed on the eanings recéved duing a gven acounting petiod.
The payment process rdieson the mmpletedvouchers ad corresponding pay stubsfor that period that
supdemant takers md to the payment office Staff in the payment office verify ead voucher aganst
theenclosed pay stubs before entering the infamaion from the voucherinto the pgyment system.

The in-person initiaion meeing in the SSP office, combined with the mail-in system sed for
payments, splits responsibility between the program offices and the payment office, reducing the
chance of fraud ad oollusion by supdemaent takers and staff. Supdemaent takersfill out a voucher
immedatdy after receving eat pay cheque ad prompty mal it, dong with a ®py of the
corresponding pay stubs, to the payment office, using the prepaid envelope. The voucher informaion
(sudh ashours pad and gross eanings) can usudly be opied by the suppement taker drecty from the

pay stub.

In order to process the vouchers, supdemant takers are dassified into one of the wo

1°Suppkment payments were ruled to be taxale for income tax puposes by Revenue Canada. However, the
suppkment is not considered pensionable income for the Canada Pension Plan nor insurable earnings for
Unemployment Insurance purposes.

®Suppkment takers who recéve aher sgnificant taxable income such as alimony payments need to consider
the tax ligbility on their total income, because no taxes are deducted from the alimony payments over the year.
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acounting perods, based on their emgdoyer's pay frequemcy.17 For individuds who are p&d biweekly
or weekly, afour-week acounting pefod basedn eanings (rdlected ly pay chequesyeceivedn that
four-week supdemaent pay peiiod is the basis for suppement cdculations. For individuds who are pad
sem-monthly or morthly, a northly acounting perod is used. nsequetly, individuds following a
four-week suppemaent pay peiiod will receve 13supdement payments in the year, while individuds in
the nonthly supdement pay peiod will recave 12 supdemeit payments in the year However, the
annualsupdement anount is equa for individuds with the samewagesand work pattens over te
year, #though ead supgdement cheque arount varies.

For supdemaent takers who use only ore job to meet he piogram requemeits, méeking
payments is straightforward. Fgure 3.1loutlines te sequaitial cheds peformed ly the system'sbatch
payment process to cdculate hese payments. This process ensuresthat payments are processed only
for eligible individuals with eligible jobs. SSP pgram offices are informed about payments that
cannotbe processed and thereasonsfor theacions teken.

For supgdement takerswho use mutiple jobs to qudify for the supdemaent, the processing is
more compleX, espedally when the jobs have dfferent pay frequencies. Payments in these situaions
are céculated maudly. For either aubmatedor manud cdculation, if the submitted vouchers pass all
the processing steps, the supdemaent anount is deternmed wsing the suppgement formula dscussedin
Chapter 1, ad then adustedfor the following situaions:

* Reductionsfor low hours. If the supdemaent teker fails to pass the minimum
work-haurs reqirement, her payment is reducedproportionatdy, using the
ratio of the actudhours worked D the expectedours during the acounting
period. For exampe, if she normdly works 40hours per wek, but arerages
only 20 hours during the peliod, her suppement is reducedd 50 percet of
the full suppdemett anmount. As indicated abve, supdement takers are
allowed tvo such reductons every 12 norths.

* Prorations for employment start and end dates. If the supdement taker
does not work the entire perod becase of staring or ending a job, her
supdement is porated acording to the numberof days she works during the
acounting perod.

* Adjustmentsfor prior periods. If asuppgement teker is over- or underpad
in a given peiiod (for exampe, becase of data @try errors on vouchers or
employer oversights that were not knavn when the payment was processed),
the payroll offi ce adjusts the rext cheque.

"Because roughly threequaters of all employees in Canada a@e paid weekly or biweekly, it was decided to
establish accounting periods hat can effedively deal with the vast mgority of suppement takers instead of forcing
their pay periods into an artificial accounting period of one month. Conversely, if the remaining 25 percent who
are paid semi-monthly or monthly were "forced” into a four-week accounting period, the admhistrative tracking of
hours and earnings would be more complex, and the simplicity of relating hours and wages to a supplement
amount would have been lost. The system had D ensure horizontal equity — that individuals who earn the same
amount should receve the same sipplement payment regardlessof their pay frequency over the course of the year.
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Once he pgyment system caculatesall supdement amounts, the payment office electonicdly
transmits selectedinformaion to the Royal Bank, which peforms the SSP cheque-writing and tax-
withholding functions. Using its existing automated pgroll system, he bak cdculates he net
supdement amount and disbursesit to dl digible supdemaent takers, dther by chequeor direct dejosit
to their designated acount.

The bank sends informaton to the pgyment office about tax-withholding and net suppgement
amounts for spedfic individuals. The payment office updatesits databae with this informaion and
producesa statemeit for suppgdemaent takers, which detals the suppement cdculation and providesan
expanation for selected onditions such asnonpayment becase of excessive eanings, or reduced ad
prorated pgments. SSP &iff have access to dl the payment informaion in order © answer payment
inquiriesfrom supdemant takers.

G. Establishing Interagency Relationships

The implementation of SSP required cogperation, as well as svera specific linkages, between
the piogram ad the wo provincial Income Assstance agecies, the Ministry of Social Serwicesin
British Columha and Human ResourcesDevelopment-New Brunswick (formeity the Departmet of
Income Asdstance). A @operatve rdationship betveen the pioject and the ag@cieswasestalished at
the outset Repreentatives from both provincial ageicies were involved in the reseach design and
selecion of program ontracors. Later, severd formd and informa conrecions were atalished
during the implementation phase:

o Field staff in the Income Asdgstance offices in both provinces have helped
explain SSPto their clients and have discussd the program with them.

o Agency daff have asgsted SSPin geting SSPmaterals to clients who have
moved by forwardng letters ad other mateial.

e SSPhas snt cumulative lists of program group and cortrol group membergo
al Income Asgstance offices to asgst in answering any inquiries receved
fromclients.

o SSP sif have referred program group membergo Income Assstancefor alowancesfor
tnasportation and child care while attending SSP sssons, as well as for services — job
lcibs, careerlpnning, and o forth — and daycaresubsidiesthat are sailade o low-

income, working pareits.
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FIGURE 3.1

STEPSIN PROCESSING VOUCHERS AND
CALCULATING SSP SUPPLEMENT PAYMENTS

SELECT ALL ELIGIBLE SUPPLEMENT TAKERS

Those who:

* have an active enployer in the pay period

« are rot suspendedfrom receving the supplement

* submit avoucher dated within the threeyear supplemen period

v

IDENTIFY ACCOUNTING PERIOD

Determine whether the suplement take bdongs to the four-week or
morthly supplemen pay period or requires amarually generaed
supplement payments!

Inform S offices by E-mail
PERFORM THE FOLLOWING CHECKS? about supplemert takers with
payment issues (e.g., missing
vouches or no nformaion
submitted

« Did the supplemert taker submit the required numter of vouche's in  —
the supplement period?

« Did she em the provincial minimum wage omore?

 Did she megthe ninimumwork requirement of 30 fours per week?

CALCULATE SUPPLEMENT AMOUNT

ISSUE CHEQUE

Transmt payment informaion t the Royd Bank

NOTES: 1The paymat system poduces alist of suppemernt takeiswho reguire a mamially calculated pymert. The
payroll manaer reviews the list and ensures that eat such suppement taker mees dl the praram rules
before caculating her supplement.

20nly the key cheks are listed.
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o« SSPhas snt officid natices to Income Assistance workers when program
group membershave initiated he supdemeant, ending their eligibility for
assistance.

« Computersystemsstaff in the wwo agencieshave providedadministrative files
for sampe selecion and monthly cross-matding with SSP suplement recept
recordsfor purposesof identifying potential "double-dppers.”

The referrals of SSP pogram group membersd Income Asgstance offices for services is particularly
nateworthy becawse the SSPmode does nat include swch services. However, SSP pogram group
membersrl%céve no spedal treatmat, bang digible for the sameservices awther Income Asdstance
redpients.

Housng ministries at e povincia level, as wé#l as the Canada Mortgage and Housng
Corporation at the federd level, have dso had a partd play in the implementation of SSP.Initialy, the
SSP suplement was counted asincome for the purpses of cdculating rent in subsidized housing
units, but dter negotiations with the agecies, dl three agreedot waive the supgdementt for this
purpose. The reaon for the waiver was that if the supgdement was counted as income, subsidized
housing residents' rents would increase significantly, grealy reducng the financial attractveness of the
SP offer. The hausing agencies did notwant to penalize residents inthis manner, and indicatedit was
in their interest to promote long-term self-sufficiency. Linkages between S and the provincia
agewcies — whereby individual eligibility for the waiver could be established — fadlitated
implementation of this agreem.

However, the British Columbia Housing Managemet Commisson reversedits dedsion on the
supdement waiver in August 1994, over mncems about equty betwveen residents who werein SSP
and those who werenat. The agecy agreed d a "grandfathering” of the waiver policy for residents
who were already in SSP, btisome of the sanple memberdor this reprt were df ected ly the policy
reversa.

SRDC hashad deéings with numelous agencies, community organizations, ad/ocag/ groups,
ombudsmen, and privacy commisgoners in both provinces. Espedally noteworthy is the interacton
with Canada Emppyment Centre staff, for whom SRDC has prepared maiels for generd distribution
through the Regona Officeof HRDC. Inputwassought from these gioupsfor designing materals and
proceduresfor contacing and informing reseach sample membes. These rdationships with
community agencies have been helpful to SSP &ff, who have referred program group membersfor
services povided ly these organizations. Apart from this, however, there is no formd interacton
between SSP and these organizations and agencies, though S offices do give brochures describing
community services b interested pogram goup membes.

8shortly after program operations began, New Brunswick experienced budget problems that threatened the
funding for job dubsand aher fams of jobsearch assstance provided ty Human ResourcesDevdopment. SSP
provided a gant to the province to shore up these services. The asdstance funded by this grant was available to
the control group e well as the program goup.
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CHAPTER 4

BASELINE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE FOR THIS REPORT

As described in Chapter 2, the SSPevaluation uses three sanples, the man one of which,
cdled e "redpient samgde," wasrandomly selectedfrom dl single parets 19 yearsof age or older
who had recéved Income Assstancein S’s catbment areasn British Columhbia or New Brunswick
for at least one year. This samgde was dravn from alarge mpulaton: 20 percet of al Canadan
famili es with children are healed by single parents, and single-parent families make up 75 percent of
al families recaving Income Asgstance. It is dso a mpulaton of individuds who, assingle parets
andlong-term welfare reapients, are doubly disadvantaged. Single-parent famili es have lower levels of
educaion, higher ratesof unemgoyment, and smdler incomes han two-parent families, and are more
likely to reman on Income Asgstance for extended pelods of time, han are wo-paret families,
singles, or coupleswithout children.*

As further expainedin Chapter 2, he samfe for this reprt (referred to heran asthe "report
sampe’ or simply the "sampe") comprises he 2,126 peple in the regpient sampe who were
randomly assgned to the program or control group duing the first year of random assggnment —
Novembe 199 through October 1993. Tis dhapter decribes be dharacterstics of the reprt samge
using three ypesof quaititaive and quditatve data denographic and other data ollectedin the
baseline survey that samgde membersanpletedjust beore beng randomly assgned © the program or
control group, informaton obtaned duing focus-goup dscus#ons with a subsanie of the program
group,2 and data gatered ly interviewing and reviewing documents prepared Yo SSPand Income
Asgstance staff, who often came & know sample members qgite well.

A Profile of the Report Sample

While the reprt samgde is deaty disadvantaged,it is dso diverse. The samge includes
women (and a smdl percetage of men) from age 19 hrough 77, who were dvorced, separated,
widowed, or never marred. Some samgde memberdiad only one dild, while others had many, of
varying ages. Some had grown up in single-parent households or in households where Income
Asgstance had bee receved, butothers camerom financialy self-sufficient, two-parent famili es.
Some had little formd educaibn, while others had atteded wiversity. The extet of empoyment
experence rangedfrom zero to 45 years. Although the samgde is dominated ly native-born Canadans
of European ancestry, it dso includesimmigrants, memberof visible minority groups, and redpients
fluent in neither English norFrench.

'SeeLindsay, 1992.
“See Bancroft and \Vernon,1995.
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This diversity in the reprt samgde underscoresthe variety of circunmstancesthat can result in
welfare depedence and dso lays the groundwork for insights into the sorts of people who benefit most
(and lesst) from the program, and why. Severd characteistics of the samgde are partulary
nateworthy:

* Employment history. Almost al samge membershad some emdoyment
experence, and many had held jobs recantly. However, less than a quarterof
the sampde were emjoyed at baeline, nostly part ime.

* Recept of Income Asdstance. About half the samgde had beea on assistance
for atleast threeyeas.

¢ PBarriers to self-sufficiency. Most samge membersfaced emjpyment
bariersof one kind or another. limited educabn, little or nowork experence,
physicd or emotional disabilities, no help in caring for thelr young children,
inaccessible public transportation, and/or poor labour maket conditions.

* Feelings and attitudes. As desabedin the focus goup repDrt,3 poor self-
esteem and low expectabns were ppbally significant bariers for many
samyde membes. However, nost focusgroup paricipants also said they were
uncomfortalde receving Income Assstance and expresed astrong desire to
lift their families out of poverty — attitudesthat were mtentialy valualde in
moving them bward self-sufficiency.

These and other dharacteistics are dscussedin the remanderof this dhapter.

Il Employment History

Empoyment badground and curret empgoyment status is an important deterninant of
subsequait emgoyment behaviour. Table 4.1lindicates hat 96 percet of the report samgde had at least
some empoyment experence; some, pariculaly in British Columbia, had a consideralde amount.
More than half the samgde membersn British Columhba, ad 45 perceit in New Brunswick, reported
more than five yeas' work experence at he ime of random assignment. Single pareits betveen the
agesof 30 and 34, who make up he largest age gup in the sampe, averaged rore than sesen years'
work experence in British Columhkia and more than six yearsin New Brunswick (nat shown in the
tabe).

®Bancroft and \Vernon, 1995.
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TABLE 4.1

SELECTED CHARACT ERISTIC SOF THE SSP REPORT SAMPLE AT
THE TIME OF THE BASELINE INTERVIEW, BY PROVINCE

Characteristic at Basdine British Columbia New Brunswick Full Sample
Demographic characteristic
Female (%) 94.7 96.9 954
Age 19-29 (%) 394 445 411
Age 30-3 (%) 40.6 35.7 39.0
Age 40 or dder (%) 199 19.7 198
Averace age (years) 331 325 329
Divorced, seprated, or widowed (%) 54.1 516 533
Never married (%) 441 46.7 44.9
Married at older than ag 20 (%) 39.0 49.8 424
Average ageat firstmarriage (years) 219 209 216
Gave birth a younger tlan age 2 (%) 354 509 405
First gawe birth & age 3 or older (%) 59 33 5.0
Single at birth of first child (%) 293 375 319
Average ageat birth of first child (years) 221 208 217
Number ¢ dependent children (%)

One 48.6 52.8 50.0

Two 345 30.2 331

Three a more 164 136 155
Numberof dependent children under age 6 (%)

One 416 384 405

Two o more 14.2 112 133
Not native-born (%) 224 27 15.9
Immigrated in thelag 5 years (%) 4.0 0.3 2.8
First Naions arcedry (%) 134 5.8 111
Asian arcedry (%) 6.6 0.2 45
Did not live with both paents through ag 16 (%) 448 36.1 419
Parens ever received Income Asstance before

responeént reached age 16 (%) 216 29.1 24.1
One or both parents gradwated from Hgh schod (%) 533 327 46.5
Repoted an ativity-limiting physical condtion only (%) 20.7 191 20.1
Repoted an ativity-limiting emotional condtion only (%) 34 3.8 35
Repoted ativity-limiting physical and

emotond condiions (%) 5.6 24 4.6
Housing payment is governmetisubsidized (%) 178 311 221
Average montHy housing payment ($) 552 301 464
Rurd resident (%) 5.3 17.8 95
Moved 5 or moretimesin last 5 years (%) 275 19.6 249
Education and training characteristic
Graduaed fromhigh schob (%) 442 425 436
Completed grack 10 or less(%) 424 526 458
Averace highest grade completed (%) 105 10.0 104
Attended uniersity (%) 8.2 8.6 8.3
Graduaed fromuniversity (%) 3.2 10 25
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TABLE 4.1 (continued)

Charecteristic & Basline British Cdumbhia New Brunswick Full Sample
Attended voetiond or trade schobor
commurity cdlege (%) 55.7 455 523
Comgeted voctiond or trade school
or community college (%) 215 19.6 209
Attendad job-readnesgprogram in prior year (%) 181 9.1 151
Attended Ife skils progran in prior year (%) 15.6 118 14.3
Currertly enrdled in education a training o) 144 118 135
Attitudinal characteristic
Strongly agree or agree with the following gatemerts: (%)
Oneyear from now, | expect to be married. 7.1 7.7 7.3
Right now, béng on wdfare provides fa my family
better than | coud by working. 539 486 522
Rightnow, I'd prefer nat to work sol can take care of
my family full time. 424 316 389
I like going to work. 937 96.4 94.6
My family is having somany prodemsthat | cannot
work a apart-time a full-time job righ now. 186 151 175
If I gotajob, | codd find saneore| trug to take care
of my chldren. 794 84.5 811
Children who goto daycare or pre-schod learn more
than clildren who sty home with their parert. 528 593 55.0
Child care characteristic
Typesof child care used, if used (%)
Before/after schobprogram 59 6.5 6.1
Daycare certre 215 9.7 176
Reative in the home 16.1 204 176
Non-rdative in thehome 156 183 165
Redative outsde the home 199 26.9 222
Non-rdative ouside thehome 285 387 319
Older brother a sister 32 6.5 4.3
Uses child care, if employed (%) 718 633 68.7
Pays for child care, if used (%) 382 624 46.2
Receivesgovermernt subsdy for child care, if used (%) 575 46.3 537
Average monthly payment for child care, if paysfor care ($) 256 155 210
Employment characteristic
Ever enployed (%) 95.9 954 95.8
More than5 years employment experience (%) 532 44.6 504
Ever employed during the prior9 months (%) 258 338 284
Average houlty wageduring the prior 9 morths,
if ever employed during tht peiiod ($) 7.60 5.65 6.80
Average total hours worled duiing the prior 9
morths, if ever employed during tht petiod ($) 496 526 508
Average total earnings during tk prior 9 morths,
if ever employed during tht petiod ($) 3,631 2,814 3,311
Currertly employed (%) 182 209 191
Average work hours g week during the prior
morth, if currently employed 165 192 175

(continued)



TABLE 4.1 (continued)

Charecteristic & Basline British Cdumbhia New Brunswick Full Sample
Looked fa work in prior4 weeks and cuently
unamployed (%) 24.2 232 239
If looking for work: (%)
Looking fa full-time work 39.6 56.5 445
Looking fa part-time work 204 203 204
Looking fa ether ful- or pat-time work 399 232 351

Unemployed and repots a reasa coud nd take ajob

in thelag 4 wesks (%) 580 46.8 54.3
Repots the folowing ressonscould not tke a job in

the lag 4 weeks, if unamployed and nd looking for work: (%)

lliness a disability 188 221 19.9
Lack of adequae chld care 14.9 8.0 126
Persona or family responsilility 406 326 380
Gaing to school 126 131 128
No transporttion available 51 7.7 6.0
Too much campetition 2.7 0.7 2.1
Not enougheducation 9.5 38 1.7
Not enoughexpetiernce/lack of skills 9.1 19 6.7
Sample size 1423 703 2,126

SOURCE: SRDC cdculations ugng dita from SSPs besdine interview for the report sample: the 2,126
program group and contrd group members who enered the research sample throwgh Odober 1993.
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®me readersmay find this surpising. As Georges Lemaite has put it: “In the popular
imagination, socia assstance isgeneraly percaved as an al-or-nonestate, hatis, pesons in recept of
social assistance do not work and pesons with jobs do not receve socia assistance:" However, as
Lemaitrefound, this is not the case in redity.* Corsistent with this finding, asubstantial proportion of
the SSP eport sample — 26 percent in British Columhia and 34 percat in New Brunswick — had held
a job within nine nonths of the baseline interview. Moreover, albout one in five samde membersin
ead province was emgdoyed at baeline’ Figure 4.1 Bows the occupaiona distribution of jobs by
province. Taking the sampe asa whde (not shown in the figure),half of those who were empoyed at
baseline had service jobs such as waitressng, cooking, cleaning, or babysitting. About 20 percent had
clericd jobs such as typing, answering phores, or goerating acash register. Another 10 percent were in
sales — working in retal estabdishments or acing assales repreentatives. Approximatdy 5 percet
were emfoyed as dgcareworkersor teaters assdstants.”

In British Columba, where he minimumhourly wage was $6.00 diung the perod of first-year
samge intake, the average hourly wageof samde memberswer empoyed in the nine nonths piior to
the baskne interview was $7.60In New Brunswick, where he hourly minimum was (and still is)
$5.0Q the averag hourly wageof workers was $5.65. Sarlgpmembers Wwo were eer empoyed
during the nine nonths piior to baséne worked an averageof 13 hours per wek during that period
(notshown inthetable).

“In his study of a1987 cohat of singe parents who had receivedincame Assisince in at least 11 of the 12
precedingmonths,and whoremained on Incane Assiséince forat least anotheryear, Lemaitre found ore-third of
redpients reporting earnings from employment duing the second year of Income Asdstance recept. See
Lemaitre, 1993.

*These data may uncerestimate the extent of baseli ne employment among sample members. Almost half of the
report sample members agreead with the statement on the baseline survey that "you really can't blame people who
work on the side and dort tell the welfare department.” It is possible that they underreported their current
employment status during the baseline interview.

*The acupational distribution of sample members who were employed at baseline dd not dffer much from
the occupational distribution of female single parents in general, or of women in two-parent families. In 1991, 71
percent of female singe parents worked in service, clerical, sales, child care, or nursing jobs, as did 69 percent

of wives n two-parent families. Sed.indsay, 1992.
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FIGURE 4.1

JOBS HELD AT THE TIME OF THE BASELINE INTERVIEW, BY SPECIFIED TYPES AND BY
PROVINCE
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report sample: the 2,126 program group and control group members who entered the
research sample through October 1993.
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[l. Other Char acteristics

A. Sex, Age, ad Marital Stat us

The vast mgority — 95 percet — of samde membersare women. In Canada, assisewhere,
women still head the bulk of single-parent famili es in reed of financial asdstance”’

The SSP ample demonstrates that very young mothers are nat the only single parents
recaving Income Assstance The averagesampde membemwas 33yearsof age.Four-fifths of the
samgde wereunder40 yearsof age, ad samde membersvere réatively evenly distributed broughout
the 19 to 39 age rage. The rdatively smdl numberof older women probally reflected he fact hat
they werelesslikely to be supprting depadent children.

More than half of the samgde (53 percet) had bee divorced,separatedor widowed. Amost
as may (45 perceat) hadnever be@ mariied® Among samgde membersvith some maiital experence,
the average age at first mariagewas 21. Very few samge memberssaid that they expectedd be
mariiedin the cmming year.

’As noted earlier, 82 percent of al singe-parent families in Canada in 1991 were headed by women. The
number of single-parent families headed by men, however, is ncreasing. It rose 35percet beween 1981and
1991.Seelindsay, 1992.

®The research sample was resticted to singe parents. Married sample membes married after they were
randanly seleded. Less than 2 percent of sample members reported a spouse or common-law partner. The
present data may underestimate the number of sample members maintaining common-law relationships, given
the fact that acknowledgement of a such a relationship may result in a downwerd adjustment of Income
Assisance benefits. (Income Assisance workers in British Columbia regard failure t© report common-law

relationshipsas a relatively common farm of fraud.)
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B. Education and Training

Less than haf the report samde had graduatedrom high school” In New Brunswick, more
than half_had nat gone past grade 10n British Columhia, over 40 percet had nat. Literayy wasnat
measured at basdline, but Income Asdstance workers in British Columha reprted tat illi teracy is
someimes a poblemwhen Income Asdstance apficants are aked o fill out required forms.

About half the samde had atteded a ommunity college,vocaional institute, or tradeschool,
and 21 percent had receved a degreeor cerificate. Las than 10 percet of the samgde in the wo
provinceshad atteded wniversity. And even though amost half the baseline survey respondents said
that they would "redly like to be going to school" (not shown in Table 4.1) fewer han 15 percet of
samgde memberdn either province were curretly enrolled in a high school, trade school, vacaional
institute, @mmunity college,or university.

Fewsamgde members (15 pena had recet experence (n the prior yeal) with job-readness
prograns. However, samde membersn British Columbkia had dmost twice as mule experence (18
percait) as samde membersin New Brunswick (9 percet). (These serwvices were nore ready
availade in British Columba.) Fourteen percaeit of the samgde had atteded alife skills training
programin the year béore the baseline interview.

C. Job Searh Activity

About ore-quarterof samde membersvho were nat empoyed at badline were adtvely
seeking work at the time of the baseline interview. However, of those looking for enployment, 45
percait said they were seeking full-time work, and 35 percat were seeking either full- or part-ime
work. Contacing emgoyers direcly was the nost popular mehod of job seard in both provinces,
followed ky making inquiriesof friends and rdatives, ad usng pubic empoyment agencies.

D. Barriers to Employment

As might be expected,nemgdoyed samde memberswvho werenat looking forwork reported
higher empoyment bariiers han those who were @gagedin ajob searb. Over three-quartersf those
engagel in ajob searb did na report any empgoyment bariiers; he rest reprted one or more (nat
shown in Tade 4.1). Among those nat looking for work, famly responsibilities (including

o is interesting to nde dfferences between Canada and the Urited States in patterns of education and
training. Acoording to Freamnan and Nealels (1993), Although Canadians and Americans attain rougHy the
same years of schoding, Canadians do not fdow the same paitern of attainment as Americans. In some
provinces Canadians gaduate Hgh school after 11 years of schoding, whilein ahers they graduate after 12 or
13 years . . .Canadians are more likely than Americans to leave school before completing high school but are
aso more likely to dbtain past-high school nonuiversity training” According to Ginzberg (1979),
apprenticeships pay a much larger role in Canada than they do in the United States, and the Canadian
government often fundsapprenticeship training.
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responsibili ty for dependent children) was the barrier most frequently reported, followed by illness and
disability.

Interestingly enough, few samgde memberseported ladk of skills, experience, or educaion as
empdoyment bariers. According to Income Asdstance workers, the biggest empoyment barier may
be Income Assstance regpients lad of self-esteem.Focus goup paricipants reprted hat one of the
hardest parts of looking for a job was not knowing "how to spe& to . . . people or what to say." Some
described the \ery thought of looking for a jokas overwhelming.

E. Parenthood and Family

Although the averagesamgde membehad gven birth for the first time at age 21, afair number
had hed children while still teenages, espedally in New Brunswick. Very few samgde membersn
either piovince had bee 30 or older when they first gave krth. Most samge membergad mariied
before the kirth of their first diild, but alout one-third had not.

The families of sanple membersverenot pariculady large.One-half of dl samge members
had only one depedent child athome;one-third had wo; and the remander had three or more. Almost
half the samde dd not have any children at home wnder 6yearsof age 41 perceit had one; and 13
percet had tvo or more.

F. Attt udes Tovard Employment Versus Homemaking

More than half of the SSP anple believed that "being on welfare provides for my family better
than | could by working." More than one-third sad that they would "prefer not to work™ so as b "take
car of my famly full time!" Even so, dmost dl samde members (95 pensg claimed hat tey
"like[d] going to work." Less bhan oneifth bdieved that their famili es were "having so many problems
that | cannotwork at a part-time or wll-time jobright now."

The focus goup leaders reprted hat many single parets were quite adamat about their
unwillin gness to leave children at home while they worked at a full-time job. This sentiment was
expressedat just by mothers of young children, but dso by some of the mde single parants in the
samgde and by mothersof older dildren. As one focusgroup paricipant putit, "I got teenage kids.
They getin so mud trouble these dgs that you don't want to just leave them to come home on their
own." According to ancther, "l always sort of thought it was good to be hame with your kids, when
they were bales . . . ad now it's even more like, you ort of got to be tere.”

G. Attit udes Tavard Daycare

A desire to stay hame with children may have been reinforced by negative experiences with
babysittersand daycare cetres. Some focus group paricipants reported instances of negect; others
found that waiting lists at dg/care cetresweresimply too long, or tuition too expensive. Participants
with disabled children found it paricularly hard b arrangefor child care. Neertheless, 81 perce felt
that"if | got ajob, I could find someonre | trust to take careof my children.”

The preference for at-home pareting that some samgde members expssed was rédlectedin
the kinds of emgoyment bariers hey reported. Thirty-eight perceit of samde membersvho were
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unemployed at baseline and not looking for work reported not working becawse of "family
responsibilities.” This was, by far, themost frequently cited barrier to employment for sample members
not looking forwork. Thirteen percet dso reported”ladk of child caré as a baier. 10

Over two-thirds of samgde membersvho were emfoyed at baeline reprted sing somekind
of child care. Bapsitterswho worked outside te home were he nost frequently used form of child
care reported by dmost one-third of empgoyed samde membersvho used dild care.Over 20 percet
took their children to relatives hames; somewhat fewer brought relatives in forthe day, or turned ch|Id
caeover to arelative arealy residing inthehome Fewer still had ababysitter mme Ly the house "

Less han one-quarterof the dhild care onsumersin the samfe useda daycarecentre, or a
before- or after-school program. Some focus group participants who expressed ancem atout leaving
their children with othersindicated hat they might be willing to do so if assured of quality, low-cost
daycare centres. Fifty-five percait of samge membersagreed tiat "children who go to daycareor pre-
school lean more than children who stay home with their mothers."”

Less than half the samde membersvho used aild care pal for it. In British Columbia, 38
percait pad for care;in New Brunswick, 62 percat did. Parets who had closerelativeslooking after
their children may not have had b pay for care, ad the wsts of other kinds of child care mg have
been offset by government grants. Over half the sample memberswvho used dild care redeed some
level of subsidy.

The st of child carefor those who pad for it differedsignificantly by province. The average
costin New Brunswick was $155 per onth and in British Columba, $256. Tis dispaity may have
been relatedto cost-of-living differecesbetwveen the wo provinces, or to the fact hat dmost twice as
many samgde membersn British Columbia wsed dgcare cetres. Care ly rdatives (both inside and
outsde he home) was rore frequent in New Brunswick.

H. Physical or Emotional Disability

Some samfe members rapted béng burdaed ty serous physicad or enmotiona problems.
On the baseline survey, 20 percat of samgde memberglaimed a acivity-limiting physicd condition
only, and 28 percet reported an acivity-limiting physica or enotional condition or both. Focus goup
paricipants reported Hindness, bran damage, een ternmina illness They also spoke of problem
pregiancies,or of children who were dsabledor had speia needs.

Samgde memberswvho wereworking at baeline were half aslikely asnonworkers to report
physicd or enmotional problems (ot shown in Talde 4.1). They were so less likely to have recéved,
or been interestedin receaving, counselling for persona problerns.

10The keseline survey all owed sample members o identify more than one employment barrier.
“Female single parents, whether or not thagceive Incane Assiséince,are genedlly less likely toreceive
in-home child care savices han two-parent families. In 1990, 33percent of female singe parents who used
child care used in-home @re, whereas 38perceant of two-parent families did so. Seelindsay, 1992.
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|. Family Background

A significant numberof samde memberg42 percet) did na live with both parents until the
ageof 16. (he-quartef sampe members grew up famili es that relied on Income Assistance Some
focusgroup paricipants who grew up on Income Assstance daimed hat the expeience had actudly
stiff ened their resolve to eventually get off Income Asdstance or to make certain their children are
never dependent asaddts. One remrted tat she often adnonished her son: "You'd betternever be
standing in the welfare line, food line, or unemployment line." Another reminded her children: "I don't
want you to bewherel'm at.| don't want this 1o happen to you."

In New Brunswick, about two-thirds of the sampe reprted tat neither of their parents had a
high school diploma. However, in British Columbia, more than helf the sample membershad atleast
one paret who had graduatefrom high school.

J. Ancestry, Lahguage, aad |mmigrant Status

The percetageof the samgde who werenative-born differeddramaicaly by province.In New
Brunswick, dmost dl sampe members (97 pen®@ were native-born; in British Columhba,
appoximatdy three-quarters were. dwever, only 4 percat of British Columhkia's samde members
hadimmigrated ¢ Canadain the last 5 yeass.

British Columhia presents a nore ebnicadly diverse pcture han New Brunswick. Thirteen
percaeit of samde membersn British Columhia daimed some First Nations ancestry, and over 5
perceit reported Asian ancestry.

K. Living Conditions

Only 5 percet of samge membersn British Columha livedin rurd area, but 18 percet of
samgde membersn New Brunswick did. Residents of rurd areasfacel speda difficulties when it
came o finding empoyment, geting to a job, or locaing child care.Samgde memberavho did not
drive or own a carfacedserious transportation problems. One focus group paricipant described the
scardty of jobsin her rurd area asunbdievale." Ancther rerted an hour-and-a-half walk, to both
her balysitter's home and her dace of empoyment. In some rurd areasof British Columha, the
nearest licensed dacare cetre was 30 nilesaway, and Income Asdstance redpients had difficulty
geting mental hedth and other services.

More samgde membersn New Brunswick receved govemment help with their rent than in
British Columbia (31 percet versus 18 perc#). As expected, r¢ and mortgage pgments were
higher in British Columbia. On average, sanmip members wved frequently: One-quarterhad noved
atleast five imesin the five years pior to baseline.
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CHAPTER 5

SP'sPROGRAM ACTIVITIES PRIOR TO SUPPLEMENT TAKE-UP

In November 1992, fter many months of program deeopment and preparabn, the SSP
offices in Saint John and Moncton, New Brunswick, opened teir doors for the first ime. The SSP
offices in Vancouver and New Westminster, British Columbia, followed suit two morths later. As
discussed in Chapter 3, prior to the beginning of the program, office procedureshad bea developed,
staff hired and traned,"scripts’ and orientation materals written, and aubmatedsystemsimplemented.
But there were still many questions about how the program would run, mostly concerning the response
of SSP pogram group membes: Would program goup membersbe willing to attend informaion
sessonsabout an "unknown” program, whase services were provided by private organizatons? Would
they bdieve the eanings suppemaent offer was "for red," or dismiss it as "too goodto be true'? Would
they understand the demaents of the offer well enough to make a reasoned dedsion about whether or
nat they would be betteoff on the earnings suppgemaent than on Income Asdstance?

In order b provide afair test of this new socia policy, supdemant-eligible individuds needed
to understand and trust the options they had wnder te licy. This was the centra implemeitaton
challenge of SSP to create a cratlle, well-functioning eanings suppdement program, ad to ensure
that all suppdement-dligible individuds knew alobut and understood their options under te piogram.
Only under these circumstances would the outcome of the SSPexperiment be likely to reflect what
would happen under te "red-world" conditions of afull-scde piogram.

Thisisthefirst of two chaptersthat describe he implemantation of the SSP pogramin its first
yearof operaton, and the response of those who became legible o paricipatein thatfirst year (hatis,
the 1,066individuds who were radomly assgned b the piogram goup from November 1992
through October 1993) The gioup is reerred b in these bapters ashe “first-year pogram goup’ or
simply the “program goup.” This dhapterfocuseson dl program adwities excepsupdemaent recept.
The next dapter decribes supdemant-related adwities and partcipaion: supdemaent initiaton,
ongoing supdemaent recept, and the empoyment that qudifiedfor the 5:up|demem.l

Program acivitiescoveredin this chapterincludeinitia program @ntact, orientation, recept of
informaiton and referrds, and ongoing contact. Participaion in these acivitiesis not requredto receve
the suppgemaent, and the findings should beviewedin thislight. It should dso be rememberedhat these
findings rdlect an eaty petiod of programoperatons.

The dhapter addrssesfive man questions alout program adtvitiesprior to the point at which
program goup membersaok up the supgdemant.

Yt shoud be remembered that, at this early stage ofthe pojed, the ory available data on post-random
assgnment wak effort are supdement payment recrds. Thus, nahing is yet known about part-time or other
non-supdement-qualifying employment among program group members, or about any type of employment
amongcontrol group members.
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*  What pioportion of the pogram goup was successully contactedby SSP,
and to what extet wasthe piogram alle to mantain contact? The program's
goa wasto contad 100 percent of those assgned b the program goup and to
maintain contad with everyone except hose who expressly refused b have
any contactwith the program.

¢ Towhat exteit did program goup membersanderstand the SSP suplement
offer? The goa was to adieve a least an 80 percent attendance rate at
orientation sessions, which provided detded informaion alout the program
and services aailadein the ommunity. It washopedthat the vast mgority of
thase who attended a pogramorientation would understand the key aspectsof
the SSPoffer.

* How much informaton alout community serviceswas provided ty SSP,and
to what extent were pogram goup membersade © use tis informaion in
responding to the supdement offer and arranging full-time employment?
SSPs goa was to provide basic informaion alout availade services o dl
program group memberscontacted, ad more detdled informaion to those
who expressed an interest in recaving it.

* How quickly was SSPable to contad individuds, provide an orientation to the
program, &ad suppy the informaion needed lp membersof the piogram
group? The objecive was to acomplish this within a few weeks of
assgnment to the piogram goup. A longer déay would have dfecively
reducedhe one-year perod individuds had D initiate be suppemaent.

*  What message did SSP onwey to program group members? The irtent was to
preset SSP as raopportunity, the suppemet as a meas of substantialy
increasing income, and SSP &if as an informaion resource.

This chapter begins by highlighting SSPs piincipal program acivities and describing the
passageof program goup membershrough these acivities. The dscussion then tums t the content of
the acivitiesthemselves. The dhapter oncludesthat the SSP nodd has bea given afair test dumng
the piogram's edy operaton.

Staff Preparations and Respamsibilities

The contracor selecion process had resulted in the doice of well-qudified, expeenced
providers, and their staff were extesively trained pior to the begnning of operatons to carly out their
dutieseffecively and respond to a bioad variety of speaal circumstances. In most of their day-to-day
dedings with program goup membes, staff followed he guiddines presented in the Procedures
Manud (descrbed in Chapte 3). For stuaions nat covered ly the mawd, individud stdf members
consulted with their office manager/provincial coordinator.” If the office manager was unsure of the

’As nated in Chapter 3, thetwo provincial coordinators also served as office managers of the Vancouver and
Saint John ofices.
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corred acfon to take, she discussed the cae with SRDC. This happeed many timesduring the first
yearof programoperatons as wnanticipatedsituaions arose, such asquestions about self-emgoyment,
emgdoyment in famly businesses, commisson sales, and payroll stubs (ypicdly from smdl emgoyers)
that dd nat contain accurateor adequaténformaiton for verificaion-of-work purposes.

Staff in the four SSPoffices split their responsibilities along functiona lines rather than
estalishing individud caseloadsof program group membes. In generd, some taks, such asleadng
orientatons, initiaing suppgemeit payments, and handling payment iswues, have been more
"speddized' than others, such ascontacing program goup membersy mal and phoneand fielding
clients cdls. At al offices, staff began to stagger their schedules ealy in thefirst yea of operationsin
order to provide boader ime @veragefor contacing hard-b-read program goup membersn the
eveningsor onweekends.

In the Vancouver office the provincial coordinator has been responsible for overal projed
managemet and has conducted he maority of group orientation sessions; she has also acted aghe
SSP spkesperson for community outread and contactswith the Ministry of Socia Servicesand other
agencies. One of the tree poject awciatesin the office has conducted may of the one-on-ore
information sesgons in program group membes homes a&ad at nost of the supdement initiaion
meeings. Another asciateinitialy took onroutine administrative functions (such as letter poducion,
preparabn of materals for informaion sessions, scheduing of sessions, and office materals inventory
and sbcking), butlater assumed a greateferin following up with program goup members dih by
telephoneand in person. A third associate has conducted goup informaion sessions and the reguar
90-dgy follow-up onecdlls that are standard procedure, ad has @so handled dl requests rad duies
concerning self-employment. Telephore-answering and mailing duties have been shared among all
staff membes.

In the New Westminster office, the office manager has overseen the work flow and division of
work anong the staff, conducted nost of the gioup informaion sessions, and acted ashi liaison with
the Ministry of Socia Services ad SRDC. One of the wo project asociatesin the office was initially
responsible for office administration (suppies, filing systems, minutesof meeings, and so forth), but
quickly gained the responsibility for payroll issues and troubleshoding. The other asciate has
conductedin-office group sessons and most of thein-home, one-on-onesessons. The clericd support
staff memberhas bee responsible for schedding program goup membersfor orientatons and
informaion sessions, answering the phore, logging events on the PMIS after sessons, and preparation
and dean-up rdated b meeings.

In the Saint John office, both the provincial coordinator and the two associateshave mnducted
group orientation sessons and supdemaent initiaions. An admnistrative assstant and a data etry clerk
have handled pagroll-related taks and have resolved pyment problens; they have also managed
extensive adninistraive and dericd tasks. All staff exceptfor the data terk have handled client
contact. The standing rue has been that if program goup memberscdl and ask to spe& with a
paricular stdf peron, and that persnis availade, he cdl is forwarded © her. However, if no stef
memberis asked for by name,or if the requeted staff peison is unavailade — which has frequently
been the case, given office schedules and hame visits — whoever answered the phone fas been
expectedad teke the cdl.
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In the Moncton office, the office manager has done the group orientatons and supgdemaent
initiations as well as overseang the work of the office She and the officés one associate have shared
responsibility for the other SSP acivities. Both staff, as well as @ administratve asistant, have
handled dient contacs.

. An Overview of SSP Saple Intake and Program Activities

Sampe intake bega in New Brunswick two months ealier than in British Columbia, in order
to gain some early operating experience with asmall initial cohat, and to asaure the project team Hat
the developed poceduresvere adequateithe tesks of informing SSP ample membersof their group
assgnment (to the programor control group), orienting and perodicdly contacing SSP pogram group
members, ad m&ing suppement payments. Fom November 1992hrough June 1993, nore than 700
eligible single parets enteredthe researt sampe in New Brunswick, and from Jawuary through
October 1993, rore than 1,400 samig members wereneolled in British Columbia. Approximatdy
half the samgde membersvere asigned b the SS° program goup, beoming the dients of the four
SP offices.

Figure 5.1 povides a overview of how SSP pogram goup membersinteractedwith the
program. The figuresummarzes he piogram expaence of 100 typicd program group membes. The
figureshows the pioportion of these 100 &gible single parents who readed varous stagesin the SSP
program the presupdemaent stagesof bang contacted ly program staff following random assgnment
to the program group, recaving an orientation to the piogram, &ad receving informaion and referrds
for sewvicesfrom program staff (all of which are dscussed in this dhapter), ad the later stagesof
initiaing the supdement and receving suppgemant payments (exanmedin the following chapter).

As shown in the figure, he junctures betwe® assgnment to the program group and initial
contact, ad betveen initial contact ad orientaton, represent points at which few program group
membersvere dvertedfrom partcipaion in SSP. Nnety-eight of 100 pogram goup memberswere
succesdully contacted ly SSP pogram saff, and only two of thase who were contactedfaled to
recave an orientation. Thus, 96 percat of the plogram goup recéved an orientation to, and thus full
explanation of, the SSP pogram, easily exceedng the pioject's @al of 80 percaet.

During the follow-up perod, dmost dl orientation attendershad at least some contad with the
program. However, less than half the attedersinitiated any contact with SSP &iff, and only about
two-thirds expresed any interest in receving further informaion alout SSPor services available in the
community. As dscussed béow, paricipaion pattens were geerdly similar in New Brunswick and
British Columhia, athough there were afew operatona differencesin Vancouver and in the rural
areas ompared ¢ the suburbs@d smdler atiesin the two provinces.
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Figure 5.1

ORIENTATION ATT ENDANCE, SUPPLEMENT TAK E-UP, AND SUBSEQUENT
EMPLOYMENT AMONG 100 TYPICAL SSPPROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS

Asdgned tothe
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h 4
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Init iated the Worked in the sixth
96 supplement: month after taking
57 up the supplement
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After the first Different job 4
month of
eigibility
h 4 h 4
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Other program contact 25
Dedinedfurther contact 6

NOTE: The 100 typical individuds represent the experiences of the first-year programgroup sampe: the 1,066 program gioup membes who aetered the

research samge through Odobea 1993




[I. Contacting Program Group Members for the First Time

The most important misson of SSPoffice staff was to fully inform as many SSP pogram
group members asopsble of the eanings suppement opportunity being offered them, as soon as
possble in their supdement digibility yea. To acammplish this, program goup membersirst had to
be ontacted, ad then peisuaded ¢ invest some imein leaning akout the supdemaent offer. Although
the maority of program goup membersvere eaily contacted, ad most werewilling to lean about
the program, much staff effort was expended in trying to read dl program goup membersand then
ensuring that those mntacted mdeistood the supdement opportunity.

A. Initial Contact Procadures

Ead month, assoonas the SSP offices recaved an dectionic list of samde membersvho had
bee assigned b the piogram ad ocontrol groups, letterswere mied b samgde membersnforming
them of their group asignment. For program goup membes, the maling date of the letterwas the
first day of the yeariong perod they were gven to find full-time emgdoyment in order to qudify for
SSPs earnings suppement. In this initidd maling to program group membes, there was also an
invitation to attend an orientation session at one of the SSPoffices a a spedfic date ad time ad an
SSP bochure answering frequently asked questions about the program. SSP &ff followed up these
initial mailings in a few days with atelephonecadl in order to confirm that program group members
were planning to attend the upooming session. During the cdl, staff encouraged attedance at he
orientaton and answered ay eaty questions about the program. Some pogram goup members
initiated be mntactwith SSPafter recaving their letters, cdling the SSP office to ask questions and
inform staff that they planned to attend the session.

When a poogram goup member'selephonewas out of service or when a subsequent home
visit revealed that she had moved, SSP &ff attempted d meke ntact trough the "emergacy
contact' namesthe individud had gven to the Statistics Canada interviewer who conducted her
baseline interview. While these wntactsusudly provided helpful informaion alout how to locate he
program goup member,some emergacy cortacts were uncomfortade about sharnng address or
telephone infemaion (a few even denied ay knowledge of the program group member).In these
cases, SSP siff asked Income Asdstance staff to forward the letter b the addres where te piogram
group membefmvas recesing Income Asdstance deques. Similady, initia letters retumed by the post
office were farwarded by Income Asgstance staff on behalf of SS =5

It was nat posshle for SSP &ff to contact every program goup member, but ehcoffice

3AIthoughit woud have been easier for SSP © have asked the Income Assisénce agency for the arrent
address of program group members, and then to have mailed material diredly from the SSPoffices, he address
information of Income Assistince recipients is protecteal by legislation for reasons of confidentiality. Under the
memoranda of unédrstandng for S betwee Statistics Canada and the provincial Income Assiséince agencies,
address information can be shared with Statistics Ganada for reserch purposes. Sitistics Ganada in turn is
autharized by theinformed consent form signed at thetime of the baselineinterview to provide name and address
information to SSP skevice providers. However, direct diaring of personal information between SSP and Income
Assistaince s#ff is nat permitted withoutthe express permisson ofthe program group members.
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nevertheless continued to try to meke cntact with dl individuds troughout their supgdemaent
eligibility yea. Early in the first yea of operations, steff treated pogram goup membersomewhat
formally over the phore, politely informing them of the next scheduled arientaton session when they
missed asession, but avoiding extended dscussion of the program until the paricipant attended an
orientation session. Someimes this led to repeated hedudings, with a decreging likelihood of
orientation attendance te longer he reschedding went on. SSP &ff leaned that they had a limited
"window of opportunity” in which to read reicent program goup membes. The longer it took for
staff to meke initial contact and orient them, he nore likely they were b have changed addresses or
phone mmbers, or to be "turned off" to repeated attemptat contact. Thus, SSP &ff leaned to deliver
the SSP message asiakly as msdble. As the New Brunswick program oordinator put it: "We
becamdike Federd Express: ‘We have this important message b ddiver — how can we getit to you
as soon as possible?" This more urgent atitudeon the partof SSP &ff translatedinto fewer mallings
and more phone and in-home aientatons with reticent or geographicdly isolated pogram goup
membes, aswell as nore extededinitial phonecontacs, in order b exdain enough of the piogram to
pique heinterest of program goup membes, and to dlay fears hat SSPmight not be "on the level."

Contacing program goup memberdy telephonehas not posed a significant problem at the
New Westnmnster s$te in British Columha or at ether of the New Brunswick sites. Qne or two phone
cdls have usudly been sufficient to make ntact with a pogram goup member, iad dsconrected
phores and wrong or obsolete addrsses have bea rare. (Typicdly there have been two or three
outdated addssesin ead month's cohat, and a similar number of disconrected téephores.) Using
emergecy contact, direcory asgstance, ad the Income Asdgstance offices, staff have been able to
find new addressex phone mmbers for most of these individuals.

TheVancouver office hes had asomewhat more diffi cult time than the other offices contacing
program goup membes. The Vancouver staff experenced nore retumed lettess, disconrected
phores, and uncooperative emergecy contacts— and when contact was established, herewas more
skepicism alout the supdement offer. In addition, a larger proportion of the Vancouver program
group dd not spe& English. As a resli, initial exdanations of the piogram were madeyban
interpreterin alout one of every 10 caes of those who lived in Vancouver, usudly in an individual
session with the program goup member, busomeimesin groups.4 Becawse tdephone contact has
been less successul in Vancouver, mailings through Income Assistance have been relied onto a
greater extet, and "blind" homevisits have be@ made nore often.

The reaons for the greater ifficultiesin contacing the Vancouver piogram goup @nnot be
determned with certanty. It is true tat the population of the Vancouver areas more nobile than at
the other sites, and hosts a larger proportion of norEnglish-speging people who are more diffi cult to
make ntact with. SSP &ff have also speculated bat the nature of Vancouver, asa large,
"depesordized' urban area, mg aso play a ole. But ppmptness of corntactwas &so a facior. And
when the Vancouver office set a new contact ad orientation goal, seeking to ge al program group
membersinto an orientaton session within one nonth of bang assigned © the piogram, heir
percentage of noncontacts ad no-shows decresed, hough nat to the levels of the other offices.

*The Vancouver office accasionally had enough Metnamese and Latin American program group members to
offer group aientationsin their native languages.
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B. The Rewponse d Program Group Members

Almost dl program group members were eventudly contacted by SSP. May of those who were
difficult to contact proved to be uninterested in the suppement, uswally because of their parenting
commitments, disabilities or personal problems, or discouragement regarding their employability or the job
market.

When asked to recall how they fet when they were first contacted by SSP stH, program group
members in the focus groups s&d they reacted with disbdlief, skepticism, optimism, excitement, or fear —
or a combination of these feelings. In many cases, skeptical responses changed o excited and gotimistic
onesas soonas program group members were givenmore irformation.

SSP st classfied the responses of program group members to their initial contact with program
stdf into threecategories:

* Regonsive. These individuals were dten already considering alternatives to
Income Asdstance receipt. They expressed immediate interestin SSR, and came
willingly to either the first or second goup aientation session. None of the
individuals in this group had to be convincedto attendan arientation session.

* Potentially responsive. A substantial proportion of the program group was
hesitant, but atleastinterested in SSP Individuds often required clarificaton and
reasaurance, and some neededassstance to attend goup arientation sessions.
Program staff often had to "sdl" SSP, afleast b some extent, to get program
group members to come to a ssgon. Stdf stressed that SSP povides a sgcial
opportunity for them to leave wefare, increase their family income, and became
more sdf-sufficient, and that it would be worth their while to get more
information.

* Not interested. Many program group members were nat interested in SSPor in
taking up the suppement. Some were pregnant, had young children, or had made
the decision to stay home with their children. Some did nat realize what S was
about and did notcare to learn more about it. Othe's faced serious barriers owing
to disabili ties, alcohol ordrug use, personal problems, low sef-esteam, or limited
education. Just getting this group to attendan arientation session was difficult.

It is difficult to deermine precisely what proportion of program group members fell into each of these three
categories, but SSP sth beieve that each category represented alout one-third of the total. The same
series of outreach measureswas used to approach pele in all three categaies, but the method that was
ultimately successful differed for each categay. Those herdest to reach required more autreach dfort than
thase whoattendedthe first information session with only an introductory letter and phonecall from SSP.
Staff proceeded in atep-wise fashion until they madethe daired contact. The only exception was program
group members who wee notproficient in English. These individuals were immedatdy referred b an

interpreter.
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V. QOrientation

To fulfill their primary misson of informing program group membersof the suppement
opportunity, SSP office staff delivered program aientatons. By describing the piogram fully,
introdudng themselves b program goup membes, and creaing a supportive ewvironment, SSP #aff
sought to set the ore of the program ad encourage pogram goup memberdo give the S offer
serious consideration.

A. Types of Orientation Sessios

The four SSPoffices introduced 57 percent of program group memberso SSP vith a group
orientation sesgon that lasted betveen two and three hours (see Talte 5.1).Most group orientations
were held in the SSPoffices, which are al locatednear pulic transportaton. Typicdly, betveen 4 and
12 program goup members atteled eah session. Usudly the gioupsweresmal, making the sessions
quite personal and friendly. Coffee and pastries were served, and there was some brief informal talk
before and dter the meeings. Staff were ongenial and enthusiastic albut SSP,and the group stting
and dynamcs served D legtimate he SSPmessage and encourage attendersto discuss and seriously
consider te pios and cons of the suppemaent offer.

Program goup memberavho did not attend the first group orientaton to which they were
invitedwere ontacted ly phoneand invited to the rext available sesgon, and were asked whether they
needed ssistance with transportation, child care,or other mattes. In some cases, they repeately
missed schedued orientation meeings, and someimes staff reschedded hem numeious times, a
process that could last many weeks.

Stef arranged b provide individud orientations for 25 percet of the piogram goup, ether in
the SSPoffice or inthe program group member'shome. Home visits often occurred &er repeatedno-
shows" at orientations, when transportation or child carewas difficult to arrange, or when a plogram
group membexvas deaty uncomfortade alout atteding a goup session. Another cmmmon reason for
providing a home orientaion was b acommodate a ppsgram goup membetiving in a rurad area.lt
wasmua harderfor these single paraits to attend a goup orientaton session. Even sessions that were
held in satdlite locaions outside te four SSPoffices were often many kilometresaway from rural
residents homes. These sessons were inaccessble by puldic transportation in dl casesin rurd New
Brunswick and in most casesn rurd British Columha. As a resli, rurd progran group members
usudly recevedindividud orientations o SSP.

In contrast to the controlled environment of in-office sessons, sessonstaking placein program
group membes homes were often hampered ¥ interruptons from children, tdephone cals, and
visitors. These sessions appearedha to give asprofessiona and positive an impression of the program
as was piovided by avisit to an SSPoffice
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TABLE 5.1

RATES OFATTENDING SSP ORIENTATION
AND REQUESTING SPECIFIED SERVICE INFORMATION

British New Full

Measure Cdumba Brunswick Sanple
Infor mation sesgon participation %)
Attenced oriertation 94.7 98.3 95.9
Attenckd group orientation 488 727 56.8
Recelved oriertation by phone 16.6 9.1 141
Attenced individud oriertation either

in hane or S office 29.3 165 25.0
Translator was proviéd at an orentation

session 6.5 0.0 4.3
Attenced second infomation sesgn or

money management workshop, bthose who

attenced an oiiertation 25.0 474 326
At orientation, requestedinformation
in the following areas: (%)
Job ®arch assigance 47.0 383 44.1
Child care 220 113 184
Transporttion 75 1.7 7.6
Education and taining 36.0 29.7 339
Counglling 179 134 164
Housing 24.1 14.8 210
Sanple size 714 352 1,066

SOURCE: SRDC calculations using dia cdlected through Deember 199 from SSPs
Progran Management Information Sys$em for the first-year progran group the 1,066
progran group nembers who erered the resarch sample through Otwber 1993.
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Individud sessions generdly had the same content and structureasthe group sessions, but did
nat have the benefit of group support and interacton. SSP $aff and researchers repeatedly noted hat
the gioup's ollecive readon to SSP einforced program group membes enthusiasm. On the other
hand, the individud sesgons often coveral topics in more detal — for exampe, bpics normdly
covered inthe seaond infamaion session, such asjob seard assistance resourcesin the ommunity —
becauseéndividud interestsor concems could be addressedare eady.

Telephone oientation sessions have bean performed as dast resort when other mehods culd
nat be used. In most cases, SSP &iff sent the orientation materals o program goup membes homes
prior to conducting a telephonesesdgon at a prearanged time. Many program group membersgnored
the schedded ime for the cdl, and some lost or discarded e materas pior to the session. Others
postponed dscussions when cdled at he prearraged tme. When severd prearraged sessions were
missed, SSP &ff someimes tred © conduct te sesson during an impromptu phonecal or home
visit.

Telephonesessons were less than satisfacory, partculaly becasge, without any face-b-face
contact,it was dfficult to deternine whether or nat the orientation informaion was undeistood. Often
program goup membersvere dstracted ly events on their end of the phore, such as children and pets.
In addtion, the sessions were only as long asthe program goup membersalowed, ad they
someimesclamed tey dread/ had reviewed he mateias sent and therdore dd not needfurther
expanations. Yet, despite these limitatons, staff reported tat nost phone orientatons covered #
esentia informaion and that some piogram goup memberswho receved telephone oientations
subsequently came o the S office

B. The Orientation Message andAgenda

Though the orientation was not the only contact betveen SSP &ff and program group
membes, it was he pimalry opportunity for staff to exdain the options of the program.The ddivery of
the SSP"message” to program group memberdhas bea bdanced The potential benefits of SSPhave
been cleaty presented, while at he same ime emjasis has been placedon the importance of the
individud's m&ing the dhoice hatis bestfor her. Stdf descibe heir role asone of support through
providing informaion alout the piogram ad availade services. As a result, the supgdemaent has nat
bean "pudhed’ in any way; it has bea pres@ted as a opportunity, not asan eay or obvioudy superor
option.

The man messageof the programis one of self-sufficiency. During orientation, staff briefly
discuss the feding of dep@&dency engendered ly reiance on Income Assstance, and dso describe he
various ways clients might utili ze the supgement opportunity: to save noney, gan work experence,
take a low-paying job as a "appreticesip” experencein afield that interests hem, @mbine work
and educabn, and so forth. Clients hear repeatdd that they will be better off financialy on the
supdemant, and that this is a mtentially important, though limited "once4in-adifeimé' opportunity if
they want to take it. A full range of fedings about the work world are decribed or dicited by
orientaton leades, but he positive is accetuated The work world can be exdting, sociade,
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empowering, and financialy rewardng.

During the orientation session, SSP &aff have explained that most people will be significantly
betteroff financially onthe supdemaent, but have dso cdled attation to the need b exanine individual
situaions. For exampe, staff point out in orientation that, becase the SSP suplement does not vary
acording to famly size, single parets with threeor more diildren may be no betteroff financialy on
SSPthan they are on Income Assstance, particularly if their children are young and require child care.
Staff mention the potential non-monetaly benefits of receving the supdemeant, such as personal
freedbm and fulfillment from empoyment, but dso mantion that someindividuds ma prefer to reman
a hame full time with their children or go bad to school. SSP has consistently expressed respect for
the dhoiceof the individud. Staff have remnded pogram goup memberghat they have one yearfrom
the dateof their eligibility letter b examne their options, meke the dace tatis best for them, ad
acceptor dedine the supgdemant offer. Some program group membershave initially dedined e offer
becage of immedate drcunstances, such as pregiancy, illness or enrollment in courses, but have
then changedtheir minds as heir circunstances @iangedwithin the one-year peirod. More commonly,
program goup memberdave expresd interest in the offer initialy, but have failed to take up the
suppgemaent within their one-year wndow of opportunity.

Mateials used in the orientaon session are d¢eaty written and presented in a neat, well-
organizedfolder at the begnning of orientation. The severd typesof program mateaels handedout at
the begnning of the meeing serve  structure he opicsfor discussion:

* Brochure. The biochure wses a qustion-and-answer format to address topics
such as program €ligibility, how the supgement is cdculated, ad the 30hour
work requremen.

¢ Financial exanples. Exampes of how to cdculate he supdemeatt are
provided, as areincome ad expese worksheets preparedor several
fictitious caes ad a Bank worksheetfor the orientation attender.

¢ Service information packet. The paket mntains single-pagehandouts on
five topics. job seard), child care, emipyment and traning, housing, and
transportation.

SSP dligibility rules were usualy the first topic of discusgon, followed by other isaues
highlighted in the brochure. At the beginning of the first yea of gperationsin all offi ces, a substantial
amount of timewasdevoted D exdaining exacly how the supdemeant wascdculated The cdculation
wasfirst describedin response  ore of the quetions in the biochure, then latercoveredin more detal
in the mntext of discuseg the exampe of afictitious paricipant. In the New Brunswick offices, the
orientation leadersvere alde to state that, by working full time and receéving the supdemaent, attendees
could double their income @mpared ® bang onIncome Asgstance and nat working.
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Findly, the five subjed areascoveredin the informaion padket were dscussed birefly; they
were discussed in more detail at an gptional second infamaion session. The way in which SSP vould
affectindividud stuations (for exampe, one dild versus may children, currently working versusnct
empoyed for many years) was covered, ad questions from attendeeswere encouraged.Program
group membersvereaso asked © complete aParticipant Badkground Informaion Sheet,or PBIS, so
that SSP &ff could gain a better wderstanding of individud situaions and deternme what
informaion they could provide regarthg availabde services réevant to ead case.

C. The Respmse of ProgramGroup Members

As indicatedin Figure 5.2, rore than half of program goup memberseceaved an orientation
within four weeks of their random assgnment to the program goup. However, duing the first yearof
program operatons, appioximatdy 25 perceit of program goup membersin British Columha
recaved te orientation two or more nonths dter random assignment, effecively redueng their yearto
initiate he supgdemant to 10 nonths or less (hot shown in the figure).

SSP sif are confident that the vast maority of group and individual in-office informaion-
session attenders left their sessions with a very good understanding of the piogram. During the
sesgons, stéf monitored pogram goup membersfada expressns and body language ¢ pick up
cuesindicaing whether or nat they understood the mateials. Frowns, hesitaton, and questions that
were "off-trak” were taken as signals that the informaion was not bang fully understood. In these
cases, staff clanfied mattersas much aspossble duing the sesson, and encouraged pogram goup
membersvho hadfurther quetions 1 stay after the session or to cdl or visit the office later.

During the first yea of SSPoperations, SRDC &ff regularly attendedinformaion sessions to
monitor program goup membes’ reacions, gauge lteir undeistanding, and evaluae the ddivery
methods emdoyed. It was clear hat piogram goup membersvere wnderstanding the program's
featuressufficiently well for the supgdemaent offer to recave afair test.

Given the importance of ensuring that piogram goup membersverefully informed about the
suppdemant offer, in mid-1993 SRDC requestebat SSPoffice staff complete a teephonesurvey of
individuds oriented through April 1993 b discwver whether oriented pogram goup memberknew
about the nmost important featuresof the SSP psgram. Qrer D percet of the 700 program group
membersvhoweresuccessully contacted duing this survey said they recdled being told by SSP #aff
about the one-yea window, the 30hour minimumwork requrement, how to cdculate he suppgemant,
and that they must leave Income Assstance b qudify for the suppdemaent. Nine out of 10 respondents
said they thought they would befinancialy betteroff on the suppgemaent, and 8 out of 10 said they had
no questions atwut the supgdemaent. This survey helped asure researdiers hat SSP vas receving afar
test by fully informing program group membes. In addtion, SSP $aff found the suwvey to be a useful
outreat tool and addedt to the omplemant of reguar mntactswith program goup membes.

The reactons of program goup membersathe suppemaent offer were generaly very positive,
and the majority appeaed to be impressed with the financial benefit of the offer. At the same tme,
some of them expresed a deire © "take some ime' before acively seeking empoyment, bdieving
that the one-yea window was a "long time" SSP &ff pointed out al the considerations that would
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have © be t&en into acount and encouraged peple nat to wait too long before starting their job
seard. As asingle paret in Vancouver said ater her orientatonin May 1993 "If | wait a few weeks,
my kids will be hane from school forthe summerand, dter that, if | wait afew nore weeks, I'll bein
themiddle of the holday season. Before you knowit, my year will be up."

Staff were @ncemed tat some pogram goup membersexperenced confusion about the
respectve roles, responsibilities, and messages of SSPand the provincial Income Asgstance agencies.
One staff memberobserved that it appeareda take ime for program goup membergo switch their
mind sets from the "seaurity and surveill ance' of Income Asgstance to the "inseaurity and freedom" of
SSP. As Income Assstance recipients, piogram group memberswere accatomed b bang pad
acording to needand were sed D having dl their sourcesof income nonitored and meaured.
However, as S3 program group membes, they were pad acording to their eanings from
emgdoyment, and the pgyments were @mpletdy unaffected ly other income, famly size, and spedal
need. Some program group memberswvere anxious about the transition that wasrequred b take up
the supdemaent; otherswere exded almut it; many felt both exatement and fear.

Some rules and features of SSP vere difficult to explain and less easily comprehended by
program goup membes. These include:

* Features of thesupplement. Individuds someimeshad dfficulty with the
supdemant caculation itself, the treatmat of the supgdemant in reaton to
income taxs, and supdemat payment rules regardng sick leave and
vacaton time.

¢ Consequences of loang a job. Many program goup memberssked, "What
happensif | lose my job?' They were pariculary concemed almut whether or
not they would mantain eligibility for Income Assistance or be €ligible for
Unemgoyment Insurance.

¢ SSP tme frames. The wo important program tme frames— the one-year
digibility window and the threeyea supdemett recept perod — often
requred darficaion, but he conceptsseem o have bea well understoad.

¢ Subsidized anployment. Another area of potentia confusion for program
group membergproved D be he fact hat most subsidized jobs are ineligible
for suppement recept. FUly subsdized jobs — that is, jobs that are 100
percent subsdized, which are usully finite in duraton — are not eligible for
the supdement. Jobs tat are parglly subsidized by the federd govemment or
the New Brunswick provincia govemment, and intended for on-thejob
training, are €ligible, while similar jobs subsidized by the British Columbia
provincia govemment are nat. Since it may be dfficult for program goup
membersto deternine whether or nat a ptential job is SSPeligible, they
were strongly encouraged ¢ contact SSP &ff for case-spedfic
determnatons.
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D. Provincial Differences

The two provinces in which SSPis being tested have diverged on some issies relating to
conweying the"message” of S to program group members. Br exampe, New Brunswick SSP &aff
found it useful to simplify the presentation of supgdement cdculatons. The supgdemaent formula was
reviewed and a brief exanple given, bu SSP tff came 0 spend less ime on the detds of cdculating
disposale income (that is, eanings pus supdemant, minus taxes \ad work-related expeses) at
vaniouswacg levels. Instead New Brunswick staff found it sufficient to remind orientaton attendersof
the many potential sourcesof work-related expeses guch as child care, trasportation, and work
attire) and to point out that, at he most likely wage levels, the suppement "about doubled' the income
of someone nat working and collecing Income Assstance.

Explaining the supdemaent program b program goup membersvas aspeda challengein the
Vancouver office owing to arelatively high proportion of program group membersvho did nat speak
or read English proficiently: about 8 percent of those served by the Vancouver office and 12 percent of
thaose living in Vancouver proper. SSP &ff discovered this only upon making initial telephonecortact,
when it was dear hat the plogram goup membespoke little or no English. The nextstepwas b try to
deternine the languageshe wsedin conversation, then to hire an interpreterto cdl her o exdain SSP.
Six percent of the officés program group (9 percent of Vancouver residents) were provided with a
translator.

For program group memberswvho could nat communicatein English, SSP $aff had the initial
digibility letter translated ad empoyed interpretersto follow up by tedephore. Depending on the
demand for useof a paricular language, goup seswns (ed by an interpreter)have ssmeimesbeen
held at the SSPoffice More often, however, the interpreter ad an SSP &ff memberhave metwith
the program goup member athe SSP office or in her home if she was reticent about coming to the
office. In several cases, interpretershave nat been adle o make initial contact by telephoneand have
madeimpromptuhomevisits in order b find program goup membes.

Unfortunatdy, the process of making contact and deternming the languagespoken someimes
took weeks or even morths, and further delays developed in the process of hiring an interpreterwho
could then attempt © meke mntact. Raler than continuing to use up vauale time in the program
group membes one-year digibility window, SRDC made arrangemeits with Statistics Canada
wherely SSP stdf can find out what language was usefdr the baséne interview. Snce April 1993,
upon recept of the nmonthly cohat list, SSP &ff have telephored the Statstics Canada project
manager b find out which baseline interviews have requred interpretes, and in which language.
Reliance on trandlators also reduced SSPs cortrol over the content and tone of orientation sessions and
other contacts, aswell asits ability to monitor SSP jgrformance with these program group membes.
This problem has been minimized for Spanish-spe&king membersecage the Spanish translator has
effecively bemme a partitne SSP &ff member ad is wdl traned in program proceduresand
objecives. For otherlanguags, however, e issue remans.
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V. Ongoing Contact

Staff attemptedd meke aseriesof schedued mntactswith all program group membes. These
included (1) a introducbry telephonecall following theinitial eigibility letter, ad (2) mntactseither
by telephone orin person at least every 90 days theredter for the balance of the supdemaent digibili ty
year. On some occasions, presuppdementt contacts were initiated ly program goup membersfor
informaiton and referrds, pewsona isaues, or concems regardng their statuswith Income Asgstance.
Program goup memberswho later initiated he supgdement had further contact with SSP &aff —
regardng supdemant initiation, questions rdated o the treeyearlimit on supdemant recept, job
losses ad new or addtional jobs, ad suppemaent reducton or nonpayment. (These typesof contact
are dscussedin the following chapter.)

The reaons for contactwith SSP &ff evolve as program group memberspass through three
stages of participation in SSP introduction and orientation, post-orientation, and, finally, suppement
payment recept. Most contacts eaty in program goup membes one-year "window" — whether
through group seswns or individud follow-up meeihgs and tdephonecalls — have served to provide
further informaion atout SSP.

During the second phase of paricipaion, program goup membersusudly had very little
contact with SSP. ®meimesthey requeted further informaion atout SSPor asked for informaion
regardng avallabe sewicesfor help with job seard, child care,or peisonal issues. These contacs,
most of which occurredover the tdephoneat the time of the regular 90-dgy cortacts, were usuiy
initiated ly SSP #ff.

Findly, once program goup memberdbecamesuppgemaent redpients, most contactsrevolved
around the suppgemet payments thenselves, with a smdler number addrssing attexdance at
workshops designed spedficdly for supdemet redpients. During the first yea of SSP
implemeantation, supdements were nat always pad as expected becsaiof errors in filing out the
vouchers, redpients' not maling vouchers on time supdemaent-processng erors, and mal ddays.
Whenever a suppdement was not going to be pad asexpectedstaff at he SSP pyment office in
Halifax sent an eectionic-mal message b SSP &ff indicaing the natureof the pioblem for exampe,
an incomplete voucher or avoucher not recaved). SSP &ff were then responsible for contacing the
supdemant redpient to inform her of the supgement non-payment and to work with her o correct the
situaton.

A. Participant Contact and the PMS

All contactswith program goup member$ave bea guded ty, and reordedin, SSPs PMS,
a userfriendly, perona computer-based tr&ing and reporting system (see Rapter 3). e PMS
gives SSP staff a broad range of query options for planning their client contact tasks and reviewing
their past work. It has bea used b reard dl dient-related @ents, including contacts ad contact
attemps; sessions schedued, atteded, or mised; informaion requets and responses; and so forth.
Ead dient "event" record contains a date, he dient's name, a ode that signifiesthe type of event or
contact, and afreeform textfield for staff nates. The system hasalso bean used to produce standard
reports, lettersto clients, and responses to ad hoc queies. The quey function has bea espedally
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useful in responding to dient-initiated ontacts(while a client was on the phore, the system ®uld be
immedatdy queied to display the cntact history with that dient) and in prepaing lists of overdue
client contacts for exampe, he system muld be aked b print out alist of al those who had not had
any contactwith SSPin the prior 90 days). The PMIS obviatedthe needfor a"caseload’ organizational
structure in the SSPoffices, since staff could rely on the system b "remembél and immedatdy
retieve "to-do" lists, acions to be t&en, schedded cdls, and so forth, without individud staff having
to maintain familiarity with a limited number of cases. Though most staff had little computer
experence at the begnning of the pioject, and for some te leaning cuwve was qute steep, nost have
bemme qute mmfortade wsing and rdying on the systemfor managng their workload.

B. Freguency ofContacts

As indicatedin Talde 5.2, he averagenumberof contacts betveen an individud program
group member md SSP &aff has keen about .5 per month between orientation and suppgement
initiation ortheend ofthe€ligibility yea, or about five contactsper program goup member dung that
time. @ntactslast, on average, beteen 10 ard 15 ninutes. Thus, the anount of time atypicd client is
in contact with SSP &ff, including the two- to threehour orientation session, is alout four hours
during her suppement digibility yea.

Obviously, the amount of contad hasvaried acording to the drcunstancesof the individud.
At one extremesome piogram goup membersad no contad or only one contad with SSP &aff. And
some pogram goup membersdd SSP &iff, at the time they were first contacted that they werenat
atall interested in the SSPoffer and that they did noteven want to attend an informaion session. Some
of the single paratsin this categry were pregant or hadsmadl children, and full-timework wasnot in
their plans. Others hed dedded to go to school. Still others were rever interested in taking part in SSP,
butfelt pressuredor duty-bound to complete he basedline interview and informed consent process with
the Statistics Canadainterviewer. In caseslike this, staff strongly encouraged pogram goup members
to attend the orientation session anyway — at the SSPoffice or in their own hanes — or to recéve an
orientation by tdephore. If those overtures were rgjected,staff attemptedd get he program goup
member ¢ agree @ receve S mateias by mal, to befollowed by occasional lettess; staff, in tumn,
agreecdhat to cdl or visit these plogram goup membes. In rarecaseswhere a program group member
adamatly refused any contactwith SSP the individual was diopped from the PMIS (hrough the use
of a"do nat contact' code). Unless these program goup membersubsequaetly initiated ontactwith
SSP,they have nat been contacted agia. SSP taff believe that one reason some program group
memberdave insisted on breing dl contactwith SSPis becawse they are aoiding aharnful peison
in their privatelife and understandally do nat wish to be traced Y anyone.

At the other extreme,some piogram goup membershave mantained regdar contact
throughout their one-year peiod to initiate he supdemant and their subsequent peliod receaving the
supdement. For these individuds, aswell as others with less conrecion to the piogram, he vast
mgority of contactswith SSP &aff have been by telephore. The only required in-person contactis te
supdemant initiation meeing, when SSP aff mug verify origina documents sich as pay stubs and
personad identificaion documents, and supdemant takers must sign the Participaion Agreemet. In
caseswhere a pogram goup membehasmoved out of the S catdhment area ad hassubsequently
taken a suppgement-eligible job, the supgdement initiaion has t&en place at tie locd Income
Assgstance office, where staff can assst SSP ly verifying the required documents.

-105-



TABLE 52

AVERAGE NUMB ER OF SSP STAFF WNTACTS BETWEEN ORIENTATIO N AND
THE INITIA L SUPPLEMENT PAYM ENT OR THE END OF THE ONE-YEAR
SUPPLEMENT ELIGIBI LITY PERIOD, BY SSP G-FICE

New Full
Measure Vancouver Wedminser Sant John  Moncon Samnple
Average numier of staff-client
cortacts per morih® 0.44 0.38 0.53 0.79 0.48
Average numler of unsucessful
staff-client cortact attempts
per morth” 0.16 0.23 0.32 0.38 0.25
Average numler of cortacts,
cortact attempts, or ather
client-related interactions per
morth° 0.62 0.66 0.88 1.23 0.76
Sanplesze 297 417 227 125 1,066

SOURCE: SRDC calculations using dea cdlected through Deember 199 from SSPs Progiam
Managemert Information Sysem for the fird-year program group: tke 1,066 program groyp members
who entered the research sample through Qtober 1993.

NOTES:

After oriertation, staff reguarly contacted dients untl they either intiated suppément

paymerts or reeched the end 6the suppément digibility period, whichever came first.
®Cortacts include any phore or in-personconverstions meetings, or group sesgn

attendarce, but do notinclude written correspondene.

®Unsucessfu contact attempts include phore calls ard home visits that did na result

in a conersaion with the dient.

“Client-related interactionsindudeall the above as well as wiitten corresponderte,
cortactswith ather agencieson kehdf of the cliert, and other contacts.
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Duimg the first few months of program operations, S staff sent many letters © program
group membes, including "thank you for attending” and "sorry we nissdyou" lettersafter orientaton
and informaton sessions. However, staff found that letterswere wudly ineffecive wless followed up
by telephonecalls. In fact,some pogram goup membergomplained of being "bombarded with mail
from SSP, e it was thought that any positive effectswereoutweighed by the costs of the mailings and
possibly negatve fedings almut the program. As a rault, ater the piogramhad bee in operaton for
about six morths, these letters cameotbe sedonly when a paricipant did nat have a téephore.

One hurdefor SSP stH has bea the initial skepicism of some pogram goup membes. One
focus group paricipant commented, "I thought this wastoo good to be trué Can this be for red?
Similar setiments were expressedy fother plogram goup members. blvever, SSP &ff report that
this skepticism was usually overcome with the intial phonecall and was almost aways resolved by the
end of the orientation session.

C. Information and Referrals

In addition to providing informaion alout the supgdement itself, SSP has offered limited
informaion to program goup membersbout availalle servicesin the areasf job seard, educabn
and traning, ahild care, trasportation services, community services, money managemeit, and relevant
public policies such as taxes, subsidized housing, and daycae. Some of this informaion has been
providedin the orientation and follow-up informaion sessions, and a ©llecton of brochures ad some
reference documents are avail able for perusal at S offices.

1. Information available at the SSP offices. Eadh SSPoffice has pamphlets, brochures,
natices, and other documents about community resourcesand servicesin the alove areasaswell as
about counselling, immigrants services, women's centres, hedth isaues, and financia seminars.
Program group membershave been encouragedto meke wse of these materals and to let SSP &ff
know if they experience diffi culty connecing with the services hey need.

For exampe, in the areaof job seard, there are amumberof availade brochureswith titleslike
"Job Clubs, Résumés, and Cover Lettes' and "Conducing aSelf-DirectedJob Seard," and the "Take
Charge-Self Help Series' pulished by HRDC. There are ko introducions © resourcesat the pulic
library, descriptions of job clubs, and examples of diff erent types of résumeés. In addition, some books
onrdated bpics my be wsed by program goup membersvhile they are at he office

In many cases, these materas (such as bochuresfrom spedfic job clubs) include names,
addresses,nd telephone numbers of service providers and community organizations. However, for
child care,only referrd organizatons arelisted, not individud providers.In New Brunswick, SSP
struck an agreemat with the provincial govemment to fund addtional job dubs held at te Income
Asgstance district offices, which program group members ould sign up for at he SSP offi ces.”

°As discussd in Chapter 3, these services were funded tempararily for use by both program and cortrol
group members.
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2. I nformation requests.Program goup membersnitially madeinformaion requests using the
PBIS mmpleted duimng orientation sessons. They then macde ad hocrequets duing the remander of
thelr one-yea eligibility window, and beyond that if they becamesupdement redpients. After the
PBIS was filled aut, there were very few additional requests for infamaion during the digibility yea.

Informaion alout availabe job seard serwices has been requested nost often: Half the
program goup said on their PBIS that they would like b see some mateia on availalde job search
assistance. Y et very few program goup membershave reported badk to SSP &ff that they actudly
attendeda job club or other job seard assistance serwvice. Most seemed @ have an "'l can do it myself"
attitude about their job seardes. More popular has bea some limited résumé-preparabn services
availabde in New Brunswick at he locd Income Asgstance offices, and in British Columbia at various
community-based organizatons.

About one-third of the goup has indicated ey were interested in receving informaion on
educaiion and training prograns, and alout one-fifth of the gioup sought informaion atout cild care.
Even though child careis obviously an important issue for single pareits, program group members
have appeaed to be more confident about their ability to find appropriate carehan to find ajob. SSP
staff report that child care hasbeen a"hidden” issue for some single parets. They have assumed hat
child care was not an issue, never having had any problems finding short-term babysitting, but have
had dfficulty finding rdiabe, dfordale, and accasible full-time care.

A numberof program goup membersiving in rurd areas— natally the Fraser Valley regon
of British Columba ad smdl towns in New Brunswick — have asked for informaion on
transportation. Availalde informaion has bea limited b busschedues ad any other facts abut puldic
transportation. This has not been much of a @ncen for program goup membersn urban and
suburba areas, Were pultic transit is nore readly availade.

S staff have reported that the services program group membersneedin order b take up he
supdemant have usudly been availlade, excepin rurd areasof New Brunswick. This, however, cbes
na mean that piogram goup membershave wsed te avalabde sewices. In fact, very few have
reported to SSP &if that they have actudly done so. Staff report that some of the single parentsin SSP
have be@ out of the labour maket for many yearsand may have low self-esteem.For these people,
simply being informed about available services may not be enough to owercome long-standing fears
that hinder job seach efforts. However, SSPs commitment to na providing serices has been
honaured.
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VI. Conclusions

SSP has met e/ery operatonal objecive set by the program deigners to date. SSP has
successully contactedvirtudly the aitire digible population. The piogramhasprovidedorientations to
96 percet of the piogram goup, and the vast mgority of theseindividuds appearedo understad the
important feaures of the program. The program has managed to provide the informaion needed by
program group membersin just the manrer intended, while avoiding providing services hat could
undermine this test of an eanings supdemaeant done. These adievements — together with the fact hat
eoonamic and socia conditions have been within the normal range during the perod SSPhas been
operatng — suggest that SSP vill recaeve afair test.

Y et, becase SSPs operations to date have rdied on a sophisticated omputer caphility and a
labour-intensive outread process, it is dfficult to extramlatefrom this glot experence b the essential
operatng characterstics of alargerscde, ongoing eanings supdement program A large pait of SSPs
operatona sophisticaion and labour-intensiveness was necessitated ly the voluntary and plot nature
of the piogram.Since te piogram was startedfrom scratd, outside te curret Income Assstance
system, SSP had no pre-existing "profile’ or reputation within the community. SSP &ff had to
"market' their product caréully, professionaly, and insistently in order b overaome te suspicions, and
gan the trust, of skepicd samgde membes. In contrast, an ongoing programwould bewiddy known
in the community, its rules and legtimagy dread/ estadished and adknowledged. Also, an eanings
suppdemant program attaded to an existing govemment agency would be ale © "borrow" computer,
case managemaet, and other resources, and might even be albe b exertsome maketing "clout* over
clients of that agecy who qudify for its prograns. (For exampe, an eanings supdement program
attaded to Income Assstance might requre attedance atorientaton to lean alout the piogram.)
Nevertheless, through a combination of cardul planning, strong managemet, well-trained staff, and
well-designed aubmatedsystenms, SSPhas developed a level of credibility and comprehensibili ty with
its dients that ensures a obust test of an eanings suppgemaent intervention.
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CHAPTER 6

EMPLOYMENT AND SUPPLEMENT RECEIPT DURING SSP'SFIRST YEAR

Although in one sense SSP program group members paitipated in SSP ly attending
orientation sessions, meeing with staff, and uftlizing the informaion and sewice rderrds, full
participation in SSP equired that eligible individuas find and mantain full-time enployment. This
chapter describes the experence of thase membersof the first-year pogram goup samgde who
becamdull paricipantsin SSP ly finding jobs tat qudified hemfor suppemaent payments.

In focusng on the empoyment experence of SSP suplement takers," this chapter tds only a
partia story of employment among the SSP eport sanple. Two types of enployment are nat described
here — employment anong SSP pogram group membersthat dd nat qudify for SSP earnings
supdemantation, such as part-ime empoyment, and empoyment (full-time aswell as part-ime)
armong oontrol group membes. These forms of emdoyment will be covered in subsequent reports
when the appopriate follow-up data beame availabde. Becase te extait and typesof empoyment
among oorntrol group membersare not yet known, it is not yet clea how much of the wull-time
suppdemeted empoyment anmong program goup memberss due ¢ SSPs eanings supdement
program. It is likely that anumberof SSP supigment takers would have left Income Assstance and
gone to work full time even in the absence of the S suppgement program.For these individuds, the
eanings supdemaent offer would not rave been the determning facor in their emgoyment: Rater, te
supdemant opportunity would have bea a "windfall" that increased teir income, butna ther
emdoyment or eanings. Only when control group empoyment dat bemme availade will it be
possible to deternmine how mudh emgoyment anong program goup membersvas cawsed Ly the
eanings suppement program, ad how mud would have occurredin the piogranis atsence.

This dhapter bems by discussing the success of program goup membersn finding full-time

empdoyment and initiating the supdemant. It then examnes te subsequeit program expaence of
supdemaent initiators, both in working and in receving supgement payments.

Starting the Supplement

For the vast mgority of program goup membes, full-time empoyment would mean a sea
change in their lives As desdbedin Chapter 4,ony alout 20 percat of the program group were
empoyed at he itme of random assignment, and those working at hat point averaged 1&ours of work
per week. Y et about one-third of program goup members\entudly receved atleast one supdement
payment. Thus, many individuds who chase o find full-time empoyment and teke adrantageof the

The terms "supdement takers," "supdement initiators,” and “supdement redpients' are used
interchangeably in this report. However, seven program group members initiated the supdement but never
actually receved a sipdement payment. These indviduals brought their initial pay stubs b the supdement
initi ation meeting and completed the required initiation forms in the incorrect belié that their jobswere about to
expand to 30 or more hou's per week, the minimum for qualifying for the supdement.
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earnings suppement were not working at dl prior to their becoming digible for the SSP earnings
suppement — and in some cases, suppement takers ventured into the labour market for the first time in
years. Someonecontemplating the opportunities offered by the program had to weighcarefully the impact
of full-time wak on herfamily, because almost all program group members neededo arrange some form
of child care, and to substantially reduce their parerting time, in aderto goto wark full time outside the
home. Andthere wee aher considerations. Could full-time wak be found? Was transportation avail able?
What if the effort to find employment, or to keepit, failed? What would happen after the arnings
suppement expired after three years? For many program group members, especially thase who had been
out of the labour force for some time, the decision to take advantage of the SSPearnings suppement was a
difficult and momertous one.

This section describesthe experience of program group members who made the decision to initiate
the suppement, and provides an overview of suppement take-up. The following section examines the
characteristics of suppgement takers and presents quditative data tat ded light on the take-up decision,
including the reasons many program group members chaose nat to take advantage of the S suppement
offer.

A. Supplement Take-up

As reported in Chapter 5, SSP st were diligent in providing program orientations to eigible
single parerts as quickly as posdble after their randan assgnment to the program group. Because the
suppement offer was tme-limited, these prompt efforts gave program group members as much time as
posgble to find full-time employment and qudify for the suppement. Once an individual succeeaded in
findng a job, she came into the SSPoffice, where stdf determined whether her job qudified for the
suppement — that is, wheher it involved at least 30 haurs of wak per weekat the minimum wage or
higher and was insuralde under the Unemployment Insurance system. The three-year suppement receipt
period began on the first day of the first suppement payment period for which an indvidual received a
suppement payment.

AsFigure 6.1 ill ustrates, program group members respondel to the SSPoffer by taking up te
SSPearnings suppement at a stady rate throughaut the year in which they wee eligble to do so. In the
figure, program group members are counted as having taken up te suppement in the first week that they
worked enough haurs o qudify for suppement receipt.> About 4 percent of the program group in ech
province qudified for the earnings suppement in ther first week of SSP digibility. Most of these
individuals were ether waking full time whenthey wee randamly assigned orwere working part time but
were able to quickly increase their work haurs to 30 per week or more in ader to qualify for the
suppement. After this initial burst of supdement take-up, the rate at which program group members
qudified for the suppgement was virtudly constant for the baance of the digibility year, with about 2.5
addtional percentage points of the program group qudifying for the suppement each month. Fgure 6.1
also indicates that the number of supgdement initiators continued to increase through the fifty-eighth week
after suppement digibili ty began. Althoughthey rad only 52 weeksto qualify for the suppgement, program
group members who could document full-time job offers made before the end of their digibility year were
given abrief grace period in which to begin meding the 30-hour work recuiremert.

*Theweek of supdement take-up is recorded relative to the date on whch supdement eligibility began.
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Cumulative Supplement Take-Up Rate
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FIGURE 6.1

CUMULATIVE RATE OF TAKING UP THE SSP SUPPLEMENT,
BY WEEKS FOLLOWING SUPPLEMENT ELIGIBILITY

British Columbia
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SOURCE: SRDC calculations using data from SSP's Program Management Information System. Calculations are based on

data collected through December 1994 for the first-year program group: the 1,066 program group members who entered the
research sample through October 1993.



The similaiity in take-up pattans betveen the wo provincesis striking. In ead province,
about one-third of the program goup — 34 percet in British Columbia and 32 perceat in New
Brunswick — initiated he supgdementt, and even the nonthly take-up rateduring the digibility yea
are very close. Moreover, alout a quarteof program goup members (25 penaiein British Columha
and 28 percet in New Brunswick) were sitl recaving supdemeant payments in the sixth month after
they initiated supdemaent recept. Take-up pattens were ©nsistent acioss the wo provinces, despite
interprovincial differences in labour makets, unemgoyment rate; sampde daracteistics, Income
Asdstance systens, and the supdemaent's value reative wefare® Many of these facors would have
had opposite dfects on the suppement take-up rate. Br exampe, the deterret effed of New
Brunswick's weder labour maket mg have be@ offset by the stronger work incentive created ly its
less generous Income Assistance grants, or by the posshbility that New Brunswick's Income Asdstance
redpients ma be nore empoyale than those in British Columbia. Becage the provincesdifferin so
many ways, it is impossible 1 isolate te dfect of any paricular piovince-spedfic facor; to do so
would requre a multi-site evaluaion in which naturd vanaton acioss many sites would dlow
individud site dharacterstics b beisolated ad anayzed.

Figure 6.2 grapicdly depcts SSP mgram paiicipaion by showing the teke-upratefor 100
hypotheticd program goup members Wwose expdenceis represﬁatlve of the 1,066 pogram goup
membersvho were raadomly assgnedin SSPsfirst yea of operatlons On average, 3%4f every 100
program goup membergook up the supdemaent by the end of their digibility yea, thus receving at
least one suppement payment. Of thase 34individuds, 26 receved a supgement payment in the sixth
month after the month in which they took up the supgemaent, an indicaion that nost weresticking with
full-time empoyment. The figure &so shows the rdationship betwea programeligibility, take-up, and
month 6 suppemaent recapt for the subgoupsof individuds who were working and not working at te
time of their basdine interview. As hown in the first box on the left, 80 of every 100 pogram goup
membersverena working at baeline. Twenty-two of every 80 piogram group memberswho were
notworking at baseline took up the supdement, and 16 of themwerestill working in their sixth month
after teke- up Twelve of every 20 pogram goup membersvho were empoyed at bagline initiated
the suppemant. Only 7 of these usedhtir basdéine job to qudify, while the other 5found new jobs fot
shown in the figure). @ the 12 baséne workers who qudified for the suppement, 10 were siill
empoyedin the sixth month.

3'I'hesuppement may be more attractive relative to Income Asdstance in New Brunswick than it isin British
Columbia. Supdement payments are lower in New Brunswick, but the payments exceed Incme Assisénce
grants by approximately the same ddlar amount in the two provinces. Therefore, the supdement is
proportionatly higher than welfare in New Brunswick, and the cost of living is lower. Also, Income Assstance
recipients in British Columbia were eligible for the enhanced earnings disregard for up to 12 months, during
which their monthly Income Asdstance payments were reduced by a fraction of their monthly earnings, equal to
75 percent of the amount of earnings above $200. Thus, arecipient's real income gain from the supdement,
When compared to working while receving welfare, is bwer in British Columbia.

Flgue 6.2represaits the same typical SSPparticipation patterns, for hypahetical members of the same
program groupsample, as were represented in Figure 5.1.

his does not necessarily mean that the six baseline norworkers who initiated the sipdement, but who dd
not receve asupdement payment in the sixth month after they initiated the supdement, stopped warking
altogether. They may have continued to wak part time, in which case they woud not rave reported their
employment to SSP,since SSPrequires fill-time anployment in order to qualify for the suipdement. Also,
supdement initiators @n collect supdement payments for up to three years from the time they initiate the
supdement. During those three years, they can always return to supgdement redpient status by submitting pay
stubs demonstrating their return to aminimum of 30 hours per week of employment in amonth.
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Figure 6.2

SUPPLEMENT TAK E-UP PATTERNS OF 100 TYPICAL SSP PROGRAM GROUP
MEMBERSIN RELAT ION TO EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT BASELINE

Assgned tothe Worked full-time and

rogram growp i.e Initiated the suplgment received a supplement
2“ ?ble fg SLgP). B 100 by theend d thear payment in the sixth
9 > eligibility year: 34 month after taking up
. p| thesupplement offer. 26
Worked at basline 20 Worked at badine 12
Worked at badine 10

Didnatwork at baséine 80 Did not work at baséine 22

Did not work at baséine 16

A 4 A 4

Did not receve asupplement

Did not initiate payment
suppemenn: 66 in the sixth month
after takng up he
Worked at badine 8 suppemert offer 8
Did not work at baséine 58 Worked at badine 2

Did not work at baséine 6

SOUWRCE: SRDC cdculations using dah colleded troughDecenber 199 from baseline interviews ard SSP’s Progna Management Information
Sydem for the first-year program: the 1066 progran groupmemberswho enered the reseah sample thraight Odober 1993.

NOTE: The 100 ypical individuas represerthe exeriences @ the firg-year progam group.



Doessupdemant take-up ly one-third of the piogram goup repraent a high or low rate? That
depends on whether it represents ahigher or lower level of full-time emdoyment than program group
memberswvould have atieved without the SSP program. As discussedn Chapter 1, e purpse of
the study's control groupis © serve asjust such a beaxchmark, indicaing what would have happeedin
the alsence of the eanings supdemaent program. The data ar@ed yet availade for this cmompaison, but
there aresome indirectindicabrs that the program goup mg be doing betterwith regardto full-time
enmployment and earnings than they would have without the SSP pogram. As described in Chapter 4,
the badkground characteistics and drcunstancesof the piogram goup point to a numberof facors
that might normdly mili tate aganst their labour maket success espedally in obtaning and keepng
full-time empoyment. For exampe, 28 percet of the reprt samgde ated acivity-limiting conditions;
more than half had nat completedhigh school; 72 percent had been aut of the Bbour market for at least
nine months; and about half had recesed Income Asdstance @ntinuously for at least three yeas.
Sampde memberslao had b carefor one or more dildren, and had D evaluate,estallish, and mantain
child care arrangemets if they were © work full time. Issuessuch as secuing transportaton aso
loomedlargein some caes.

Given the daracterstics and drcunstances of the samge, it is not surprising that most
program goup membersvho took up the earnings supgdement offer would have had to ater their
basdine behaviour significantly in order b do so. Figure 6.3 bBows that nore than two-thirds of
suppdemant takerswerenot working at te ime tey were randomly assigned Moreover, the mgority
of suppement takers who were d&reads empoyed worked fewer tan 30 hours per wek, and had to
increase their work hours or change jobs to qudify for the supgdemaent. In fact, dose to half of all
supdemant takerswho were working at baseline qudified for the supdement using anew job (thatis,
ore they startedafter they were raadomly assigned b the piogram goup and became lggible for the
SSP pogram). Thus, alout four-fifths of all suppemaent takers bega their supdement-qudifying full-
timejobs after becoming eligible for SSP.

It should dso be nated hat the tke-up rate oderstates be total work effort of the program
group, petapssignificantly. Figure 6.3 shows the dstributon of baséine work hours for program
group memberswvho dedined te supdemaent offer, indicaing that malyy who dedined (14 percat)
were working at baskne. Talbe 6.1 iows tat dose b half of al baséne workers chosenot to take
up the suppdemaent. SSP #aff reported that a few individuals who were already working 30 hours per
week, or close to it, dedined the SSPoffer for various reasons, including wanting to mantan the
secuity of Income Asgstance recet or to avoid m&ing more income han a parber. Afew simply did
not believe the ofler was legitimate.
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Percent of Subgroup (Supplement Takers or Non-Takers)

FIGURE 6.3

WEEKLY HOURS OF EMPLOYMENT IN JOBS HELD AT THE TIME OF THE BASELINE INTERVIEW
AMONG SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKERS AND NON-TAKERS
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SOURCE: SRDC calculations using data collected through December 1994 from baseline interviews and SSP's Program
Management Information System for the first-year program group sample: the 1,066 program group members who entered the
research sample through October 1993.



TABLE 6.1

PERCENTAGE OF SSP PROGRAM GROUP MEM BERSWHO EVER RECEIVED
AN SSP EARNINGS SUPPIEMENT, BY SUBGROUP AND PROVINCE

Characteristic at Baseline British Columbia New Brunswick Full Sample

Demog aphic characteristic

Age

Less then 35 36.9 350 36.2 |**

35 a older 309 271 29.6
Activity-limiting physicd or emotiond condtion

Yes 254 [x** 205 |*** 239 |***

No 384 36.0 376
Numbe of dependet children

One 34.6 313 335

Two 347 355 349

Three or more 344 26.1 322
Age of youngst child

Less thean 3 36.2 277 336

3-5 28.6 387 316

6 or older 36.7 319 34.9
Residerce _

Urban 335 [** 324 332

Rura 50.0_] 308 387

Education characteristic
Highest grade competed

Less then grade 10 220 [+ 17.9 |*** 200 [***
Grace10or 11 327 293 319
High schod or above 41.0_| 44.8 422
Comgeted voetiond or trade shod
or commuiity cdlege _
Yes 422 [|** 53.8 [*** 446 |***
No 326 294 315_]
Currently enrdlled in edgation ortraining _
Yes 49.6 [*** 293 442 |r**
No 317 325 320_]
Other characteristic
Income Asgstance receipt in prior three years _
No breals greater than 2 monts 320 280 |** 304 |**
3-morth break or more 371 394 37.7_]
Employment status _
Employed 535 [*** 60.3 [*** 56.0 [***
Unempbyed 304 24.1 284 _|
All program aroup members 34.6 321 338

SOURCE: SRDC calculations using data collected through December 1994 from SSPs PragramManagemet
Informaion System forthe first-yea program graup: the 1,066 progam group members who entered he reseach
sample through Cctober 1993.

NOTE: A two-tailed ttest was ajplied to dfferences between sbgroups. Bracketed suogroups indicate
statisticaly significart differences insupplemert take-up raes. Setigtical significance kvels ae indcated
as*** = 1 percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent.
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TABLE 6.2

BASELINE CHARACTER ISTICSOF SSP SUPARLEMENT TAKERS AN D NON-TAKERS

Sumplement Satus
Characteristic atBaseline Takers  Non-Takas

Demog aphic characteristic

Average age (yeas) 31 33 ***
Average numbe of children 17 17
Average numbe of children under age 6 0.7 0.7
Average age of youngest child (yeas) 6.5 6.5
Female (%) 96 95
Reported an atvity-limiting physicd condtion (%) 15 27 ***
Reported an adivity-limiting emdiona condition (%) 3 Q rxk
Asian ancestry (%) 1 5 **
First Nations ancestry (%) 8 12 *
Other nonEuropean anestry (Latin, Black, ec.) (%) 8 6
Immigrated in the last 5 years (%) 2 3
Neither Engdish nor Fench sgaking (%) 1 3*
Housing payment is govenment-subsdized ¢o) 22 23
Employment characteristic
Ever employed (%) 99 94 ***
Average emgdoymert experience (years) 8.5 6.9 ***
Average total earnings duing the prior 9 morths ($) 2,582 617 ***
Ever employed duing the prior 9 morths (%) 52 26 ***
Average work hous per week during the prior morth 106 2.3 *x*
Looked for work in pior 4 weels and curently unemployed (%) 43 22 *¥*
Reports the following bariersto employnent: (%)
IlIness or disahlity 6 15 ***
Lack of agquae child care 3 10 ***
Pesord or family responsbility 11 29 ***
Goingto school 10 8
No transpatation avadlade 2 4
Too mudt competition 0 2
Not enogh educdion 3 5
Not enogh experience/lack of sklls 2 5*
Education and training characteristic
Attended jd seach or ife skills workshop or couselling in prior year @%6) 41 41
Average highest grade comgeted 11 10 ***
Graduaed from high schod (%) 56 42 *xx
Attended uiversity (%) 10 8
Attended vocationd or trade schod or commurity cdlege (%) 57 48 **
Comgeted vocationd or trade schod or community cdlege (%) 26 18 *
Currertly enrdled in edgation ortraining (%) 19 13 *
Sample size 360 706

SOURCES:  Characteristics dda ae from tte baseline interview, andsuppemert redpien statusisfrom
SSP's Program Managemert Information Sysem Data were cdlected tirough Deember 199 for the first-year
programgroup the 1,066 program goup memlers who entered the research samge through Octobe 1993.

NOTE: A two-tailed ttest was apped to dff erences between suplement takers and nortakers.
Statistical significane levels are indicated as ** * = 1 percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent.
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B. Who Takes Up he SSP 8pplement Offer?

This secion presents two complemenitary peispectveson SSP supiement take-up. The first,
presated in Tade 6.1,is prospective It shows suppemant take-up ratedor subgoups déined by
samde membes baseline daracterstics. The second pespecive, presented in Tade 6.2, is
retrospective It comparessupdement tekersand nontakers in terms of their baseline characterstics.
The wo pespecives produce asimilar gcture Take-up has been broad-baed, although there have
been some notale vanatons. And, while many characterstics of program goup membersa@relatein
expectd ways with supgdemant take-up rates, supdemaent takersdo not fit a tnique or unamhkguous
profile. Someindividuds, partcularly those who were nost job-read, werecleaty more likely to take
up the supdemaent than others. Nevertheless many individuds overcane significant bariersin order to
paricipatein the program, ad eat subgmoup awayzed has made aubstantial contribution to the
aggregate tee-up ratan the SSP suplement program.

Two subgpoupslistedin Tade 6.1 — ddined ky numberof children and by ageof youngest
child — do not reved significant take-up dfferences. Regaléssof the numberof children they had at
the point of random assignment, program goup membersvere nore or less equdly likely to have
initiated he supdement. This is somewhat surprising, becase individuds with more dildren receve
higher Income Asgstance grants, redueng the net gan from working and collecing the supdement.
Indeed,Income Asdgstance redpients with threeor more dnildren increase their income vety little, if at
al, by taking up he supdement.

Similarly, the paricipaion ratesdid not vary muc acording to the ageof program goup
membes youngest child. The 34 percet take-up ratefor individuds whose youngest child was under
the ageof three wasvery close o the ratesfor those with older dildren — 32 and 35 percent for
parents whose youngest child wasages3 to 5, and 6 or older, respecively. It was thought that the
presence of young children would inhibit supdement take-up becase nore paraets would opt to stay
home b carefor them. This hasnat bean the case, Wich dso suggestshiat the avail ahili ty of child care
hasnot been a maor bariier © paricipaion in the piogram.

Anather surprise hasbee the strong partcipaion ratefor rurd residents. Almost 39 percet of
rurd resdents ok up the suppgemaent offer, compared to 33 percent of urban resdents. This gap
narrowed as some suppdemant takers lost their jobs during the first six months so that, in the sixth
mornth, supdemaent recept wasvirtudly identicad anmong rurd and urban residents (26 percet versus
25 percait, nat shown in talde). Nevertheless the strong teke-up rate amng rurd residents suggests
that the supgdemant progran may be aseffecive for them asfor urban residents. One @rtributing
facor may be he greaterndividud attention rurd residents recaved from program staff, a function of
their relative inaccessibility and the consequent necessity to provide a greatenumberof individud (as
opposed b group) orientations and workshops. Ancther posshility is that the supdement programis
stimulating migraion of rurd residents © urban areasin order D take adrantageof the supdement
offer. Follow-up suwey datawill help determne whether tisis true.
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fig6-4 Chart 1 5/19/98 2:07 PM

FIGURE 6.4
SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKE-UP RATE,

BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT THE TIME OF THE BASELINE INTERVIEW
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The other subgoup take-up rates shown in Tade 6.1 reved expected and statsticdly
significant, differences acnss subgnups?5

* Employment status. Program goup membersvho wereworking & baseline
were twice aslikely to take up the supdement (56 percet) asthose who were
not (28 percet). FHgure 6.4shows that baeline workers aso initiated he
supdemeant more quckly: About half of the suppgemett take-yo anong
baseline workers occurred ly the sixteanth week of suppement digibility, at
which point alout 30 percat of baseline workers had initiated the
supdemaent. In contrast, less than 10 percat of baseline norworkers had taken
up the supdemaent by their sixteenth week of digibility.

* Prior education. Suppemaent take-upis drectly rdated b level of educaibn,
with those who hed at least a high school diploma being more than twice as
likely to have taken up the supdemaent (42 percet) asthose with less than a
tenth-grade educatn (20 percet).

* Welfare history. The likelihood of intiating the suppdemaent was related to
whether or not an individud had receved Income Asgstance ®ntinuously in
the three yearsprior to bemming digible for the supgdemant program. Alout
38 percent of Income Assstance regpients with bre&s of at least three
mornths in their welfare recapt in the threeyearsprior to random assignment
took up the suppdement. But 30 percet of Income Asdstance regpients who
exhibited nore cntinuous depaldence on Income Asgstance also qudified
for the supdement, suggesting that the eanings supdement progran may
promote self-sufficiency for many with stronger histories of welfare
depedency.

Take-y ratesamong older individuds (those over age 35) rad people with physicd or enwotional
problemswere qute high. For exampe, dmost a quarteof individuds with acivity-limiting problems
initiated be supdement.

Finaly, suppdement take-up was not inhibited ky concurrent enrollment in an educaibn or
training program. As Take 6.1 shows, the téke-up rate amng those erolled in an educaion or
training program at beeline was 44 peraa. Until follow-up survey dat can be analyzed it will not be
known whether these individuals completed heir educaibn and traning programsor droppedout in
favour of participating in SSP.

® For the purposesof this report, effects hat are expectel to ocaur by chance lessthan one time in 10 are
considered sttistically significant. Tables ndicate the foll owing significance (p) levels:* = .1,** = .05, *** =
.01.
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. Characteristics of Supplanent Takers Versus Non-Takers

A. Employment History and Demographic Characteristics

As Talble 6.2indicates, empoyment history is strongly related b the likelihood of suppgement
take-up.On average suppemaent takershad 1.6 nore yearsof work experence han nontakers, earned
more than four times as much in the nine months piior to SSPeligibility, and were twice as likely to
have had some type of employment in the ninemonths before random assgnment. Nevertheless many
SSP prticipants with potential barriers to enployment found full-time work and took advantage of the
suppdemant offer. Fifteen perceit of supdemaent takers reprted an acivity-limiting physicd condition,
and 3 percet reported an actvity-limiting enotiona or psychdogicd condition. Only 56 percet of
suppdemant takershad ahigh school diploma.

In many respecs, suppgemeit takers and nontakers resembled one anaher. Similar
proportions of the wo groups were living in subsidized housing and were receit immigrants.
Suppemeit takers ad nontakers were adso similar in ther ages and numbers of children.
Nevertheless supdemet takers and nontakers differed with regard to some self-identified
emgdoyment bariers. For exampe, samgde membersvho had dosen to stay home and rase ter
children, and those who felt they ladked erough child care ¢ go to work, weresignificantly less likely
to take adrantageof the supdement. Finally, two visible minorities— individuds with First Natons or
Asian ancestry — are paitipaing in the supdement program atsomewhat lower levels tan their
proportion in the samge.

B. Attit udes

There aresignificant differacesbetveen supgdemaent takers and norttakers in their attitudes
toward work, Income Assistance their famlies, and their future, as meaured ly program goup
membes agreemat or disagreemat with a set of atitudina statemets presented in the baeline
interview.

Tale 6.3 presents the atttudinal statemeits that significantly distinguish supdement takers
from nontakers. The most significant relate b empoyment: 89 percet of supdement takers thought
they would be working within a year, ompared ¢ 66 percet of supdement nontakers. Similarly,
suppdemant takers were significantly more likely than nontakers to disagree with the statemet that
begns "right now I'd prder not to work," and lesslikely to agreethat their family was"having so many
problems that | cannotwork." Finally, fewer supgdemaent takers han nontakers thought that "being on
welfare povidesfor my famly better ban | could by working."

Suppement takers also appeareda have astronger sense of control over ther lives ad a
strongerfeding of beng stigmatzed ly welfare:

¢ Significantly fewer suppgemaent takers than nontakers agreed with the

statemaits, "I have little control over te tings that happen to mé' and
"Someimesl fed thatI'm beng pwshed aound inlife."”
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* Two-thirds of the supdemaent takers agreel with the statemet, "I am
ashamedto adnit to people that | amon welfare;’ compared & 57 percet of
suppdemant nontakers. Also, more supdemant takersagreed ltat "it's wrong
to stay on welfareif you can get ajob, even ajob you donit like.”

Many of these atttudina differences, though statisticdly significant, are nat of gred magitude.
Nevertheless they may be suggestive of systemaic and pehaps unobservalde differences in
commitment or "resolve” that predspose someindividuds o grasp the opportunity represented by the
suppemaent, whereothersforgo it.

C. The Supplement Take-up Decision

Why did two-thirds of those dligible for the supgdement (that is, the member®f the piogram
group) nat take advantage of the opportunity? How and why did suppement takersdedde b "seize te
day," while others demed heir day would come laterf? And how many suppdemaent nontakers actudly
chosena to take advantageof the suppement, asopposed D having that cdhoiceimposed upon them by
their inability to find a jdo, their ladk of theright skill s, or insuperable barriers to employment? While
prease answersto these questions must await the analysis of follow-up survey data, a assesanent of
focus group dscussons, as well as SSPcase nates, deds light on the experiences and concerns of
program goup membes, the piocess by which they dedded what o do alout their new-found
opportunity, and the reaons why many deadednat to take advantage of the supdement offer.” These
datasuggest that the following were he most important facors in the teke-up detsion.

1. Assessig the vale of the sipplement offer. The first dedsion program group members
had b mee waswhether the suppemaent offer was worth taking up. For eath program goup member,
thiswas a matteof weighing the benefits aganst the @sts of program paiitcipaion.

Financial value. Naturaly, the mgor perceived benefit of the SSP pogram was the
suppemant itsdf. The dollar value of the suppement was quckly grasped ¥ most piogram goup
membes. Both S staff and researchers observed in orientations that nost program goup members
understood that the supdemaent could double their pre-taxincome if they went to work, and that it
would provide hemwith substantially more post-tax income han they receved on Income Assstance.
In fact, te offer at first seemeddo good to be true ® anumberof program goup membes. One focus
group paricipant recdled hat"l just ddn't understad that somelody was @ing to give me noney if |
went out and got work." But the persistence and professonalism of the SSP &ff, as well as the
legtimagy conferred by a visit to an S office, overcamelingeling doubtsthat the supgdemaent offer
was real.

While a single parent with oneor two children will almost certainly be betteroff financially on
SSP those with many children or children with special needs had to work out cdculations carefully to
understad the net financial difference he program would m&e. Snce te S$ eanings suppkement
rateis fixed,whereadncome Asgstance baefits vary with the numberof children and the existence of
specia needs, it was possible for some famili es to be slightly worse off financialy on the suppgemant.
And paraits with very young children or children with spedal needs ould dso face pohibitive daycare
costs were hey to go to work outside he home.

’For an extended presentation of the findings from the focus group dscussons, see Bancroft and Vernon,
1995.
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TABLE 6.3

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DI FFERENCES IN ATTITUDES BETWEEN SSP
SUPPLEMENT TAKERS AND NON-TAKERS

Pacent Agreeng or

Strongly Agreeing
Statement Read b Sampk Member Supplement Supplement
at Basdine Interview Takers Non-Takers
Right now, being on welfare provides for my
family better than | could by working. 48 57 *xx
Right now, I'd prefer not towork so | can take
care of my family full time. 27 46 ***
| have littl e control over the things that happen to me. 22 32 *xx
If | got ajob, | could find someone | trust to
take care of my children. 86 78 ***
My family is having so many problems that | cannot work
at a pat-time or full-time job right now. 8 23 *xx
| am ashamed to admit b people that | amon welfare. 66 57 ***
It's unfair to make people on welfare get a
jobif they don't want to. 14 20 **
Sometimes | fed that I'mbeing pushed around in life. 36 42 *
It'swrong to stay on welfare if you can ¢t a
job, even ajobyou don't like. 69 63 **
| often have time on my hands. 42 47 *
A year from now, | exped to be working. 89 66 ***
| do not want ajob becaus | would miss my
children too much. 9 16 ***
Thereislittl e that | can d to change many
of the important thingsin my life. 26 31+
You really can't blame people who work on the side
and don't tell the welfare department. 38 44 *
Sampk size 360 706

SOURCES: Dataon attitudes are from the baseline interview, and supplement recipient status is
from SSPs Frogram Management Information System. Datawere coll eced through Decanber 1994
for the first-year program goup: the 1,066 pogram goup members who entered the research
sampé through QGctober 1993.

NOTE: A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between supplement takers and

non-takers. Statistical significancelevels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent;
* =10 percent.
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For those who left Income Asdstance for SSP,the value of the suppemet was often
reassessed. On the one hand, therewere he life changeswrought by their increase in income. Focus
group paricipants who had t&en up he supdemett made ommants like these:

For the first time | can rememben'm not broke dl the ime. . . .I've ought
clothes for myself instead of only for my son, asusud. | fed very lucky to
have this opportunity.

Now we're ade to buy a lot of things that we needed butweren't alde to
aford. It's a réief nat to be wsureof your financial stuaiton.

| Bve my bills paid, a little cash in the bank, and food in the fridge. It's taken a
lot of stress off me.

On the other hand, may paricipants viewed full-time empoyment as adthg to their stresses, in view
of therr famly responsibilities, and many were troubled by the supdement's treeyear limit. New
Brunswick paricipants dso descibed teir concemn alout losing the medcd coverageprovided by
Income Assstance — coveragethat pad for eyedasses, medcaions, and other medicd necessties,
and that was rarky provided ly empgoyersof low-wage vorkers.

Other considerations. Program goup membergontemgating the suppdemaent offer also hed
to weigh the value of other, less tangible aspectsof program paiicipaion. Chief anmong these is the one
impliedin the nameSelf-Sufficiencyrroject. Focusgroup membersepeately cited he significance of
this opportunity to adiieve econamic independence For one faus group member,working in the
program would mean "feding good about yourself, becase you're not waiting for a hand-out. Y ou
could actudly wake up in the norning and redly pul your own weight. You dont have © listen to
anybody say ‘You welfare bum®" For many focus group membes, their first association to the term
"SSP was omeimesrelated b themesof indepadence, self-reliance, and inner-drectedhess For
exampe:

Doing someting with your life, having goals and trying to achieve them.

You're doing this for you. You're nat doing this to pleaseyour neighbours or
your friends or anything.

The freecbm of coming and going and doing the things | love without

worrying about it; giving to my children without worrying alout it; bang adle
to say yesoncein awhile insteadof no dl the ime.
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Some supdemant takershave dso taked almut the benefits to their famili es:

| fed like I'm beng a good examybe for my dauditer. My daudhter seesme go
off to work and knows that is how | earn my money. Hopefully, by my
exanmple shewill never have to go onthe system.

My kids arehapper becaee of the changein me.l have mut more patence
with them. And when I'm with them I'm redly focused on them. . . .My self-
esteemis better ad | smile alot more.

Of course, going to work full time dso hasits costs. Wdfare povidesa steady and secure,
though pethapsmeagrejncome. After the loss of pareiting time, he loss of the secuity provided by
Income Asdgstance wasthe most widdy mentioned and discussed "minus” alout the program. Other
concems included traisportation logistics, spedal problems sed by disabilities or illness in the
family, the loss of compeing opportunities such as educaion and traning, and whether the rdes of
SP were worth the trouble. For example, it may be possble to find a full-time job, especiadly with a
year to do so, but is working at least 30 hours per week going to create a dficult bdancing act
between work and hame responsibilities? Is three yeas long enough to make any progress in the
workplace,or will it be too much of alet-down at the end to even bother trying? And what happens if
paricipants qut or getfired Can they redly get bak& onIncome Asdstance?

2. Braving the labaur _market. Among supdemeit nontakers, there was widespread
discouragemet about finding ajob. Although a maority of nontakers initialy expressednterestin the
supdemant offer, case nate reviews suggest that only alout one-third of suppdement nontakers ever
looked for work during their supdemaent digibility yea. The deasion to look for work was fraught
with both enmotional and pracicad concems for program goup membes, and their degsions even to
embak on a job seard were often shaped ly low sdlf-esteemfudled ly aladk of educaion or job
experience, failed relationships, diffi culties with children, hopelessess about the avail abili ty of jobs, or
long-standing uncertanty about their peisonal worth. Fears of rgecion, falure, ad dhange dso
figuredin the decsion to look for work. One program group member,who overcameher fearsand
found suppgement-qudifying empoyment, exemftified e dlemma "l worked before the twins were
born, and now they're 13yearsold, and thisis thefirst job I've hadsince hen. So | wasscared."

Many program group members ammented hat they werenat sure where b begn looking for
work, particularly in an econamy where they may see many friends and family members nempioyed.8
And assuming that a pogram goup membemwants to find ajob, how doesshe appy for one? How
does she preparea résumé and have it printed? What should she wear b a job interview, and what
should she say? Does she have skills she can successfully maiket right now, or should she insteadtry to

®This and aher program group member concerns described in this paragraph are in some measure addressed
by the seavices available in the S Plus program, also being studied in the SSP ealuation. In addition to the
earnings supdement, SSP Rlis provides pb clubs, pb serch planning, résumé-writing assisance, and case
management sewricesfor about 300 ndviduals in the SSP atdy, in an effort to dscover whether the provision of
onsite, employment-rel ated services can enhance the eff ediveness of the earningssupdement program.
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upgrade ltem bdore looking for a jdbo? What kinds of haurs will she have to work, and how will she
get b work, partcularly if she hasto put he dildren in daycare en rout® Two supdemant takers
described their fedings of desperation about their job seach: "I looked and looked and I'm
underqudified for most jobs out therethat pay over $7 perhour. It's dl | could get' And "l was ready
to take anything. | had a matterof days. | waslucky becase | had t&en along time b find ajob. The
[supdemant digibility] window was running aut." Anather very determned tker overcame dauting
obstades b ensure her obtaining full-time empoyment:

The scaraty of jobsin [my arealis unbdievade. And without transportation it
makesit even worse. So when this project came upl, had b talk somelody at
a carlot into giving me a caon credt, which they did, luckily, and then | had
to actudly amost force someone to give me a ontract b work. They weren't
redly interestedin hiring someore.

3. The child care decision. A numberof supgdemant nonttakers deaded that it was best for
them and their families if they were full-time parents rather than full-time workers outside the home
As both casenates and focus groupsreveded, ®me felt that their children's curret paraiting needs
meitedfull-time att@tion. As focus goup members puit:

| had a mother that didn't love me @ough. | wasn't brought up with self-
esteem, ad my priority is  raise my son until he's 18.

| want [my son] to knowthat | am there whenever he reeds me, day or night.

| got teenagekids, they getin so much trouble these days that you don't want
to just leave them b come homeon their own.

For some others, the de¢sion to trust someone dse o temporarily care for their children wasa
mgor concem. This seemed spedaly true of supdemant nontakers. Parents who wanted to take up
the supdemant needed @ solve the logistics involved in mantaining achild care arrangement. While
coping with fedings of gult or worry, pareits had 0 act pradacadly and select a careiger who was
trustworthy, accasible, and dfordalde. And diild carewas not just an isaue for those with young
children. Parents of teenagerswere often concemed alout alapse in careor supewision presented by
working full time

The importance of finding trustworthy child carewas voiced ly severd paricipants in the
focus goups:

Y ou'retrusting them with your life, your children's lives. It's not an easy thing

to do.
Find out who the peson is, if you can trust them. . . .If dl they do is sit
around the house dl day, no way. . . .| want someone © be albe b carefor

and nurturehim while I'm nat there.
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Another young mother described her upset when she found that her caregiver had been
neglecting her young daughter. She was especially shocked because the caregiver was a close friend
of hers. Although she went on to find another caregiver and continued to work full time, she
described her difficult decision-making process: "l didn't know how | could trust someone again. . .

If you can't trust your friend, how can you trust a stranger?"

4. SSP, life plans, and "bad timing."One typical remark of would-be supplement takers,
echoed repeatedly in focus groups and case notes, concerned the timing of the SSP offer.
Supplement non-takers often explained their passing up the opportunity in terms of "bad timing":

Most of us have not worked for many years, so to run out and get a job . .
.. it definitely takes time.

| was really hopeful when | first heard about it, but because of the
circumstances in my life, | wasn't able to take it within the amount of
time.

| wish there had been more time because now that my older one's in
school, | could have.

There is some evidence that the one-year restriction on starting the supplement limited
participation in, and the impact of, the program. Probably the strongest indication is the fact that the
aggregate participation rate remained steady throughout the eligibility year, and continued so during
the brief grace period at the end of the year.

Of course, the supplement offer meshed quite well with some life plans. Obviously, many
of those already working at baseline were in a better position to promptly increase their hours and
participate in the program. And while program group members who were enrolled in education or
training at baseline usually did not take up the supplement until a few months into their eligibility
year, they surpassed the average take-up rate by the end of the year.

1. Employment

The success of the SSP earnings supplement program in promoting long-term self-sufficiency
requires not only that program group members find jobs, but also that they keep them and increase
their earnings through raises or promotions, increased work hours, and/or job changes. Given the
background characteristics and current circumstances of the long-term welfare recipients eligible for
SSP (discussed in Chapter 4), meeting these goals would be no small achievement. And SSP sample
members faced a difficult labour market. Canada's economy, which went into recession in 1990, has
recovered slowly and unevenly. In 1993, the year in which most job search by the report sample
occurred, the unemployment rate was 10 percent in British Columbia and 13 percent in New
Brunswick. Furthermore, most jobs that became available in 1993 and 1994 required at least some
postsecondary educati?)rDespite the difficulties posed by individual characteristics and economic
conditions, many of the jobs found by supplement takers paid significantly more than the minimum
wage, and within six months of being in the labour force, many supplement takers had seen their
wage rise.

IStatistics Canada, 1995.



This secion begns by describing the typesof jobs held by the first cohat of suppgement
takers. Also discussed are lie wages, hours, and job changesexperenced by suppgemaent takersin their
first six months of supdement recept. Data for this analysis have be@ taken from SSPs Pioogram
Managemet Informaion System (PMIS). The data exted through October 1994 ad, as a rsult,
cover different amounts of timein SSP depaling on when, duiing their one-year éigibili ty window,
people took up the supdemaent. There‘ore there are mre weeks of empgoyment and eanings dataon
eaty supdemant takersthan later ones.® The analysis utili zes the first 26 weeks of data following
supdemant take-up which were availalde for almost dl suppgement takers, and aresupgdemaented by
information on suppdemaent takers' empoyment gaheredin the focus goup dscussors.

A. Types of Jobs Used t@ualify for t he Eamings Supplement

As indicatal in Figure 6.5, most of the positions tken by supdemaent takersfell into three of
the m4or occupatonal categries within the service secor — sewvices, dericd, and sales’ — where
women have tradtionally found jobs. In both provinces, empoyment opportunities in the goods-
produdng secbr of the eonamy have dedined, but jobs in the service-produang secbr have beome
more |dent|ful % In 1993 the sewice secor acounted for appoximatdy three-quartersof al
empdoyment in both British Columhia aad New Brunswick. Women were espadlly likely to work in
this secor of the eomnamy: 90 percent of working women in British Columbia, and close to that
percenitagein New Brunswick did so.

1. Service occypations. In both provinces, the service categry offered SSP prticipants the
largest numbe of emdoyment opportunities, espedally in New Brunswick, where it acounted for
more than half of supdemaent takers' emgoyment. Supdemaent takersworked atservicejobsat a much
higher rate han do worklng women in the ganerd population (13 percet of Canadan women who
work hdd sevice jObS)

About 60 perceit of New Brunswick's sevice workers, ad 50 percat of British Columhias,
worked with food and beverages. Service workers not employed by the food industry held a variety of
other jobs. Someworkedin hatels as bamberméads and room attendants or for building managemaets
as janitors and supeintendents. Others found empoyment in private homes as housekeepersor
balysitters, or in the pesonal careindustry.

®Two years of data are available for program group members who were randamly assggned in the first month
of operations, November 1992,and who took up the supdement in that same month. At the dher extreme, there
are noemployment or earningsdata for program group members who were randanly assgned in October 1993
and Who waited urtil their last month of eligibility (September1994)to take up the supdement.

“Jobs were categorized by occupation on the hasis of job title alore. After the 18month survey is
administered, additional information on type of business,kind of work, and most important duties will be
avallable This may reallt in some thanges b the occupational distributions discussel in this report.

The good-prodicing sedor includes agriculture and other primary industries, manufacturing, construction,
and utilities. All other activities — finance, real estate, whdesale and retail trade; administrative, accourting,
and clerical work; health, education, and gowernment; food, beverage, and persoral services— are in the
ecx)ncmy S service sedor.

Bstatistics Ganada, 1995.
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FIGURE 6.5

JOBS HELD BY SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKERS, BY SPECIFIED TYPES
AND BY PROVINCE
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for the 360 members of the first-year program group who entered the research sample through October 1993 and who ever received
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2. Clerical occupations. About oneifth of suppdemaent takersin British Columbia, and one-
seventh in New Brunswick, did dericd work (compared & atout one-quarterof working women
nationwide). In both provinces, albout one-third of these supdemaent tekers performed geerd clerical
duties in offices, warehouses, and shipping companies. Another third held seaetaia, recepionist,
bookkeeping, or office management positions. The remaning dericd workers held jobs such asfront
desk clerk, tour reservationist, and phone qerator.

3. Sales ocapations. Roughly 15 percet of suppemant takersin both British Columbia and
New Brunswick becamesaespeople (almut double the national rate for women). Most supdemaent
takerswho found saleswork described hemselves assales"clerks' or sales"associates." Many worked
inretal estabdishments. A few sold ticketsor worked as teemaketes.

4. Other occupations. Approximatdy 5 perceit of supgdemant takersin the wo provinces
found jobs in hedth care, bild care,or social work, in contrast to more than 20 perceit of Canada's
entire femde labour force. Suppement tekers in hedth care were usudly emgoyed as nurses
assistants, care a&les, or first ad attexdants. A few worked asteadiers assistants or Income Asdstance
workers.

Manufacturing and processng jobs appeared to be unavailable to most single parents in SSP.
In British Columbia, ahandful of suppement takers found manufactuing jobs. In New Brunswick,
some workedin the dhemicd or fish-processng industry.

Manageral or assistant managera positions were reprted by afew suppgemaent takers. These
positionswere most often in restaurants, fast food establi shments, and retal stores.

In both provinces, betwveen 11 and 23 percat of supgdemant takers held other kinds of jobs.
They drove truks, pa&ed gpods, peformed casualabour, or worked in greenhauses and nurseries.
British Columhia's emgdoyment picture seema& somewhat nore dverse than New Brunswick's. In
British Columhbia, suppemant takers worked at dressnkéng, carpetry, woodworking, and aubmobile
and camera repa

B. Reactions to Work

During focus goup dscussons, anumberof suppement takersindicated hey were pleased
with the jobsthey held. Some reported hat they simply "lovedworking," becase it got themout of the
house and gave them asense of self-worth and pesona indepeadence. Asone putit, "My self-esteem
is better ad | smile alot more." Another wassure hat working was"a betterthing to do mentally and
physicdly." One restaurait empoyeesaid that she "wanted b work for the rest of my life."

Otherfocus goup paricipants who had t&en up the supdement were nat aspleased with their
jobs, though they werehappy to be empoyed. A workerin a pzza patour knew that the job wasnat
what she hadwanted,"But atleast it's ajob, and I'm not sitting bad. . . .1t made mehappy becase |
was staying on my own." Others expresed dsstisfacion with the kinds of jobs they had found
becawe they were nat "careet jobs. A waitress, for instance, @mplained tat her job offered "no
improvement, no advancement." Anather supdemaent taker regardedher job as a'dead ed." Those
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who hed looked for "careg” jobs hed someimes @ded up t&ing lesser jobsin order b qudify for the
suppdemant. Sad one focusgroup paricipant, "Y ou settle for what you can get:' According to another,
"I looked and looked and I'm underqudified for mostjobsout there. . . . [he job | took] was al | could
get! A smdler group did nat like their jobs at 8. A focus goup paricipant who workedin a dothing
shop found the work "depressg”; another wasbored by her manufactuing job — "I have to sit here
and do this?"

Focus goup paricipants generdly liked te fact hat working enabded them to med new
people, be a parof the world, and "pull my own weight.” It did nat matter hat nost of the jobs they
had found were relatively routine. Most were aso pleased with the new standard of living their SSP-
qualif ying jobs offered. Thefinancia incentive was quite important to thase who had gonefrom "your
basic run-down apartmet to hardwood floors, firedace, [@d] secuity lock."

C. Hours of Employment Among Supplement Takers

To recave asupdemant payment, suppdement takersare reqired to work an averag of 30
hours perweek eat month. They may work less than 30 hours for one or more weeks provided heir
mornthly average is at least 30 work hours per week. For up to two morths per yea, they still recave a
supdemant (though a reducedne) for a nonth in which they average less than 30 hours per week of
work. A supdement taker who works 30 hours per week at he mnimum wage recevesthe largest
possible supdemant payment. Suppgdement payments dedine as eaiingsincreae, at a ratef $.50 for
ead dollar eaned.

Given these rdes, it washypothesized hat supdemaent takerswould keep heir weekly hours of
emgdoyment asclose o 30 aspossible, herely meeing the requrement and receving the maxmum
supdemant for the least amount of work. This wasnot the case. In both provinces, more than half of al
SSP supemaent takersqudifiedfor the suppgement by working 35 hours or more per week. In British
Columha, dmost one-third worked 40hoursor more, and in New Brunswick, one-quarterdid. Several
exceeded 4@oursof work perweek.

SSPs 30hour work week regures a seous @mmitment to work and underscoresthe fact hat
financia independence will demand a full-time work effort once supdement payments end. However,
a weekly targetof 30 (rather than 35 or 40) hours was hosen in recognition of the dfficulties sngle
pareits facein the labour maket, baancing famly and empoyment responsibilities, and deding with
ordinary work-interruptng events sut asillness and appointments. The value of this policy hasbeen
confirmed by the somewhat irregular schedules of suppgement tekers, most of whom have worked
fewer than 30 hoursin atleast one week. About four-fifths of suppgemant takersreported empoyment,
but loggedfewer tan 30 hours, in atleastone of the 26 weeks following suppement take-up (Figure
6.6). Almost 30 percet of sewvice workers worked fewer tian 30 hoursin 8 or more weds, versus 17
percent of clericd workers and 22 percaet of sdes workers fiat showninfigure).

The data bso corroborate he anecdbtal evidence povided ly serviceworkerswho complained,
in focus groups, about unpredctade hours of empoyment. For exampe, one focus group partcipant
nated that she "never knew from one week to the next, how many hoursl'd be geihg. Someimesi'm
only geting four hours aweek, that'show bad tey've cutit down." Another would arive at work only
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to find that she wasn't needed "[They told me b] go home. Hghteen hours they took off my pay
cheque one week. That hurt" Some paricipants aso had to redu@ their own hours becawse of
difficultieswith child careor other family problens. One supdemaent taker accstomed to working up
to 55 hours per week ("I'd work three or four shifts if | had t0") was forced to reduce her work effort
when the deah of her nother left her without a réiade balysitter. Butin generd, supdement takers
maintained their work effort. Figure 6.6 indicatesthat nost worked full-time hoursfor most of the ime
they were empoyed, and that dose © one-fifth worked 30or more hoursfor the aetire 26weeks.

D. Wages aad Earnings

Although many SSP suplement takers eaned within $1 of the provincial minimum wage;”
most eaned nore, and asubstantial number eaned qute a bt more. Asindicatedin Figure 6.7, rore
than haf the supdement takersin British Columbia eaned atleast $1 over the minimumwage, nore
than one-third eaned at least$2 nore, and alout one in five made $9 pehour or more. In New
Brunswick, dose b half eaned nore than $1 over the nminimum wage, ad alout one-quarter eaned at
least $2 nore.

Average wages in New Brunswick were lower than those in British Columbia: SSPinitiators made an
averageof $8.11 in British Columba and $6.26in New Brunswick. This is @nsistent with the wage
differences beween the labour forces in the two provinces..15 Startng wages o differed by
occupatonal group:

¢ |n British Columhia, supgdemaent takerswho found jobs asclerks, secretaies,
or receptonists eaned an average of $8.10 perhour; sewice workers
averaged$7.9 per haur, and sdesp@ple $7.05.In New Brunswick, derical
workers aga had te highest aeragehourly wage $7, but sewice workers
had he lowest, $5.65. Saspeple eaned $6.20 pehour.

* Inthe food idustry, thewages reported by supdemaent takerswerelower than
those of other service workers. The wagesof waitresses and counter persons
were at,or close o, the povincial minimuns. (However, hey may not have
reported d their tips.)

¢ In British Columha, the starting wagesof teaders, hedth careworkers, and
clericd workerswere higher than those of other supdemaent takers. Teaders
assistants, nurses asgstants, care &es, and first aid attendants mace an
averageof $12 perhour, twice te piovincial minimum; dericd jobspad less,
but substatialy more than sewrice or sdesjobs. However, jobs of this kind
were wsudly beyond the reab of those without high school diplomas: Three
quartersof supdement takers who found hedth care ad dericd jobs had

“In New Brunswick, the minimum wage has been $5 per hour for the entire course of SSP operations.
However, in British Columbia, an initial rate of $5.50per hour was raised to $6 in April 1993 and to $6.50 in
March 1995. The analysis tat follows is kased on a minimum wage of $6 per hour for British Columbia,
because thislevel wasin effed for most of the monthsunder study.

15'I'heaveragewagefor all houly workers was approximately $15 in British Columbia during this period and
$12 in New Brunswick. See Statistics Canada, 19946).
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graduatedfrom high school, comparedto half of all suppement takers.

* Few suppement takers found high-paying jobs in the trades, which may partly
reflect the fact that womenare nottraditionally trained for such jobs. One of the
program's highet earnas wes a tradesman, one ofthe few men in the SSP
sanple.

Focus group participants regarded jdos that paid at least $2 per hour over the minimum wage as a
ddfinite stepup, and were unimpressed with thekind of living they could earn with aminimum wage jd. A
participant in New Brunswick described the ircome that could be deived from a $5 per haur job as
"pathetic." However, most suppement takers were not ahamed to take minimum wage jobs, $nce their
earnings were suppgemented. Many were eager to work, and considered SSP a opportunity to take jobs
they could not afford to take before. As onefocus goup participant explained, "I was holding at for a
highe-paying job, because | have two children and it's really tough . . . now Icould look at lower-paying
jobs and wak my way up." Another was gatified by "the fact that you could work for a minimum wage
job and till be ableto live"

Earnings vere generally higher in British Columbia than in New Brunswick. In British Columbia,
only 15 percent of suppement takers earned less han $200 @ week; in New Brunswick, more than one-
third did. In British Columbia, more than one-third earned over $300 pr week; in New Brunswick, less
than one-fifth did. Average weekly earnings were $276in British Columbia and $216in New Brunswick.

E. Job Lossand Job Change

As shown in Figure 6.8, 26weeks afer suppement take-up, 27 rcent of supgement takers in
British Columbia and 15 percent in New Brunswick were no longer working full time and collecting the
suppement. Suppement takers lose jobs for a variety of reasons. Sme are laid off or fired; others quit
because of child care problems, health reasons, or an inability to get along on the job. Some had job-related
injuries such as carpal tunnel syndrome, and some reported difficulties in adjusting to the stress of full-time
employmentin addition to parerting.

Child care, hedlth, and interpersonal isaues resulted in both voluntary and involuntary dismissal.
Some suppement takers quit their jobs kecause they could nat find satsfactory child care; others were fired
because they took too much time df from work when their children wee sick or in dstress Some
experienced conflict with bosses, and walked away from their jobs; others were told to leave.

Dissatisfaction with job quality, hours, wages, and waking condtions wee also factors in job
loss Onefocus group participant objected to not being paid for the ralf-hour shetook for lunch. Anaher
felt that her boss discriminated against women. A third quit her job because she was asked to wark
weekends. Smetimes, practical financial concerns were the isste. A suppement taker with high medical
bills reported that she left the program because the supdement and a $5 @r hour job did not allow her to
"make ends med." Some participants quit low-paying jobs in the hgoe of finding better-paying ores. Said
one focus group participant, "l [quit] simply because | want to get into a job whee I'm making more
money.. . . I'mtrying to look ahead."
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Worked At Least 30 Hours Per Week

FIGURE 6.6

PERCENTAGE OF SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKERS EMPLOYED AT LEAST 30 HOURS
PER WEEK FOR SPECIFIED NUMBERS OF WEEKS DURING THEIR FIRST 26 WEEKS
FOLLOWING SUPPLEMENT TAKE-UP, BY PROVINCE
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SOURCE: SRDC calculations using data collected through December 1994 from SSP's Program Management Information System
for the 360 members of the first-year program group who entered the research sample through October 1993 and who ever received
an SSP supplement.



FIGURE 6.7

PERCENTAGE OF SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKERS BY
STARTING HOURLY WAGES, AND BY PROVINCE
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Anumbe of suppement takerschanged their initiadl emgoyment. Fifteen percent of supgdemaent
takersin British Columbia and 10 percet in New Brunswick wereworking in different jobs 26 weeks
after they first qudified for the supdemett. Some noved D higher-pging positions. As ore focus
group participant recdled, "I took a jobat a gas station that pad $6 an hour. | took it just so | could get
the supdement while | looked for abetterjob. | ended uponly having it for two and a half weeks
before finding a bettejob.” Other supgdemant takershad beea forced b find something new when their
work hourswere cutor their conditions of empoyment became mblemaic.

V. Supplement Payment Amounts

Monthly supdement payments provided suppdement takers with a significant boost to their
income. The typicd supdemaent taker in New Brunswick had starting eanings of $944 per ronth and
a supdemeant payment of $723 per ronth, for a wmbined btal of $1,667 pe month. In British
Columha, suppement tekers aeraged $1,200 peranth in startng eanings and $828 per ranth in
supdemant payments, for a tal of $2,028 per ronth in income from eanings and the supdemaent.
The ttal income of suppgemaent takers averagedsomewhat higher than these totals becawse some
supdemant takershad other sourcesof income,such as #mony and child support.

Suppemeit payments wereisued pomptly, in order b reinforce the link between work effort
and income On average supdemaent takers receved heir suppdemaent payments less than threeweeks
from the last empoyer pa peiiod end date reordedon the pa stubsthey submitted for any paricular
supdemant payment.

Many of thase who had bea on the suppgdemant for at least six months mantained an average
work effort of 30 hours per week in ead of their first six months, thus receving full supgdement
payments. However, nost of those who initiated he supgdemaent were ualle o continuously mantain
the 30hour per week averagework requrement, and as a result receved a least one reduced
supdement payment in their first six months on the suppgement: 22 perceit receved ore reduced
payment, 26 percat receved wo reduced pgments, and 25 perceait receved two reducedpayments
and atleast one additional zero payment in their first six months on the sup|dement.16

"9t shoud be recalled that the supdement program contains a "two-strike" per year provision. The first two
times in each 12-morth period that supdement takers with continuing employment fall below an average of 30
work hous per week in asupdement payment period, they receve areduced supdement payment equivalent to
the fdlowing famula: the supdement payment they recewe at their regular hous of work, multiplied by the
propation of their reguar hous that they worked in the supdement payment period. The third and any
subsequent time asupdement taker with continuing employment fails to mee the 30-hour per week reguirement
within a 12-month peiod, shereceives naupdement payment.
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FIGURE 6.8

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKERS 26 WEEKS AFTER
INITIATING THE SUPPLEMENT, BY PROVINCE

BRITISH COLUMBIA

Not working
27%

| Working at same
job
58%
Working at
different job
15% P
NEW BRUNSWICK Not working s
15% :
Working at
different job \
10%

I

7

\

Working at same

job
= = 75%
SOURCE: SRDC calculations using data collected through December 1994 from SSP's Program
Management Information System for the 360 members of the first-year program group who
entered the research sample through October 1993 and who ever received an SSP supplement.




V. Program Partici pation After the Supplement Take-up

In order to help partcipants take advantageof the supdemaent, the piogram ©ncentratedstaff
contacts and outread acivities in the presupdemaent-initiaion peiod. After the piogram goup
membe begns recaving her supdement payments, thereis substantially less contact with SSP #aff.
The sewvicesinitially developedfor the post-initiation period include support for payment-related issues
and workshops to help partcipants address the dhangesand choicesthat acaompany the suppgement,
and to help with the agustment at he end of the threeyea supdement recept petiod. In addtion,
informaion and referrd services ontinue b be availabe o supdement takers.

As hasbee the cae with attendance at he first money managemaet workshop, the attendance
atMoney Matters2 — the workshop targeted asupdemaent takersin their eaty months of supgdement
recept — has bean extreméy low in British Columbia. In addtion, there are few requests for
informaiton and referrds from suppgement takersin both provinces. In short, thereis little contactwith
supdemant takers besides mantaining supdemet payments and deding with payment-related
problems.

A. Payment-Related Catacts

To ensure that suppement chequesareisaued reglardy to digible paricipants, program staff
act asthe liaison betveen the pgyment system and the paricipant. As mentioned in Chapter 5, e
payment system natifiesprogramstaff by eectionic mal about supgdemaent takerswho werenot pad a
supdemant. The piovinces have adpted diferent appoadies b following up with paricipants on
these dectronic-mal lists.

In New Brunswick, the office manager in ead office reviews the weekly electronic-mal list
and follows upwith selected partipants. Staff do nat cdl every paricipant onthe list, espeaaly those
who areonly one week latewith their vouchers. Normadly, they cdl paricipants only if they are two or
more weeks late. Staff expect partipants to mal their vouchers prompty. However, al new
supdemant takers who show up on the list receve a cd to ensure hat they understand the
supdemant-claiming process and that there areno addtional problemns.

In British Columha, staff contact every individud on the electionic-mal list, a job they find
quite stressful. Contacing partcipants soon after a missed pay cheque gives participants time to mail
their vouchersin for the next chequeor to contact he povincia welfare agacy for crisis grants. The
differencein appioad betwea the two provincesis evidencedin the ime stug (discussedn Chapter
8), which shows the New Brunswick stef spending a sgnificantly lower portion of their time on
payment-related ontacs.

B. The "Money Matters 2" I nformation Session

Supdemant takers are invited b a second money managemet workshop dter one or two
morths of receaving the supdemant in British Columhba and dter six months in New Brunswick. The
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original curriculum for the workshap focusedprimaiily on budgeing issuesAlthough this topic is of
interest to paricipants, it quckly became appane that many paricipants were nore interested in
discussng life skills issues such as harmonizing work and family responsibili ties and goal-setting for
future jobs. Staff dso felt that it would be beeficial to add ashort session on issuesrelated b the
supdemant payments. Accordingly, both provinces enhanced he sesson to include more life skills
topics and a shart review of supdemett payment procedure. This workshap includes budgétg
exergses (vith supdement amounts taken into acount), financial planning, and work issuessuch as
time maagemaet and paying income tax.

By the end of 1994, 77 perat of dl supdement takersin New Brunswick and 17 percat in
British Columbia had atteded Money Matters2. This dfference in attendance rates reflects the
differing emphasis eab province has pacedon the session, and also differencesin the way paricipants
were invited to the session. A third money managemet workshop will be offered for supgdement
takerswho arewithin six months of completing their threeyea supdemaent recept period. Its purpose
is to assist supdement takers in making the transition from supdemented to nonsuppdemented
eanings and to provide informaion to help them trough changesand decgsions they may be faced
with becawge of this agustment.

C. Additio nal Contacts After Supplement Take-up

In the fall of 1994, a pst-supdemaent-initiation servicewas addd to address operatond isaies
observed by SSP staff and SRDC. SSPtaff now follow up with new suppement takers within two
months of their initiating the supdemaent to discuss their progress and whether they have any problems
or questions about their supgdemaent claims. The man purpose of the cdl is © increae the numberof
paricipants who complete heir vouchers correcly by ensuring that dl paricipants understand the
process, ad to prevent payment ddays.
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CHAPTER 7

SP'SFIRST-YEAR EFFECTS ON INCOME ASSISTANCE RECEIPT AND PAYMENTS

The central goa of the Self-Sufficiency Projectis © lean whether an eanings suppgement
program hat m&eswork pay better han welfarewill prompt Income Assistance redpients to find full-
time empoyment and leave welfare faster and in greatemumbersthan they would have on their own.
Thus, whereasChaptersb and 6 reported on outcomesfor program goup membersnly, this dapter
utili zes Income Assistance reaords for both program and control group membersn order b evaluate
the dfect, or impact of the eanings supdemeat program on the rates awhich program group
membersleft welfare in the first year dter beoming digible for the program, ad on the dollar
amounts of Income Asgstance recaved. The dapter povides a eaty answer © the quetion of
whether SSPs earnings suppement programis having an effect almve and beyond what program-
eligible individuds would have core in the alsence of the program.Results are presented for the “first-
year impactsamge’ (the 1,937 pogram ad ocontrol group members wo were radomly assgned
through June 1993) for the two provinces, ad for sdected subgups déined on the bass of their
reported denographic characteistics when they enteredthe study (thatis, at he ime of their baseline
interview and random assignment). In order D indicae how largethe impactsof SSPare likely to bein
later nonths, the longer-term (15-ronth) effed of SSPon the Income Asgstance recept of an eaty
cohat of first-yea impactsamge memberss dso presented.

| ntrod uction

In order to deternine the dfectsof the eanings supdemant program, he SSPevaluation is
compaing empoyment, welfare recipt, and other outcomesfor individuds eligible for the program
(the programgroup) with outcomesfor individuds who werenat digible for the piogram (he control
group). Because pgram éigibility was assgned at random, the two groups are similar in both
observed and undbserved characteistics. Therdore, it can rdiady be asumed hat whatever happes
(on average) o the cortrol group in termsof empoyment, welfare recet, or other outcomeswould
have happeed D the piogram goup in the atsence of the eanings supdemaent program, ad that any
significant differencesthat emergeover ime beiveen the wo groups are a reult of the eanings
supdemaent program.

This chapter presents an analysis of SSPs ealy impactson welfare recgt only, and nat on
emgdoyment and eanings, since empoyment data aranat availalde at his stagein the evaluaion. SSPs
impactson welfare recept are not necessarily direcly rdated o the piogram'simpactson emgoyment.
This mgy seem ounterdintuitive, since SSPs earnings supfemeit program reques full-time
emgdoyment. Thus, it would seem bat the piogramwould increase full-time emgpoyment to the extent
thatit reducedvelfare recept. However, some p@ple onIncome Asdstance work full time, or close to
it. For the few sud people who were radomly assgned D the piogram goup, tking up the
supdemaent offer simply meant substituting the suppgement for Income Asdstance and continuing to
work full time. These peple would count aspart of the supdement program'swelfare impact since
they did indeed leave welfare for SSP, viereas their counterparts in the control group would have
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remaned on welfare while ntinuing to work full time; butthey would not count as part of the
program's emiwyment impact becase they would nat have dianged heir empgoyment behaviour asa
resut of the piogram.

The present analysis is prdiminary becage the samgde used for this chapterrepresents less
than half of the project'sfull samgde of long-termIncome Asdstance redpients, and becase the data
cover only the first 12 nonths dter eab samge member's r@om assgnment (15 nonths for a smdl
ealty samge) — atime period that will contain only part of the story of SSPs impacs. As describedin
previous chapters, psgram goup membershave one full year o find suppement-qudifying
emdoyment. It may then take anather six to eight weeks for individuds © submt pay stubs and
recave their first supdemet payment, and for SSPto formdly natify Income Asdgstance of ther
leaving welfare Thus, the full effectsof the suppgement program mg not emerge atil month 13 or
later dter random assignment, that is, ater the one-year digibility period hes expired for al sanple
membes.

A. An Overview of the Firdings

The SSP pogram has had dzeable and datisticdly significant effectson the rate at which
individuds left Income Assstance in their first year dter random assignment. In month 12 dter
random asggnment, 11 percatage pints (13 percet) fewer pogram goup memberdhan control
group members receed Income Asdstance (10 percetage ints, or 11 1percet, fewer in British
Columbia and 14 percatage mints, or 17 percet fewer,in New Brunswick).

SSPalso had a significant impact on averagelncome Assstance pyments. In month 12 after
random sssgnment, the azerage ronthly payment to program group membersvas$689 comparal to
$775 for control group membersfor a saings of $86 (11 percat) per pogram goup member. fie
average sangs was $98 (11 penag in British Columbia and $75 (14 pera#) in New Brunswick.

SSPs Income Asgstance impacts have not been limited b a narrow segmaent of the samge.
Rater, the program appeargo have had significant effectson the first-yearincome Asdstance recept
of most magor subgoups aayzed, including subgoups wth varying empoyment and Income
Asgstance histories, educabn levels, famly sizes, and areasof residence. For exampe, SSP educed
welfare recgt anong high school graduatesin the samgde by 13 percetage mints, but it aso
producel a 7 perceaitage point reducton among those with less than a teth-grade educain. Smilary,
the program reducedvelfare recgpt anong families with one child (10 percetage mints), two
children (14 percatage mints), and threeor more dhildren (7 percatage mints). Furthermore, judgng
from the Income Assstance recépt of eaty entrants into the piogram §or whom longerfollow-up data
are avallable), SSPs impactson Income Asgstance recept will cortinue to grow for at least the early
partof the seaond year dter random assignment.

'Round ng may cause slight discrepancies in cal culating sums and dff erences.
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B. Data and Methods Usedm This Analysis

As nated above, this chapteranalyzesthe nonthly Income Asgstance reords for the 1,937
SSP ample memberswho were raadomly assgned b ether the programor the control group (970
and 967 samjg members, respéatly) by the end of June 1993, Income Assstance reords from
Decembe 198 through June 1994 wereobtaned from the Ministry of Social Sewicesin British
Columha and Human Resources Development-New Brunswick, and were pocessed ¥ Statstics
Canada. Most of the following andysis is restricted b an examinaton of the Income Asdstance
impactsin thefirst 12 nonths dter random assignment.

Two outocome variales for the piogram ad ocontrol groups were comparedfor ead time
period of interest: (1) the proportion of ead group recéving support or shelter pgyments from British
Columba's Ministry of Socia Sewices or basic grant payments from Human Resources
Development-New Brunswick and (2) he averageof the alove-ddined pgments madeby the local
Income Asdstance departmat to samgde membes. In addtion to basic Income Asdstance baefits, the
monthly payments to eaty samge member ould include réated dowances (such as training or
transportation alowances).*

Even though only about one-third of the program group took up the SSP suplemaent offer, all
1,937 pogram ad oontrol group membersralyzedin this dhapterwereincludedin the caculations of
eah group's poportions on Income Asgstance and averagelncome Assstance payments. Thus,
Income Asdgstanceimpacts are regted"per pogram goup membefl,not "per supdemaent taker," and
includezero payments for those not receving Income Asdstancein a paricular morth.

*Thus, te sample analyzed in this chapter is a slghtly smaller subsetof the 2,15 report sample members
descibed earlier in this report. The 189report sample members who were randamly assgned after June 1993
(al in British Columbia) were excluded in order © ensure that there were at least 12 months of Income
Asgstance records after randam assgnment for all sample members analyzed in this chapter.

*The suppat and shelter payments calculated for British Columbia Income Assisance recipients exclde any
payments of “transitional benefits." British Columbia resdents who receve at least tree months of Income
Assistnce, and who then leave Income Assisance for employment, can apply to receie time-limited transitional
benefits that cover employment-related transportation and child care costs. For the purposes of the impact
analysis i this chapter, individuals who receied only these types of benefits from British Columbia's Ministry
of Social Services were notcourted as being "on Income Asdstance” nor were the costs of transitional benefits
included in the calculationsof total average payments for each research group.

“Valuesfor theseoutcome variableswere regresson-adjusted using baseline characteristics as covariates in
order to corred for dight differences in baseline characteristics between the program and control grougs.
Regresson adjustment had a negligible effed on the measured program impacts, indicating that random
assgnment achieved the desired effed of minimizing systematic dfferences between the program and control

grougs.

-143-



TABLE 7.1

SSP'S FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON INCOME ASSISTANCE RECEIPT AND PAYMENTS

New Brunswick British Columbia Both Provinces
Program Control Percent  Program Control Percent Program Control Percent

Qutcome Group Group Difference Change Group Group Difference Change Group Group Difference Change

Ever received Income

Assistan %
Month 1 100.0 99.7 0.4 0.4 99.5 99.8 -0.3 -0.3 99.7 99.8 -0.2 -0.2
Month 2 97.3 97.8 -0.5 -0.5 98.7 97.7 1.0 1.0 98.2 97.7 0.5 0.5
Month 3 94.9 96.7 -1.8 -1.9 97.2 98.2 -1.0 -1.0 96.4 97.6 -1.3 -1.3
Month 4 91.6 95.6 -4.0 ** -4.2 93.5 96.8 -3.3** 34 92.9 96.3 -3.4 *** .35
Month 5 85.2 91.7 -6.5 *** 7.1 91.8 95.3 -3.5* 37 89.4 94.0 -4.6 *** -4.9
Month 6 82.2 89.5 -7.4 *** 8.2 89.8 94.2 -4.4 ¥ A7 87.0 92.6 -5.6 *** -6.0
Month 7 78.0 87.2 -9.2 ***.10.5 86.6 93.3 -6.7 *** 7.1 83.6 91.1 -7.5 *** 8.2
Month 8 75.5 86.3 -10.8 ***-12.5 85.2 91.4 -6.2 *** -6.8 81.8 89.5 -7.7 *** -8.6
Month 9 72.3 83.0 -10.7 ***-12.9 83.7 90.5 -6.8 *** -7.5 79.7 87.7 -8.0 ** -9.1
Month 10 70.5 82.2 -11.7 ***-14.3 82.3 89.7 -7.4 *** 8.2 78.2 86.9 -8.7 ***-10.0
Month 11 68.9 80.9 -12.0 ***-14.9 79.7 88.8 -9.1 ***-10.3 75.8 86.0 -10.1 ***-11.8
Month 12 67.2 80.9 -13.7 ***-17.0 78.0 88.1 -10.1 ***-11.4 74.2 85.4 -11.2 ***-13.1

Average Income

Assistance Payments ($)
Month 1 653 666 -13 -1.9 1,027 1,013 14 1.4 893 888 5 0.6
Month 2 628 651 -24 -3.6 1,021 1,005 16 1.6 881 877 4 0.5
Month 3 619 646 27 %  -4.2 1,020 1,004 16 1.5 879 872 6 0.7
Month 4 601 630 -29*  -4.6 993 996 -3 -0.3 855 861 -6 -0.7
Month 5 561 610 -50 *** -8.2 961 983 -23 -2.3 819 847 -28 * -3.3
Month 6 546 588 42 ** 7.1 958 973 -15 -1.5 811 834 -23 -2.7
Month 7 520 578 -59 ***.10.1 902 963 -61 *** -6.3 766 823 -57 *** -6.9
Month 8 503 563 -61 ***-10.8 904 958 -54 ** .57 760 816 -56 *** -6.9
Month 9 487 548 -61 ***-11.2 873 940 -67 *** 7.1 736 798 -62 *** 7.7
Month 10 472 546 -74 ***_-13.5 850 935 -85 *** .91 716 793 =77 *** 9.7
Month 11 472 537 -65 ***-12.1 838 925 -87 *** -9.4 707 785 -78 *** -9.9
Month 12 460 535 -75 ***-14.0 814 913 -98 ***-10.8 689 775 -86 ***-11.0
Year 1 6,520 7,099 -579 *** .8.2 11,160 11,608 -448 ** -3.9 9,511 9,968 -457 *** 4.6

Sample size 352 351 618 616 970 967

SOURCE: SRDC calculations using Income Assistance payment records from November 1992 through June 1994 for the first-year impact sample:
the 1,937 SSP program and control group members who entered the research sample through June 1993.

NOTES: Month 1 refers to the calendar month in which random assignment occurred.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as
*** = 1 percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent.



[l. Overall Impacts on Income Asgstance Recept and Benefit Payments

As gown in Tade 7.1, ly the end of the first year dter random asggnment, the SSP eaings
supdemeant program significantly reducel the incidence of welfare recigpt anong program goup
membersand, as a result, also reduced he size of the areragelncome Assstance beefit pad to
program group membes. Although 15 percent of the @ntrol group left welfare ly the welfth month
after random assgnment in the alsence of the supgdemaent opportunity, 11 percatage ints more
program goup membershan control group memberad left welfare ly that time. This resultedin an
average Income Assgstance savings of $457 per pogram goup membein the first year diter random
assgnment, with $86 of that anount sared per pogram goup memberin month 12 alone. SSPs
impactson welfare recgt grewsteadly throughout the first year dter random assignment, and will
probally continue © grow for atleast the first few nonths of the second year.

It shauld be nated that, athough the SSPfirst-yea program group sanmple comprises sngle-
pareit Income Assstance redpients with substantia histories of welfare recept, control group
memberdegan steadly leasing Income Asgstance dter the nonth of random assignment (month 1).
These case closures illustrate he norma process of welfare g/namics, with individuds leaving Income
Asgstance becase they bemme emjoyedor increae their empoyment, marrty or bemwme reconciled,
or for other reaons. The dynamic natureof Income Asgstance rec@t is dso driven in part by the
agng of youngest &ildren. When the youngest ¢ild in the family tums 19, the caseis redassfied at a
lower benefit level, which may induce he parat to seek dtematesourcesof income.

The ontrol group's behaviour indicatesthe rate atwhich Income Assgstance redpients in the
samge leave the rolls on their own or as a result of other piovincia welfare-b-work prograns.
Without this informaion alout the control group, SSP veould mistakenly take credit for welfare exits
that would have occurral in the program'sabs&ce. For exampe, he control group data presgedin
Tabe 7.1 show that, in month 12 following random assgnment, 85 percat of the control group
recaved Income Asdgstance, indicaing that 15 percet of long-termwelfare regients who were nat
eligible for S left welfareby month 12 dter random asggnment. In month 12, Income Asdstance
payments averaged $775or eath control group member ifcluding those who had left Income
Asgstance), or $113less han the average pgment anount in the nonth of random assgnment.
Similar changesin Income Asgstance recept would have occurredin the piogram goup if program
group member$ad nat been digible for the supgdemaent. Thus, the supgdement offer was a "windfall”
for the appioximatdy 15 percent of the program goup who would have left Income Assstance e/enin
the absence of the SSP pogram5

*Not all supdement takers who woud have left Income Asdstance even in the absence of SSPs supdement
program would have left for full-time employment. Thus,SSPmay have hed an effect on the aningsand wak
effort of even those indviduals who woud have left Income Asdstance ontheir own. Theanalysis of earnings
and employment data from the 18 month survey will reveal the full extent of the supdement program's effeds on

employment.
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Te differacesbetwea the program and control groupsin the months following random
assignment (asshown in Tade 7.1) arehe etimatesof S’s impactson Income Assstance recept.
Begnning shortly after random assignment, fewer piogram goup membersthan control group
membergecaved Income Asdstancein ead month, with the dfference betveen the groupsadieving
statisticd significance6 in the fourth month after random assignment and continuing to grow theredter.
In month 12 after random assignment, 74 percat of dl program goup members receed Income
Asgstance, asopposed D 85 percat of control group membes, for an overdl program-@ntrol group
differenceof 11 percetage ints.

Tabe 7.1 aso presats the aeragelncome Asdstance pgment anmounts (including zero
payments) to memberf the piogram ad control groups, for eadt of the first 12 nonths after random
assignment. The same tred of an increaing dfferace betveen the wo groupsis evident, with the
gap in the arerage pgment adieving statisticd significance in the seventh month after random
assgnment in British Columbia, and in the third month after random assgnment in New Brunswick.
By the end of the first year of the piogram, pogram goup members receed an averagelncome
Asdstance payment that was $86, or 11 percet, less han the average pgment to control group
membes. The Income Assstance savings for the etire yearwas $457,0r 5 percet of the average
first-year ontrol group payment of $9,968. Te Income Asdstance impactof SSPclealy accéerated
toward he end of the first year,with 53 percet of the plogram'sfirst-yearincome Assstance savings
occuriing in the fourth quarterof the year ot shown in tade).

The control group Income Asgstance ext rates ad SSPs impactson Income Asgstance were
similar in the two provinces. In month 12 dter random assignment, 88 percat of control group
membersrecaved Income Asdstance in British Columba, asdid 81 percat of the corntrol group in
New Brunswick. During that sanme month, only 78 percet of British Columhba's pogram goup
members ad 67 percat of New Brunswick's @ntrol group members reoeed Income Asdgstance,
resulting in a pogramimpactin month 12 of 10 and 14 percetage mints, respectvely. Note that 22
percet of British Columba's progran group dd nat receve Income Asdstance in month 12, a
significantly lower percentage than all those who took up the supgdement during their digibility yea
(34 percent, asdescrbedin Chapter 6). Tis is becauseane pogram goup members Wwo took up
the supdement soon after random assgnment had adready discontinued supdement recept and
retumed to welfare by their twelfth mornth after random assignment. Also contribuing to this
discrepancy is the fact hat many program goup membersvho took up the supgdemant in their twelfth
month had dread/ receved an Income Asgstance pgment for that month and would nat recave their
first supdement payment until month 13, so they arestill counted as "onwelfare” in month 12.

®For the purposesof this report, as noted earlier, effects hat are expectel to occur by chance less han one
timein 10 are considered statisticall y significant. Tables ndicate the foll owing significance (p) levels:* = .1,**
=.05,7** = .01.
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Percentage Point Difference Between the Proportions of the Program
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FIGURE 7.1

COMPARISON OF SSP'S IMPACT ON INCOME ASSISTANCE RECEIPT FOR THE
FIRST-YEAR IMPACT SAMPLE AND FOR AN EARLY COHORT OF THAT SAMPLE
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In British Columhbia, the average payments to program group membersin the first year after
random asggnment totalled $11,166- a saingsof $448 (4 peraat) over the control group averageln
New Brunswick, where Income Asdstance paments arefar less geerous, s&ings werehigher:
Average pgments © program goup membersataled $6,520— $579 (8 peraat) bdow the control
group average. his poovinciad difference is parly due b© the fact tat a higher pioportion of
supdemant redpients in the New Brunswick SSP pogram were sill recaving the supdement six
mornths after they initiated supdemaent recept, and thus remaned off Income Asgstance Table 7.1
illustrates be stead/ growth of S’s impactson Income Asdstance pgments in ead province. Alout
37 percet of the first years Income Assstance saingsin New Brunswick were relzedin the fourth
quarterof the year, asvere 60 peraa of British Columha'sIncome Asgstance savings (not shown in
tabe).

SSPs yea-long €ligibility window, combined with a shot lag between the beginning of
enmployment and Income Asdgstance case closure, makes it likely that SSP ed not achieve its maximum
monthly impacton Income Assstance rec@t in the first yearafter random assignment. Indeed there is
evidence that impactsmay continue b grow largerfor at least a few months into the second year of
follow-up. Hgure 7.1 presgs program-ontrol group dfferences in (that is, impacts for) the
proportion recaving Income Asdgstance among two overdappng samges: the first-yearimpactsamge
(thatis, dl 1,937 samgde memberdor whom there are 12 wnths of Income Asgstance follow-up
data) ad an eatier gioup (or “cohat,” which comprises he 1,074samgde membersandomly assgned
through Marah 1993)for whom there are ateast 15 nonths of follow-up data The figure ill ustrates
that, in the first 12 nonths, the impactsfor both groupswerevirtudly identicd in ea¢ month, and that
the trend toward increaing impacts ontinuedin months 13 to 15 for the eaty group. This suggests
that welfare savings will continue to grow in months 13 to 15 for thefull fi rst-yea impactsamge.

[l. | ncome Asgstance Il mpacts for SelectedSubgroups

It is posdble that SSP adhieves its overal impacts on Income Asdgstance by strongly
influencing individuds with certan characteistics to take up he supdemeit and leare Income
Asgstance, while other typesof individuds arelargdy unaffected ly the supdemaent offer. Anaysis of
SSPs impacts on subgoups of the firstyear impact samie, as dBned ty key denographic
charactersticsidentified duimng the pre-radom assgnment interview, shows that this wasnot the case.
Virtudly every subgroup analyzed has shown a statisticdly significant response o the SSP pogram
Tade 7.2 summazes he findings of the various subgoup analyses desdbbed béow for SSPs first-
yearimpactsamge. SinceFigure 7.lindicates hat programimpactson Income Assstance ardikely to
grow largerin the second year, Tabe 7.2 preents only the dosest current appioximaion to eaty
send-year impacs, namdy, the meaures of Income Asdstance recegt and average Income
Asgstance pgmentsin month 12 dter random assignment.
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A. Employment Status at Rasndom Assignment

Although the SSP pogram had a stronger impact on individuds who were emfoyed at be
time of random assignment (baseline) than on those who werenat working at that time, the program's
impad on both groupswas substantial and statisticdly significant. And becase baeline nonworkers
outnumbered workers by about 4 to 1, baseline nonworkers acmunted for more than twice te anount
of Income Assgstance savings in the program goup by the end of the first year dter random
assignment.

As desabedin Chapter 4, 21 perce of the SSHirstyear reguient sampe in New Brunswick
wereworking when the baseline interview wasconductedjust prior to random assignment, aswere 18
percent of the British Columbia sample. Although the sample's average work effort at random
assgnment was less than four hours per week, onepossbility was that SSP’s strict work requrement
would appeé amost exdusively to those who were working at raadom assignment or who were
adread planning to leave Income Asgstancefor full-timework.

This was not the cae. Although programimpactswere higher anong baseline workers than
among baseline nonworkers, both baseline workers and nonworkers in the program group were
significantly more likely than their control group counterparts to be off Income Assstance by the third
mornth after random assgnment. In addition, both program group workers and nonworkers had
significantly lower average monthly Income Asgstance pgments than their corntrol group wunterparts
in ead month begnning with month 7 &ter random assignment.

In month 12, asshown in Talde 7.2, 49 perae of program goup members Wwo were working
at the ime of their baseline interview wereon Income Asdstance, asopposed D 68 perceit of control
group membersvho wereworking at baeline. Thisis a pogramimpactof 18 perceaitage points, one
of the largestimpactsobsewred for any subgoup. SSPs impact on Income Assstance pgments for
basdine workers reabed $108 per mgram goup membern month 12.

The impactsamong thase not working at baeline were nore modest when consideredon a per
capta basis, but wereresponsible for a mud greatershare of the overdl Income Asgstance savings,
since baseline nonworkers outnumbered baseline workers 4 to 1. About four-fifths (78 percet) of
program goup membersiot working at baeline recéved Income Assstancein month 12 dter random
assgnment, in contrast to dmost nine-tenths (88 percet) of control group membersvho were not
working a baseline. The program'simpacton Income Asdstance exts in mornth 12 was tus 10
percentage points, and the Income Asgstance savingsin month 12 for ead baseline nonworker in the
program group $68 Nevertheless,program group members Wo did nat work at baskne acounted
for alout 2.5 tmes be nonth 12 Income Asgstance saings of baséine workersin the program.
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TABLE 7.2

SSP's IMPACTS ON INCOME ASSISTANCE RECEIPT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS IN THE TWELFTH MONTH
AFTER BASELINE INTERVIEW FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS

Received Income Assistance in Month 12 (%, Average Income Assistance Payment Received in Month 12 ($)

Sample Program Control Program Control

Characteristic at Baseline Size  Group Group Difference Group Group Difference
British Columbia resident 1,234 78.0 88.1 -10.1 *** 814 913 -98 ***
New Brunswick resident 703 67.2 80.9 -13.7 *** 460 535 =75 ***
Employed 370 491 67.5 -18.4 *** 436 543 -108 **
Unemployed 1,567 78.4 88.2 -9.8 764 832 -68 ***
Number of dependent children

One 948 72.4 82.3 -9.9 *r* 642 696 -54 **

Two 664 71.4 85.7 -14.3 *** 715 804 -89 ***

Three 325 78.5 85.0 -6.5 868 934 -66
Urban resident 1,769 73.5 83.3 -9.8 ¥ 717 783 -65 ***
Rural resident 168 70.1 90.8 -20.7 *** 558 698 -139 **

Received Income Assistance for prior 3 years

with no breaks longer than 2 montt 1,020 76.4 88.1 -11.7 *** 712 798 -86 ***
Had at least one break in Income Assistance

receipt longer than 2 months in the

prior 3 years 917 69.0 79.7 -10.7 *** 686 757 S71
Highest grade completed
Less than grade 10 495 81.2 88.6 -7.4 ** 708 797 -89 ***
Grade 10 or 11 583 75.1 86.8 -11.7 *** 786 854 -68 **
High school or above 859 67.0 79.5 -12.5 *** 639 714 =75 ***
Not enrolled in education or training 1,672 73.2 84.5 -11.3 ***
Enrolled in education or training 265 71.7 80.7 -9.0 704 740 -36
Did not report an activity-limiting cor 1,393 70.7 82.9 -12.2 *** 675 762 -87 ***
Reported an activity-limiting conditio 544  78.6 87.2 -8.6 *** 769 814 -45

SOURCE: SRDC calculations using Income Assistance payment records from November 1992 through June 1994 for the first-year impact sa
the 1,937 program and control group members who entered the research sample through June 1993.

NOTES: Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample m
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as
*** =1 percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent.



B. Family Size

The "strength" of the financia incentive represated by the SSP eamnings suppement is
different for different program goup membes. The value of SSP dpends on the actua resources
someone would have to give up b take advantageof the program, ad how she subjecively values
those resources. Someone who bdievesstrongly in the importance of cortinuous dild care by a parent,
or someone who is espeaaly risk-averse, mg subjecively value te pareting time or the secuity
provided ly Income Asdgstance nore highly than she valuesthe addtional income she @uld recéve
from the SSP pogram But SSPs value to program group membersalso variesobjecively with famly
size: Larger families receve nore Income Asdgstance than smdler families, and would thus heve to
give up nore income b teke advantageof the eanings supdement offer. For example, a parent with
three dildren might receve $1,400 per onth in Income Asdstance and so might only increase her
after-tax income by a few hundred dollars per month under SSP,if at all. The SSP offer is not as
valuale 1o this individud asit is © someone who stands to gan more rdative © her level of Income
Asdstanceincome.

Thus, it would be expectedhat the eanings supdemant programwould have greatetncome
Asgstance impacts arong families with fewer children than among those with more children, since
Income Asgstance beefits increase with famly size, while supgdemeant payments do nat. Yet the
progranis impactson one- and two-child famili es were not significantly diff erent from oneanather, and
in fad weresomewhat largerfor two-child than for one-aild families. In month 12, 71 percet of two-
child famili es inthe program group were on Income Assistance, versus 86 percent of their counterparts
in the antrol group, for a nonth 12 impactof 14 percetage points. The program had a 10 perceitage
point impacton one-dild families in month 12 72 percent of the one-child families among program
group membersvere on Income Assstance in month 12, asopposed to 82 perceit of one-cild
famlies in the control group. These reslis are dubly surpising: Not only do parets wth two
children give up more morey in Income Assstance benefits when they take up SSPthan do parents
with one dild, but hey have less ime b dedcate b emgoyment, since they are caing for more
children. As Talle 7.2indicates, even when impacts are antrolled for other vanales such asageof
child, level of educaibn, and work experence, SSP sl had an impacton two-child famili es equal to or
greater lhan its impacton one-cild famili es.

Varous facors may acount for this finding. Families with two children require more income
than a one-child family, so the fewer additiona dollars SSPmakes available to a larger family may be
“worth more” to that family than the greater adtlonal income S makes avail able to a smdler family.
Alternatively, simply knowing that one can do at least as well financially on SSP as on Income
Asgstance may be more important to the teke-up dedsion than the exact amount of the SSPincentive.
The natural variation of family sizes and provincia benefit levels in the SSP anple will provide future
opportunities to test these and other hypotheses regarohg the rdationship betveen incentive size,
supdemant take-up, aad SSPimpact.

Therewereno statisticdly significant impactsfor famili es with more than two children, though
this wasdue in patt to the fad that impact etimatesfor smadler subgroupsareless pregse than those
for largerones. The 7 percatage int programimpacton Income Assstance recept in month 12 for
these famili es may be found to be statisticdly significant when datafrom the full reapient samgde are
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availabe.
C. Education

Yearsof schoding dd nat seem b significantly affect S3’'s impactson Income Assstance
recept or averagelncome Assstance pgments. In paricular, having ahigh school diploma appeaed
nat to make asignificant differencein programimpacs, though control group membersvith atleast a
high school diploma left Income Asdstance at a greater ratehan control group membersvith a tenth-
or deventh-grade educain (80 percet of the forme were on Income Assstance in month 12,
comparel to 87 percet of the latter). Nevertheless therewere statisticdly significant and substantive
month 12 impactson both the proportion receving Income Assstance and the average Income
Asgstance pgments for dl educaion subgroups.

Eighty-one percent of program goup membersvith less than a tenth-grade educain wereon
Income Assgstance in month 12, versus 89 peraw of smilar control group membersfor a poogram
impactof 7 percetage ints. The other wo educaion subgmoups had more similar impacs. Three-
quartersof program group memberswith a teith- or deventh-grade educain were on Income
Asgstancein month 12— 12 percatage wints more than the 87 percet on Income Assstance anong
thelr control group counterparts. Among those with at least a high school diploma, 67 percent of
program group membersand 80 percat of control group members reced Income Asgstance in
month 12, for a pogram impactof 13 percatage mints. Although, as expected better-educated
program goup memberstook up the suppement at a higher rate, he pioogram dd not have a
significantly strongerimpacton this goup tan on the other educabn groups. In fact, the largest dollar
impacton averagelncome Assstance pgments wasfound anong those with less than a tenth-grade
educaibn. The piogram saved an averageof $89 in Income Asdstance payments pe low-educated
program goup memberin month 12, versus $68 peprogram group membe with a tenth- or eleventh-
grade educatn, and $75 per ppgram goup member \ith atleast ehigh school educaton.

These findings denonstrate tat program impactscannot be inferred from program outcames.
Although take-up rates need who is nost likely to utilize a piogram, he differencea progran makes
is etirely depedent on what would have happeedin the piogram's abence. It is entirely possible for
a piogram b meke asignificant impacton a gioup with alow take-up rate riative © other groups, as
long as be piogram tanged he béhaviour of enough individuds in the low take-up goup.

SSP smple memberavho were arolledin someform of schooling at baseline were one othe
few subgoups for whom S3° did na have statisticdly significant impactson Income Asdgstance
recept. Although in part his is a rault of the decresed statisticd power for a relatvely smdl
subgroup, his finding may aso indicate he dfficulty students can have in combining emdoyment and
school. A rumber of school enrollees inthe program group qualifi ed for the supdement in atleast one
month during their SSP &gibility yea, thus goening their threeyea supdement digibility window.
This may result in ddayed impactsfor this subgroup, which may show up when those digible for the
supdemant complete heir schoding and are then alde  take full advantage of the supdement

opportunity.
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D. Activity-Li miting Conditions

A dzeable durdity (24 percet) of SSP reseahcsampe membersindicated béore random
assignment that they had physicd or envtional conditions that limited heir acivities. Ninety-five
percait of these individuds had na worked in the nine months prior to the baseline interview.
Nevertheless, SSHhad datisticaly significant impactsin month 12 on the pioportion of actvity-limited
individuds who were on Income Assstance, dthough the impactson benefit amounts were not
statisticdly significant. About 79 percet of program goup membersvho reported acivity-limiting
conditions before random assignment recaved Income Assstance in month 12 dter random
assignment, versus 87 percet of actvity-limited ontrol group membes. Thus, 9 percetage mints
fewer acivity-limited program group memberswere on Income Asdstance in month 12 than cortrol
group membes. However, there was not a statisticdly significant difference betveen the average
amounts of Income Asdstance receved Ly acivity-limited pogram ad control group membes.

E. History of Income Asdstance Recept

Over hdf of the rert samgde recéved baic Income Assstance virtudly continuously in the
threeyears pior to random assignment, thatis, with no gapsin Income Asdstance recept longer than
two consecutve nonths. The remander of that samde hashad gapsof three months or longer, with
many people having been off Income Asgstance for extended periods of time. As expected, ontrol
group membersvho receved Income Asdstance ortinuously left Income Asdgstance at a slower rate
than control group membersvho had expeienced breks in their Income Assstance recept. However,
SSPs impact was dlightly, though not significantly, larger amng those who had beea continuously
recaving Income Assstance han anong those who hadhad bred&s in their Income Assstance recept.
More than three-quarters (76 pena of program goup membersvho recaeved Income Asgstance
continuoudy in the threeyears pior to random asggnment wereon Income Asgstancein month 12, as
opposed D 88 percet of long-term-depedent control group membes, for a program impad of 12
percatage points. This comparesfavourady with the progranis impact for those who had had
significant bre&s in their Income Asdstance recet. Sixty-nine percet of program goup members
who hadhadlonger tian two-month bre&s in Income Assstance recet wereon Income Assstance in
month 12, versus 80 perc of their control group wunterparts— a piogramimpactof 11 percettage
points.

The impad on averagelncome Asgstance pyments in month 12 dso favoured haose with
continuous Income Asgstance histories, though nat significantly so. The averagelncome Asdgstance
payment to long-term-depadent program group membersin month 12 was $712yersus $798or
similar individuds in the control group, for a nonth 12 impacton Income Assstance pyments of $86
per pogram goup memberProgram goup membersvith longer han two-month breks were pad an
averageof $686 in Income Asdstance beefits in month 12; he cmmparalte figure for the cntrol
group was$757, resulting in a $7limpacton Income Assstance paments for individuds with atleast
a three-nonth bre& in their Income Asgstance recét in the threeyearsprior to random assignment. It
is encouraging to note that the SSP incentive was able to asdst long-term-dependent Income
Asgstance regpients in leaving Income Asdstance at asignificantly faster rate than they otherwise
would have left.
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F. Area of Residence

The impactof the eanings supgdement programwas atleast aslarge among rurd residents as
among urban resdents. The differencein impacts bateen urban and rurd dwellers appoadches but
does not adieve statisticd significance, tiough this is duein part to the loss in statisticd predsion
owing to the smdl size of the rurd samgde. This finding is unexpectedsince residents of large labour
markets preumally have nore empoyment options and thus greateppportunity to take advantage of
the suppement. The larger pogramimpactin rurd setingswas a onsequence of the large dfference
in Income Asgstance recet betveen urban and rurd control group membes. 91 percet of rural
control group memberswere on Income Asdgstance in month 12, versus 83 perce of urban control
group membersin contrast, rurh and urban program goup members werersilary likely to be on
Income Assstance in month 12 (70 percet versus 74 percet, respectvely). One posshility is that
SSP mg be encouragng migraionfrom rurd to urban areador the purmseof taking advantageof the
suppdemant. Residentia dataon the 18-nonth follow-up survey will provide the answer to this

question. In any case, it is noteworthy that the SSP pogramis achieving datisticdly significant impacts
inrurd aswell as urba settings.
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CHAPTER 8

INITIAL C OSTSOF THE SELF-SUFFICIENCY PROGRAM

This chapter provides prdiminary estimates of the wsts of operaing the SSP earnings
supdemant program aswell asa framevork for thinking alout its potential cost-effeciveness The
cost daia used b make these estimatesreflect he first two and a haf yearsof program operatons
(November 1992 Hrough March 1995). The firstyear ppogram goup sampe usedin this report
entered SSPhroughout the first 12 nonths of operatons (November 1992hrough Octobe 1993) and
only 15 months of cost informaion (covering Jawuary 1994 hrough March 1995) were waailade. The
eanings suppgement program's ost estimateswill change as the program cortinues to gperate, ad as
dataon second-yearsamgde members areottected ad anayzed.

The first secion of the dhapter preents estimatesof the gross costs of the program, which
include loth supdemet payments and dl administratve axd other dired expenses incurred in
operatng the program. These estimatesaddress the question: What hasit cost to operate e eanings
supdemant progran? The results show that the estimated goss @st, through the first 15 nonths
following random assgnment, has bea $2,707 per pgram goup member, iad that the grosscost has
been somewhat higherin British Columba than in New Brunswick.

The second secion is devoted D netprogram @sts the gioss ©stof the piogram(per program
group member)minus the Income Asdstance savings (per pogram goup member)Hat the program
produced(asdiscussedn Chapter 7)2. These mst estimatesaddress a dfferent question: How much
more has SSP spent than Income Asdgstance programs would have spenbn the samesingle parets
had tere bea no S eamnings suppemeit progran? Throughout the first 15 nonths, Income
Asdgstance pogram osts or Income Assstance and administraton) have bea reduced  $706 per
program goup memberso the net wst of the eanings supdement program has bea $2,001 per
program goup member, \Wichis alout three-quartersf the gioss ost.

Is the programworth this net investment? It is mud too eaty to judge Even when the results
are in, there will be many possble ways to deade on the answer, espedaly since some of the
program'’s benefits and costs will be nonfinancial. The third secion of the dapterindicateshow this
assessment will eventually be made and what is known at this juncture. The conclusion readedis tat
the program is well on its way to cleaing two key hurdeson the course toward wst-effeciveness
From a budgetar perspectve, its net wst to date has been relatively modest, and it has produced
significant savingsin Income Asdgstance pgments. From the standpoint of the single pareits receaving
the supdemaent, supdemant payments have exceededorgone Income Asdstance payments, thus
increaing their net income, atleast in the short run. There reman, however, severd more hurdes
ahead The full assessment of the program'scost-effeciveness avaits not only final net st results, but

The costs are analyzed per program group member because SSP verks with the entire program group, not
just thosewho attend an orientation or initi ate the supdement.

’SPis expecta to save money on other forms of social spending in addition to Income Assisénce, and to
increase tax revenues because of the addtional employment it stimulates. Such effeds cannot be determined at
the present time, hut will be included in the full -scale benefit-cost analysis © beprepared later in the evaluation.

-155-



also estimatesof SSPsimpactson the sts of other socia prograns, on taxes, on eanings ad fringe
benefits, and on other itemsaffecing both govemment expendituresand family income and well-being
— dll of which will be driven by job retention after supdemant payments end aswell asby empoyment
during the imesingle parets are redeing the payments.

Gross Costs

The gioss @stsof seving people who were asigined b the piogram goup duing the firstyear
of sanple intake, over their first 15 months ofprogram eligibility, were estimatedin three steps. First,
the aggregateasts of program operatons wereidentified Seaond, these costs were all ocatal acioss
SSPs piogram acivities, and the wnit costs of these acivitieswere deternmed. For exampe, partof
the aggregat cost was alocated to orientation, and this in tum was divided ty the number of
orientations given to identify the @st perorientaton. Third, these wnit cost estimateswere apped to
the program enrollment experence of the first program goup ewolleesin order D estimate he @sts
per program group member For exampe, the st perorientaion was mdtiplied ly the percatageof
the program group that receved an orientaton in order D estimate he gioss st of this acivity per
program goup member. iese stepswill be discussed inturn.

A. Aaggregate Costs

The aggregateasts of the SSP pogram, hrough March 1995, arefsown in Tade 8.1 These
expenditurescover the contractswith Bemard C.Vinge and Associates Ltd. ad Family ServicesSaint
John, Inc., to operate pogram offices in British Columbia and New Brunswick, respectvely; the
contrad with SHL Systemhouse Inc., © develop and operae SSPs suppemaent payroll office and
aubmated supgemait payment system SPS, as well as the Program Managemet Informaion
System (RVIIS); the supdemeit payments; and program-réated expeses incurred ly SRDC in
admnistering the program.Many of SRDC's wsts — including most of the expensesresulting from its
suboontractswith Statstics Caada,MDRC, and severd projed consultants — are atirely attibutable
to the researt evaluaion, and hence arencat shown in the tabe.

The wsts $iown in Tade 8.1 are wided into planning and developmantt expenses eaty
programoperaton expenditures, ad operaton costs duing the fiscd year hat endedin March 1995.
For exampe, SHL Systemhouse's costs of initidly developing the aubmated pgment and PMIS
systems (ad bwing the needed omputer hardvare) ae shown in the planning and development
column, while its costs of mantaining thase systems(including hardvare repacemet), operatng the
payment office, and mailing or electionicdly transferring payments to supdemaent redpients areshown
in the two operatons wlumns. Smilarly, the asts incurred ly Bemard C.Vinge axd AssciatesLtd.
and Family Services Saint John, Inc., prior to the beginning of random assgnment are shown in the
planning column, and the aostsincurredin operatng the program dter tat point are $iown in the
operatons @lumns,

3All expenditures $own in Table 8.1are aibject b the 7 percent Goodsand Services Tax (GST), except
supdement payments and New Brunswick program office costs (Family Services Saint John, Inc., is a tax-
exampt organization). Thus, apartion of the csts $iovn in Table 8.1 onstitutes GI payments. Theseexpenses
do notrefled resource wse by the pogram and were consequently excluded in developing the pogram cost
estimates pesentedelow.
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TABLE 8.1

GROSS GOSTSOF THE S PROGRAM THROUGH MARCH 1995

Planning and Program Operation Costs ($)
Category Development Costs ($§ 11/92-3/94  4/94-3/95 Total Costs ($)

Program offices
British Columbia 210,48 744547 622570 1,57759%
New Brunswick 70,916 477283 431,451 979,650

Program payments

Payroll office” 2,89 131,072 105842 239812
SuppEkment payments 0 1,251,848 3,497,945 4749793

Program management

Automated systems’ 943731 236337 312962 1,493030
SRDC* 273403 180,266 80,015 533684
Total 1,501,426 3,021,353 5,050,785 9,573564

SOURCES: SRDC calculations from datacoll ected through March 1995from SSPs Rogram
Management Information System (PMIS); SRDC-designed time study conducted in the SSP
offices from Sgptember 1994through February 1995; SSRdministrative documents.

NOTES:  “For the programoffices, aswell asfor SRDC, these were the expenditures incurred
prior to the beginning of random assignment. For SHL Systemhouse Inc., thisis the cost of the
Phase | contract (for the development of the PMIS and Suppement Payment System [SPS]).

®This row includes the cost of establishing (column 1) and operating (columns 2 and 3)
the programs payrall officein Halifax, Nova Scotia. Operating costs include such expenditures
as SPS dtaentry expenses, Royal Bank processing costs, and CanadaPost expenditures
for mailing supplement cheques. The row excludes the costs of developing and operating the SPS
(shown under "Automaied systems”).

“This row includes the cost of developing and operating the program’s aubmaied
supplement payment and management information systems, including the purchase of computer
hardware. Devel opment costs are shown in column 1 and operation costs are shown in
columns 2 and 3.

“This row excludes costs asociated entirely with datacoll edion and research,
including contracts with Statistics Canada &ad MDRC.
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It is important to identify the planning and development costs becawse they indicate what it
cost to operationaize the SSPmodel. However, these one-time expenses have no bearing on the
ongoing costs of operating the SSP pogram, and consequently little bearing on whether the program is
a desirable social investment — that is, whether the benefits of SSPexceedits costs.” Start-up osts can
beviewedin asimilar light. Thus, in order b best appoximatewhat the program costs in a yea when
it isin "full swing," the st estimatespresented béow are baed on program operatng costs during
the nost recett fiscd year (Apil 1994 trough March 19952,which are shown in the next-to-last
column of the talde. Thisis the "base yeat' in the st estimates.

B. Cost Allocation and Unit Costs

The gross operatng costs incurredin the bae yearhave be@ dlocated aarss SSP pogram
acfvities. Then the wnit costs of these acivities have be@ estimated— for exampe, he st of
ddivering an orientaton session to one dient. The st dlocaions are baedon a ime study conducted
from September 1994rbugh Februay 1995 Data were gahered from SSP &t in al four offices on
the hours they spent on the program.Time deoted D the following program aawities wasidentified
from time sheetskept by SSP stH duiing the nonths studed:

* COutreach and orientation. This rders b al group and individud orientation
sesgons, as well as subsequent informaiton sessions. It includestime spent
prepamg for and conducing the seswns, traveling to and from group
orientation sessions held in locaions other than the SSP offices, and making
home visits to conductindividud sessions. It dso includesall acivitiesrelated
to contacing and tdking with program goup members prior to their
paricipaion in an orientation session.

* Pre-supplement contad. This categry includes agtities hat occurred
betveen program group membes' orientaton and the ime atwhich they took
up the supdemaent or the end of their one-year peiod in which to take up he
suppdemant.

¢ Supplement take-up. This rders b the supgdemant initiaon meeing, as
well asto related aawities such as verifying that piogran group membes
employment satisfied eligibili ty criteria for the supdemaent.

“In the benefit-cost analysis planning and development costs will be amortized over a period of about 25
years, and the fraction of thesecosts attributable © the base year of operations (April 1994 trough March
1995)will be included in the analysis.

5Baseyear cost data will be usal in the following discusson to estimate the unit costs of various SSP
activities such as the st per orientation sessin. These unit costs would have be@ higher during early
operationsbecause of Hgher costs (owing to start-up expenses) spread ower therdatively small number of early
program enrollees. However, the base-year unit costs are applied to the pogram experience of the pogram
group duingtheentire time the SSPprogram has operated, not just the baseyear — so,for example, the unit cost
of al orientations isbased on orientations receved by the program groupin the base year.
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o Post-takeup activities. This categry includesall program acivitiesrelated
to making supdement payments and setting payment-relatedisaues, aswell
asother post-take-up ontact and rdated agtvities.

* Recordkeging. Thisinvolves recrding and tradking informaion on program
group members (pmaily usng the PMS).

¢ Administration. This rders b managemet and supewisory functions,
including clericd and other administrative tasks that cannot easily be
associatedwith ore of the other acivities.

The resulting estimatesof staff hours were agusted b diminate aditiesassociated etirely with the
SSP pogram seving applcants in British Columhba, he SSP Ris programin New Brunswick, and
the SSPevaluation research.’ The resiting bre&down of stef haursis srownin Tade 8.2.

The costsincurred ly Fanily Sewvices Sat John, Inc., and Bernard C. Vinge and Asciates
Ltd. from April 1994 brough March 1995 (extuding expeditures on the operaton of SSP for
apdicants in British Columbia and SSP Ris paricipants in New Brunswick, and the evaluaion
researt)) were dvided anong the first four actvities listed almve based on the results of the time
study. Reordkeepng and admnistrative @sts were ten alocatedproportionatdy among these four
acivities. These allocatedcosts were hen divided ly meauresof program goup partupaion in the
acivities, yielding severd unit-cost estimates, displayedin the first column of Talde 8. 3

For exanple, 20 ercent of SSP &ff timein the Vancouver office and 24 percent of staff time
in New Westminster was deoted D outread and orientaton. Allocaing an appioopriate share of
admnistraton and re@rdkeepng staff time D this acivity, the wo offices in British Columbia together
spent 27 percent of their operaing costs duing the bae year, or albout $168,0000n outreat and
orientation.® This works out to $198 perorientaion. The New Brunswick offices together devoted
about 20 percet of staff time b these acivities, which (maked up for administraton and
recordkeepng) means that dose o 40 percet of their operaing cost (about $171,000)was spent on
outread and orientations. Thisyields a uit cost of $219 perorientaton.

*Theseactivities resilted enti rely from resarch requirements, including maili ng letters © individuals who
Were assgned to the control group, completing research-related forms, and meding with research staff.

In developing the unit cost estimates, oureach and aientation costs were combined; the combined cost is
then expressed per orientation. Similarly, the costs of supdement take-up and pcst-take-up activities were
combl ned and expressed per supdement taker.

8A small percentage of staff time was devoted to providing outreach and orientation to SSPapplicants, which
is not included in this analysis.
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TABLE 8.2

PERCENTAGE OF PROGRAM OFFICE STAFF TIME DEVOTED TO PARTICULAR
PROGRAM ACTIVITIES, SE PTEMBER 1994 -FEBRUARY 1995,BY OFFICE

Briti sh Columbia

New Brunswick

New Saint

Activity Vancouver (%) Westminster (%) John (%)  Moncton (%)
Outreach 7.6 24 41 3.6
Orientation

Group 5.5 9.2 4.4 5.1

Individual 7.0 120 14.9 85
Pre-suppbment contact 133 8.3 6.6 7.0
Supplement initiation 4.5 5.4 5.1 10.3
Post-initiation contact

Payment-related 14.7 10.9 4.4 3.1

Other 8.6 12.7 3.3 2.6
Reoordkeeping 141 121 235 14.7
Administration 24.8 27.0 30.9 43.2

SOURCE: SRDC calculations from SRDC-designed time study conducted in the SSPoffices
from September 1994 hrough February 1995.
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Usg this sane appoad, the unit cost of pre-suppementt acivities (that is, al program
actvities between orientation and supdemant take-up) was found to be $13 per mnth of pre-
supdemant digibility in British Columbia and $8 per month in New Brunswick. Post-take-up adtvities
turmed out to cost $62 pea post-tke-up nonth for program goup members Wwo took up the
suppemaent in British Columbia, axd $47 per ronth in New Brunswick.” Similarly, the osts reorded
by SHL Systenhouselnc. duing the baseear were tvided betwesr two functions: the PMS and the
SPS.The PMIS wnit cost was cdculated 6 be $10 per mrollment month (which apgied b dl months
in which a poogram goup memberwasenrolledin SSP). e SPS nit cost wasfound to be $21 per
post-teke-up @rollment month (which apgied b enrollment months after supdemaent initiation).

C. Costs Per Program Group Member

These service Wit cost estimates ten served as he basis for deternining the asts of services
for supdemant takersand for nontakers in two time periods: the first 12 morths individuals were in
the program,and months 13 through 15 of the program. sts for ead of these ime perods (months
1-12 and months 13-15) ad for eadt type of program goup membe (suppement takers and non-
takers) werecdculatedseparatly by mutiplying the st of ead service wit by the numberof sewvice
units utili zed on average by ead type of program goup memberin ead time period. These cost
estimateswere hen averaged poportionatdy acioss supdemaent takersand nontakers to produce cost
estimates per mgram goup member. Tdk 8.3 ontains te resulting cost estimates. For exampe, the
cost of outreat and orientation per orientation sesgn in British Columhbia ($198) was mitiplied by
the orientation rate for ead type of program goup member (100 pernefor supdement takers, 92
percait for suppdemet nontakers) to determne te st per supdemant taker ($198) ad per
supdemeant nontaker ($182) These estimateswerein tum averaged @ deternine the average ost of
an orientation sesgon per ppogram goup member ($188).

The st of some sewvices was o©nsideralty higher pe supgdemeatt nontaker than per
suppdemant taker, since tese serviceswere povidedfor the entire first 12 nonths after program intake
to suppemaent nontakers, but were provided only until supgdemaent take-upfor those who initiated the
supdemant. For exampe, presupdement contact with supgdemaent takers lasted an averageof 6
morths in New Brunswick and 7 nonths in British Columbia, but pre-suppemet contad with
supdemant nontakers lasted for 12 morths inboth provinces, since supdement nontakers spent their
entire eligibility yea being contacted ly programstaff.

Of course, the cost of other acivitieswas due rtirely to service sage ly suppdemaent takersas
opposed to nontakers. For example, the costs of suppdemaent take-up,supdement payments, and post-
take-yp acivities were incurred only for supdement takers. These asts were rdatvely high,
amounting to about $7,000 persupdemant taker through the fifteenth month of SSP digibility.
However, becase no costs were lorne for supdement nontakers, the cost of these acivities per
program goup member— that is, the weighted averageof the costs for suppement takersand non-
takers— was alout $2,700.

*The average number of post-take-up months per suppkement teker in the first year after randam assgnment
was five in British Columbia and six in New Brunswick.
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TABLE 8.3

GROSS COSTS OF THE SSP PROGRAM DURING THE FIRST 15 MONTHS OF
PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY, PER PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER, BY PROVINCE

Average
Units of
Per Service Per
Per Per per Program Usage Per per Program
Unit Supplement Per Supplement SupplementSupplement ~ Group  Supplementsypplement ~ Group
Service Unit Cost ($) Taker Non-Taker Taker Non-Taker Membef Taker Membef

BRITISH COLUMBIA

Months 1-12
Average Units of Service Usage

Months 13-15
Average Costs

Average Costs

One orientation (including

outreach costs) 198 1.0 0.92 198 182 188 0 0 0
One month of pre-

supplement contact 13 7.0 12 91 156 134 0 0 0
One month of post-

supplement contact

(including supplement

initiation costs) 62 5.0 0 310 0 105 3 186 63
One month of PMIS

system maintenance 10 12.0 12 120 120 120 3 30 10
One month of SPS system

maintenance 21 5.0 0 105 0 36 3 63 21
One month of supplement

payments 698 5.8 0 4,048 0 1,376 2.7 1,857 631
One month of central

administration 4 12.0 12 48 48 48 3 12 4
Total 4,920 506 2,007 2,148 730

(continued)



TABLE 8.3 (continued)

NEW BRUNSWICK

Months 1-12 Months 13-15
Average Units of Service Usage Average Costs Average Costs
Average
Units of
Per Service Per
Per Per per Program Usage Per per Program
Unit Supplement Per Supplement SupplementSupplement ~ Group  Supplementsypplement ~ Group
Service Unit Cost ($) Taker Non-Taker Taker Non-Taker Membef Takef Taker Membef
One orientation (including
outreach costs) 219 1.0 0.97 219 212 214 0 0 0
One month of pre-
supplement contact 8 6.0 12 48 96 80 0 0 0
One month of post-
supplement contact
(including supplement
initiation costs) 47 6.0 0 282 0 93 3 141 47
One month of PMIS
system maintenance 10 12.0 12 120 120 120 3 30 10
One month of SPS system
maintenance 21 6.0 0 126 0 42 3 63 21
One month of supplement
payments 606 7.1 0 4,303 0 1,420 2.8 1,667 550
One month of central
administration 4 12.0 12 48 48 48 3 12 4
Total 5,146 476 2,017 1,913 631

SOURCES: SRDC calculations from data collected through March 1995 from SSP's Program Management Information System (PMIS);
SRDC-designed time study conducted in the SSP offices from September 1994 through February 1995; SSP administrative documents.

NOTES: “Costs per program group member are calculated as a weighted average of costs per supplement taker and costs per supplement
non-taker. During months 13-15, there are zero costs per supplement non-taker.

“Units of service usage during months 13-15 are shown only for supplement takers because supplement non-takers are not served by
the program after their supplement eligibility year expires in month 12.



[l. Net Costs

The gross costs of SSPare misleadingly high. When a program group member redees
supdemeant payments, sheis requred b beoff Income Asdstance Thus, it is more appropriate b think
of the SSP pogram as making a netinvestment in the piogram goup, anounting to the gioss st of
the SSP pogramminusthe st that would have be@ incurredfor Income Asgstance. As nated
at the outset of this chapter,the net st estimates povided here are preminary and do nat take
acount of anything exceptlie SSP pogram and Income Asdgstance costs.

A. Net Cost Estmates

The net wsts of the SSP psgram are prested in Talde 8.4. The top panel of the tabe
presets the net wsts dumg program goup membersfirst 12 months of eligibility for the program,
and the bottom panel shows net costs duing morths 13 trough 15. Asindicatedin the table, the gioss
cost of the SSP pogram per program group member— which wasdiscussedin the previous secion —
is alout $2,0000ver the first 12 nonths in ead of the two provinces. Suppement payments mack up a
slightly largerfracion of this astin New Brunswick, becauserogram group memberson average
initiated the suppdement eafier in their 12-nonth peiod than their counterpartsdid in British
Columbia.

Because of the program'simpacton welfare recgt, Income Assstance paments during the
first 12 months werereducedoy $457in New Brunswick and $333in British Columbia. Also, the st
of admnistering Income Asgstance was reduced;on average, pogram group memberswere on the
welfare olls dmost a nonth less han control group members, gmdudng asavings of $26 per program
group membein New Brunswick and $25in British Columbia."” When welfaresavings aresubtracted
from gross osts, he net st of the SSP pogramfor the first 12 nonths is about $1,60Q or about
$130 per ronth, per ppgram goup member.

Morths 13 b 15fallowing random assgnment is a peiod in which both the giosscostsand the
Income Asgstance savings poduced by the SSP pogram should be close to their peak, becawse
everyone who initiatesthe suppement must recéve a pgment by month 14" The gross st in this
three-nonth peiod was $730 ad $631 per pgram goup membe in British Columha and New
Brunswick, respectvely. Income Asdstance savings produced anet st of $375 ad $419 per
program goup membern the Wwo provinces.

'®The wstof Income Assistince administration during the baseyear was $56 n the areas of British Columbia
saved by SSPand $35 per morth in the areas of New Brunswick coveral by the program. Thesemonthly costs
were detemined based on Income Assistince administrative expenditures and casebad data provided by British
Columbia's Ministry of Social Services and Human Resources Devel opment-New Brunswick.

11Progam group members had to begin waking ful time in a qualifying job by the end of morth 12 to
initiate the supdement. However, their first supdement payment accourting period coud be in month 13,
reaitinginaninitial payment in month 14.
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B. Why Were Net Costs So Low?

The SSPearnings suppement program ®unds expesive. It provides geerous supfement
payments, rasing supgdement takers annud incomes abve $20,000It dso haswell-trained staff and a
state-of-the-art maagemaet informaion system. Why doesn't it cost more?

Partof the expanationis that wo-thirds of the piogram group did nat initiate the supdemant.
The gross cost of the piogram persupgdemaent taker for the first 15 nonths was alout $7,000in each
province However, the cost per nontaker was about $500 in ead province. Asa result, the overall
gross ostof the piogram wasonly $2,737 ad $2,648 per mgram goup membein British Columhbia
and New Brunswick, respecively.

Anather reason for SSPs relatively low net cost is the relatively high wages eaned by some
program goup membes. The largest possble nonthly supdemeant payment — close b $1,200— is
eamned in British Columba when an individud works 30hours per wek at he minimum wage But
few people were pad that mud becasge the vast mgority of program goup membersvorked more
hours athigher wages.

The net cost of the SSP pogram has aso been held down by a nateworthy featureof the
program: The program offers informaion and support through staff-client contact and three goup
workshops, butit providesno other sevices.

It is important, too, that nore than half of SSPs suppement takers were nat working at te
time tey became lggible for the piogram. The piogram mtentialy generateslittle or no net cost in
these caes. An Income Asgstance regpient who is not working usudly recavesthe maximumwelfare
grant, or cdose b it. This maxmum grant is alout $1,200 per mnth for a family of threein British
Columba. If the SSP sudpmaent isinitiated, nonthly supdement payments arelower than this amount
— in most caseslower by sererd hundred allars. Thus, te wdfare saings for this gioup translate
into low SSPnet costs for such cases.

It should be réterated hat the st estimates prsented here are prieminary, covering only the
first 15 morths folloving random assgnment. Indeed, if monthly net costs cortinue through the end of
the threeyea dligibility period at the level observed in months 13 to 15 — appoximatdy $130 per
program goup member— then the net cost of the SSP pogram per program group memberwill
eventudly reat appoximatdy $5,600"

“This estimate assimes hat SSPs net wstsin the remaining months of supdement eligibility will be the
same as average net @wsts n months 13 b 15.
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TABLE 8.4

NET COSTSOF SSP PER P®RGRAM GROUP MEMBER IN THE FIRST
COHORT DURING THE FIRST 15MONTHS OF PROGRAM ELI GIBILIT Y,

BY PROVINCE
British New

Activity and Time Period Columbia Brunswick  Full Sample
First 12 months
SSP pogram aosts ($) 2,007 2,017 2,010
Income Assstance swvings ($)

Grant payments -333 -457 -373

Administration -25 -26 -25

Total -358 -483 -398
Net cost ($) 1,649 1,534 1,612
Months 13-15
SSP pogram costs (%) 730 631 697
Income Assstance swvings ($)

Grant payments -335 -198 -290

Administration -20 -14 -18

Total -355 -212 -308
Net cost ($) 375 419 389

SOURCES: SRDC calculations from datacoll ected through March 1995from SSPs
Program Management Information System (PMIS); SRDC-designed time study
conducted in the SSPoffices from September 1994through February 1995; SSP
admnistrative documents; Income Ass stance payment recordsthrough June 1994,
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. Assessiq the Cost-Effectivaness of he SSP Eanings Sipplement Program

A comprehensive benefit-cost assesament of the SSP pogram will eventually place allar
valueson the program'simpacts ad its wse of resources. The asessment will be made using the
acounting framevork summarzedin Talde 8.5. his frameavork lists all the expected befits (shown
as pluses) and costs (shown as minuses) of the program from three dfferent perspectves. thase of
single paraits on Income Assgstance (including the piogram goup studled in this refrt), govemment
budges, and society as awhole. The estimatedvauesof the various benefits and costs will be based
on the SSP pogranis estimatednet impactsand net @sts. For exampe, he banefit to govemment
budgetsof increased tax panents will be calculated baed on the piogram'smeaured impactson
eanings and other income.

This framavork will enable the evaluation to determine how the SSP pogram affects be
eoonanic well-being of welfare recipients and their famili es, whether the program is cost-effecive
from the standpoint of feder& and provincial govemment budgets, iad the magnitude of benefits and
costs to Canada asawhole. It is mud too ealy to meke this mmplete asesanent, but Tale 8.5 ad
the following discussion indicatewhatis known thus far.

A. The Benefit-Cost Perspective ofl ncome Asgstance Recipients

How hasthe program dfected he eonamic well-being of Income Asdstance redpients and
their families so far? Supdemeant payments have substantialy raised te income of program goup
memberswho have t&ken up he suppgemett alove what they would have recéved on Income
Asgstance (even if they worked while on Income Asgstance and took advantage of the enhanced
eamnings dsregard aailabde in British Columb'a).13 However, the extent to which the SSP program has
raised the income of the entire program group cannot yet be determned, nostly becage it is not yet
known howmuch supdement nontakers and control group membes' eanings and Income Asdstance
payments have dhanged.

The key to success, from the pespecive of Income Asgstance redpients, is that supgdement
takers income— made upinitialy, of eanings gusthe supdement, and then eanings alone once the
supdemant payments end dter three years— increaes bgond what it would have bea in the alsence
of the program. Thus, the key deternmnants of well-beng from the Income Asdstance recpient
perspectve will be whether (1) supdement takersmantain their emgoyment duiing the remander of
their period of SSP pogram eligibility, (2) supdement takers experence increaed wagesand hours
over this perod, and (3) asignificant numbe reman empgdoyed after their eligibility ends. It is full-time
empoyment that producesthe eaningsand supdemenit payments that rase their income while they are
in the SSP pogram, and that potentially will produce the higher long-term eanings that will |1ead to
financia self-sufficiency once suppgdemant payments end dter threeyeass. As indicated in Chapte 6,
about three-quartersof paricipants who have initiated he supgemeit have mantained ter
emgdoyment thusfar.

*As noted earlier, Income Assisnce recipients in British Columbia were eligible for an enhanced earnings
disregard for up to 12 morths, during which their morthly Income Asdstance payments were reduced by a
fraction oftheir monthly earnings, equal to 75 percent of the amountof earningsabove $200.
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TABLE 8.5

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

Acoounting Perspetive
Income Assistaige
Recipients Eligible Governme
Component of Analysis for SSP nt Society
Budgets
Employment
Eamings + 0 +
Fringe benefits + 0 +
Tax Payments
Federal income tax - + 0
State ilwome tax - + 0
Social insurare tax - + 0
Sales an@oods and Sefices taxes - + 0
UnemploymentInsurame tax - + 0
Transfer Payments
Income Assistaige - + 0
Other povincial programs - + 0
Unemploymentinsurarme + - 0
Transfer Administrati ve Costs
Income Assistaige 0 + +
Other povincial programs 0 + +
UnemploymentInsuramce 0 - -
SSPProgram Costs
Supplenent pgments + - 0
Administrative costs 0 - -
Useof Other Programs
Job seach 0 - -
Education 0 + +
Training 0 + +
Employment-Related Expenses
Child care - - -
Transprtation - - -
Other - - -

NOTES: The budjet perspetive includes foth federal and mvincial government budgets.
The iteams in this table are skvn as an exmed benét (+), cost (), or neither a berfé
nor acost (0).
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B. The Benefit-Cost Perspective of Goverrment Budgets

Could this progran eventudly be cost-effecive from the standpoint of taxpgers ad
govemment budget® As reported almve, he net wst of the SSP pigramhas bea rdatively low thus
far: During thefirst yea of eligibility, it has been about $1,600 per mgram goup member, 1&d the net
cost dter tat has bea about $130 per ronth. This monthly cost is lower than that for many
empdoyment and traning program appoadcesfor welfare regients (although, becase paricipaionin
SSPlasts three to four yeas, which is much longer than in most other programs, the total cost per
eigible individual could eventually be relatively high). However, it is not yet knovn how the S
program,on bdance, is dfecing other piogram osts. The SSP pogram is expected o increase job
seard assistance and child care osts and reduce educain and training program costs,* but he
program'simpactson these @sts have nat yet be@ meaured. The SSP pogram is aso expected to
increase tax r@enues, but this potential programimpact éso hasnot bean confirmed.

The SSP pogram's net cost per program group member mg eventudly be in the $5,000-
$6,000 rage. The question, of course, is whether the expected befits of the plogramwill off set, or
even surpassits @st. This will depend onmany facors, two of which are espeaally noteworthy. One
is the piogram'simpacton the welfare reciot of individuds who are notin the regpient samge. If the
SSP pogram encourages new applicants to extend the time they recave welfare (n order b bemme
eligible for the SSP pogram), this will add to the net cost of the program As indicatedin Chapter 1,
the evaluaion's apyicant study is designed b answer this quetion. The other key factor is the extent to
which supdemaent takershold on to their jobs and reman off Income Asdstance once the threeyea
supdemant ends.

C. The Benefit-Cost Perspective ofSociety as a Whole

What will the costs and benefits ofthe SSP program be to Canada as a whole? The sum of the
benefits and costs © society is ddined as e sum of the benefits and costs  Income Asdstance
recipients and to taxpayers. The change in income transfers caused by the SSP pogram — thatis, the
supdemant payments and reducedincome Assstance — are o©st-neutrd from a socia standpoint:
Such transfersare a beefit to one gioup and a st to the other, ploduang no net gan for society. The
facor that will largely determne wst-effeciveness from this pespecive is the program'slong-term
impacton emgoyment, which will be measuredin the cming yeas.

“Job search assstance is expected to increase because the program group hes a financial incentive to lodk for
work; child care is expected to increase because the program group is expected to be employed full time to a
greater extent than the control group. However, this full-time employment will reduce te time the program
group testo be enroll ed in education ortraining class.
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