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ABSTRACT

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) Implementation Act (P.L. 103-
182) authorizes states to establish self-employment assistanceé (SEA) programs for unemployed
workers. As of the end of 1994, five states (California, Connecticut, Maine,v New York and
Rhode Island) have enacted enabling legislation to implement SEA programs for the unemployed.
The main parameters of SEA programs were tested in two experimental demonstrations
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). The Washington State and Massachusetts
Unemployment Insurance Self-Employment Demonstrations evaluated the ability of the U.S.
employment security and economic development systems to work together and help
Unemployment Insurance (UI) recipients create their own jobs by starting businesses.
Preliminary results from these two demonstrations indicated that SEA is a viable reemployment
option for some portion of the unemployed. Moreover, preliminary results suggested that the
Massachusetts model, was likely to be a cost-effective approach for providing SEA to Ul
claimants. These early results were cited in the decision to authorize SEA for a five-year
period.
- In this report, we present the final impact estimates of the Washington and Massachusetts
Ul Self-Employment Demonstrations. These final results largely reinforce the earlier
preliminary findings and underscore the conclusion that SEA is a viable policy tool to promote
the rapid reemployment of unemployed workers. The cumulative evidence from the preliminary
and final evaluations suggests that SEA should be permanently incorporated into the U.S.

employment security and economic development system.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) Implementation Act (P.L. 103-
182) authorizes states to establish self-employment assistance (SEA) programs for unemployed
workers. As of the end of 1994, five states (California, Connecticut, Maine, New York and
Rhode Island) have enacted enabling legislation to implement SEA programs for the unemployed.

The main parameters of SEA programs were tested in two experimental demonsfrations
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). The Washington State and Maésachusetts
Unemployment Insurance Self-Employment Demonstrations evaluated the ability of the U.S.
employment security and economic development systems to work together and help
Unemployment Insurance (UI) recipients create their own jobs by starting businesses.
Preliminary results from these two demonstrations indicated that SEA is a viable reemployment
option for some portion of the unemployed. Moreover, preliminary results suggested that the
Massachusetts model, was likely to be a cost-effective approach for providing SEA to Ul
claimants. These early results were cited in the decision to authorize SEA for a five-year
period.

In this report, we present the final impact estimates of the Washington and Massachusetts
Ul Self-Employment Demonstrations. - These final results largely reinforce the earlier
preliminary findings and underscore the conclusion that SEA is a viable policy tool to promote
the rapid reemployment of unemployed workers. The cumulative evidence from the preliminary
and final evaluations suggests that SEA should be permanently incorporated into the U.S.

employment security and economic development system.
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THE UI SELF-EMPLOYMENT DEMONSTRATIONS

"The programs discussed in this report -- the Washington State Self-Employment ahd
Enterprise Development (SEED) Project and the Massachusetts Enterprise Projeqt- -- are the first
two federally-sponsored self-employment demonstration programs designed to assist unemployed
workers in the United States. Collectively, they are known as the Unemployment Insurance (UI)
| Self-Employment Demonstmﬁons. Abt Associates _Inc,.'and' Battelle Memoria:i Institute designed ,»

and evaluated these experimental demonstrations,

Demonstration Design :

A classical éxperimental design was developed to rigorously evaluate pfogram
effectiveness. Applicants to the demonstration were randomly assigned either to a treatment
group, which was eligible to receive all program services, or to a control group, which was not
eligible to receive program services, but remained eligible for regular UI benefits.

To promote early intervention, both the Massachusetts and the Washington projects
targeted new UI claimants. Both excluded persons filing interstate claims, claimants who were
employer-attached (i.e., on standby to return to their former employer), and élaimants under 18
years of age. , o |

While there were some minor differences in program design between the two
demonstrations, a key design difference resulted from the authorizing legislation for the
Massachusetts demonstration (Section 9152 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987).
The legislation required that the demonstration program focus on UI claimants who were likely
to exhaust their UT benefits. To implement this legislative requirement, sample selection was
based on a statistical model that predicted each new claimant’s likelihood of UI benefit
exhaustion. Those new claims with a low predicted probability of exhausting UI benefits were
eliminated from the Massachusetts target group.

A second major design difference was the financial assistance component in each of the -

demonstratxons In.Massachusetts, partlmpants were eligible to receive periodic self-employment

assistance payments. In Washmgton participants were ehglble to receive similar periodic




Executive Summary

payments. In addition, however, upon meeting certain milestones in the development of their
businesses, Washington participants were eligible to receive their remaining available UI benefits
in one lump-sum payment.

Otherwise, the Washington and Massachusetts demonstration designs were very similar.
Specifically, invited claimants were required to attend an orientation meeting and to submit an
application to the program. Applicants who met all the requirements- were randomly assigned
to either the treatment or the control group.  Treatment group members were then offered

business start-up services and financial assistance.

Business Start-up Services and Financial Assistance

The first step for Massachusetts participants was to attend an Enterprise Seminar, a one-
day training session conducted by one or more business experts. Within two weeks of the
Enterprise Seminar, participants were required to attend an individual ‘counseling session with
their business counselor. Massachusetts participants were also required to attend six workshop
sessions on a variety of business topics.

The financial assistance component in Massachusetts included payment of regular bi-
weekly Ul benefits, with an exemption from the regular UI work search requirements while in
the demonstration. The demonstration design set the duration of the UI work search waiver at
24 weeks. Thus, in Massachusetts, treatment group members could collect self-employment
-allowances through the 24th consecutive week of their UI claim. Since Massachusetts claimants
are eligible for up to 30 weeks of UI benefits, after 24 weeks they were required to choose
between continuing with their self-employment activities full-time or returning to UI for the
remaining six weeks of UI eligibility and meeting the work search requirements.

) The business start-up services provided in the Washington demonstration differed in
several respects from the Massachusetts demonstration. Within two weeks after random
assignment, treatment group members were scheduled to attend a set of four business training
sessions. The four Washington training ‘sessions were presented during a one-week period; in

contrast, the seven Massachusetts sessions were presented over a 12-week period.

iil
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The financial assis,tance component of the Washington demonstration included botli
regular UI payments and eligibility for a lump-sum payment. That is, Washington treatment
group members received regular bi-weekly UI payments while engaged in business start-up
activities; in addition, they were eligible to receive a lump-sum paymentr equal to their remaining

UI entitlement when they achieved five program milestones:

o Completion of the training sessions;

. Development of an acceptable business i)lan;
. Establishment of a business bank account;

. ) Satisfying all licensing requirements; and

. Obtaining adequate financing.

There was no lump-snm payment available to Massachusetts participants.

Demonstration Implementation

The Washington SEED Demonstration was initiated on a pilot basis in one site in
September 1989, and was then implemented in five additional sites in’ February 1990.
Demonstration intake activities continued through September 199.0, with business support
services.‘ available to demonstration participants through March 1991. In the six SEED
demonstration sites, a total of 755 new claimants were offered demonstration services (i.e.,
assigned to the treatment group); a total of 752 new claimants who applied to SEED were
assigned to the control group. .

The Massachusetts Enterprise Project began operations in May 1990. Enrollment into

- the Enterprise Project took place in three distinct phases: the first enrollment phase took place

in 1990 (May - September), the second in 1991 (April - October), and the third in 1992-93

 (March 92 - April 93). Over all three phases of operation, a total of 614 new UI claimants were

enrolled in the Enterprise Project in the seven sites; an additional 608 new UI claimants were
assigned to the control group. v
In both Washington and Massachusetts, only a relatively small fraction of targeted Ul

claimants met the initial demonstration requirements of attending an orientation meeting and

‘submitting an application. In Washington, four percent of targeted UI claimants completed the

iv




Executive Summary

initial requirements and were eligible for SEED participation; in Massachusetts, an even smaller

proportion, two percent, met the same requirements and were eligible for Enterprise Project

participation.

Thus, relatively few new UI claimants choose to pursue self-employment when

the opportunity arises.

- The main findings from our analysis of program implementation are:

In Washington, 7.5 percent of the 42,350 targeted new UI claimants invited to a
meeting about the SEED Demonstration attended that meeting. In Massachusetts,
4.2 percent of the 63,921 invitees attended a meeting about the Enterprise
Project.

In both demonstrations, the recruitment and intake procedures were implemented
as designed, meeting the program objective of early intervention. In Washington,
attendance at the information session occurred on average 18 days after the initial
UI claim date; in Massachusetts this interval was on average 33 days. The longer
interval in Massachusetts relative to Washington is largely due to the fact that
Washington was a wage-reporting state for UI purposes and Massachusetts was
a wage-request state (i.e., had to request wage data from employers to determine
claimants’ eligibility for UI benefits) during the demonstration. Massachusetts
procedures have recently changed and both are now wage-reporting states.

In Washington, the 1,507 claimants who applied and were randomly assigned

- represent 3.6 percent of the targeted UI claimants. In Massachusetts, the 1,222

applicants who were randomly assigned represent 1.9 percent of the targeted Ul
claimants.

In Washington, treatment group members began training services, on average,
within 6 weeks of their initial UI claim date. In Massachusetts training services
began within 9 weeks.

In both states, a high proportion of treatment group members participated in
program services such as business training and counseling. In Washington, for
example, approximately 85 percent of the treatment group attended the first
training session and 70 percent received some counseling. In Massachusetts, the
proportions were even higher. -

Program design differences led to greater utilization of counseling services in
Massachusetts than in Washington. The mean hours of counseling in
Massachusetts was 7.5 hours per participant, while the mean number of hours in
Washington was 1.5.




s o—— "

Executive Summary

e . Inboth states, treatment group members recelved regular benefit payments while
developing their businesses. Additionally, in Washington, treatment group
members were eligible for a lump-sum payment (equal to their remaining
available UT benefits) after- achieving five program milestones. A total of 451
treatment group members (60 percent) received a lump-sum payment averaging
$4,225. There was no lump-sum payment in Massachusetts

Data Sources | ;

Both the Washington and Massachusetts analyses are largely based on data from the
Participant Tracking System (PTS); an on-line datahase system developed by:‘DOL to provide
information about project participants and project services, and two telephone surveys. The first
Washington telephone followup survey was conducted, on average, 21 months after‘random
assignment; a total of 1,204 sample members (or ‘80%) responded to this survey. In
Massachusetts, the first telephone followup survey was conducted, on average;- 19 months after
random assignment; 449 sample members {or 80%) responded to this survey. The second
telephone followup survey in each State was conducted approximately one year after the first
survey,' and approximately 90% of the Wave I respondents responded i'n: each State. In
Washington, the second followup survey was conducted, on average, 33 months after random

assxgnment in Massachusetts 31 months after random ass1gnment

Demonstration Results : - o L

In the full report we present impact results for two observation periods: the period from
random assignment to the first followup survey, and the period from random assignment to the
second followup survey. For simplicity, the text below summarizes only the results for the
longer observatlon period (approx1mately 31 months in Massachusetts and 33 months in
Washmgton) '

Self-Employment Impacts. The Washmgton SEED program had a very large and
positive impact on the self-employment experiences of UI claimants. Specxfically, treatment
group members were estimated to be much more likely than controls to have a self-employment .
experience, to spend more time per year in self-employment, and yvere more likely to be still

self-employed at the time of the second followup survey. Consistent with these results, we

vi
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found that the SEED program increased claimants’ self-employment earnings by over $1,600 per
year. o

In contrast, The Massachusetts Enterprise Project had ﬁgniﬁcant positive impacts on only
some of the self-employment outcomes analyzed. Specifically, treatment group members were
more 'likely than controls to have a self-employment experience and to spend more time per year
in self-employment. In contrast to the Washington demonstration, treatment group members
were not significantly more likely than controls to be self-employed at the time of the second
survey; furthermore, the Massachusetts demonstration did not have a significant impact on self-

employment earnings.

Self-Employment Impacts

| Percent Self-Employed 2% +12%"
Since Random Assignment
Time Self-Employed +2.0°* - +0.8"
Per Year months months
Percent Self-Employed at +12%™ - +5%
Second Survey
Self-Employment Earnings +8$1,675" +$1,219
Per Year
M

***Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .01 level.
**Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
*Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .10 level.

Wage and Salary Outcomes. In Washington, the estimated program impacts on wage
and salary employment measures were consistently negative. Specifically, SEED significantly
reduced claimants’ likelihood of working in wage and salary ‘employtynent, reduced number of
months per year working in wage and salary employment, and reduced earnings from wage and
salary employment by about $1,800 per year.

vii
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In contrast to the Washington results, the Masséchusétts estimated irnpacts on wage and
salary outcomes were generally insignificant; only the impact on earnings was significant.
Indeed the Enterpnse Project significantly increased claimants’ earnings from wage and salary
employment by over $3, OOO per year. This positive earnings impact conitrasts dramatlcally with
the negative Washington impact on earnmgs from wage and salary employment

Wage and Salary Impocts

Percent Employed ‘ 6% -4%
Since Random Assignment L
Time Employed 0.7 +0.6
Per Year _ ‘months months
Percent Employed at 3% +1%
Second Survey » ' _ -
Wage & Salary Earnings -$1,780" +$3,053"
Per Year . ' P '

B

***Indicates coefficient is s1gmﬁcantly different from zero at the .01 level
**Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
*Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .10 level.

Combined Self-Employment and Wage and Salary Outcomes. The Washington ‘
demonstration did not significantly increase the combmed likelihood of employment in either a
wage and salary job or in self-employment The program did, however, increase the time
worked per year and increased the likelihood of being employed at the time of the second
survey. -On the other hand, the impacts on total eammgs (self-employment and wage and salary
earmngs) were not statistically dtfferent from zero. Thus, it appears that SEED’s posmve

‘impact on self-employment earnings together with its negative impact on wage and salary

earnings resulted in a zero impact on claimants’ total earnings.

In contrast, the effect of the Massachusetts Enterpnse Project on total employment and |
earnings outcomes was large and consistent. Specifically, the program significantly increased

viii
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the likelihood of finding employment, increased the time worked per year, and increased the
likelihood of being employed at the time of the second survey. Perhaps the greatest impact,
however, was on total earnings. The demonstration increased combined annual earnings by
nearly $6,000. Thus, it appears that the Enterprise Project had a dramatic positive impact on

claimants’ total earnings.

Combined Self-Employment and Wage and Salary Impacts

Percent Employed +0% +5%"
Since Random Assignment

Time in Employment +1.1"* +1.9*"
Since Random Assignment months months
Percent Employed at +6%" +6%"
Second Survey

Total Earnings ' - +8$289 +$5,940™
Since Random Assignment

***Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .01 level.
**Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
*Indicates coefficient is significantly different from zero at the .10 level.

Nonparticipant Employment Outcomes. The Washington demonstration had a
significant positive impact on the employment of nonparticipants (family and nonfamily
employees, excluding the business owner(s)) during the 33-month observation period.
Specifically, we estimate that SEED businesses created a total of 316 nonparticipant jobs; control
group businesses, created 128 jobs. The difference of 188 nonparticipant jobs may be attributed .
to the Washington demonstration. In contrast, the Massachusetts demonstration did not have

a significant impact on nonparticipant job creation.

Benefit Payment Outcomes. The Washington demonstration significantly increased
receipt of total benefits. Taking into account both the regular UI benefits and the lump-sum

ix
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payment provided to treatment group members who met the required milestones for starting a
business, SEED increased total benefits by approximately $1,000. In contrast to the Washington
results, the Massachusetts demonstration significantly reduced receipt of total benefits by nearly
$900. | )

Cost-Benefit Analysis ‘ _

The Massachusetts Enterprise Project generated large net benefits froiil each of several
perspectives examined. From the perspective of participants, the net béneﬁts during the 31-
month observation period was over $11,000; from nonparticipants’ perspective, the net benefit
was over $2,000; and, from society5s perspective, the net benefit was over $13,000. An
examinétion of the benefits and costs from government’s perspective also ihdicated that the

‘Massachusetts Enterprise Project had large (over $2,000) net benefits. Given these strong
results, the Massachusetts Enterprise Project appears tobea highly cost-effecti{?e policy tool for
assisting Ul claimants who are interested in pursumg self-employment.

The Washington SEED program had positive net benefits from partlmpants perspective
(approximately $2,000) and from society’s perspective (approximately $700). From the
nonparticipant (i.e., taxpayer) and government perspectives, however, there were net costs of
over $1,200. Given these results, the Washington program, like the Massacliusetts program,
is cost-effective from participants’ and from society’s berspectives' ’ Howe&er in contrast to the
Massachusetts program, the Washington program has mgmﬁcant redistributional implications and

net costs to the govemment
CONCLUSIONS

The results of this study indicate that both the Washiﬁgtbn " andé Massach'usetvts‘
demonstrations increased the likelihood of self-employment both increased the total time in
employment, and both reduced the length of unemployment. Moreover both programs are cost- -
effective from society’s perspective; however, only the Massachusetts program is cost-effective

from the nonparticipant and government perspectives. These results indicate that SEA is a cost-
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effective approach to promote the rapid reemployment of unemployed workers and should be

permanently incorporated into the U.S. employment security and economic development system.




INTRODUCTION

On December 8, 1993, President Clinton signed the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) Implementation Act (P.L.103-182). Section 507 of the Act authorizes
states to establish self-employment assistance (SEA) programs as part of the state unemployment
compensation system. To establish SEA programs, states must enact legislation to conform to
the Federal legislation. As of December 1994, five states have enacted such legislation:
California, Connecticut, Maine, New York, and Rhode Island. '

The provisions of the Act give states the ability to add self-employment programs to the
current mix of reemployment policy tools available to help unemployed workers. Specifically,
the Act allows states to pay a self-employment allowance in lieu ef unemployment compensation
to unemployed workers while they are establishing businesses and becomiﬁg self-employed. To
qualify for these self-employment allowance payments, program participants must receive
business counseling, attend entrepreneurial training courses, and receive other technical
assistance services in support of their self-employment effort.

| The main parameters of this new self-employment assistance program are based on two

experimental demonstrations sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). The
Washington State and Massachusetts Unemployment Insurance Self-Employment Demonstrations
were initiated by DOL to test the ability of the U.S. employment security and economic
development systems to help Unemployment Insurance (UI) recipients start businesses. These
demonstrations provided selected Ul claimants with business development assistance, in the form
of entrepreneurial training, business support services and financial assistance.

Similar self-employment programs for the unemployed have been implemented in a
number of Western European countries, including Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, and Sweden.
The two largest programs are in France and Great Britain. The French Chomeurs Createures

("Unemployed Entrepreneurs") proVides participants with a single lump-sum payment for
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business start-up capital. The British Enterprise Allowance Scheme provides participants with
a weekly self—employment'allowance in lieu of their regular unemployment benefits. In a
number of respects, the Washington Demonstratiorl resembles the French program; similarly,
- the Massachusetts Demonstration resembles the 'Britisl.l program. Thus, the UI Self-Employment

Demonstrations test two altemaﬁve models of self-employment assistance programs.
BACKGROUND OF THE UI SELF-EMPLOYMENT DEMONmAnoNS‘

Traditionally, the unemployment compensatio_n system has provided income support for
workers who are temporarily laid off or expect to be unemployed for only a short time. In
recent years, howeVer; an inoreasing number of workers ha?e pertnanently lost their jobs. These
displaced workers require more than temporary income maintenance to re-enter the workforce.
For some, self-employment may be the best path to re-enter the workforce.

» Over the past decade, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has launched a series of
experimental demonstrations to investigate 'alternatlye reemployment stxategles. The strategies -
tested in these demonstrations have included job search assistance, occupational retraining,
relocation assistance, and reemployment bonuses (monetaxy incentives for early re-employment
in new jobs) In addition to these demonstrations that focused onv reemployment into wage and
salary Jobs, DOL also initiated expenmental demonstrations to test the efficacy of self-
cmployment assistance as a reemployment strategy.

In the late 1980’s 'DOL initiated the Washington State and Massachusetts UI Self-
Employment Demonstmtlons to test the ablhty of the employment security and economic
development systems to help Ul recnplents start busmesses Both of these demonstrations
provided part1c1pants with busmess development assistance, in the form of entrepreneurial
training, business support services, and financial asmstance A brief descnptlon of each of the

demonstxatxons follows.
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WASHINGTON SELF-EMPLOYMENT AND ENTERPRISE DEVEIDPN]ENT (SEED) DEMONSTRATION

The first federa]ly-spc)nsofed project in the U.S. to test the use of self-employment
programs as a reemployment strategy was the‘ Washington Self-Employment and Enterprise
Development (SEED) Demonstration. The SEED Demonstration "wés initiated on a pilot basig
in one site beginm'ng’in September 1989 and was then implemented in five additional sites in
February 1990. Demonstration intake activities continued through early September' 1990, with
business support services available to demonstration participants through March 1991.

To allow rigorous evaluation of program effectiveness, the SEED Démonstration used
a classical experimental design with random assignment of eligible claimants interested in
starting their own businesses. These individuals were randomly assigned to either a treatment
group, that was eligible to receive all program services, or to a control group, that was not
eligible to receive program services, but remained eligible for regular UI benefits. Using this
experimental design, the impacts of program services can be measured directly by the difference
in outcomes between the treatment and control groups. A total of 755 new claimants were
enrolled in SEED in the six sites and offered demonstration services; 752 new claimants who

applied to SEED were assigned to the control group.
THE MASSACHUSETTS UI SELF-EMPLOYMENT DEMONSTRATION (THE ENTERPRISE PROJECT)

A second self-employment demonstration was mandated by Section 9152 of the Omnibus

Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1987. This Act authorized up to three States to participate
in a self-employment experimental demonstration. In 1988, Massachusetts agreed to participate
in the demonstration. In designing the Massachusetts UI Self-Employment Demonstration
(Enterprise Project), the Department of Labor, the State of Massachusetts, and the researchers
(Abt Associates/Battelle) were guided by two objectives. The first was to develop a program,
consistent with the authorizing legislation, designed to facilitate self-employment for UI
claimants who choose this avenue. The second objective was to develop a design that would

permit a scientifically valid program evaluation.
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The provisions of the authorizing legislation mandated a number of nnportant
demonstration design features. For example, the Act reqmred that the demonstration target self- |
employment services to UI claimants "likely to receive regular or extended benefits for the |
maximum number of weeks that such compensation is made available under the State law during
such heneﬁt year" (Section 9152(i)). Another important provision of the leglslation was to'
tequire participating 'states_.to reimburse the Unexnployment Trust Fund for any excess Ccosts
incurred as a result of the demonstration (Section 9152(c)). Excess costs arise when
demonstration treatment group members, on average, collect more self-employment allowances
than the amount of UI benefits they would have collected in the absence of the demonstration
V(as measured by the experience of control group memhers). Finally, the authorizing legislation
required the demonstration to be implemented over a three-year period.

The Massachusetts Enterprise Project began operations in May 1990. Enrollment into
the Enterprise Project took place during' three distinct phases. The first enrollment phase took
place in 1990 (May - September), the second in 1991 (April - October), and the third in 1992-93
(March 92 - April 93). As in the Washington Demo_nstration, the Massachusetts Demonstration
used a classical experimental design with random assignment of eligible claimants interested in
starting their own businesses. A total of 1,222 Ul claimants were randomly assigned to either

the treatment group (614) or the control group (608) during all three enrollment periods.!
ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

In this report we present the fmal impact results and the cost-effectlveness analysis. of the
Washmgton and Massachusetts Demonstrations. Prev1ous_ reports have described the
implementation and early nnpacts of the two demonstrations. Specifically, a complete -
description of the SEED Demonstration implementation, is found in Johnson and Leonard
(1991); the early implementation of the Enterprise Project is described in_ Benus et al. (1990);
the first impact results of the: SEED Demonstration are described in Benus, Johnson et al.

! In 1990, 207 UI claimants were randomly assigned; in 1991, 314 were randomly assxgned and in 1992-93,
701 were randomly ass:gned
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(1993); finally, a comparison of the early impacts of the SEED Demonstration and the early
impacts of the Enterprise Project is presented in Benus et al. (1994).

In this report, we present the final impact results of the UI Self-Employment
Demonstrations. These impact results are based on administrative data collected throughout the
three-year demonstration observation period as well as on survey data collected in two follow-up
surveys. The first survey was conducted approximately 20 months after random assignment and
the second survey was conducted appr_oximately 33 months after random assignment.

This report also presents, for the first time, information on the cost-effectiveness of the
two self-employment assistance programs that were tested as part of the UI Self-Employment
Demonstrations. The cost-effectiveness results are based on a comparison of program impacts
and program costs. For program impacts, we use the 33-month impact estimates derived in
Chapters 7 and 8. Program costs are derived from data provided by program operators. By
comparing program benefits with program costs, we can evaluate if the programs tested are cost-
effective. |

This report is organized in three main parts. Part I (Chapter 1 through Chapter 6) gives

an overview of the UI Self-Employment Demonstrations, the implementation experiences, and
| the data used in the analysis.

The details of the experimental and operational design of the two demonstrations are
presented in Chapter 2. For each demonstration, we describe the design of the targeting criteria,
the recruitment and infake process, the application and random assignment procedures, the -
program services, and the financial assistance provided.

In Chapter 3, we describe the implementation of the Washington Demonstration. Since.
the implementation of SEED has been described in detail in Johnson and Leonard (1991), we
only present a brief summary of the SEED implementation experiences. We summarize
demonstration intake results, business support services, and financial assistance provided to
SEED participants.

In Chapter 4, we describe the implementation of the Massachusetts Enterprise Project in
greater detail. We first note demonstration intake results and the characteristics of Enterprise

Project participants. Next, we look at the main changes in program implementation procedures.
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We also analyze. partlc1pat10n in demonstration act1v1t1es, the tlmmg of these actlvxtles and the
changes in Ul regulatlons that were nnplemented durmg the course of the demonstration.

In Chapter 5, we compare the main implementation results of the Washington and
Massachusetts Demonstrations. By comparmg program expenences, we gam msxghts about the
nnpact differences that are found in later chapters. " v .

Chapter 6, the last chapter in Part I, p‘rov1des a description of the data sources used in
the unpact and cost-effectiveness analysis.- We first: descnbe the Partlmpant Tracking System
(PTS), an on-line database system developed by DOL that prov1des data on personal

charactenstlcs, demonstration services, business information, and UI benefits information. We

"then describe the administrative records data, including the State UI Wage Records. Finally,

we describe the contents of the followup survey and the procedures used in its administration.

Part II of the report (Chapter 7 through Chapter 9) provides our estimates of the program
impacts on key outcome measures. Chapter 7 focuses on the Washingtoh Demonstration,
Chapter 8 focuses on the Massachusetts Demenstration, and Chapter 9 compares the impact
estimates from the two demonstrations.

We begin Chapter 7 by descnbmg the characteristics of Washmgton participants who
entered self-employment during the observation pe'nod.’ Following this descnptlve analysis, we
evaluate SEED program impacts on the likelihood of being self-employed, time in self-
employment, and earnings from. self-employment 'We allso investigate other demonstration
impacts, including the impacts on 'UT outcomes. _ |

In Chapter 8, we present an analysis of the unpacts of the Massachusetts Enterprise
Projéct. As in the SEED analysis, we investigate self-employment outcomes, wage and salary
outcomes, combined (self-employment or wage and salary) Outeomes, and other outcomes.

In Chapter 9, we compare the demonstrations’ impacts.” We also investigate the potential
impact of "profiling” (i.e., targeting’ claimants who are likely tb’ exhaust i benefits) on the
observed impact results.- This latter issue is of particular interest to pohcymakers since States
must use: proﬁhng in unplementmg their self-employment assistance programs. '

‘Part I, whmh includes only Chapter 10, presents our analysxs of the cost-effectiveness

of the two demonstrations.
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EXPERIMENTAL AND OPERATIONAL DESIGNS

In this chapter we compare and contrast the experimental and operational design features
of the Washington and Massachusetts demonstrations. We focus on the features of the
demonstrations that are important for understanding and interpreting the irnpact results that will
be presented later in this report. - |

As an aid for understanding the two experimental designs, we present in Exhibit 2.1 a
flow chart depicting the intake and random assignment procedures used in each of the
demonstrations. As indicated by the exhibit, the overall flow is similar in both demonstrations.

The main differences in experimental design}arediscussed in depth in the following subsections.
TARGETING DEMONSTRATION PARTICIPANTS

Both the Massachusetts and the Washington projects targeted new UI claimants. In both
states, the following claimants were excluded: ‘

.. Persons filing interstate claims; -
o Claimants who were émplOyer-’atta’ched (i.e., on standby); and,
. Claimants under 18 years of age.

In addition, the Washington demonstration excluded persons who were full-referrai union
members and those filing claims backdated more than 14 days; the Massachusetts demonstration
excluded claimants eligible for less than 26 weeks of UI benefits. |

- Since the authorizing legislation for the Massachusetts demonstration required that the
program focus on Ul claimants who were likely to exhaust their UI beneﬁts, further targeting
was necessary to select those claimants likely to exhaust benefits. To implement this legislative
requirement, the sample selection was based on an algorithm that predicted each claimant’s




Ex#HIBIT 2.1
ENTERPRISE PROJECT AND SEED PROJECT
INTAKE AND ASSIGNMENT PROCESSES

‘Claimants in Targeted

- Claimants in Targeted
Population '

Population

Claimants Likely
to Exhaust Ul Benefits

Claimants Attend -Claimants Attend
Awareness Day

Information Session

Interested Claimants Interested Claimants
Complete Application Complete Application
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likelihood of UI benefit exhaustion.? Using this algorithm, a numerical probability of
exhaustion was calculated for each new Massachusetts claimant in the target population. Entry
into the demonstration was then restricted to those with a high predicted probability of
exhausting UI benefits.?

RECRUITING PARTICIPANTS

The next step in -both demonstrations was to recruit claimants interested in self-
employment. Once identified, eligibIe claimants were sent a letter inviting them to attend an
initial information session. To ensure that the most highly-motivated claimants were identified
for the self-employment program, strict time limits were established for attending this session.
Only claimants who met these time constraints were permitted to continue in the demonstration.
In this way, self-screening eliminated the less-motivated claimants from the demonstration.

In both demonstrations, the information sessions were held in the local Ul office in which
the claimant filed his or her claim.* The key difference between the Washington and
Massachusetts information sessions was in the format of the presentations. In Washington, a
local Ul office staff person took attendance, introduced a set of two videos (covering the key
features of SEED and the riské and rewards of self-employment), showed the videos, and
answered questions at the end of the session. In Massachusetts, on the other hand, the

presentations were given by a local UI office staff member and a business development expert.

The local Ul staff member described the demonstration procedures and distributed applications
at the end of the session; the business development experts gave a presentation on the risks and

rewards of self-employment.

% For details on the algorithm, see Benus, et al. "Massachusetts UI Self-Employment Demonstration Interim
Report to Congress" in Self~Employment Programs for Unemployed Workers, U.S. Department of Labor,
Employment and Training Administration, 1992.

3 In addition, to regulate the flow of claimants into both demonstrations, further subsampling occurred in the
largest demonstration sites.

¢ In Massachusetts, the schedule for the sessions was weekly during year one. The schedule was modified after
the first year and information sessions were conducted on a bi-weekly basis in the three sites with the lowest number
of new UI claimants. In Washington, information sessions were conducted bi-weekly (every-other Friday) except
during the pilot in Vancouver when the sessions were held weekly.

9
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. The purpose of the initial information session was to provide claimants with sufficient
information about the self-employment program.to decide whether or not to apply for program
services. During the session, claimants Wefe provided with basic information about the risks
and rewards of self-employment and the key features of the demonstration. The Massachusetts
sessions lasted. apprbximately 60 minutés; the Washington sessions were scheduled to last

approximately 30 to 45 minutes.’
APPLICATION AND RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

At the conclusion of the initial information sessions, claimants who were still interested
in applying to the program' took application materials home to complete. Applicants were
required to réfum.the completed materials within seven days. The completed applications
contained personal background information and a description of the applicant’s proposed business
idea. , v -

The applications were reviewed by project staff for timeliness and completeness. The

“business ideas were also reviewed to ensure that they conformed to established project

guidélines;’ The business idea. was not evaluated on its merit or on its likelihood of success.
Those applicants who submitted the applications on time and satisfied the proje&t gﬁidelines were
eligible for random assignment. Eligible applicants were then randomly assigned to eithef the
treatment- group that was eligible to receive business development services and financial
assistance or to a cohtrol group that was not. Control group members were informed that they
were not selected for the experimental program and that they must continue to meet all Ul
eligibility requiremerits. Both treatment and control group members were informed that they
would be contacted in the future for research purposes. |

3 For example, the business idea must be legal and the participant must have day-to-day control of the business.
It is important to note that the business idea itself was not evaluated on its likelihood of success. In other words,
we did not attempt to identify "winners" for inclusion in the demonstration. ]

10
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BUSINESS START-UP SERVICES AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

The flow chart in Exhibit 2.2 highlights the differences in business start-up services iﬁ

the two demonstrations. We summarize these below.

Massachusetts

Once they were assigned to the treatment group, the first step for Massachusetts

participants was to attend an Enterprise Seminar, a one-day session that was conducted by one
or more business experts.® This intensive training session followed a standard curriculum and
covered topics such as developing a business mindset, business organizational structures,
marketing, business plan development, personnel issues, and business management. Within two
weeks of the Enterprise Seminar, participants were required to attend an individual counseling
session with their business counselor. This counseling session lasted approximately one hour.
In addition to this required counseling session, participants were encouraged to schedule
‘additional counseling sessions with their business counselors as needed. Massachusetts
participants were also required to attend Enterprise Workshops, six two-hour group sessions
focused on the following topics:’

o Marketing;

o Personal effectiveness and selling;

. Cash flow;

o Financing;

o Legal requirements and insurance; and,

o Bookkeeping/taxes.
These six sessions were offered over approximately a twelve-week period during the first and
second years. During the third year, the schedule for the sessions was streamlined, so that all

¢ In 1990, this session was eight hours long. Program administrators determined that eight hours was too long
and difficult for participants. As a result, in 1991, the session was shortened to 4'4 hours (in 1992 it was
lengthened to 54 hours). ‘ ‘

7 During 1990, the sessions were called Bi-Weekly Meetings and did not follow a structured set of topics. In
1991, a more structured schedule of topics was developed for these sessions. In 1992, the sessions were extended
to 2 1/2 hours in length and participants were required to give 15-minute presentations of their business plans.

11




ExHIBIT 2.2 |
BUSINESS STARTUP SERVICES

Enterprise Project |
Treatment Group | SEED Treatment Group

Enterprise Seminar

Bi-Weekly Meetings (Year 1) BuSiII::(S:i Ef:;ning
Enterp_rise Workshops (Year 2) :

Business Counseling ‘Business Counseling

Entrepreneur Club

Regular Bi-Weekly Regular Bi-Weekly
UI Benefits UI Benefits

Milestone Completion

Lump-Sum Payment

Business Startup Business Startup

Ongoing Counseling Business Status Review
and Support from

Business Development Experts
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sessions could be completed over a nine week period. During this period, participants were
encouraged to develop a business plan with the assistance of their counselors.

The financial assistance component in Massachusetts included payment of regular bi-
weekly UI benefits, with an exemption from the regular UI work search requirements while in
the demonstration. The demonstration design set the duration of the UI work search waiver at
24 weeks. Thus, in Massachusetts, treatment group members could collect self-employment
allowances through the 24th consecutive week of their UI claim. Since Massachusetts claimants
were eligible for up to 30 weeks of UI benefits, at the 24th week they were required to choose
between continuing With their self-employment activities full-time or returning to UI for the
remaining six weeks of UI eligibility and meeting the work search requirements.®

To provide additional financial support, the Enterprise Project developed a loan program
through Shawmut Bank, a large regional bank with branches in each of the demonstration sites.
As part of this program, participants’ loan applications were given consideration, even if the size

of the loan fell below normal minimum levels.

Washington

The business start-up services provided in the Washington demonstration differed from
the services provided in the Massachusetts demonstration. Within two weeks of random
assignment, treatment group members were scheduled to attend a set of four business training
modules covering the following topics:

o Business feasibility;

o Marketing;

o Finance and accounting; and,

o Organization and management.

® During the third year of implementation (1992-1993), slightly different rules were in effect regarding Ul
eligibility. During this period, when Extended Benefits were available, Massachusetts Ul claimants were eligible
for only 26 weeks of regular benefits. That is, Massachusetts passed a law which stated that all claimants filing
during the time when Extended Benefits were in affect would be eligible for 26 weeks of regular Ul benefits and
then would become eligible for Federal Extended Benefits. This change in law did not affect the total amount of
benefits claimants could receive, but did affect the amount of benefits paid from the Massachusetts UI Trust Fund.

13
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It took approximately 20 hours of classroom time to cover these four topics; the Massachusetts

~ classroom sessions (i.e., the Enterprise- Seminar and six Entetprise WorkShops) took

approximately the same classroom time to complete. The four Washington training modules
were presented in four sessions during a one-week period; in contrast, the seven Massachusetts
sessions were presented over a 12-week period. - o o

The training modules introduced claimants to the need for developing a'comprehensive
business plan. Individualized business plans were then developed by pargicipants with the
assistance of a business development specialist. Additional assistance in devéloping a business
plan. was offered through Entrepreneur Club meetings, which were scheduled monthly. These.
meetings provided participants with peer support and advice throughout their demonstration
participation. ' '

The financial assistance component of the Washington demonstration included regular bi-
weekly UI payments while participants were engaged in business start-up activities as well as
eligibility for a lump-sum payment of the remaining availablev UI benefits when they completed |
the following five milestones: ‘ : ‘

o Completion of the training sessions;

o Development of an acceptable business plan; -

e  Establishment of a business bank account;

. Satisfaction of all licensing requirements; and,

. Obtaining adequate financing. ,

Following the completion of these milestones, 'particip‘anté were eligible for a lump-sum payment
equal to their remaining UI entitlement at the time. Because the remaining entitlement at any |
point in the claim is the maximum benefits payable less vthe'amount of UI benefits already paid
out, the amount of the lump-sum paynient depended on the participant’s UI entitlement, as well
as the time taken to achieve the milestones. |

Although the lump-sum payment component of the SEED Demonstration was intended
to simulate a cash-out of UI benefits, it was not strictly possible to test a cash-out policy becausé
Ul is an entitlement program that could not be denied for demonstration purposes.
Operationally, this meant that participants could return to the regular Ul program after receiving

their lump-sum payment and draw the remainder of their UI entitlement in the form of bi-weekly

14
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payments provided they met the normal UI eligibility requirements, including the work search
requirement.’ Nonetheless, most claimants thought it was a cash-out of their UI benefits and
very few returned to UL |

One key element in the Washington demonstration design was the role played by the
business development specialists. These specialists provided ongoing counseling, assisting each
participant in his/her pursuit of the five program milestones that were required to receive a
lump-sum payment. The business development specialists were also responsible for conducting
a "milestone review" to determine if all milestones had been attained. After the business start-
up, the business specialists’ responsibilities included technical assistance on an as-needed basis
and a business status review, conducted approximately two months following receipt of the

lump-sum payment.
PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

Each demonstration required participants to complete certain activities within a specified
timeframe. Other activities were considered optional. In Washington, participants were
required to attend the four training modules (or ask to have them waived). Counseling sessions
were available to participants who wanted them, but were not required. Entrepreneur Club
meetings were an optional activity.

In Massachusetts, participants were required to attf‘cnd the Enterprise seminar, one

counseling session, and six Enterprise workshops. Additional counseling sessions were optional.

9 Because the lump-sum payments were paid out of Federal research funds -- not State UI funds -- they did
not affect a participant’s Ul net balance available.
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. WASHINGTON |
DEMONSTRATION IMPLEMENTATION

In this chapter, we review the implementation of the Washington Self-Employment and
Enterprise Development (SEED) Demonstration. A more complete descript:ion of the SEED
~ demonstration implementation may be found in Johnson and Leonard (1991). iHere, we present
only those attributes of the implementation that are important for understanding the impact
analysis that will be presentéd in later chapters. o

In the fbllowihg sections, we provide a brief overview of demonstration implementation
experiences. We first describe the flow of claimants through the demonstration intake process
— from the identification of targeted claimants through random assignment. This includes
evidence on the comparability of the treatment and control groups, as well as the timing of
intake activities. We then describe the business support services and f'mancml assistance

received by treatment group members from the SEED Demonstration.
DEMONSTRATION INTAKE

The SEED Demonstration was implementéd on a pilot basis in one site (Vancouver) in
September 1989, and in five a&ditional sites beginning in February 1990.'° Demonstration
- intake activities continued through September 1990, with business support services available to
demonstration participants through March 1991.

Development of Experimental Sample ‘
As described in Chapter 2, the development of an appropriate experimental sample of
SEED Demonstration participants involved several steps. The first step was to identify targeted

1 Because only minor changes were made prior to full implementation, we combine the data for the relatively
few claimants who were part of the pilot study with the data for the full demonstration sample.
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new claimants without immediate job prospects and invite those interested in self-employment
to attend an initial information session, called Awareness Day in the SEED Demonstration.
A total of 42,350 invitation letters were sent to targeted claimants in the six sites during the
intake period.!! The six sites in the demonstration were: Vancouver, Olympia, King County,
Snohomish County, Wenatchee, and Yakima. The location of these demonstration sites is
depicted in Exhibit 3.1.

In Table 3.1, we provide information on the characteristics of new Ul claimants in the
six demonstration sites. Additionally, the characteristics of targeted claimants are compared with
the characteristics of those who were excluded from the target group and not invited to
participate. These results are based on Participant Tracking System (PTS) data® and
Unemployment Insurance (UI) wage records for a 10 percent random sample of new claimants
who filed for UI benefits in the six sites during the demonstration intake period. As Table 3.1
indicates, about 62 percent of all new claimants in the six sites were male, 84 percent were
white, and 30 percent attended or completed college. The mean age was 36 years, with 22
percént being at least age 45 or older. The mean earnings in covered employment during the
four calendar quarters prior to the quarter of filing for benefits was just under $15,000. The
mean weekly UI benefit amount (WBA) for all new claimants was $152, with a mean maximum
benefits payable of $4,002.

The results in Table 3.1 clearly indicate that targeted claimants were quite different from
non-targeted claimants in ways that could be expected given the targeting criteria. In particular,
non-targeted claimants wére much more likely to be union members and on standby. As a
result, non-targeted claimants were much less likely to be in professional, technical, or
managerial occupations or in clerical occupations. They were more likely than targeted
claimants to be male, white, and slightly older, and were less likely to have any post-secondary
education. In addition, non-targeted claimants had considerably higher earnings in the prior

year, and correspondingly higher average weekly benefit amount and maximum benefits payable.

1 The two primary reasons that claimants were excluded from the SEED target population were: (1) employer
attachment (50.3 percent of those excluded were on standby) and, (2) the claimant was a member of a full-referral
union (28.9 percent). Only 18.0 percent were excluded because they had a backdated claim and very few claimants
were excluded from the SEED target group because they were under age 18 or had filed an interstate claim.

12 The participant tracking system (PTS) and its data are described in Chapter 6.
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Washington SEED Demonstration Sites
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Table 3.1
Washington
Characteristics of Targeted and Non-Targeted New UI Claimants

Demographics
Percent male 57% 80% 62%
Percent white 82% 91% ' 84%
Percent high school graduate 4% 56% 47%
Percent some college : 22% 19% 21%
Percent college graduate 10% 4% 9%
Mean education (in years) 12% _ 12% 12%
Percent age < 24 18% 12% 17%
Percent age > 45 21% | 25% 22%
Mean age (in years) 35 37 36
Prior Work Experience _ :
Percent union hiring hall member 0% 26% 6%
Percent on standby 0% 55% 12%
Percent professional/technical/ ’ '
managerial occupation v 15% 4% 13%
Percent clerical occupation 16% 5% 13%
Percent manufacturing sector 22% 15% 21%
Percent services sector 24% 27% 25%
UI Wages in prior year ($) $13,743 $19,270 $14,901
UI Entitlement ;
Mean weekly benefit amount () $144 $183 $152
Mean maximum benefits payable ($) $3,737 $5,003 $4,002
Site
Percent in Vancouver 24% 39% 27%
Percent in Olympia 12% 20% 14%
Percent in King County 26% , 20% 25%
Percent in Snohomish County 10% 11% 10%
Percent in Wenatchee 14% 3% 12%
Percent in Yakima » ‘ 14% 7% 12%
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The second step in the intake pfocess involved recruiting targeted claimants for the
demonstration. Of the 42,350 targeted new claimants who received an invitation to attend an
Awareness Day meeting, 3,167 (7.5 percent) weﬁe interested enough in the possibility of
: participéting in the self-employment program to attend. The take-up rate dlffered somewhat by
site, from a low of 4.6 percent in Wenatchee to a high of 98 percerit in Snohomish. Overall,
the take-up rates were lower in the rural areas of Wenatchee and Yakima. ’fhese low rates in
the Wenatehe_e and Yakima sites relative to other sites may be indicative of a lower interest in
self—embloyment among fargeted new UI claimants in rural areas than in urban areas.
Aliematively, it may reﬂectvthe much higher unemployment rates in these rural areas and 7’
represent claimants’ assessments of the prospects for self-employment in such environments. "
- At the end of the Awareness Day meeting, interested clajrhants were provided with a
SEED application packet. Of the 3,167 targeted claimants whe attended the Awareness Day
meeting, 1,932 (61 percent) chose to submit a SEED application. Combining the results of
the first two intake steps -- Awareness Day and SEED application -- 4.6 percent of all targeted
claimants who received an invitation letter submitted a SEED application.

The third step in the SEED intake process was the review of SEED applications. The
applications were reviewed for timeliness (they were required to be postmarked within seven
days of Awareness Day) and for being substantively complete. This review ﬁmcess resulted in
rejecting very few applicants at this stage as the applications were generally quite detailed and
of high quality. Specifically, of all applications submitted, only 52 (2.7 percent) were rejected
because they were submitted late and just 20 (1.0 percent) were rejeetTed because they were not
'complete. _ 1 » ,
| ~ Among those with valid applications, the only remaining reason for exclusion from the
random assignment pool relates to UI eligibility. In particular, the primary reason for
'appljcation rejection was nonmonetary ineligibility at the time of random _‘assignment; 285

claimants who submitted applications were determined to be nonmonetarily 'ineh'gible for UI

" Although we have no detailed information on the reasons for why claimants who attended Awareness Day
did not submit applications, limited information from the pilot study suggests that the Awareness Day meeting and
the application served as a useful self-screening function. Specifically, the reasons given by a small sample of
claimants: who attended the meeting during the pilot study but who did not submit an application were primarily
related to lack of adequate capital or concern over whether self-employment was right given their situation.
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benefits. Another 55 applicants were rejected because the claim was not monetarily valid and
a few others were rejected because the UI claim was canceled.

As a result of these exclusions, a total of 425 of the 1,932 SEED applications submitted
were excluded from the pool for random assignment, leaving a final pool of 1,507 claimants.
The random assignment pool corresponds to 47.6 percent of all individuals who attended

Awareness Day and 3.6 percent of all claimants in the target group. Over the course of the

demonstration, a total of 755 claimants were randomly assigned to the treatment group and 752

to the control group. _

A critical evaluation issue concerns the comparability of the individuals in the treatment
and control groups. We examined the characteristics of these groups in an earlier report (Benus,
Johnson, and Wood, 1993) and the results indicate that the random assignment process was very
successful in generating two groups that were quite similar on all of the standard characteristics
collected at the time the claim was filed. In addition, the groups are extremely similar on prior
earnings, as well as key items obtained on the SEED application, including prior business
experience, marital status, family status, reason for job separation, assets, and liabilities. We
conducted t-tests of differences in means on these characteristics; none of the differences was

statistically significant at the .05 level.

Timing of Intake Activities _

* The SEED Demonstration was intended to be an early intervention program.' It was
anticipated that by recruiting claimants for SEED as early as possible in their claim and by
providing services early, the program would provide the maximum possible support to
individuals during the business startup period. The program was designed to select individuals
into the treatment group by the fourth or fifth week of the claim and to provide business training
to treatment group members by the fifth or sixth week. Below we briefly present data that show
how these timing objectives were achieved in the SEED Demonstration.

v Data on the timing of intake activities ‘through assignment to the first service -- business
training modules -- are summarized overall and by site in Table 3.2. This table shows that the
intake and recruitment processes occurred as planned. For example, the average length of time

from the effective date of claim (EDC) until Awareness Day was 18 days, or about 2.5 weeks.
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Table 3.2 _
Timing of Intake Activities by Site
(Percent)

Effective Date of Claim to Awareness Day X

12 days or less 36.9 38.1 42.6 36.0 39.0 2!
13-25 days 47.3 52.9 40.4 47.6 46.0 5]
26 days or more 15.8 9.0 17.0 16.4 15.0 2
Mean days 177 17.1 17.7 17.7 17.4 16
Awareness Day to Random Assignment . ' . |
6 days or less o 29.1 22.6 35.1 322 32.0 2
7-13 days 59.1 61.9 | 56.4 60.5 | 48.0 o
14 days or more 11.8 15.5 8.5 7.3 20.0 1
Mean days 11.1 11.9 | 10.4 107 | 117 1

Random Assignment to First Training Module : _
7 days or less | 53.0 51.6 43.6 52.1 50:0 6
8-14 days 42.4 41.3 52.1 423 50.0 3
15 days or more » : 4.6 7.1 4.3 5.6 0.0 |
N Mean days . ' 102 | 105 | 105 10.2 104 |
|| Mean Days from EDC to First Training Module |  39.0 - 39.5 38.6 38.6 39.5 3
e —
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About 37 percent of the treatment group members attended an Awareness Day within 12 days
of their EDC and another 47 percent attended Awareness Day between 13 and 25 days after their
EDC. Because a few claimants were re-scheduled for a later Awareness Day and some meetings
were postponed because of holidays, a relatively small percentage (16 percent) did not attend
a meeting until about 4 weeks after their EDC. Moreover, there were rélatively small
differences in timing across sites.

The time from Awareness Day to random assignment took another 11 days on average.
Thus, individuals in the treatment group were randomly assigned within 29 days from their EDC
on average, or within about four weeks in total. There was relatively little variation across sites
in the time from Awareness Day to random assignment.

Finally, in the bottom panel of Table 3.2 we show the length of time from random
assignment to the scheduled date of the first training module. These data indicate that over 95
percent of the treatment group members were scheduled to attend their first business training
module within two weeks of random assignment; with a mean of 10 days.

Taken together, these data indicate thai the average time from EDC to the date for the
first training module was 39 days or about five and one-half weeks. Thus, it appears that the
timing and frequency of key intake and service activities described in Chapter 2 occurred on

schedule and that the goal of early intervention was achieved.
BUSINESS SUPPORT SERVICES

As described in Chapter 2, individuals randomly assigned to the treatment group were
offered a number of business support services as well as financial assistance. The business
startup services component included intensive classroom training, assistance in preparing a
business plan, individual counseling, and peer support groups. The financial assistance included
periodic self-employment allowance payments equal to their weekly benefit amount and a waiver
of the work search requirement while they were trying to start a business. Moreover, those who
met all program milestones reéeived a lump-sum payment equal to their remaining UI

entitlement.
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The extent to which SEED treatment group members dropped out or comf;leted the
program and the specific services they received are important to understanding the results of the
impact analysis. In the remainder of this chapter, we examine these factors and describe their

SEED experiences.

Business: Trammg Modules
Business startup. assistance offered to treatment group members began with business
training modules. Instructions for attending a set of four business training m()dules at a specific
“location were includéd in the letter sent to treatment group members infonﬁing them of their
selection into SEED. As described above and in Table 3.2, the first training module was held,
on average, about 10 days after random assignment. Although attendance at the first module
was required — in part to ensure that the participation agreement was signed — it was possible
for subsequént modules to be waived by the business development specialist (BDS) if the
claimant could demonstrate proficiency in the topics covered in these modules. Treatment group-
members who did not attend the first training module were dropped from the demonstration.™
In Table 3.3, we prbvide summary-information on business training module attendance
and receipt of other SEED services. Of the 755 claimants in the treatment group, 640 (85
percent) attended the first training module. This corresponds to a 15 percent dropout rate from
the treatment group prior to business training.”® Among treatment groﬁp members who
attended the first business training module very few waivers were granted and nearly all attended -
the remaining three modules. Thus, the attendance rate for all four mbdules (counting the

- waivers as attenders) was 83 percent of all treatment group members.'¢

14 All members of the original treatment and control groups, including treatment group members who dropped -
out of the program, were retained in the evaluation to maintain the comparability of the treatment and control
groups.

15 The attendance rate at the first module varied across sites from 80 percent in Wenatchee, Yakima, and
Olympia to 88 percent in King County.

!¢ The overall module attendance rate ranged from 76 percent in Wenatchee to 87 percent in King County.
The relatlvely high dropout rate for claimants in Wenatchee is consistent with the high proportion of claimants (over
50 percent) in that site who indicated on their SEED application that they expected to be cqlled back to work by
their previous employer. .

24




Chapter 3 ® Washington Demonstration Implementation

Table 3.3
Washington
SEED Business Assistance Services Received

Business Training Modules
Attended Module 1 - 85%
Attended (or Waived) All Modules 83%

Business Counseling Hours

None 30%
1-9 19%
1-1.9 ' 21%
2-2.9 13%
3-3.9 8%
449 4%
5 or more 6%
*Mean Hours of Counseling 1.5

|| Number of Entrepreneur Club Meetings Attended

None 64%
1 18%
2 , 9%
3 5%
4 or more 5%
Mean Number of Meetings Att_e_nded 07

Business Counseling

In their role as case managers, business development specialists (BDSs) provided
assistance to treatment group members in the form of counseling on the preparation of a business
plan and on other issues. The intent was for the BDS to take a proactive role and provide
inc'lividualized counseling and assistance throughdut the development of the business plan and

business startup. To encourage this proactive role, an objective was established for the BDSs
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to make at least one follow-up contact with all participants during the first few weeks of program
 participation. | | |

The second panel of Table 3.3 contains the distribution of total business counseling hours
received by SEED participants. As this table indicates, 70 percent of the treatment group
received some counseling, with an overall mean of 1.5 hours.”” The results also indicate that
~ very few participants received a substantial amount of éounseling, with only 18 percent receiving
3 hours or more.® As descr_ibed in Johnson and Leonard (1991), the major focus of the
individual counseling sessions was on helping treatment group members develg?’p a business plan.
Overall, nearly one-half of the counseling activities recorded were focused on business plan

development assistance.

Other Business Support Services :

In addition to the business training modules and individualized counseling, the SEED
Demonstration included a peer support group in each‘ site; called the Exitrepreneur Club.
Beginning in the second or third month of the demonstration -- after a sufﬁcient number of new

- treatment group members were available -- Entrepreneur Club meetings were scheduled on a
monthly basis. As indicated in the third panel of Table 3.3, the majon’ty-'of treatment group
members did not take advantage of this optional peer-support group. Speciﬁeally, 'nearly two-
t_hirds (64.1 percent) of all treatment group mernbers did not attend any Ehtrepreneur Club
meetings. Moreover, the mean number of meetings attended was 0.7. Among the 36 percent
of participants who attended at least one meeting, the mean number of meetings attended was
about two. ' |

A final type of business startup service available was referral to other agencies for

 assistance as needed. Very few referrals to other -agencies occurred dunng the SEED

Demonstration. = Specifically, administrative records suggest that there were only 43 referrals

17 'When calculated over the 630 treatment group members who completed all four trammg modules, the average
hours of counseling increases to about 1.8.

2. There were differences in the numb_er of counseling hours by site. For example, about 43 percent of the
treatment group members in Vancouver received at least 3 hours of counseling, as compared to none in Snohomish
County, and fewer than 5 percent in Olympia or Wenatchee. Overall, it seems that there was relatively little
counselmg in Olympia, Wenatchee, and Snohomish County, with an average of 0.5-0.9 hours per demonstration
participant. :
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to other agencies; 37 of these records were for the Vancouver site, and the remaining six were
for claimants in King and Snohomish counties. The low frequency of this activity is consistent
with the views of some BDSs that participants did not need any assistance other than that which

they were receiving from SEED.
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

In addition to receiving their regular weekly UI benefit amount, SEED treatment group
members received two other forms of financial assistance: a waiver of the work search
requirement while working full-time to start a business, and a lump-sum payment equal to the
remaining entitlement at the time all five milestones were met. In this section, we describe

SEED Demonstration experiences with these financial assistance elements.

Work Search Waiver

The work search waiver enabled SEED participants to pursue their business startup plans
full-time rather than actively searching for eqmploymént,‘ as is normally required for Ul
recipients. The duration of the work search waiver was initially set at 10 weeks. Several weeks
before the waiver was to expire, treatment group members who had not met all milestones were
sent a letter instructing them to contact their BDS for an End of Waiver Period Review to assess
their progress in achieving the milestones and to determine whether the work search waiver
would be extended. There were three possible results of the review: extend the waiver; not
extend the waiver (and return the claimant to the UI system to search for regular employment);
or determine that the claimant had met all of the milestones and approve the lump-sum payment.

The most striking feature of the End of Waiver Period Reviews was the limited extent
to which such reviews were conducted at all. This was primarily due to the relatively short time
between program entry and receipt of the lump-sum payment (see next section). Overall, only
93 claimants (i.e., 12 percent of the treatment group) were recorded as having at least one End
of Waiver Period Review. Among those for whom a review was conducted, 75 percent occurred

between 9 and 12 weeks after random assignment as planned, and a large majority (77 percent)
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resulted in the waiver being extended, with very few claimants (4 percent) being instructed to
return to regular Ul
Lump-Sum Péyment

To receive a lump-sum payment, SEED'participants had to achieve five milestones:

*  Completion of the training sessions; '

. Development of an acceptable business plan; -

e Establishment of a business bank account;

e  Satisfaction of all licensing requirements; and,

o Obtaining adeqﬁate financing. \

In Table 3.4, we provide summary information on the receipt of 'lu}mp-'sum payments in the
demonstration. During the demonstration, a total of 451 treatment group members (60 percent)
completed all milestones and received a lnmp-sum payment.”” Approximately $1.9 million was
paid in the form of 1ump-sufn payments, with an average payment of $4,2254‘.

As shown in Table 3.4, the amount of the lump-sum varied considerably among SEED
participants. - For example, the minimum lump-sum payment was $561 and vt;he maximum was
$7,380. One quarter of the recipients received a lump-sum payment of less than $3,077, while
another quarter received more than $5,451. The large differences in the lump-sum payment
reflect differences in the maximum benefits payable and in the weekly benefit amount, as well
- as differences in the time required to meet the five program milestones and start a business.’

Table 3.4 also provides information on the lerigth of time after random assignment it took
for individuals to receive their lump-sum payments. As this table indicates, 44 percént of all:
treatment group members who received their lump-sum payment received it within 6 weeks of
random assignment (or within approximately 4.5 weeks after the business trammg modules)
Another 18 percent took more than 12 wecks after random assignment to complete all of the

milestones required to receive the lump-sum payment. Overall, the average lenigth of time after

19 The proportion of treatment group members who received a lump-sum payment ranged from a low of 47
 percent in Wenatchee to a high of 65 percent in Snohomish County.

2 The averagé lump-sum payment also varied considerab_ly across site and tended to be much higher in the
urban areas of King and Snohomish County and lower in the rural sites. This difference reflects the higher Ul
entitlement amounts in the urban sites, as well as differences across sites in the time reqmred to meet the five
milestones. .
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Table 3.4
Washington
SEED Lump-Sum Payments

Amount of Lump-Sum Payment ($) ,
Minimum $561

Lowest Quartile $3,077
Median $4,360
Third Quartile ' $5,451
Maximum ' $7,380
Average , : $4,225

Time from Random Assignment to Lump-Sum
Payment (percent)

Less than 3 Weeks 9%
3 - 6 Weeks 35%
6 - 9 Weeks 22%
9 - 12 Weeks 17%
12 - 15 Weeks } . 12%
More than 15 Weeks ' » : 6%
Average Number of Weeks to Lump-Sum Payment 7.8

random assignment until receipt of the lump-sum payment was 7.8 weeks. Since it took
approximately 4 weeks on average from the effective date of claim to random assignment, this
indicates that treatment group members who received a lump-sum payment did so on average
within about 12 weeks after their effective date of claim.?

2 There were some site differences in the time taken to achieve the lump-sum payment. For example,
treatment group members who received a lump-sum payment in Vancouver, King County, or Wenatchee averaged
nearly 9 weeks from random assignment, as compared to roughly 6 weeks in the other three sites. This suggests
potential differences across sites in the types of businesses established, the needs of claimants, or the ways in which
BDSs assessed the achievement of milestones. Early in the demonstration, we identified a large proportion of SEED
participants in Snohomish County receiving their lump-sum payment extremely early. This occurred because the
BDS in that site initially treated the milestone review process as pro forma and approved many claimants for their
lump-sum payment at the end of the business training modules. This situation was identified during site visits and
corrected at an early follow-up training session.
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4 .
MASSACHUSETTS
DEMONSTRATION IMPLEMENTATION

In this chapter we provide an overview of the Massachusetts Eﬁtérprisé 'Prbject
iinplementation experiences. As we did earlier for the Washington: demonstratlon, we first-
describe the flow of claimants through the intake process — from the identifi ication of targeted
claimants through random assignment. The effect of the targeting criteria and self-selection is
then examined by comparing the demographic characteristics of the UI population, the targeted’
population, and the treatment group. » ‘ '

Following the assessment of sample éhamctedstics, we provide a detailed description of |
the changes in demonstration sites and program operations that took place over time. Following
this description of implementation changes, we present evidence of the effect jof these changes
on participation in program activities and on the timing of program activities..

We conclude the chapter by describing the changes in UI regulations that were initiated -
during the demonstration implementation period. These exogenous changes in the demonstration
environment clearly indicate a strong potential for influencing the impact angial'ysis.' For this
reason we discuss the potential effects of these changes on the analysis results. We aiso discuss
whether, in light of these effects, it is appropriate io pool the three cohorts for the impact

analysis.

DEMONSTRATION INTAKE

| The Masséchusetts Enterprise Project was implém’ented in three phases. The first phase
began demonstration intake in May 1990 and contmued for approx:mately five months; the

second intake phase began in April 1991 lastmg seven months until October 1991; and the third,

and final, intake phase began in March 1992 and continued for approximately one year, until
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April 1993. Business support services remained available to demonstration participants for five
months after the end of each intake period.

As discussed in Chapter 2, a two—step process was used to identify the target population
of new Ul claimants invited to participate in the demonstration. The first step was to apply

targeting criteria to all new UI claimants and eliminate those who

o were under age 18;
. filed interstate claims; and,
o were eligible for fewer than 26 weeks of UI benefits.

These characteristics were identified using information contained in the UI claims record. The
State computer system identified those new claimants in the categories described above and
eliminated them from the pool of potential project participants.' The claims records for the
remaining eligible claimants were then transferred from the State UI mainframe to the
demonstration database, the Participant Tracking System (PTS). (This system is described in
detail in Chapter 6).

Since the authorizing legislation required that the program focus on unemployed
workers likely to exhaust their UI benefits, the second step in identifying the target population
was to select those individuals likely to exhaust their UI benefits. To do so, we developed an
algorithm to predict each claimant’s likelihood of UI benefit exhaustion.”? The algorithm
predicted the probability of UI benefit exhaustion on the basis of information available on the

Ul claims record, including:

e Total number of dependents;
o Ratio of benefit amount to average wage;
o Whether the claimant was permanently separated from the pre-layoff job;

. Office in which the claim was filed;

. Education level (four categories -- less than ninth grade, some high school,
college, and postgraduate education);

e Industry of most recent job (construction, manufacturing, and nondurable
‘manufacturing); and,

2 For a detailed description of the algorithm, see Benus, et al. "Massachusetts UI Self-Employment
Demonstration Interim Report to Congress" in Self-Employment Programs for Unemployed Workers, U.S.
Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, 1992.
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. Occupation (professional or clerical). o
A numerical probability of exhaustion was calculated for each new claimant by “applying the
algorithm to the characteristics of each individual record downloaded from the State mainframe.
Claimants with a low predicted probability df exhaﬁsting UI benefits (i.e., those with a
calculated probability below .25) were excluded from the target population for the
demonstration: Those in the target population were then sent an invitatién‘ to attend the
Information Session.? v

~ Exhibit 4.1 shows the distribution of the probability of benefit exhausti,{m (by cohort) for
all sample members whose exhaustion probability was .25 or higher. Based bn administrative
data, we estimate that applying the .25 thresho_ld' resulted in eliminating 12 pércent of all new
UI claimants in Massachusetts who satisfied the initial targeting criteria. Among those included
in our samﬁle, the median exhaustion probability was approximately .55 and remained consistent
across all three cohorts. _ _

In Table 4.1, we present the affect of applying the above targeting ’jcriteria in 1990.
Specifically, we compare the characteristics of all Ul claimants in the demonstration sites with
those who were invited to attend the Information Sessions (i.e., the target grou;)). As ihdicated /
by this comparison, new claimants invited to attend the Information Session wére similar to the
population of .all UI claimants in the demonstration sites on most chamctéristic;s. Both groups,
for example, were similar in terms of age and race and showed only slight differences in pﬁor
occﬁpation and industry. In terms of gender, however, larger differences were found between
invitees and UI claimants: 60 percent of all UI claimants were male, while only 51 percent of
those invited (the target group) were male. _ | «

Table 4.1 also provides informétion for comparing the characteristics of the target group
(i.e., those inizited to thé Information Sessions) with the characteristics of the treatment group.
This comparisbn aﬂows'us to examine the effects of self-selection into the demonstration. That
is, since only those UI claimants who were interested in self-employment attended the

Information Session, and since only the most interested attendees subsequently submitted an

3 In the two largest sites, Lowell and Woburn, further subéam'pling was necessary to ensure an even flow of
participants from all sites. During 1990 and for part of the 1991 cohort, only 75 percent of all likely exhaustees
were randomly selected to receive an invitation. This subsampling was discontinued in July, 1991.
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Probability of UI Benefit Exhaustion by Cohort
Massachusetts Demonstration
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Table 4.1
- Massachusetts ~
Characteristics of UI Claimants,
Targeted Claimants and the Treatment Group
Cohort 1

Gender
Male
Female

Age at Random Assngnment

less than 25
. 25-54

55 or older

Mean Age

Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian
African American
Hispanic
Other

Education
High School Graduate
Some College
Mean Education (in years)

Former Occupation
Professxonal/Techmcal
Clerical

‘Former Industry
Manufacturing
Services _ .

Demonstration Site
Gloucester
Greenfield
Lowell

New Bedford

Roxbury

Springfield

Woburn

60%
40%

15%
73%
12%

84%

10%
5% -

2%.

NA
NA
NA

22%
17%

26%

2%

6.2%

4.6%

24.4%
18.9%
8.3%

34

NA

51%

49%

16%
73%
11%

37

81%
12%
5%
1%

66%
16%
13

27%
22%

30%
25%

7.8%

6.4%
22.3%
15.4%
10.0%
21.2%
16.8%

Source: PTS and DET's Statewide Summary of Claimant and Jobs Data: September, 1990

65%
35%

3%
93%

5%
39

87%
11%
1% -

1%

54%
40%
14

62%
10%

24%
37%
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application form, the treatment group is composed of individuals who, through their initiative
and persistence, selected themselves into the group ‘eligible for random assignment into the
program.

As seen in Table 4.1, the target group is nearly evenly divided between males (51
percent) and females (49 percent); the treatment group, on the other hand, is nearly two-thirds
male (65 percent). On average, the treatment group is slightly older than the target group (39
years old versus 37 years old). An examination of the age distribution of the two groups reveals
that this age difference is largely due to the relative absence of young people from the treatment
group (only 3 percent of the treatment group was less than 25 years old as compared with 16
percent for the target group). The treatment group is also more educated than the target group,
with a higher average number of years of schooling completed (14 years versus 13 years) and
a substantially higher percentage of individuals who attended at least some college (40 percent
versus 16 percent). Treatment group members are also more likely than target group membérs
to have previously worked in professional/technical occupations (62 percent versus 2’} percent)
and more likely to have previously worked in the services industry (37 percent compared with
25 percent). Finally, treatment group members are less likely than the target group to be
employed in clerical dccupations and in manufacturing industries. In summary, the self-selection
 of individuals into the demonstration resulted in creating a participant group that may be viewed
as "more advantaged" than the target population: slightly older, more educated, and more likely
to be in professional occupations.

Tables 4.2 and 4.3 present similar data for UI claimants, target group members, and
treatment group members in Cohorts 2 and 3. An analysis of these data reinforce the above‘
findings. Thus, targeting resulted in a group of eligible claimants who were similar in many
réspects to the general Ul claimant population. Those who self-selected themselves. into the
demonstration, on the other hand, differed from the general UI population on a number of

dimensions and yielded a participant group that was more advantaged than the broader target

group.

35




Chépter 4 * Massachusetts Demonstration Implementation

Table 4.2
Massachusetts
Characteristics of UI Claimants,
Targeted Claimants and the Treatment Group
' Cohort 2 o

Gender ' . :
Male : : 58% ' 51% : 70%
Female 2% 49% 1 30%
Age at Random Assignment o ' .
less than 25 ' 14% - 15% 2%
25-54 75% 74% 88%
55 or older 12% 12% 10%
Mean Age NA : 38 41 I
Race/Ethnicity ‘ : v
' Caucasian 78% i 80% 91%
African American 11% - _ 13% - 8%
Hispanic 5% ' 6% 0%
Other 8% 1% 1% "
Education o}
High School Graduate - NA. 66% 58%
Some College ~ NA 18% 39%
Mean Education (in years) NA 13 14
i
Former Occupation - _ ‘ : ,
Professional/Technical ‘ -23% 27% 49%
Clerical 17% 18% 11%
Former Industry
Manufacturing 24% 24% 29%
Services 19% = . 25% 20%
Demonstration Site ~ , :
Greenfield ' 50% . 5.7% 6.3%
Lowell , 11.3% 12.3% z 20.8%
Milford 24.9% 21.4% 20.2%
New Bedford - ' 14:1% 10.7% 7.6%
Roxbury 10.2% 11.6% ‘ 5.7%
Springfield - 17.0% 20.7% 17.7%
Woburn 17.6% 17.5% : 21.5%

. Source: PTS ad DET's Statewide Summary of Claimant and Jobs Data: September, 1991
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Table 4.3
Massachusetts :
Characteristics of Ul Claimants,
Targeted Claimants and the Treatment Group
Cohort 3 '

Gender
Male 60% , 57% 72%
Female 40% 43 % 28%
Age at Random Assignment , :
less than 25 10% - 13% 2%
25-54 77% 75% 90%
55 or older 13% 12% 8%
Mean Age NA 38 41
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian ' 80% 80% 89%
African American 12% 13% 8%
Hispanic " 5% 6% 2%
Other 2% 2% 1%
Education |
High School Graduate NA 69% 52%
Some College NA 15% 45%
Mean Education (in years) NA 13 14
Former Occupation
Professional/Technical 28% 26% 60%
Clerical 19% : 17% 7%
Former Industry
Manufacturing 27% 26% 22%
Services - 24 % 25% 30%
Demonstration Site
Greenfield 5.8% 5.2% 59%
Lowell 25.9% 24.4% 17.9%
Milford 11.7% 11.0% 18.2%
Northampton 6.7% 7.5% 10.8%
Roxbury 11.6% - 12.2% 79%
Springfield 20.3% 20.3% 14.2%
Woburn 18.0% 19.4% 24.8%

Source: PTS and DET'’s Statewide Summary of Claimant and Jobs Data: May, 1993
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PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

In the previous sectidn; we analyzé_d the effect of ’ta’rg'eting and self-selection on the
demonstration sample. We concluded that targeting and self-selection had a consistent effect in
each of the three cohorts. In this section, we examine the characteristics of the resulting
samples. - | -
The demographic and other characteristics of sample' members in each of the three
cohorts are presented in Table 4.4.% As indicated in this table, Cohorts 1,;*2, and 3 are quite
similar: approximately two-thirds are male; the mean age is approximately 41 years old; the vast
majority is Caucasian; and‘ the average number of years of education is 14.1 We conducted a
. t-test of differences in means or proportions for each of the characteristics in the table and found

none of the cohort differences to be statistically significant at the .05 level. Based on this
analysis, we conclude that Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 are quite similar. ,
As discussed in Chapter 3, a critical evaluation issue concerns the comparability of the
individuals in the treatment and control groups. We compared the characteristics of the
“treatment and control groups (results not presented here) and found that the random assignment
‘process was very successful in generating two groups that were relﬁarkably sﬁnﬂar on all of the
standard characteristics collected at the time the claim was filed. In addition, the groups are
extremely similar on prior earnings and prior business experience. We cdnducted t-tests of
differences in means on these characteristics and found that none of the differences was
statistically significant at the .05 level. Thus, we conclude that differences in outcomes observed

for treatment and control group members can be confidently attributed to the demonstration.
CHANGES IN PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
As described above, the Méssachusetts" Entérpﬁse‘ Project was implemented in three

distinct phases. During the first enrollment period, which operated from May through
September 1990, 207 individuals were randomly assigned to treatment or control status. This

# For this analysis we combine treatment and control group members.
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Table 4.4
Massachusetts
Characteristics of Experimental Sample
" (Treatments and Controls)
Cohorts 1, 2, and 3

Gende :
Male 67% 67% 70%
Female 33% 33% 30%
Age at Random Assignment
Mean Age (in years) 39.8 41.1 40.7
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian ‘ 89% 90% 89%
African American 9% 8% 9%
Hispanic 1% | 1% 2%
Other 1% 1% 1%
Education o ’
Percent College Graduate 43% 45% 45%
Mean Education (in years) 14.3 14.6 14.5
Ul Entitlement ($) :
Mean Weekly Benefit Amount | $244 $250 $268
Mean Maximum Benefit Payable | . $7,249 $7,448 » $7,990
Source: PTS

All values shown in the table are based on non-missing values. Therefore, the sample size for different variables may
vary slightly.

enrollment period is referred to as Cohort 1 (or the 1990 sample). The Cohort 2 (or the 1991
sample) enrollment period lasted from Apnl through October of 1991, during which time 314
claimants were enrolled in the experimental sample. Cohort 3 (or the 1992-93 sample)
enrollment lasted from March 1992 through April 1993, assighing a total of 701 individuals to
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treatment and control status. Thus the Massachusetts demonstration includes. 1,222 16)1
claimants.

While the overall project design did not change between program years, some program
features did change during the three-year implementation period. ~ Since these changes may
influence and/or help explain the analytic results presented in subsequent chapters we highlight

these changes below.

Changes in Demonstration Sites |

Perhaps the most important change in the Enterprise Project implerilentation was the
change in demonstration sites. In 1991, for example, Milford was added and Gloucester was -
dropped from the demonstration. The primary reason for this change was to increase the flow
of claimants into the demonstration (Milford is substantially larger than Gloucester). The
remaining sites (Greenfield, Lowell, New Bedford, Roxbury, Springfield, and Woburn) operated
the demonstration in both 1990 and 1991. '

For the final phase of the demonstration (1992-93), an additional change in sites took
place: New Bedford was dropped and Northampton was added. This change was necessitated
by the fact that New Bedford was selected as a site for the Massachusetts Industrial Services
Program (ISP), another entrepreneurial training program. The selection of New Bedford as an
ISP site increased the likelihood that Enterprise Project control group members would have -
received entrepreneurial training services through the ISP program, thus, potentially confounding
the demonstration results. Furthermore, the Massachusetts Departnient of Employment and
Training (DET) COmmissiOner ‘determined that it would be inappropriate to operate two
entrepreneurial training programs in one city while many other cities had no entrepreneurial
program at all. As a result, DET recommended that we drop }New Bedford as a site and add
‘Northampto.n.” Thus, only five sites (Greenﬁeld, Lowell, Roxbury, Springfield, and Wobum)
operated the program in all three phases. Milford and New Bedford operated the program for

% This change had another advantage. Northampton could combine with Greenfield for the biweekly
Enterprise Workshops, reducing the travel time for Greenfield participants (who prevnously had to travel to
Springfield for many sessions).
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two of the three phases and Gloucester and Northampton for one year. These site changes and

the location of the demonstration sites are depicted in Exhibit 4.2.

Changes in Program Operations

Other significant changes occurred in the delivery of business assistance services.
Initially, business support services were provided by the Massachusetts Small Business
Development Centers (MSBDC) and the Franklin County Community Development ‘Coxporation.
Based on feedback from demonstration participants and DET’s evaluation of program services
during the first year, DET determined that a change in service providers was needed to improve
the responsiveness of business support services to the needs of the clients. Prior to the second
. implementation phase, therefore, DET contracted with four business development organizations
to provide business support services for Cohort 2 members. Three of the four were retained for
Cohort 3 and a new provider was added to better serve the Roxbury site.

While efforts were made to maintain consistency in training services during all three
phases, some changes were necessary to meet client needs and to improve service delivery. For
example, the length of the Enterprise Seminar (the first self-employment training session) was
reduced from eight hours in 1990 to 4.5 hours in 1991.  This change was precipitated by
feedback from participants and business development specialjsts who indicated that an eight-hour
session resulted in fatigue for participants and made it difficult for them to absorb all of the
information presented. To accommodate ‘the shorter timeframe for the Enterprise Seminar, the
curriculum was altered to eliminate the detailed discussion of financial and personnel issues that
had been included in the Cohort 1 Enterprise Seminars.” The eliminated topics were added
to the bi-weekly session curricula. | | '

For the 1992-93 phase, the Enterprise Seminar was lengthened slightly to 5.5 hours.
This change was based on recommendations from the business development specialists who

found that 4.5 hours was not quite sufficient time for presenting the material. While the

% Additionally, the 1990 Enterprise Seminar included an introductory discussion of the Massachusetts Small
Business Development Centers and their role in the Enterprise Project. This material was not relevant for the 1991
sessions and was therefore eliminated.
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| | - Exhibit 4.2
Massachusetts Enterprise Project Demonstration Sites
| During the Three Implementation Phases |

Gloucester

* Demonstration site for all three years
ﬁ{ Demonstration site for less than three years

Site 1990 1991 1992
Gloucester *

Greenfield R ox K
Lowell Sk *
Milford ¥ . *
New Bedford * * |
Northampton *
Roxbury * * *
Springfield * o *
Woburn * o ¥ *

Source: Massachusetts DET

42




Chapter 4 ® Massachusetts Demonstration Implementation

curriculum was not altered, slightly more time was allocated for each topic and a lunch break
was added. ‘

The curricula and schedules for the bi-weekly sessions” were significantly altered
following the first year of implementation in order to increase comsistency across the
demonstration sites. For Cohorts 2 and 3, standard curricula were developed for each of the six
workshops: (1) Cash Flow and Financial Statements; (2) Personal Effectiveness and Selling; (3)
Financing; (4) Marketing; (5) Legal Issues/Insurance; and, (6) Bookkeeping/Taxes.

For Cohort 2, the schedule was. organized so that participants could attend all six
workshops over a 12-week period. Beginning in Cohort 3, the schedule for the workshop
sessions was shortened so that all six sessions could be completed within nine weeks (rather than
twelve). This change was made to accelerate participants’ progress through the demonstration
activities and to assist participants in starting their businesses more quickly. In addition to
modifying the schedule for the workshops, DET developed the schedule so that the three
workshops deemed most critical to early business development -- Cash Flow and Financial
Statements, Personal Effectiveness and Selling, and Marketing -- were scheduled to occur first.
DET also established a staggered schedule of workshops throughout the State so that participants
could quickly make up missed workshops in other locations. | Furthermore, each bi-weekly
workshop was increased from 2 to 2.5 hours to allow more time tb cover each topic.

Cohort 3 participants were required to present their business plans to their fellow
participants during the workshop sessions. This change was made at the suggestion of the
business development counselors, who felt that requiring an oral presentation would assist
participants in developing their marketing skills as well as self-assess their progress.

Another change, instituted for Cohort 3, was the addition of a mid-program review. In
this mid-program review, the business development counselor and the participant met to evaiuate
the participant’s progress toward starting the business. As part of this review, the counselor,
together with the participant, decided whether or not it was appropriate for the participant to
continue in the demonstration. It is important to note that maintaining satisfactory progress was

always a requirement of the demonstration. The addition of the mid-program review can thus

Z The name of these sessions was changed in 1991 to Enterprise Workshops.
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be viewed as a mechanism for ensuring that demonstration participants make saﬁsfactory
progress towards starting. their businesses, although satisfactory progress was always a
requirement of the Massa¢husetts demonstration. It should also be noted that the mid-program

review was similar to.the End of Waiver Period/Review in the Washington demonstration.
PARTICIPATION IN ENTERPRISE PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Information 611 the participation' rates in various Enterprise Project aéftivities across the
three phases is shown in Table 4.5. As indicated in the table, the percentage éf individuals who
attended an Information Session remained fairly constant over time: 3.5 percent in Cohort 1,
4.1 pércent in Cohort 2, and 4.3 peréent in Cohort 3. The application rate (i.e., the percentage
of Information Session attendees who submitted an application) dropped markedly over time,
from a high of 69 percent in Cohort 1 to 53 percent in Cohort 3. The cOmbinaﬁon of increasing
attendance rates and decreasing application rates yields a relatively constant overall takeup rate
§ .e , the rate of participation among those eligible to participate). In Cohort 1, 2.4 percent of
all invited claimants attended the Information Session and submitted an apphcatlon This rate
remained at 2.4 percent in Cohort 2 and was 2.3 percent in Cohort 3. ‘

The bottom panel of Table 4.5 provides the rate of participation in business assistance
services among those eligible to participate. These results indicate substantial §hnﬂaﬁty between
Cohorts 1 and 2, with moré than 92 percent of all treatment group members attending the
Enterprise Seminar and approximately 90 percent attendin_g at least one counseling session.
Cohort 3 results indiéate slightly higher attendance rates; with 94 percent attending the
Enterprise Se_minar and 94 percent attending at least one individual counseling session. |

Table 4.5 also indicates a steady increase in the proportion of treatment groub members
attending at least one bi-weekly session: 77 percent in Cohort 1, 90 percent in Cohort 2, and 92
pércent in Cohort 3. This increase in attendancé over time may reflect the more formal
organization of the sessions, the standardlzatlon of curricula, and the tightening of the schedule
for completing all workshops.
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Table 4.5
Massachusetts
Participation In Various.Enterprise Project Activities

Session

Attended Information
Session”

Submitted an
application®

Randomly Assigned"
Treatment Group
Control Group

Business Assistance
Services

Received by Treatment
Group Members

Enterprise Seminar

At least one
counseling session

At least one bi-

Source: PTS

*  The percentages shown are percentages of the activity above.

weekly workshop

10,552

372

257

207
105
102

97

94

69 %
2.4% of
all invited)

81%
(1.9% of
all invited)

92%

90%

77%

45

15,618
641

381

314
158
156

145

142

59%
(2.4% of
all invited)

82%
(2.0% of
all invited)

92%

92%

90%

37,751

1,645

877

701
351
350

330
330

322

4.3%

53% 2.3%
of all
invited)

80% (1.8%
of all
invited)

94 %

-94%

92%
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TIMING OF ENTERPRISE PROJECT ACTIVITIES

The interval between key Enterprise Project activities in Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 is presented
in Table 4.6. For most activities, the elapsed time between consecutive activities was somewhat:
shorter for Cohorts 2 and 3 than for Cohort 1. For example, the average elapsed time from

application receipt to random assignment decreased from 10 days in Cohort 1 to 8 days in
- Cohorts 2 and 3. The total number of days between the benefit-year-begin date and attendance
at the Enterprise Seminar was 64 days in Cohort 1 and 58 days in Cohorts 2 and 3.

Table 4.6
Massachusetts
Average Number of Days Between Key Program Activities
Cohorts 1, 2, and 3

Benefit Year Begin Date to Invitation Date 2 % T
Invitation Date to Date of Informati_on Session 12 10 - 10
Information Session Attendance to Application Receipt | 6 6 5
Application Receipt to Random Assignment 10 |

Random Assignment to Enterprise Seminar 14 | 11 ’ 12
Benefit Year Begin Date to Enterprise Seminar ' 64 58 58

CHANGES IN UI REGULATIONS

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 9152 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
(OBRA) of 1987 authorized the Massachusetts Demonstration. This lég‘islaﬁon required the State
to reimburse the Unempldym_ent Trust Fund any excess cost resulting from the self-employment
demonstration. Excess costs arise when demonstration treatment group members, bn average,
collect more self-employment allowances than the amount of UI benefits they would have
collected in the absence of the demonstration (as measured by the experience of control gi'qup‘
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members). Thus, excess costs are measured as the differcncé in benefits paid to treatment and
control group members.

As part of the demonstration design phase, the Massachusetts DET, together with DOL
and the research contractor, developéd a variety of demonstration features designed to reduce
the potential for excess costs while maintaining all the legislative requirements.® One
important design feature was the statistical algorithm to identify likely UI exhaustees. This
algorithm was used throughout the demonstration to offer Enterprise Project services only to UI
claimants who exceeded a threshold exhaustion probability (as required by the authorizing
legislation). A second important design feature was the establishment of a 24-week work search
waiver period for Enterprise Project participants. As a result of this demonstration design
feature, treatment group members could collect self-employment allowances only through the
24th consecutive week of their UI claim. At that point, treatment group members had to choose
between continuing with their self-employment activities full-time or returning to UI for their
remaining six weeks of benefits and meeting the regular work search requirements.

Thus, the design of the Massachusetts Enterprise Project required treatment group
members to forego up to 6 weeks of Ul benefits if they chose to continue their self-employment
activities full-time beyond the 24th week of their UI claim. With an average weekly benefit rate
of $244 (in 1990), treatment group members thus faced a tradeoff between continued pursuit of
self-employment and UI benefits valued at $1,464. Control group members did not have to
make such a choice since they could collect up to the maximum duration of UI benefits -- 30
weeks in Massachusetts.

Starting in November 1991 and continuing through October 1993, a variety of changes
dramatically affected the tradeoff for treatment group members. For example, effective in
November 1991, the Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) Act of 1991 provided for
up to 20 weeks of additional EUC benefits beyond the 30 weeks of UI benefits available to
Massachusetts claimants. Subsequent extensions of EUC (there were four additional EUC

periods) provided for up to 33 weeks of EUC benefits. Thus, during part of the demonstration

% Similar design features were not incorporated into the Washington demonstration since the Washington
demonstration was funded through DOL research funds and, thus, not required to reimburse excess costs.

47




Chapter 4 ® Massachusetts Demonstration Implementation

period, treatment group ‘members faced a tradeoff of substantially more than 6 weeks of UI
benefits. | ’

While it is impossible to quantify the exact tradeoff faced by treatment group members
throughout the three-year implementation period, we can calculate the initial impact on the
tfadeoff resulting from the passage of the EUC Act. Treatment group miembers who were
eligible for EUC in November 1991, faced a tradeoff of 26 weeks (6 weeks of UI benefits plus
20 weeks of EUC benefits). With an average weekly benefit rate of $250 (in 1991), the value
of the tradeoff was thus raised to $6,500 by the passage of the EUC Act of;1991. ’

| The effect of this dramatic increase in the tradeoff facing treatment gmup members is
impossible to quantify. It is clear, however, that when facing a substantially higher tradeoff;
treatment group members are less likely to continue their self-employment activities beyond
. week 24 Thus, we expect to observe fewer treatment group members in Cohort 3 contin_uing
with their self-employment effort beyond week 24 as compared with treatment group members
in Cohorts 1 and 2. Thus, holding other factors constant, smaller program 1mpacts in Cohort
3 are expected as compared with Cohorts 1 and 2.

The Massachusetts impact results are also likely to be affected by ano?her change in Ul
regulations. In 1992, the Massachusetts legislature passed a law limiting UI benefits to 26
weeks (from 30 weeks) during periods when EUC or any other federal extei_xded unemployment
benefits program was in effect. The impact of this change in the law ori the behavior of
program participants is unknown. The change, however, is expected to affect our analysis of
Ul benefits collected. That is, since the data. discussed here include only Ul benefits (and
exclude other benefits such as EUC), the impact of this change is likely to distort our analysis
of UI benefits receipt. We explore this issue with the aid of a graph below.

Exhibit 4.3 depicts the number of weeks of UI benefits collected by treatment and control
group members in each cohort. As indicated in the top panel of the exhibit, approximately an
equal number of treatment group members in Cohort 1 collected either 24 or' 30 weeks of UI
benefits, while the majority of control group'members collected 30 weeks of benefits. This

pattern is ‘repeated for members of Cohort 2, where approximately an equal number of treatment
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Exhibit 4.3 |
Weeks of Ul Benefits by Treatment and Control
Cohorts 1, 2 and 3
Massachusetts Demonstration

Cohort 1 Cohort 1

Treatment Group Control Group
60 60
SOf << PR 50
40f - - - - e e R 40
30 30
20 . 20
10 10
0 0 Sanane
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Weeks - Weeks
Cohort 2 . Cohort 2
Treatment Group Control Group
100 100
80t - - - - e 80
60f - - - - - AR 60
4 - - - g R 40
20t ----------K N """ """ 20
0! : TV _— 0 |
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Weeks : ' Weeks
Cohort 3 Cohort 3
Treatment Group Control Group
140 140
120f - - - - - - 120
100f -----------R---"""~"-"-"---"~ 100
8of-----------(- - cee e 80
60f ----------"W-"""""" """ 60
4% - - - - - g 40
20f - - N 20
0 T ———————— 0
0 S5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Weeks Weeks

49

R I | - R : i o T . - .




0! '
0 5 10 15 20 2530 35 40 45 50

Exhibit 4.4

Weeks of UI Benefits by Treatment and Control
‘ Cohorts 1&2 and Cohort 3
Massachusetts Demonstration
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group members also collected either 24 or 30 weeks of benefits and the majority of the control
group collected 30 weeks of UI benefits. |

The pattern, however, is substantially different for Cohort 3 members. As shown in the
bottom panel of Exhibit 4.3, the distribution of weeks of Ul benefits has three peaks for the
treatment group, and two peaks for the control group. That is, in Cohort 3, the majority of
treatment group members collected either 24, 26, or 30 weeks of benefits. That is, 128
collected 24 weeks of Ul benefits, 94 collected 26 weeks, and 39 collected 30 weeks. Within -
the control group, the majority collected either 26 or 30 weeks of benefits (134 and 56,
respectively). These results for Cohort 3 suggest that the availability of Federal supplemental
benefits, together with the change in the UI law, appears to have altered the behavior of Cohort
3 relative to the earlier cohorts. | |

To investigate the results of Cohort 3 further, we split the sample into two groups: those
who filed a UI claim before June 1, 1992 (i.e., the effective date of the State UI law change)
and those who filed after that date. In Exhibit 4.4, we present the distribution of number of UI
weeks collected by the combined Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 sample (top row). In the second row
of the exhibit, we present the results for Cohort 3 members who filed before June 1, 1992; the
third row shows results for those who filed after that date. An examination of this exhibit
reveals that those who filed before June 1 have a pattern similar to the combined Cohorts 1 and
2 sample; that is, approximately an equal number of treatment group members collected either
24 or 30 weeks of UI benefits and a majority of the control group collected 30 weeks of
benefits.

Those in Cohort 3 who filed after June 1 (bottom row), showed an entirely different
pattern.  Within the treatment group, approximately an equal number collected either 24 or 26
weeks of UI benefits. Within the Control group, a majority collected 26 weeks of UI benefits.
This decomposition of Cohort 3 suggests that it is composed of two distinct subgroups -- those
who filed an initial UI claim before the effective date of the law change and those who filed after
that date. Cohort 3 thus operated under two very different environments.

Based on the above analysis of UI benefits receipt by cohort, can we combine all three
cohorts for the impact analysis? Alternatively, should we combine part of Cohort 3 (i.e., those
who filed before the change in the law) with Cohorts 1 and 2? We take the conservative

approach of estimating impacts separately for Cohort 3, while combining Cohorts 1 and 2.
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COMPARISON OF
DEMONSTRATION IMPLEMENTATION

In the previous two chapters, we presented the implementation experiences of the
Washington SEED Demonstration and the Massachusetts Enterprise Project separately. In this
chapter, we compare the implementation experiences of the two demonstrations, in an attempt
to gain insights that will help explain differences in program impacts.

In this chapter, we compare the experience of the entire SEED Demonstration with the
entire Enterprise Project Demonstration. For this analysis, thei‘efore, we combine all three
Massachusetts cohorts and compare their combined implementation results with the results of
the Washington sample. In the sections below, we first compare the timing of the two
demonstration intake periods. Next, we compare the participation rates in various demonstration
activities (e.g., attendance at orientation, application, random assignment, receipt of business
services). Then, we compare experiences of demonstration participants, their assessment of
demonstration services, and throughout this chapter, we place special emphasis on identifying

implementation differences that may lead to program impact differences.
TIMING OF THE INTAKE PERIODS

Perhaps the most important implementation difference between the two demonstrations
is the difference in intake periods. In Washington, there was a single intake period, from
September 1989 to September 1990. In contrast, the Massachusetts demonstration had three
distinct intake periods. The first intake period started in May 1990 and the last concluded in
April 1993. Both the Washington and Massachusetts intake periods are depicted in Exhibit 5.1.

During the single Washington intake period, a total of 1,507 Washington SEED
applicants were randomly assigned to either the treatment group (755) or the control group
(752). During the three distinct Massachusetts intake periods, a total of 1,222 Massachusetts
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| Exhibit 5.1 F
Demonstration Enrollment Over Time

Number of Enrollees
250 —
‘ o ( x\\\\\‘Massaghusetts
_ / | - Washington |
2004 - - ﬁ ------ illri ool L L
15of-------{- O I
100} - e
11] R S
INAERENEN
0HAL
R A\~
,&-, o \&5 \\
R : \‘Z;‘ \-'&* \:zl‘"

54




Chapter 5 » Comparison of Demonstration Implementation

Enterprise Project applicants were similarly assigned to the either the treatment (614) or the -
control (608) group. Thus, in terms of sample size, the Washington demonstration was larger
than the Massachusetts demonstration (1,507 versus 1,222).

As is clear from Exhibit 5.1, the three Massachusetts intake periods lasted substantially
longer than the Washington intake period. From the beginning of the first intake period (in May
1990) to the end of the last intake period (in April 1993) nearly three yeare had passed. Even
if we exclude the gaps between the intake periods, the actual intake periods in Massachusetts
lasted a total of approximately two years as compared with one year for the Washington

demonstration.

Table 5.1 ‘
Washington/Massachusetts Comparison
Participant Flow
Invited to Information 63,921 42,350
Session v
Attended Information 2,658 42% 3,167 : 7.5%
Session
Submitted an application 1,515 57.0% 1,932 61.0%
@4%ofal | 4.5% of all
invited) invited)
Randomly Assigned 1,222 80.7% 1,507 78.0%
Treatment Group 614 (1.9% of all 755 (3.6% of all
Control Group 608 invited) 752 invited)

Source: Participant Tracking System

ATTENDANCE AT ORIENTATION

In Table 5.1, we present a comparison of the participant flow through various stages of
the demonstrations. This flow is also depicted in Exhibit 5.2. An examination of Exhibit 5.2
indicates substantial similarity in the two flow patterns. That is, only a small portion of the
target groups in both demonstrations chose to attend an information session. This pattern
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‘Participation in Various Project Activities
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reinforces the observation that self-employment is not for everyone. In fact, most UI claimants
who are offered an opportunity to participate in a self-employment program, choose not to attend

a meeting where they can get additional information about the self-employment program.

Among those who expressed an interest (or, at least, a curiosity) by attending the orientation
meeting, approximately three-fifths submitted an application and approximately four-fifths were

accepted and randomly assigned in both demonstrations.

As indicated in Table 5.1, in Washington, a total of 42,350 UI claimants were invited
to attend a SEED orientation session; in Massachusetts, a total of 63,921 UI claimants were
invited to attend an Enterprise Project orientation session (combining the three years of the
Massachusetts demonstration). The response rate to the invitations was substantially highef in
Washington than in Massachusetts. In Washington, 7.5 percent of those invited to attend an
orientation session were interested enough in the possibility of pursuing self-employment that
they chose to attend the session. In Massachusetts, 4.2 percent of those invited to an orientation
session attended. The attendance rate in Washington is thus nearly twice the attendance rate in
Massachusetts.

There are several possible explanations for the difference in attendance rates. First, the
contents of the two invitation letters were different and may have influenced the attendance rate.
Second, claimants may have been invited to the orientation at different stages of their
unemployment spell. Thii'd, the target populations in the two demonstrations may have differed
on some characteristic that influences interest in self-employment. Fourth, knowledge of the -
lump-sum payment (in Washington) may have encouraged more people to participate. Finally,
there may have been other factors, such as local economic conditions that affected the attendance
rates. We examine each of these factors below.

The content and wording of the invitation letters may have affected the attendance rates.
In Exhibits 5.3 and 5.4 we present the invitation letters used in the two demonstrations. In the
Washington letter (Exhibit 5.3), the first sentence asks simply "Are you interested in self-
employment?" In the Massachusetts letter (Exhibit 5.4), the first sentence asks a somewhat
more narrow question "Do you have an idea for your own business?" Thus, in Washington,
individuals with a general interest in self-employment but with no specific business idea were ‘
invited to attend. In Massachusetts, on the other 'hand, the wording of the letter targeted the
invitation to only those individuals with a business idea. This may partly explain why relatively

fewer individuals in Massachusetts attended the orientation session.
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Exhibit 5.3

Washington
Invitation Letter
Name : . SSA Letter
Address 1 . - » ISC
Address 2 - , i BYE
City, State " Current Date

Zip

Are you interested in self-employment? If so, you are invited to attéend a one—hour self-employment
Awareness Day meeting: _

Date
Location

(Please arrive earfy, latecomers will not be a]lowed)

The State of Washington is conducting a special project for people interested in self-employment. The
regular unemployment insurance system does not allow claimants to receive benefits and pursue full-time
self-employment But the purpose of the Self-Employment & Enterprise Development (SEED) Project
is to find ways to make the Unemployment Insurance system more effective for people who would like
to start their own business. - ~

Participants in the SEED project will receive unemployment benefits and training while preparing to start
their own business. The project is designed for individuals who already have a business idea and are
prepared for a quick start. You must also be fully eligible to receive unemployment benefits to
participate. :

This is a one-time offer.. YOU MAY NOT RiESCHEDULE " To learn more about this project and help |
you decide if you wish to apply, you must personally attend Awareness Day on the date that appears
above. Attendance at this meetmg will not affect your eligibility for unemployment benefits.

If you have questions about the SEED project, please do not contact your Job Servxce Center. You may
call the SEED Project Unit at 1-800-782-9099 or 1-206-586-8849 -
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Exhibit 5.4
Massachusetts
Invitation Letter

(Name)
(Date)
(Address)

Dear (Name):

Do you have an idea for your own business? Would you like to try to turn your idea into a full-time job?
The Enterprise Project is a pilot program that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts is offering in seven
selected communities for people who are receiving unemployment insurance and want to start their own

businesses. To find out about the program and to learn a little about self-employment you should attend
one of the following Information Session:

u (Date) (Site)
(Time) » (Address)
OR
n (Date) (Site)
(Time) (Address)
OR
] (Date) (Site)
(Time) ; (Address)

At this meeting, a representative from the Department of Employment and Training will explain how the
Enterprise Projects ties in with your unemployment compensation. A business counselor will discuss the
risks and rewards of self-employment and help you begm to evaluate your business idea.

To qualify for the Enterprise Project, you must have attended an information session and have a clear
business idea which will be reviewed for final eligibility. The Project is only open to people who will
not be recalled to their previous job. The Project is very small. Applicants will be selected by lottery.
I will be happy to answer any questions you may have about the program at the information session.

Sincerely,

(Enterprise Rep. Name)
Enterprise Representative
(Site) Opportunity Job Center
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Moreover, the Massachusetts letter mentions that the Enterprise Project is very small and
that applicants will be selected by lottery. The Washington letter, on the other hand, makes no
mention of random selection or limited enrollment. The Washington letter may thus be viewed
as less restrictive and somewhat more encouraging to invitees than the Massachusetts letter. d
tirning of the invitation letter and the scheduling of the orientation sessions may have also
influenced the attendance rates in the demonstrations. As described earlier, the time interval
between the benefit year begin date and the orientation attendance date was shorter in
Washington than in Massachusetts (by approximately 2 weeks).” If some Massachusetts
claimants found jobs during the extra interval, they would not have attendéd the orientation
session. Given the high average duration of unemployment in Massachuseﬁs, however, it is
unlikelythat the extra two weeks had a significant impact on the attendance rate.

An examination of the demographic characteristics of the target populations in the two
demonstrations (shown for Washington in Table 3.1 and for Massachusetts in Tables 4.1,4.2,
and 4.3) shows that the Massachusetts target group (those sent invitations) are more educated,
slightly older, and more likely to have previously worked in professional/technical occupation
and in the manufacturing industry as compared to the Washington target group.

There is some anecdotal evidence that individuals in Washington‘ filed claims in
demonstration sites in order to be eligible for the demonstration and, more specifically, the
lump-sum payment. During the pilot phase, for example, when Vancou\;er was the only
demonstration site, some individuals actually traveled from Seattle to Vancouver (180 miles) to
file a claim. To the extent that this occurred, it would contribute to the higher responsé rate in

Washington. | |
| Finally, economic conditions in Washington were relatively robust during the SEED
enrollment périod. In Massachusetts, on the other hand, economic conditions were very poor
throughout the demonstration. Prior evidence suggests that the local unemploymént rate is

positively related to interest in self-employment (i.e., higher unemployment rates are related to-

® The reason for this difference is largely a result of the fact that, during the demonstration, Washington was
a wage reporting state while Massachusetts was not. This resulted in a longer period of time needed to determine
monetary eligibility for UI in Massachusetts. Following the conclusion of the demonstration, Massachusetts has
also become a wage reporting state.
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increased interest in self-employment). Thus, economic conditions do not help to explain the

higher attendance rates in Washington.
APPLICATION

After attending the initial orientation session, the next step in the intake process in both
demonstrations was filing an application. At the end of the initial session, those interested in
applying to the demonstration took an application packet and were required to submit the
completed package within seven days. As indicated in Table 5.1, the application rate among
information session attenders in Washington was only slightly higher than in Massachusetts (61
percent versus 57 percent). Thus, it appears that although fewer people in Massachusetts had
interest in the demonstration at the beginning of the process, those who completed the first step
were almost as likely as their counterparts in Washington to proceed to the next step --

application.
RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

In both projects, applications were reviewed by demonstration staff to ensure timely
submission, completeness and that the business ideas satisfied the guidelines of the
demonstration. Those applications that met the criteria were then randomly assigned. In
Massachusetts, 80.7 percent of all applications submitted were randomly assigned, whereas in
Washington 78.0 percent of submitted applications were randomly assigned. As indicated in-
Table 5.1, in Washington the takeup rate (i.e., the rate of participation among those eligible to
participate) was 3.6 percent as compared with only 1.9 percent in Massachusetts. This
substantial takeup rate difference in the two demonstrations is due largely to the difference in

the Information Session attendance rates.
TIMING OF INTAKE ACTIVITIES

Both demonstrations were intended to be early intervention programs. It was anticipated

that by recruiting claimants early in their UI claim, and by providing self-employment training
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and counseling services as early as possible, the programs would provide the maximum possible
support to individuals during the business startup period. :

In the Washington demonstration, early delivery of program services also had an
important monetary incentive. That is, demonstration participants were required to complete
five project milestones in order to receive a lump-sum payment of their reméining Ul benefits.
To maximize this amount, it was im;iortant to complete the training and develop a business plan
as soon as possible.

Table 5.2 shows the average number of days between key intake and service activities
in the Washington and Massachusetts demonstrations. The total number of days between benefit
year begin date/effective date of claim and attendance at the orientation session was 33 days in
‘Massachusetts and only 18 days in Wasﬁington. This difference is largely eiplained by the fact
that Washington, as a wage reporting state, could complete monetary eligibility determination
more quickly than Massachusetts, a wage request state. This procedural difference resulted in
~ the observed 15-day difference between the two demonstrations.

Table 5.2
Washington/Massachusetts Comparison
Average Number of Days Between Key Program Actmtxes
(All Treatment Group Members)

Benefit Year Begin Date/Effective Date of Claim
to Information Session/Awareness Day

Otientation Session to Random Assignment 11.1

Random Assignment to Enterprise Seminar/First 10.2
Training Module

Benefit Year Begin Date/Effective Date of Claim | 39.0
to Enterprise Seminar/First Training Module

Source: PTS
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The elapsed time between the orientation session and random assignment was also slightly
longer in Massachusetts as compared with Washington (13 days versus 11 days). Similarly, the
elapsed time between random assignment and attendance at the first training sessions was longer
in Massachusetts than in Washington (13 days versus 10 days).

The cumulative effect of each of the above delays in Massachusetts relative to
Washington is measured by comparing the total elapsed time between the benefit begin date and
the date of the first business support activity (Enterprise Seminar/First Training Module). The
elapsed time on this measure is 20 days longer in Massachusetts than in Washington (59 days

compared to 39 days). Thus, on every measure examined, services were provided more rapidly
in the Washington demonstration than in the Massachusetts demonstration.

Table 5.3
Washington/Massachusetts Comparison
Business Assistance Services Received by the Treatment Group
(Percentages based on PTS data)

Business Training Modules
Attended Enterprise Seminar/Module 1
Attended At Least Six Bi-Weekly
Workshops/ Attended (or Waived) All
Modules

|| Business Counseling Hours

No counseling
Mean Hours of Counseling
Number of Entrepreneur Club Meetings Attended
None
Mean Number of Meetings Attended

Source: PTS
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PROGRAM EXPERIENCES

In Table 5.3 we provide information on the receipt of business assistance services by
demonstration participants. As shown in the table, a higher percentage of Massachusetts
treatment group members (93 percent compared with 85 percent) attended the first activity after
random assignment. However, a much smaller proportion of Massachusetts partiCipants attended
all the required workshop sessions. In MasSachusetts, only approximately half of the treatment
group attended all six Enterprise workshops; in Washington, 83 percent of the treatment group
attended the four required training sessions. This difference is partly explained by the difference
in timing of the workshops in the two demonstrations. That is, in Washingtoh, the foilr training

modules were offered on four consecutive days; in Massachusetts, the six workshops were

offered over a period of between nine and twelve weeks. This longer period in Massachusetts

provided participants more time to drop out of the demonstration.

The higher completion rate in Washixigton than in Massachusetts may also reflect the

incentive of the lump-sum payment.” That is, in Washington, one of the five milestones for

, receiVing a lump-sum payment was the completion of all the training modules. This incentive

may, thérefore, -have inspired some people to complete the training module sequence. In
Massachusetts, there was no comparable incentive since there was no lump-sum payment.
Individual counseling sessions were attended more frequently and for a longer time
among Massachusetts participants. Only 7 percent of Massachusetts participants did not receive
any individual counseling, while the same was true for nearly 30 percent of Washington

participants. The average number of counseling hours was 7.5 in Massachusetts compared with

1.5 hours in WaShington This difference may again be attributed to the scheduling of business |

training services in the two demonstrations.

In Massachusetts participants attended the Enterpnse Seminar, followed by six
workshops. The larger number of sessions in Massachusetts, combined with the longer elapsed
time over which these sessions were offered, p’fovided Massachusetts participants more contact

with their counselors and thus more opportunities to schedule an individual counseling session.

- The ongoing contact with the counselors over a longer period of time ensured that the counselors
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were aware of the participants’ progress through each step and thus could schedule counseling
sessions when it became apparent that problems might be occurring.

In Washington, the four training modules were scheduled to be completed within a one-
week period. In such a short and intense period, participants had little opportunity to schedule
a private session with their counselor prior to the completion of the training program. In many
cases, participants did not have a scheduled session with their counselors until their milestone

review.
PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION WITH BUSINESS SERVICES

In the follow-up survey we asked demonstration participants their opinions of the
demonstration business assistance services. Table 5.4 presents information on the opinions of
demonstration treatment group members regarding the quality of the services they received. As
shown in the table, opinions about the business training sessions were favorable and quite similar
in the two demonstrations. Approximately four-fifths of those attending at least one training
session rated the sessions as good or excellent. A slightly higher percentage rated their
instructors as good or excellent. |

As noted previously, a higher percentage of Massachusetts treatment group members
attended individual counseling sessions. In both demonstrations, however, participants rated
their counseling sessions and their counselors quite favorably. Again, approximately four-fifths

had a \favorable react_ion.
BUSINESS STARTS BY PARTICIPANTS

In Washington, 333 businesses were started by treatment group survey respondents in the
first 21 months after random assignemnt. In Massachusetts, 117 businesses were started by
treatment group survey respondents during the first 19 months.* Based on the number of
treatment group survey respondents in each demonstration, on average, each treatment group
member started .55 businesses in both Washington and Massachusetts.

¥The Massachusetts results are based on Cohorts 1 and 2 only.
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Table 5.4
WashmgtonMassachusetts Companson
Participants’ Rating of Program Experiences

‘Number who attended at least one business
training workshop/Enterprise Seminar or
module

Percentage who rated the business training
workshops excellent or good

Percentage who rated the business training
workshop instructors excellent or good

Individual Counseling Sessions”

Number who reported attending counseling
sessions

I

Percentage who rated the sessions excellent or |.
good

Percentage who rated the busmess counselors
» excellent or good L

Source: PTS and"Wave I Survey Data A

*  The responses presented are for individuals who reported attending the activity on the follow-up survey and who
"also had a PTS record indicating attendance at that activity

Table 5.5 presents the characteristics of the businesses started by treatment group
members. For example, the table presents the distribution of industries in which businesses were
started, whether the businesses were home-based, the structure of the enterprises, the percentage
of the businesses owned by the treatment group member, and type of ﬁnancmg used. The
results indicate that in both 'demonstra_tidns, the service industfy is the most common industry
group for starting a business. 'Soine examples of these busincsses include personal services,
accounting, and printing. Moreover, a substantial majority of all businesses started by treatment
grup members were home-based; most businesses were sole proprietorship; andi most requu'ed
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the owner to invest his/her own money. We also examined the charateristics of businesses
started by control group members (results not shown in table) and found these results to be quite
similar to the above findings.

Table 5.5

Massachusetts and Washington
Characteristics of Treatment Group Members’
Self-Employment Enterprises
(Percent)

Industry
Construction ' - 3% 4%
Manufacturing ' 6% 8%
Wholesale/Retail ' 7% 5%
Services _ 23% 19%
Other 3% 5%
No Self-Employment 58% 60%
Whether Operated From Home '
Home-Base 32% 29%
Not Home-Based 10% : 11%
No Self-Employment : 58% 60%
Structure of Enterprise '
Sole Proprietorship : 34% 33%
Partnership 1% 2%
Corporation 5% 5%
No Self-Employment 58% 60%
Percent of Enterprise Owned
Own 100% , , 37% 34%
Share Ownership 3% 6%
No Self-Employment , 58% 60%
Financial Investment
Invested Own Money 4 38% 37%
Did Not Invest 4% 3%
No Self-Employment - 58% 60%

Source: Wave I Survey Data
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DATA SOURCES

The analysis in this report is based on déta from the following sources: - ﬁe Participant
Tracking System (PTS), administrative records, télephone folloW-up surveys'azx}d demonstration
expenditure data. A detailed description of these data was presehted in Benus, et al., 1993
Here, we present a brief description of the data sources that are used in the f:present analysis.
First we present a description of the Participant Tracking System and its use in the analysis,
followed by a description of the administrative data used in the evaluation. We then describe

the two followup surveys conducted for this study.
" PARTICIPANT TRACKING SYSTEM

The Participant Tracking System (PTS) is an on-line database system developed by DOL
to provide ongoing information about project participants and project services. The PTS served
as an integral component of the demonstrations by performing such functions as éEtarget_ing project
participants, generating letters to participants, randomly assigning individuals to treatment and
control groups, and maintaining on-line information about project services. In addition to
pei'fonning all these functions dun’hg the pi'oject implementation phase, the PTS also provided
data for analyzing program operations. ‘ o

For the present analysis, the PTS provides data on: (1) individual characteristi'cs;' )
demonstratioh services; and (3) UI payment information. Data on sample members’ ,
characteristics are used to describe claimants targeted for the demonstration. ,‘Th(:se data are
also used to éompare the characteristics of the t;eatment and control groups meﬁxbers. Finally,
individual characterisﬁcé data are used in the irhpéc_:t analysis as control variables in multivariate

regressions.
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Data on demonstration services are used in the process analyses of the Washington and
Massachusetts demonstrations, presented above in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. For example, we used
data on participation in demonstration activities to assess the timing and level of participation
in key demonstration activities. PTS data on sample members’ UI benefit receipt were used to
develop UI outcome measures such as total weeks paid, total benefits received, and whether the

claimant exhausted benefits.
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

UI Wage Records

A second source of administrative records, available in Washington only, were State UI
Wage Records that are reported by employers on a quarterly basis. For the evaluation, we
obtained quarterly information on the total wages and hours worked of employees in covered
employment during both the immediate pre-program and post-program periods. In particular,
we obtained information on wages and hours worked in covered employmént for the five full
calendar quarters before the individual filed a new claim and entered the demonstration‘, for the
quarter the claim was filed, and for the following nine calendar quarters. These data were used
to construct key outcome measures of employment and earnings eXperiences, as well as control
variables.*’ In addition to providing an important source of supplemental employment and
earnings outcomes information, the Ul Wage Records data also enabled us to determine the
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code of the employer, as well as whether the claimant

returned to work for the same employer after the demonstration.

31 Approximately 10 percent of the quarterly records had missing data on hours worked. In these cases, hours
worked were imputed following a two-step procedure. For claimants with missing data in one (or more) of the five
pre-experimental quarters, the person’s average (real) hourly wage rate was computed during the entire pre-
experimental period and applied to the total wages data in the specific period to impute hours worked for that
quarter. A similar procedure was used for the nine post-enroliment quarters. For the few claimants for whom we
could not compute an average wage (i.e., always had missing hours worked data), we estimated an hourly wage
regression equation and applied the predicted values to total wages in the quarter to impute hours worked. The
predictor variables for the hourly wage imputation equation included demographic characteristics (e.g., age, age-
squared, male dummy, education dummy variables, race/ethnicity dummy variables), site dummies, dummies for
pre-program industry and occupation, and quarter and year dummy variables.

% Using the employer tax account number for wages reported in each quarter we were able to determine
whether claimants returned to work for the same employer and calculate how many quarters they worked for
different employers.
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Ul Wage Records have several potential advantages over survey data: for measuring
eammgs received from wage and salary employment. For-example, UI records are not subject
to interviewer bias or respondent recall error. Also, these data are not subject to problems that
arise from some respondents reporting net (after-tax) earnings, and others reporting gross
(before-tax) earnings. Moreover, they are not affected by response-rate problems.

Although the use of UI Wage Records has a number of advantages Vfcj‘)r the evaluation,
it must be recognized that they do not include all 'eaniin'gS’ reeeived b¥ claima.nts.33 In
particular, they do not include wages in uncovered employment, earnings froni self-employment,
or wages earned in other states. In geneml, ‘self-ernbloyed individuals censtitute the large
majority of uncovered employment. Other types of uncovered employment include casual labor;
religious organizations, newspaper deliverers, insurance agents and real estate agents paidona -
commission basis only, and barbers/hairdressers. |

A more important limitation of using UI Wage Records to develop measures of earnings
from wage and salary employment arises for individuals who live near state borders; Because
the system is state-based, it is impossible to distinguish individuals who work across the border
in a different state from individuals who do not work in covered employment. This is -
particularly problematic for claimants in the Vancouver site -- who comprise roughly one-quarter
of the SEED analysis sample -- and who generally live within a few minut%s of the Oregon
border and the Portland metropolitan area. To the extent that treatment and control group
members find jobs in Oregon, this measurement error problem would bias the net nnpact of the
~program on UI wages toward zero. ‘

Because of the advantages of survey data for measuring eamings for all claimants
(regardless of their geographical location), as well as m developing more premse measures of |
pre- and post- SEED wages, the main resu]ts presented in Chapter 7 rely on the interview data
described later in this chapter. However, we also present an alternative set of impact results
based on outcome measures developed from UI Wage Records to detenmne how sensitive the

results are to different measures.

» Moreover, because they are only available on a quarterly basis, it is difficult to develop precise measures
of earnings for the pre- and post-SEED penods This could be a particular problem if mostiof the effects of the
demonstration were to occur relatively early in the claim spell.
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Department of Revenue Data. .

The third major source of administrative records for the impact evaluation is Department
of Revenue (DOR) data (available only in Washington). For the evaluation, we obtained DOR
records for individuals in the SEED Demonstration for an 11-year period, 1981-\1992. This
enabled us to develop several pre-program and post-program indicators of business activity.
Below we describe the data obtained, their advantages and potential limitations.

To obtain the DOR data, a file of all demonstration participants -- both treatment and
control group members -- was‘ prepared by the SEED unit and sent to DOR for matching
purposes. The file contained the person’s name, SSN, and when known, the person’s Uniform
Business Identifier (UBI). The UBI is a unique identification number that is attached to the
person’s business license. For businesses contained in the DOR file that were matched by DOR
to demonstration particip_ants -- treatment group and control group members -- we obtained the

following data:

. Date business opened and current status (e.g., whether open/closed);
. Industrial sector§

. Gross income and sales;

. State and local sales taxes paid; and,

o Business and oécupatidn taxes‘paid.

Because some businesses are required to pay taxes on a monthly basis, while others pay taxes
on a quarterly or annual basis, we aggregated the sales and tax data into annual measures for
all businesses. We also developed indicators of whether the business was "active" during a year,
based on it being open during the year and having positive gross sales or income.

The availability of DOR records provide a valuable supplement to the self-employment
information obtained from the follow-up interviews for claimants in Washington State. Of
particular importance, they enable one to estimate the impact of the demonstration on State taxes
paid, which is a component of the overall beneﬁt-cost assessment. On the other hand, as

described below, there are some important limitations to the DOR data that must be recognized.
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First, similar to the UI Wage Records problem described above, because the DOR data
are state-based, they only include business activity in Washington State. Second, because the
DOR data are a direct result of businesses payixig- vairious excise taxes on sales and income, and
because individuals involved in fee-for-service businesses who receive less that $12,000 annually
do not have to pay business and occupation taxes, it is likely that some of Fhis ‘income is
unreported. Third, because the data relate to a specific DOR business registraﬁo_n number, and
activity from more than one business can be reported under the same tax registration number,
it is not generally possible to separate the business activity of a particular inaividual from that
of his or her spouse, parents, siblings, or friends that are also reported on the Me form. This
makes it difficult to link the sales and tax information to specific treatment and control group
members. Moreover, to the extent that SEED participants join businesses with pre-existing tax
registration numbers, it greatly limits the usefulness of other data such as business opening and
closing dates and industry.3* ‘ '

A final concern about the DOR data involves the way in which the DOR records were
matched to SEED participants, which could in turn result in potential differences in data quality
between treatment and control groups. SEED treatment group members who started a business
and received a lump-shm payment had to demonstrate they had a business license; Because the
UBI associated with the license is the primary mechanism used by DOR to rflatch businesses,
it is possible that the matching process was biased in favor of obtaining relatively more DOR
records for treatment group members than for control group members. That is, although the
DOR file contains the SSN and name of the person 1isfed as the business owner that can also be
used for matching purposes, these' data are often of lower quality and could potentially result in
fewer matches. However, available evidence indicates that this was not a serious problem for

the evaluation.®

% In addition, information in the DOR data base concerning the date a business closed is not likely to be very
- reliable since business owners may simply choose to report "no activity” on their tax forms for several periods,
rather than indicate their business closed.

% First, the DOR data indicate no significant differences between treatment and control group members in any
pre-program business activity measures. Moreover, based on an earlier pilot study, among individuals with known
~ UBI, we were able to match 85 percent of the businesses based on SSN and name only. Thus, the extent of bias
in these data between the two groups is likely to be small.
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SURVEY DATA

Two followup surveys were conduéted by Abt Assoéiates’ Survey Research Group using
Computér Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). The first of these follow-up surveys
(Wave I) was administered to all Washington and Massachusetts demonstration participants
(treatment and control group members) approximately 1.5 to 2 years after random assignment.
The second survey (Wave IT) was administered approximately one year later to all Washington
and Massachusetts Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 participants who responded to the Wave I survey.
Only one followup survey (Wave I) was administered to the Massachusetts Cohort 3 participants.
The Wave I survey for Cohort 3 was administered to a total of 496 participants®, those
randomly assigned from March 1, 1992 through January 19, 1993.

/ The elapsed time between random assignment and the Wave I surveys is presented in
Table 6.1. As seen in the table, the median survey follow-up period was 18.8 months in
Massachusetts as compared with 21.3 months in Washington. Table 6.2 shows the median
length of time between the Wave I and Wave II surveys is similar in both demonstrations (11.8
months in Massachusetts and 11.4 months in Washington). Combining both periods, the total
observation period in Massachusetts is approximately 31 months and the total in Washington is
approximately 33 months.

The administration of the follow-up surveys was complicated by the fact that the
Massachusetts demonstration was implemented in three phases and over a three-year period.
That is, to ensure a consistent follow-up period for each of the cohorts, the follow-up surveys
had to be staggered. The staggered interview periods are depicted in Exhibit 6.1. As shown
in the exhibit, Wave I interviews for the Washington sample were between January and April,
1992. Wave I interviews for the three Massachusetts cohorts were administered as follows: for
Cohort 1, between January and April, 1992; for Cohort 2, between January and April, 1993;
and for Cohort 3, between January and March, 1994.

Wave II interviews were administered between January and April, 1993 for the

Washington sample. For Massachusetts Cohort 1, Wave II interviews were also conducted

% As discussed in Chapter 4, a total of 701 individuals were randomly assigned during the 1992-1993 Cohort.
The analysis sample for this cohort, however, is the 496 with whom we attempted Wave I interviews.
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Table 6.1
Survey Follow-up Period
Elapsed Time Between Random Assignment and First Follow-up Intervnew
(In Months)

Minimum

Lowest Quartile 17.4 : 203
Median S IR 18.8 {213
Third Quartile | . 204 - 224
Maximum ' 242 30,6

Source: Followup Survey

Table 6.2
Survey Follow-up Period
Elapsed Time Between First and Second Follow-up Intervxew
(In Months) .

Minimum

Lowest Quartile 11.6
Median 11.8
Third Quartile v B 12.1
Maximum . 13.5

Source: Follow-up Survey
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Timing of Wave I and Wave II Surveys
in Washington and Massachusetts

MassaChusetts
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between January and April of 1993. For‘Cohort 2, however, the interviews were conducted |
between January and April of 1994, There are no Wave II interviews for Cohort 3.- The
analyses of demonstratlon outcomes presented in subsequent chapters of this report are based on

survey data from both Wave I and Wave II interviews.

7 Contents of the Survey Data
; The follow-up surveys collected detailed pre- and post-program mformatxon about
; employment and earnings. The surveys also collected information on periods’ of unemployment

: penods of time spent looking for work demograpmc characteristics, and expenences with the

- programs. Specific categories of vanables that were collected in the surveys are:

Current and Most Recent Spells of Wage and Salary Employment

Length of each spell

Average number of hours worked each week

Salary for each spell

Industry and Occupation

Fringe Benefits received and personal satisfaction with the JOb-

Other Spells of Wage and Salary Employment in the Followup Period

Length of each additional spell of employment
Salary for each additional spell
. Average number of hours worked each week

- All Spells of Self-Employment in the Followup Period

Industry, product, and organizational structure of the business
Hours worked per week

Participation of family members in ownersh1p/ operatlon of
business

Sources of cap1ta1 used to operate the business

Business liabilities and assets

Earnings from the business

Fringe benefits received

Personal satisfaction with self-employment

Number of family members and other individuals employed in the
business

—
® & o o o o
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- Employment Prior to Random Assignment
Length of longest period of employment since age 18
Type of employment for that spell (wage and salary or self-
employment)
. Number of hours worked per week and salary for that employment
spell
Spells of Unemployment During the Followup Period
Number of spells of unemployment
o Length of spells
Periods of Time Spent Unemployed ahd Looking for Work
Amount of time per week spent looking for work
Type of job sought and desired salary
Background Characteristics
o Primary occupation

o ~ Marital Status
o Household size, family income and assets

Participation in the Demonstration

o Participation in demonstration activities and opinions about the
quality of those activities
o Reasons for not opening a business

Opinions about the most useful components of the program
° Receipt of additional self-employment training other than SEED

Response Rates and Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Trained interviewers attempted to interview all sample members (i.e., individuals who

were randomly assigned). It should be noted that in Massachusetts, we did not attempt to

interview all of Cohort 3. Due to budget limitations, we limited the interview sample to those

sample members who were randomly assigned before January 19, 1993 (there were a total of

77




. —co——r

Chapter 6 ® Data Sources

Table 6.3
Washington and Massachusetts
Survey Response Rates

Wave I and Wave 11

Washington 1507 1204 | 799% | 1087 | 903%
Massachusetts - | 1
Cohort 1 (1990) | 207 177 85.5% 159 | 89.8%
Cohort 2 (1991) 314 272 86.6% 239 | 87.9%
Cohort 3 (1992-1993) 496 405 81.7% | NA NA

Source: Followup Survey

496 such individuals). In Table 6.3 we present the response rates for both Washington and
Massachusetts and for each of the waves. -

~Im the Washington demonstration, interviews were attempted with a total of 1507 sample
members (755 treatments and 752 controls). Interviews were completed }Vlth 1204 (604

‘treatment group members and 600 control group members), for a rcsponse ratc of 80 percent.

For the Wave II survey, we attempted to interview all of the respondents to Wave I; 1087 (561
treatments and 526 controls) responded to Wave II for a response rate of 90 percent.

In the Massachusetts demonstration, 207 Cohort 1 parffcipants (105 treatment group
members and 102 controls) were called for the Wave I survey. A total of 177 Wave I interviews
were completed (89 treatments and 88 controls), for a response rate of 86 percent For the
Wave II survey, 159 interviews (82 treatments and 77 controls) were completed for a response
rate of 90 percent. ’

For Cohort 2 in Massachusetts, a total of 314 Wave I interviews were attcmpted (158
treatments-and 156 controls) We completed 272 Wave I interviews (140 treatments and 132
controls) for a response ratc‘of“%7 perccnt ‘We also completed 239 Wave II interviews (122
treatments and 117 controls) for a response rate of 88 percent.
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For Cohort 3, Wave I interviews were attempted with 496 individuals randomly assigned
from March, 1992 through January, 1993 (250 treatments and 246 controls). A total of 405
Wave I interifiews were completed (213 treatments and 192 controls), for a response rate of 82
percent.

To assess whether survey respondents differed systematically from the total sample, we
compare in Table 6.4 the dembgraphic characteristics of the Wave I respondents with the total
sample.”” As indicated by these results, the respondent sample is similar to the total sample
in both Washington and Massachusetts. We found no statistically significant differences between
respondents and non-respondents in either the Washington or the Massachusetts samples. We
also examined the demographic characteristics of Wave II respondents (not presented here) and
found no statistically sigtﬁﬁéant response bias.

In addition to assessing the effect of non-response on the representativeness of the two
samples, we also compared the demographic characteristics of the Washington and Massachusetts
samples. As indicated in Table 6.4, we found some statistically significant differences between
the Washington and Massachusetts samples. The Washington sample has a higher percentage
of individuals under age 25 (4 percent in Washington compared with 2.5 percent in
Massachusetts). The Massachusetts sample has higher educational attainment, with 44.8 percent
of the sample college graduates compared with 28.7 percent of the Washington sample.
Massachusetts sample members are more likely to have previously worked in
professional/technical/managerial occupations and Washington sample members are more likely
to have worked in clerical occupations. Finally, the Massachusetts sample has a higher

percentage of African Americans than does the Washington sample.

3 We did a similar comparison for Waves I and II and found véry similar results.
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Table 6.4
~ Characteristics of - ‘
Individuals Randomly Assigned and All Survey Respondents

Gender '
Male , 69.0% 69.7% 67.3% 65.0%
Age at Random Assignment - .
Mean Age (in years) 40.7 40.9 39.5 39.7
Percent Age < 25 » ol 25% 2.0% 4.0% 33%
Percent Age > =45 27.9% 29.3% 27.9% 28.3%
Education A ,
Percent College Graduate *** 44.8% 46.7% 28.7% 29.8%
Mean Education (in years) 14.5 14.6 13.8 ' 13.9
Prior Work Experience ‘
Professional/technical/  *** 46.6% 47.8% 36.7% 38.3%
managerial occupation '
Clerical occupation ~ *** - 10.0% 9.9% 13.1% | 14.0%
Services sector ' 28.5% 27.5% 27.7% 28.2%
UI Entitlement ($)
Mean Weekly Benefit $259 $261 $197 - $199
Amount . ’
Mean Maximum Benefit $7723 $7780 § $5427 $5516
Payable '
‘Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian . 89.2% 91.1% 91.3% 94.5%
African American *kx 8.4% 6.9% 3.2% 1.9%
Hispanic 1.5% 9% 2.1% 1.5%
. Other 9% 1 1.1% 3.5% | 3.0% )

Source: PTS
Tests for differences between Massachusetts and Washington samples:
*** Indicates values are significantly different from zero at the .01 level.

%% Indicates values are significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
*  Indicates values are significantly different from zero at the .10 level. _ i
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WASHINGTON DEMONSTRATION IMPACTS

In the first part of the report we described the design and implementation of the UI Self-
Employment Demonstrations and the data sources available for the analysis. With this chapter,
we begin Part I, which focuses on the evaluation of demonstration program impacts on key self-
employment and wage and salary job outcomes. Throughout the evaluation presented below,
we measure program impacts by comparing the experiences of treatment group members} with
the experiences of control group members following random assignment.

In this chapter we concentrate on the impacts of the Washington Self-Employment and
Enterprise Development (SEED) Demonstration on the self-employment and wage and salary
employment experiences of demonstration participants.‘38 Before beginning our presentation
of program impacts, we first describe the procedures used to estimate program impacts. We
then present the detailed results for each outcome measure, one measure at a time; readers who
are not interested in all of the details may wish to skip to the summary of the findings at the end
of the chapter. '

We first describe the program impacts of SEED on self-employment and wage and salary
employment measures based on followup survey data. We begin with an analysis of the impacts
of SEED on several key measures of self-employment outcomes based on followup survey data,
including the likelihood of becoming self-employed, total time in self-employment, the likelihood
of being self-employed at the time of the followilp surveys, and total eamings from self-
employment. We then examine the impact of SEED on several similar measures for wage and

salary employment. We then combine self-employment and wage and salary employment and

% Throughout the analysis we do not distinguish between self-employment and business ownership. Inasmuch
as we do not know who among the self-employed of today may become the large business owner of tomorrow, we
choose not to distinguish among individuals who are self-employed and those who operate businesses that employ
others. Thus, in our analysis we combine self-employment and business ownership and refer to business ownership
as self-employment and vice versa. Later in the chapter, however, we examine the impacts of SEED on number
of employees hired. ‘
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earnings and examinexthe impacts of SEED on total employment and earnings outcdmes. This
section concludes with an examination of the -ir'npact.of SEED on job creation using survey data.

This is followed by a detailed examination of SEED impacts on various outcome
measures derived from administrative data sources available in Washington State. We begin by -
examining the key issue of SEED impacts on benefif payments received during the benefit year
of the demonstration and on subsequent benefit years. We then examine alternative measures
of self-employment outcomes based on admmlstratlve data sources, mcludmg the hkehhood of
recelvmg business income, total gross business income réceived, whether the business was still
open, and State business taxes paid. In addition, we examine the impacts of SEED on the
number of business employees and on wage and salary earnings based on quarterly Ul Wage
Records; | . v

Following the presentation of the basic impact estimates on both survey data and
administrative records, we describe how the impacts of SEED differ amoﬁg key claimant
subgroups. The chapter concludes with a summary description of the main f'indings from the
impact analyses that are used in the benefit-cost analysis presented in Chapter: 10.

In Chapter 8 we present the main demonstration program impact: results for the
Massachusetts Enterprise Project. Because of limited availability of admlmstratlve data sources,
most of the impact analyses for the Massachusetts Enterprise Pro;ect reported i in Chapter 8 rely
on the followup survey data. In Chapter 9, we conclude Part II with a comparison of the
patterns of results from the two self-employment demonstrations and present additional analyses

to better understand the sources of potential differences in the results.
ESTIMATION OF DEMONSTRATION IMPACTS

Our measure of demonstration impacts is the difference between treatment group |
outcomes and what would have happened in the absence of the demonstration, as measured by
the -outcomes of the control group. For any given outcome, an unbiased measure -of
demonstration irhpact is provided by a simple difference in treatment and control group means.
We refer to this simple difference in outcome means as the 'unadjusted program inipact. In the

tables that follow, we present the simple difference in means in the column labelled Difference.
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A more precise, and still unbiased, impact estimate can be obtained through multivariate
analysis, using covariates to explain some of the variation in outcomes across the sample. By
including a variable that captures treatment status (i.e., T=1 if the claimant is in the treatment
group and T=0 if the claimant is in the control group), we can obtain an unbiased estimate of
the average impact of the demonstration on the outcome by using ordinary least squares (OLS).
We refer to impact estimates obtained from such multivariate regression techniques as the
regression-adjusted program impact.*® The regression-adjusted impacts are presented in the
tables that follow in the last column labelled Impact. |

In both the unadjusted and adjusted program impact estimates, a standard t-test can be
calculated to determine whether the estimated impact is significantly different from zero. A
single asterisk (*) following a given impact indicates statistical significance at the 10% level; a
double asterisk (**) indicates significance at the 5% level; and a triple asterisk (***) indicates
statistical significance at the 1% level. Impacts with no asterisks are not statistically
significantly different from zero at the 10% level. Thus, only estimates that are significantly
different from zero at the 10% level or better are treated as evidence of a real effect of the
demonstrations.

Some of the outcome variables we investigate are binary in nature. For example, a
person either did or did not experience self-employment during the observation period; a person
either was or was not self-employed at the time of a follow-up survey. When estimating
program impacts on these types of variables, logistic regression is generally considered moré

appropriate than OLS regression. Although as a practical matter there is often only a small

¥ In addition to a dummy variable for treatment status, all of the regression equations reported in this chapter
included age, age-squared, unemployment rate in the claimant’s county of residence during 1990, and dummies for
the following variables: demonstration sites, quarter in which the claimant’s benefit year started, male, white,
completed college, prior job in professional, technical or managerial occupation, prior job in services sector,
whether the claimant indicated s/he intended to return to work for prior employer on the SEED application, spouse
employed, having children under the age of six, having prior work experience related to proposed business, having
a business at time of SEED application, having been self-employed before SEED application (but not at the time
of application), being a high wage earner (i.e., in the upper quartile) in the four complete quarters before filing the
Ul claim, and being a medium wage earner (i.e., in the two middle quartiles) in the four complete quarters before
filing the UI claim. '
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difference between the logistic and OLS regression impact estimates, we report the logistic
estimates in the tables that examine program impacts on binary outcome variables.*

The following tables summarize the demonstration impacts-for the Washington SEED
Demonstration. The results are presented for two overlapping time periods. = First, for each
outcome measure, we present the demonstration impact based .on data obtained from the Wave
I survey, which on average was 21 months after random assignment. In the tables, we refer to
these outcomes as the Wave I results |

Although the Wave II survey was de51gned to collect an additional 12 months of data
after Wave I, for analysis purposes we combined the data from the two surveys to form a
followup observation period that was approximately 33 months after random assignment. In the
tables, we refer to such results as Wave 11, as they are based on the Wave II respondents and
cover the entire 33-month observation period, even though they draw on data from both followup
surveys. ’

The tables presented below focus on the overall impacts of SEED, and do not provide
information on the claimant characteristics that affect the outcome measures or on whether the
impacts of SEED vary by key claimant characteristics. In Appendix B, we present summary
information on the effects of covariates that are statistically significant in each of the regression
models. We also examined whether the impact of SEED varied by numerous claimant
characteristics, including gender, race, site,_ business experience, and whethéer the individual
intended to return to the previous employer at the time of application to SEED. At the end of
the chapter, we describe the general patterns of the subgroup impacts; more detailed information
concerning the specific impact estimates for key subgroups is presented in Appendix C.

Self-Employment Impacts
Impacts on Entering Self-Employment. As described earlier, the SEED Demonstration
provided business training, counseling, and financial assistance to UI claimants who were both

“ Because the coefficient estimates from the logistic regressions are not easily interpreted, we transform them
into more intuitive figures. Specifically, we transform the treatment/control logxt coefficient estimate into an estimate
of the impact of the program on the probability of the outcome variable occurring. To perform this transformation,
we use the logistic coefficient estimates along with each individual’s characteristics to derive an estimated probability
of the outcome variable occurring for each sample member. Next, we calculate the average estimated probability
for the treatment and the control groups. Finally, we take the difference between these two average probability
estimates and use this result as the transformed logit impact estimates.
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interested enough in pursuing self-employment to apply to SEED and who were then randomly
selected into the treatment group. Given the strong interest in self-employment and the types
of services provided to treatment group members, one would expect more treatment group
members than control group members to enter self-employment during the observation period.
The results in Table 7.1 indicate that, indeed, treatment group members were much more likely
than control group members to enter 'self-employment. Specifically, within the 21-month
average observation period corresponding to the Wave I survey, 57 percent of the treatment
group, as compared with 32 percent of the control group, were self-employed at some point
following random assignment.*" This 25 percentage point difference in the likelihood of self-
employment for the two groups is statistically significant at the .01 level and corresponds to
about an 80 percent effect evaluated at the mean of the control group.

As indicated m Table 7.1, by the time of the second followup survey, some additional
treatment group members and control group members had a self-employment experience. Over
the entire 33-month observation period, 41 percent of the control group, as compared to 63
percent of the treatment group, had at least one self-employment spell. The simple difference
estimate of 22 percentage points in the likelihood of having a self-employment experience is
slightly lower over the entire 33-month observation period than during the 21-month period of

Wave I, but still corresponds to over a 50 percent effect evaluated at the mean of the control

group.

Table 7.1
Self-Employment Experience Since Random Assignment

+25%"" +25%™

+22%™

Wave I 41% 63% +22%™

4 The Wave I results reported here differ slightly from the Wave I findings presented in our earlier report
(Benus, Johnson, and Wood 1993), although all of the main findings are qualitatively similar. The differences are
due to the use of improved definitions of certain outcome measures and slight differences in the analysis samples.
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The regression-adjusfed impact estimates of ihe-h'kelihood of entering self-employment
reported in the last column of Table 7.1 of 25 percentage points for Wave I and 22 percentage
points for the entire 33-month observation period are quite similar to the simple-difference
estimates reported in the third column 2 Thus, we can conclude that the SEED Demonstration
had a large positive impact on the likelihood of becommg self-employed, which persisted
throughout the observatlon period. _

Impacts on Time in Self-Employment. = To - analyze the impa',_i:t of the SEED
Demonstration on the time spent in self-employment, we use annualized measﬁfres of the number
of months in self-employment following random assignment. Specifically, using information on
' start dates and end dates of self-employment spells from the followup sufveys, we calculated
annualized months of self-employment as the proportion of the period from random assignment
to the interview date that an individual sample membér was self-employed multiplied by 12.

As shown in Table 7.2, control group members on average worked at the rate of 1 month
per year in self-employment throughout the first and second followup observation periods.
" Consistent with the results described above, treatment group members spent mdre time in self-
employment on average than controls. In particular, on an annualized basis, treatment group
members spent 3.2 months per year in self-employment during the first 21 mo;hths after random
assignment and slightly less (3.0 months per .year) over the entire v33-m:‘onth observation
period.** These mean values translate into simple-difference estimates of the impacts of SEED
on annualized time in self-employment of 2.2 months per year for the 21-month period and 2.0
months per year for the entire 33-month observation peﬁod. These point estimates are the same,

regardless of whether the simple-difference estimator. or the regression-adjusted approach is

b

“2 The following covariates are estimated to significantly increase the likelihood of self-employment in both the
Wave I and Wave II regression models: being a college graduate, having a business at the time of random
assignment, having experience in the area of the proposed business, having a spouse who is employed, and having
earnings in the highest quartile in the four quarters before filing the UI claim. For additional details on the effects
of the covariates in the impact regression models, see Appendix B.

“ The lower rate of time in self-employment over the entire 33-month observation penod as compared to the
21-month period is partly due to some treatment group members deciding to no longer work jn self-employment,
as well as a few starting businesses very late and contributing lowar than average values on' ‘this annualized rate
measure.
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used.* Thus, these results indicate that over the nearly three-year observation period,
treatment group members worked approximately 6 months more in self-employment than

controls, on average.

- Table 7.2
Time in Self Employment Since Random Assignment

, +2.3"
months months months months

+2.0""
months

Wave I

The greater amounts of annualized time spent in self-employment among treatment group
members is partly a result of treatment group members being more likely to have a self-
employment spell. In addition, this result could arise if SEED expedited entry into self-
employment, or if SEED businesses were more stable and less likely to fail. For example, we
might expect treatment group members to start their businesses relatively quickly, as the
monetary incentive (i.e., 1ump—sum payment) they received upon completion of the five business
milestones was larger, the sooner the milestones were met. In addition, treatment businesses
could be less likely to fail than businesses established by control group members if the
demonstration business assistance services were very effective.

To examine these issues, we estimated two sets of hazard rate models for treatment and
control group members overall, and for key subgroups. Among those who were not self-
employed at random assignment, the first set of models examined the transition time from
random assignment to the beginning of the first self-employment spell, where the length of time

44 Several covariates were statistically significant in both the Wave I and Wave II regression models for
annualized time spent in self-employment including having related work experience in the proposed business area
(+), being in the middle two quartiles or in the top quartile of the earnings distribution in the year before ﬁlmg the
UI claim (+) and having an employed spouse (+).
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for claimants who never started a business by the time-of the survey is treated as censored.*S
The results of these models indicated that treatment group members were significantly more
likely to start businesses sooner than controls. This is true over the first five months after-
random assignment, withv the estimated difference in calculated hazard rateé'béing greatest at
about 6-8 weeks after random assignment. This is roughly consistent with the timing of the
receipt of lump-sum payments described in Chapter 4. Beyond five months, however, the
estimated hazard rates of starting a self-employment spell are quite low and: vntually 1dent1ca1
between treatments and controls.

We also examined whether transition times to beginning a first self-employment spell
differed by key subgroups, by estimating hazards rate models with interaction terms for gender,
prior income level, and whether the claimant indicated on the SEED application that s/he
intended to return to work with the previdus employer. Consistent with results described earlier,
women are significantly more likely to initiate a self-employment spell soonéjr than men. We
also found that among individuais who indicated they expected to return to work on their SEED
application, the estimated hazard rates for treatment and control group memb;ers become quite
similar after about 45 days. That is, the impact on transition time to self-employment dissipates -
much quicker for those treatment group members who expected to return to v@ork, and suggest
that if they do not start a business soon after random assignment, they are ﬁo more likely to
return to enter self-employment than control group members with similar expectations. Finally,
the results indicate significant differences by prior income level, with treatment impacts on
transition time significantly greater throughout the first five months for claimants in the higheSi
quartile of the earnings distribution in the prior year, zind ‘smallest for those in the lowest
quartile. |

The second set of hazard rate models was estimated over the subset of claimants who
- initiated a}self-employment spell. These models examined the transition time from the beginning
of the first self-employment spell to the end 'o’f a self-employment spell to shed light on the
impact of SEED on the likelihood of business failure. Overall, we found that the estimated ‘

“ The transition probability model incorporated duration dependence through a plece-wwc spline, as well as
complete treatment interactions with duratlon
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hazard rates of the risk of ending a self-employment spell for treatment and control group
members were quite similar. Although the pattern of estimated hazard rates is consistent with
slightly lower business failure rates for SEED treatment group. members, thé differences were
not statistically different from one another. Moreover, because of the very small sample sizes
of businesses available for this analysis by subgroup, it was difficult to obtain precise estimates
of the transition probabilities for any subgroups and none of the interaction terms were
statistically significantly different from zero.

Impacts on Self-Employmént at Time of the Followup Surveys. The results described
above indicate that treatment group members were more likely than control group members to
have a self-employment spell during the observation period, and that they spent more time self-
employed than controls. Although these results confirm that the SEED Demonstration was
successful in encouraging business startups, they do not hecessarily indicate program success
since many of the self-employment experiences may not have been successful (i.e., they may
have ended up in early terminations). One better indicator of program success is the proportion
of individuals remaining in self-employment at the time of the followup surveys.

In Table 7.3, we present information on the proportion of treatment and control group
 members whb were self-employed at the time of each followup survey. As this table indicates,
- 37 percent of the treatment group were self-employed at the timé of the Wave I survey, as
compared to 21 percent of the control group. This corresponds to a 16 percentage point
difference, which is about a 76 percent effect evaluated at the control group mean. By the time
of the Wave II survey, the nufnber of controls in self-employment had increased somewhat (to
25 percent), while the proportion of treatment group members in self-employment had only
increased slightly to 38 percent. As a result, the simple-difference estimator yields a 13
percentage point increase in the likelihood of self-employment at the time of the Wave II
followup survey, which corresponds to over a 50 percent effect of the control group mean and
which is statisticé.]ly significant. The regression-adjusted impacts for the likelihood of self-

employment at the time of the followup surveys are similar to the simple-difference estimates
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and provide confirming évidence that SEED increased the likelihood of 10n§-term self-
employment.* ’ | | | o

_ v Table 7.3
Self-Employment at Two Different Observation Times B

Wavel | 21% 3% | +16%™ | +16%™
Wavell | 25% 38% +13%" | +12%™

Impacts on Self-Employment Earmngs Measuring earnings for the Self-employed is
extremely difficult for a number of reasons. First, many new entrénts into self-employment do
not réceive regular incgjme payments from their enterprise. As a result, they may report zero
earnings' when, in fact,v they have positive but irregular earmngs Furthermore, some self-
employed individuals undérreport their earnings to federal and state authorities (e.g., to inegany
reduce their taxﬁabi]ity). - These same individuals are likely to underreport earnings in the
- survey. Still others may not yet have received any earnings from their enterprise (e.g., a
contractor who will get paid when a construction job is complete) ahd, thus, report zero earnings
in the survey.*’ For all these reasons, collectmg accurate self-employinént earnings data is
- extremely difficult. - , L v _

 In Table 7.4, ‘we present information for self-einployment earnings obtained from the
Wave I and Wave II surveys.  Similar to the time in self-employment outcome measure
described above, self-employment eamnings are constructed as an annualized measure.
Moreover, the earnings figures have been deflated to 1990 dollars using a CPI index. }As shown
in Table 7.4, annualized self-employment earnings for the entire control group over the Wave I

% Some of the same covariates that were statistically significant in the Wave I and II regression models for the
likelihood of having a self-employment spell at some point were also significant in both models for the likelihood
- of being self-employed at the time of the followup surveys. These include dummy variables for being a college
graduate and being in the top quartile of the earnings distribution in the year before filing the UI claim.

7 Results presented in our earlier report confirm the difficulties in measuring self-employment earnings. For
example, we found that a large number of self-employed claimants (nearly two-thirds (64.5 %) of the respondents) -
_reported zero earnings in the survey. : : '
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observation period averaged $695 in 1990 dollars.** In contrast, annualized self-employment
earnings at Wave I for the treatment group averaged $2,382. The unadjusted impact of $1,687
is significant at the .05 level and thé regression-adjusted impact of $1,596 is significant at the
.10 level.®®

The findings over the entire 33-month observation period are also quite similar. In
particular, the unadjusted annualized estimate is $1,774 and the regression-adjusted estimate is
$1,675. Thus, we conclude that treatment group members earned significantly more per year
from self-employment as a result of the program.®® Over the entire 33-month observation
period, this amounts to about $4,600, and it appears that this difference is quite stable and could

persist into subsequent years at the same rate.

Table 7.4
Earnings from Self-Employment Since Random Assignment

$695 $2,382 +$1,687" | +$1,596"
$576 $2,350 +81,774™ | +$1,675"

| Wage and Salary Employment Impacts

The results described above indicate that the SEED Demonstration had significant
positive impacts on the self-employment experiences of program participants. Below, We
continue our focus on employment and earnings impacts, but shift our attention to examine the

“ This average earnings figure includes cases where self-employment earnings were reportedb to be zero.

4 The following covariates are estimated to signiﬁcantly increase self-employment earnings in both the Wave
I and Wave I regression models: having a business at the time of random assxgnment having experience in the area
of the proposed business, having a spouse who is employed, and having earnings in the highest quartile in the four
quarters before filing the Ul claim. :

% This analysis included one case (a treatment group member) who reported earning more than $500,000 over
the 21-month observation period. The decision to include the case was made in part because the administrative
records available in Washington State were unable to convincingly demonstrate that the survey data were incorrect.
The estimated self-employment earnings impacts for Wave I (I) are $1,042 ($1,123) when this case is excluded;
both effects are statistically significantly different from zero.
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impacts of the demonstration on the wage and salary employment experiences of program
particrpants ‘ _ o , ‘ v . ’
SEED could affeot Wage-and- salary outcomes for a number of reasons. For example,
suppose that the demonstration assisted the more capable treatment group mcmbers in»pursoing
self-employment; less capable treatment group members would likely remain }memployed or be
employed in wage and salary jobs. In this instance, we would find a hegative'program impact |
of SEED on wage and salary earnings. | ; |
Similarly, if the demonstration delayed entry into wage and salary employment for some
treatment group members, their wage and salary earnmgs would hkely be lower than they
otherwise would have been. For example, if some treatment group members participated in the -
business training and began developing a business plan for several weeks before recogniiing that
self-employment was not for them, they are likely to have postponed their search for wage and
salary employment during this interval compared to control group members who were not
delayed in their search for wage and salary employment. A comparison of wage and salary
earnings of all treatment and control group members would also yielda negatlve program nnpact
for this reason. o S
~ On the other hand, if the demonstration services (e.g., business counseling, peer group
meetings) provided treatment group members with increased awareness of meir marketable skills
and enhanced their self-confidence and e_mployability; SEED could have a positive effect on
wage and salary earnings. Thus, even though SEED was designed to enhance the self-
employment outcomes of program participahts,‘ it is likely to have significant effects on the wage
and salary experiences of its participants. It is irnportant to exan_iine tliese effects on wage and
salary outcomes to get a sense of the total impact of the program on employment and earnings
outcomes, which is the summary measure used in the benefit-cost analysis We now turn to an
analysis of the impacts of SEED on wage and salary employment and earnings outcome
measures. : : '
Impact on Likelihood of Wage and Salary Employment Expenence. In Table 7.5 we
examine the impacts of SEED on the hkehhood of having a wage and salary employment
experience during the observation period. These results indicate that a smaller proportion of the

treatment group than the control group had at least one wage and salary job during the
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observation period. By the time of thé Wave I survey, 73 percent of the treatment group and
80 percent of controls had at least one wage and salary job, and the difference between the
groups is statistically significant at the .01 level. Moreover, the results in the second row
indicate that over the entire 33-month observation period, 87 percent of control group members
had at least one wage and salary job as compared to 81 percent of the treatment group. This
difference of -6 percentage points is also significant at the .01 level, indicating that SEED had
a negative impact on the likelihood of wage and salary employment.

Table 7.5
Wage and Salary Employment Experience Since Random Assignment

In the fourth column of Table 7.5 we present the results of logit regression models for
the probability of having a wage and salary job during the observation period. The same
covariates that were used in the regression models for self-employment outcomes described

51 These results confirm our earlier conclusion that the

above were used in these regressions.
SEED Demonstration had a significant and negative impact on the likelihood of having a wage
and salary job during the observation period. The regression-adjusted impact indicates that, on
average, the demonstration decreased the likelihood of a wage and salary job for treatment group
members by 7 percentage points during the 21-month observation period and by 6 percentage
points during the 33-month observation period.

Impact on Time in Wage and Salary Jobs. In Table 7.6, we report the impacts of

SEED on annualized months in wage and salary jobs during the observation period. As this

5! As reported in Appendix B, holding other variables constant, three factors have a statistically significant
impact on the likelihood of having a wage and salary job in both observation periods: being a current business owner
at the time of SEED application (-), whether the claimant expected to be recalled to his/her prior employer at the
time of the SEED application (+), whether the claimant had work experience in the area of the proposed business
(-) and whether s/he had earnings in the top quartile in the year prior to filing the Ul claim (-).
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table indicates, during the first 21 months after. random assignment, treatment group members
worked 4.1 months per year in wage and salary jobs compared to 4.7 months per year for
controls. The reduction of .6 months per year is statistically significant at the .05 level.

The results are quite consistent 'overv the entire 33-month observation penod In
particular, the annualized rate of time spent in wage and salary jobs by treatment and control
group members increased slightly, such that the réduction in annualized months in wage and
salary jobs due to SEED remained about the same (i.e., .7 months per yeaI-.‘freduction in time
in wage and salary jobs). Thus, over the entire 33-month period, we estimate that SEED
reduced total time in wage and salary employment by about 2 months. The regression-adjusted
impacts shown in the last column of Table 7.6 are quite similar to the simple-difference
estimates and are also statistically significant at the .05 level.®

Table 7.6
Time in Wage and Salary Employment Since Random Assignment

4.1

months

4.5
months

Impacf on Wage and Salary Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys. Iﬁ
Table 7.7, we proVide information on the proportion of sample members who were employed
in wage and salary jobs at the time of the two followup surveys. As this table indicates, at the
Wave I followup survey, 60 percent of control group members and 53 percent of treatment
group members were employed in wagé and salary jobs. This difference of 7 pércenta'gepoints

%2 Covariates that were statistically significant in both the Wave I and Wave II regression models for time in
wage and salary employment include whether the claimant was male, age and age-squared, and whether the claimant
was in the two middle quartiles of the prior earnings distribution. Specifically, the results indicate that holding other
factors constant, males spent less time in wage and salary employment than females, that the time spent in wage
and salary employment increased with age but at a decreasing rate, and that those with medium éarnings were more

 likely to spend time in wage and salary employment than those in the lowest quartile of earnings. -

94




Chapter 7 » Washington Demonstration Impacts

is the same as the regression-adjusted estimate and both are statistically significant at the .05
level. These results reinforce the earlier pattern of findings on the likelihood of having a wage
and salary job in the initial 21-months after random assignment. That is, just as we found that
treatment group members were less likely than control group members to have a wage and salary
job in the 21-months after random assignment, these results indicate that treatment group
members are less likely to have a wage and salary job at the time of the first followup survey.

Table 7.7
Wage and Salary Employment at Two Different Observation Times

By the time of the Wave II survey, however, the difference in the likelihood of wage and
salary employment is much reduced. Specifically, at Wave I, 57 percent of treatment group
members were employed in wage and salary jobs, as compared to 61 percent of controls.
Moreover, an important distinction is that the difference between treatment and control group
members at Wave II was not statistically significant at conventional levels. As seen in
Table 7.7, the regression-adjusted Wave II impact of -3 percentage points is statistically
significant at the .10 level. |

Impact on Wage and Salary Earnings. Measuring wage and salary eamnings from
survey data is less complicated than measuring self-employment earnings. Generally, those in
wage and salary employment are paid regularly, their earnings are reasonably stable from month
to month, and they are more likely to know their earnings than the self-employed. For all these
reasons, we had substantially fewer complications in accurately measuring wage and salary
earnings than in measuring self-employment earnings. Consistent with our measure of self-
employment earnings, earnings in wage and salary employment are expressed in annualized
terms at;d measured in constaht 1990 dollars.
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The results for annualized eamings in wage and salary employment are shown in
Table 7.8. These results indicate that during the initial 21-month observation period, treatment
group‘ members earned $8,029 per year on average as compared to $9,231 per year for control
group members.” This yields an unadjusted impact'of -$1,202, which is not significant at
conventional significance levels. However, after controlling for other factors that affect

earnings, the regression-adjusted impact of -$1,407 is significant at the .10 level.

_ Table 7.8 _
Earnings from Wage and Salary Employment Since Random' Assignment

$9,231 $8,029 -$1,202 | -$1,407
$9,920 $8,414 -$1,506" -$1,780™

The results for the entire 33-month observation period are similar. ' As described in

“ Table 7.8, average annualized earnings in wage and salary employment for the treatment group
over the entire observation period was $8,414, as compared to $9,920 for the control group.
This unadjusted difference of -$1,506 is statistically significant at the .10 level. Moreover, after
controlling for other factors that affect earnings, the fegression-adjusted annualized impact of
SEED on wage and salary earnings is -$1,780, which is statistically significant at the .05 level.
Thus, we'conclude that SEED had a negative impact on the annual earnings of participants from
wage and salary jobs during the observation period.

Total Employment and Earnings Impacts !
~ The results described above indicate that the SEED Demonstration had positive and
statistically significant impacts on a number of self-employment outcomes, but negative impacts

 This average annualized earnings figure includes some cases where wage and salary earnings were reported
to be zero. To the extent that some of the zero responses are likely to be misreported, the above average earnings
figure is likely to understate actual wage and salary eamings. However, this data problem is muich less serious than
for self-employment earnings. : '
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on several wage and salary outcomes. The overall impacts of SEED on the combination of these
two types of employment experiences are, therefore, ambiguous. In this section, we present our
| findings of the impact of the SEED Demonstration on combined measures of employment and
earnings outcomes.

Impacts on Likelihood of Employment. The results presented above indicate that
SEED had a positive impact on the likelihood of hai'ing at least one self-employment_ experienée-
in the observation period and a negative impact on the likelihood of having at least one wage and
salary job. In Table 7.9, we examine the impacts of SEED on the likelihood of having at least
one employment experience during the observation period, either self-employment or a wage and
salary job. These results indicate that during the initial 21-month followup observation period,
SEED had a significant and positive impact on the likelihood of employment. Specifically, 96
percent of the treatment group was employed in either wage and salary or self-employment
during this period, as compared to 92 percent of controls. The unadjusted and the regression-
adjusted impact estimates of 4 percentage points are both statistically significant at the .01 level.
Thus, it appears that SEED facilitated early reemployment in general by increasing the likelihood

of having a self-employment experience in the initial 21-month observation period.

Table 7.9
Combined Employment Experiences Since Random Assignment

Wave I ) 92% 96% +4%lll +4%-.-
Wave I 97 % 98 % +1% +1%

Over the entire 33-month observation period, however, this short-term effect disappears
as virtually all of the sample members had held a job of some type during the period.
Specifically, 98 percent of the treatment group and 97 percent of the control group held a job
“or were self-employed at some point in the 33-month observation period. The difference is not
statistically significant at conventional levels; the regression adjusted impact estimate is also
insignificant.
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Impacts on Combined Time in Wagé and Salary Employment and Self-Employment.
The results described earlier indicate that SEED significantly increased the amount of time per
year spent in self-employment, but decreased the time per year in wage and salary jobs. To
examine the overall effects of SEED on time in either Wage and salary or sélféemployment, we
created an annualized measure of combined months employed in any type of job. The total
‘measure is not simply the sum of the separate annualized measures of time in self-employment
and time in wage and salary employment.* Rather, the combined measure takes into account
~ information on the dates of each employment experience to avoid double-countiilg periods during
which individuals are working at both sélf—employment and wage and salary employment.

The results for annualized total time in employment are presented in Table 7.10. For
the entire control group, the avetage annual time in either wage and salary employment or self-
employment during the initial 21-month observation period was 5.9 months. Thus, control
group members were employed at some job roughly one-half of the initial 21-month observation
period. This compares to 7.1 months p§r year for the treatment group. The unadjusted impact
of 1.2 months is statistically significant at the .01 level, as is the regression-adjusted impact
estimate of 1.3 months. | - |

Table 7.10
Total Time in Employment Since Random Assignment

7.1 +1.2™* +1.3*"

months months months months
6.4 7.5 +1.1*" +1.1**

months | -~ months months months

The results are similar over the entire 33-month observation penod The annualized time

in employment increased for both the treatment and control groups -- to 7.5 months and 6. 4

34 As a result, the overall 1mpacts of SEED on this measure do not equal the simple sum of the impacts on time
in self-employment and time in wage and salary employment Moreover, the combined results are not equal to the
sum of the separate impacts because of dxfferences in sample size due to missing data on‘one or the other
components.
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months, respectively -- resulting in a simple—differénce estimate of the impact of SEED of 1.1
months per year. The corresponding regression-adjusted estimate was 1.1 months per year,
which was also statistically significant at the .01 level. Thus, we conclude that the SEED
program unambiguously increased total time in employment by approxiniately one month per
year, or nearly 3 months over the entire observation period.

Impacts on Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys. The results of the previous
sections indicate that SEED increased the likelihood of being self-employed at the time of the
followup surveys, but slightly reduced the likelihood of being employed in a wage and salary
job at the followup surveys. In Table 7.11, we examine the impact of SEED on the likelihdod
of being employed in either type of employment at the time of the followup survey.

Table 7.11 ,
Employment at Two Different Observation Times

At the time of the Wave I survey, 75 percent of the control group and 78 percent of the
treatment group were employed in either self-employment or a wage and salary job. This simple
difference of 3 percentage points, and the regression-adjusted impact of 3 percentage points, are
not statistically significant at conventional levels. |

This is in contrast to the findings at the end of the 33-month period. Specifically, 84
percent of treatment group members were employed in either self-employment or wage and
salary employment at the time of the Wave II survey, as compared to 78 percent of controls.
This simple difference of 6 percentage points was statistically significant at the .05 level.
Controlling for other factors that also affect the likelihood of employment results in a regression-
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‘adjusted "impact of SEED of 6 percentage points, which is significant at the .05 level. Thus, it
| appears that SEED has long-run impacts in facilitating claimants’ likelihood of reemployment.**
~ Impacts on Combined Employinént at Time of the Followhp Surveys. The analyses
described above examifie the impacts of SEED on the likelihood of self-emplos-'-ment or wage and
salary employment at the time of the followup surveys. Although such anhlyses provide a
* valuable overall summary about the impacts of SEED on the likelihood of reemployment, they
- do not provide any information about the extent to which claimants are invoived in both types
of employme.nt' siinultaneously. To more fully understand the impacts of SEED and the
experiences of claimants in pufsuing self-employment, it is hhportant to undei‘stand the extent
to which individuals were only pursuing self-employment, dnly pursuing wage and salary
employment, or whether they were employed in bbth acﬁviﬁes simultaneously. In this section,
we prov1de information on this issue.

To address this issue, we divided employment status at the time of the followup surveys
into four states: (1) not employed; (2) employed only in a wage and salary job; (3) self-
employed only; and (4) employed in both.wage and salary and self-employment. In Table 7.12,
we provide simple descriptive statistics on these four alternative employment states.  As this
table indicates, at the time of the Wave I followup survey, approximately 12 percent of the -
treatment group was employed in both wage and salary jobs and self-employed as compared to
6 percent of the control group. In addition, about 25 percent of the treatment group was only
self-employed at the time of the first survey, as compared to 15 percent of the control group.
Thus, over one-third of the overall 15.6 percent difference in the likelihood of self-employment
at Wave I was due to treatment group members being more likely to be employed in both wage
and salary jobs and in self-employment. ' |

55 Only the prior earnings covariates consistently affect the likelihood of being employed at both followup survey
_ points. Specifically, claimants in the middle and top quartiles of the earnings distribution in the year before ﬁlmg
a claim are more likely to be employed at the time of the followup surveys than other individuals.
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| Table 7.12
Combined Employment States at Different Observation Times

Wave 1
Not Employed 25.2% 21.7% . 35%
Employed Only in
Wage and Salary 53.5% 41.4% -12.1%
Self-Employed Only 15.0% 25.0% +10.0%
Employed in Both 6.3% 11.9% +5.6%
Wave I
Not Employed 21.9% 15.9% -6.0%
Employed Only in |
Wage and Salary 53.2% - 46.7% -6.5%
Self-Employed Only 16.9% 26.6% +9.7%
Employed in Both 8.0% 109% +2.9%

The results at the time of the Wave II survey are presented in the bottom four rows of
Table 7.12. For the most part, the employment patterns at the time of the Wave II survey are |
~ quite similar to the Wave I patterns. For the control group, a similar proportion are employed
only in wage and salary jobs, and the smaller overall number who are not employed are balanced
by a similaf increase in the proportion who are self-émployed only or who are employed in both
‘wage and salary employment and self-employment. Among treatment group members, the
proportion in self-employment only and the proportion in both types of employment are quite
similar to the Wave I levels; the reduction in the proportion not employed from Wave I to Wave
II is primarily accounted for by an equal increase in the proportion employed only in wage and
salary jobs. |
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To determine the impact of SEED on this joint distribution of employment staies, we use
a multinomial logit model.*® The results of the multinomial logit model are summarized in
Table 7.13. For ease of interpretation, in this table we repert the program impacts on the
estimated odds ratios of eec':h employment state relative to not being employed at the time of the
followup sufvey. An odds ratio is the simple ratio of two probabilities, and thus- repfesents the
relative likelihood of one alternative to another. In this apiah’cation, we are examining the
impacts of SEED on the relative likelihood of three different employmeht state§ to the alternative
of not working at the time of the followup surveys. If the odds ratio is less than 1, this indicates
that SEED reduced the likelihood of the particular alternative relative to not working; if the ratio -
is greater than 1, it indicates the program increased the /relative likelihood of the alternative
relative to not working. - '

The results in Table 7.13 are quite similar both qualitatively and quantitatively across the
two followup surveys and indicate that SEED has a large and statistically signiﬂcant impact on
the odds in favor of self-employment only relative to not being employed, and of both self-
employment and wage and salary employment relative to not being employed; the results indicate
that SEED did not affect the likelihood of working in wage and salary employxfxent only relative
to not working at all. Moreover, the size of the estimated eoefﬁcients are reasonably similar
across these two employment states and across survey waves.. In particular, éhe odds in favor
of being self-employed only relative to not woricing are about twice as high for treatment group
members than for controls in both survey periods. The results also indicate that the estimated
odds in favor of working both i in wage and salary employment and self-employment are larger
for treatment group members than for control group members in Wave I (2.4) than in Wave I -
(1.9). This indicates a stio_ng long-term po,sitive impaet of SEED on the likelihood of working
in self-erﬁp_lbyment only (relative to not wbrking) and e very IArge short—term effect on working

t

3¢ The multinomial logit model for this app]xcatxon can be wntten as:
log[P/ a) = Xb, + T}, j=2,3,4;i=1 ‘N, : '

where Py is the probabxllty that employment status j is chosen by mdmdual 1, X, are the same set of independent
variables for individual i that were included in the impact regression models described earlier; T, is a treatment
dummy variable representing the treatment status for individual i; and b; and c are coefficients to be estimated. To
obtain identification, we normalize against the group who are not employed (status of j=1) at the time of the survey
and impose the constraint that b,=0. Given this constraint, ¢ can be interpreted as the 1mpact of SEED on the
logarithm of the ratio P/P,. That is, ¢ is the impact of SEED on the logarithm of the odds i in favor of being in
employment status j relative to not being employed.
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in both wage and salary and self-employment, which declines somewhat over time, although it
is still reasonably large and statistically sighiﬁcant at Wave II.

Table 7.13

Multinomial Logit Estimates of the Impacts of SEED on the Odds of
Combined Employment Status’at the Time of the Followup Surveys

Wave I
Employed Only in Wage and Salary 0.86
Self-Employed Only | 1.97°"
Employed in Both . | 2.41""
Wave I
Employed Only in Wage and Salary o 1.08
Self-Employment Only ' 2.12*%
Employed in Both | | 1.93*

Impacts on Total Annualized Earnings. The final results in this section concern total
earnings over the observation period from both wage and salary jobs and self-employment. As
shown in Table 7. 14, average annualized combined earnings from both wage and salary
 employment and self-employment over the 21-month observation period for the control group
was $10,499. Total annualized earnings over the same period for the treatment group averaged
$11,477. The unadjusted annualized impact of $978 and the regressmn-adjusted impact of $566

are not significantly different from zero at the .10 level.
| The results for the entire 33-month observation penod are broadly sumlar Specifically,
although the annual rates of earnings are shghtly higher -- $11,590 for controls and $12,585 for
‘the treatment group -- the simple-difference estimate of $995 per year is very similar to the
Wave I estimate. The regression-adjusted impact estimate of $289 is considerably smaller,
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although neither point estimate is significantly different from zero at the .10 level.’” Thus, we
cannot conclude that SEED had any impact on annualized combined earnings from self-

employment and wage and salary employment.

. Table 7.14 ;
Combined Earnings from Employment Since Random Assignment

$10,499 | $11,477 | +8978 +$566
$11,500 | $12,585 | +$995 +$289

Other Demonstration Impacts A _ ,
In addition to providing employment and eamings for the business owner, small

‘businesses often generate wage and salary employment for others. Frequently, when small
business owners need employees they hire family members. In addition, small businesses also
generate employment for nonfamily members. In this section, we analyze the demonstration
impacts on total nonparticipant employment where nonparticipant employment includes all
fam1ly and nonfamily wage and salary employees of the business, excluding the demonstration
participant. |

We measure the effect of the demonstration on nonparticipant employment as the
dlfference between the mean number of employees per treatment group member and the mean

" number of employees per control group member. Since this analysis is conducted over all
treatment and control group members (whether they have a business or not), those mdmduals
without a business are assumed to have no employees.

As indicated in Table 7.15, SEED did not s1gmﬁcantly increase the employment of
noanClpants dunng the ﬁrst 21-months of the demonstration, but did have significant impacts
over the entire 33-month observatlon period. Specifically, at Wave II, treatment group members

‘overall averaged .42 hOnpartic_ipant employees, as compared to .17 nonparticipant employees for

7 The much lower program 1mpact estxmate obtamed from the regresslon model is surpnsxng and requires
further examination. :
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the control group overall. This difference of .25 nonparticipant employees per treatment group
member is statistically significant at the .01 level. This is consistent with the large differences
described above between treatment group members and controls in the likelihood of starting a
business, the time spent in self-employment, and differences in the earnings from self-

employment.

Table 7.15
Job Creation Impacts per Members: Total Employment

Wave I 0.22 0.30 0.08 0.07
Wave I 0.17 0.42 .25 %% 0.25%**

The above job creation impacts may be more easily understood by converting the "per

member" job creation impacts to total job creation impacts. The total number of jobs
attributable to the SEED Demonstration may be derived as follows. Since control group
members employ, on average, .17 nonparticipant employees (see Table 7.15), the entire control
group, is estimated to employ approximately 128 nonparticipants (i.e., .17 jobs per control
group member * 755 control group members in the demonstration). In contrast, the entire
treatment group is estimated to employ approximately 316 nonparticipants (i.e., .42 jobs per
treatment group member * 752 control group members). The treatment/control group difference
is 188 jobs (i.e., 316-128). The SEED Demonstration, therefore, created a total of 188
nonparticipant jobs during Wave II.

IMPACT RESULTS USING ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

The impact results described above examine various measures of self-employment and
wage and salary employment and earnings using data from the two followup surveys. In the
remainder of this chapter, we supplement these findings by providing estimates of the impact

of SEED on several similar outcome measures developed from administrative data sources

available in Washington State, as well as examine the program impacts on total benefits
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received. Although we regard the impact results based on the survey data discussed above as
the best estimates of SEED impacts on employment-related outcomes, the results described
below provide valuable additional evidence concerning SEED impacts on similar outcome
measures, as well as impacts on other important outcome measures not directly available through
the followup surveys.

It is nnportant to note that the results reported below are presented in a somewhat

d1fferent format than the employment and earnings impacts based on survey data described

above. First, because the time penods for which the administrative data were available do not
correspond to the times that the surveys were administered, we present the results below for .
somewhat different followup periods. Second, because the data were obtained for specific
calendar periods (i.e., quarters, years), it was strajghtforw'ard to estimate the impact of SEED
on separate postprogram calendar periods. - Thus, rather than combine the administrative records
across multiple periods and then estimate annualized impacts from several periods of data, we
instead estimate separate impacts for several distinct postprogram periods. This provides

- additional information concerning the time pattern of program impacts. For most measures, one

can obtain an annualized estimate over the entire observation period similar-in concept to the
findings presented for Wave I and II above by su'mming the estimated impacts over the separate
periods and converting it to an annual rate.

The remainder of the chapter is orgamzed as follows. First, we present our analysis of
the impacts of SEED on Ul benefit payments for the benefit year in which the claimants were
enrolled in the demonstration, as well as for subsequent years. We then present average nnpacts
of SEED on several self-employment outcome measures based on Washmgton State Department
of Revenue (DOR) admrmstratlve records. The chapter concludes with an examination of UI

‘Wage Records data to estimate the nnpacts of SEED on the employment and earmngs of

part1c1pants in covered wage and salary employment and on employees hired and wages pald to
employees in the businesses started by treatment and control group members
SEED Impacts on Ul Qutcome Measures

A central issue in the UI Self-Employment Demonstrations concerns the impacts of the
program on the receipt of total benefits. In the interim report, we described in detail -thelim'pa‘cts
of SEED on several measures of ‘Ul benefit receipt during the benefit year corresponding to the\
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Ul claim that lead to enrollment in SEED. Below we briefly summarize those results and
provide new findings related to the receipt of UI benefits in subsequent years.

v Length of First UI Spell. Using data from the UI history files in the PTS, we
developed a measure of the number of weeks of the first spell of UI receipt.® As shown in
Table 7.16, controls experienced first spells of UI benefits of 17.5 weeks on average. In
contrast, the length of the first UI spell for treatment group members was only 11.4 weeks.
This leads to simple difference estimates and regression-adjusted impact estimates of a 6.1 week
reduction in first UI spell, which is statistically significant at the .01 level. The large reduction
in length of first spell is primarily due to treatment group members completing their five
milestones to receive their lump-sum payment and then no longer drawing regular UI payments..

Table 7.16
Length of First Ul Spell (Weeks)

Ul Benefit Payments Received. To examine both the immediate and total effects of
SEED on UI payments during the benefit year, we calculated both the UI payments received
during the first UI spell and the total UI payments received during the entire benefit year, with
and without the lump-sum payment. As summarized in Table 7.17 , these results indicate that
controls received an average of $3,368 during the first spell. Because controls received $3,792
on average over the entire béneﬁt yeaf, it is clear tha}t‘the large majority (nearly 90 percent) of
the UI payments received during the year occurred during the first spell. The unadjusted and .
regression-adjusted impact estimates are very similar for both measures and indicate that,
excluding the lump-sum payment, SEED had a significant impact in reducing the amount of UI

58 The first spell of Ul benefits is conceptually defined as weeks of continuous receipt of UI payments, and does
not include the waiting week. Moreover, in conceptually attempting to link the end of a spell with the beginning
of a job, we do not consider a spell to have ended if there is a minimal break in receipt of payments after which
respondents continue to receive UI benefits. Because Washington State uses a bi-weekly payment system, we
decided to concatenate spells that had breaks of two weeks or less in payments and treat them as a single spell of
length equal to the number of weeks with positive payments. In this way, we ensure that claimants who receive
a Ul payment every two weeks have not ended their spell.
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benefits received by claimants. For example, we estimate that SEED reduced the UI benefit
payments received during the first spell by $1,270. Moreover, given the estimated program
impact of -$1,448 over the entire benefit year, the results indicate that the large majority of the
impact on UI benefits paid occurred during: the first spell. .

As described in Chapter 3, a total of 451 treatment group mqin_bers completed
their required project "mile'stones and obtained a lump-sum payment. The average lump-sum
payment for these 451 claimants was $4,225. 'Although these lump-sum payments were made
with federal research funds -- and not from the UI Trust Fund - it is impoitant to understand
what the total inipact ‘would be if these payments were funded by the same fuhding source. As
shown in the third row of Table 7.17 , taking into account both UI benefit payments plus lump- A
sum payments, treatment group members are estimated to have reéeived $1,098 more on average
than controls. Thus, there would be a net cost in the short-term of about $1,000 per claimant

for operating a self—émplOyment program like SEED that included lump-sum payments.

Table 7.17
UI Benefit Payments Received During Initial Benefit Year

First Spell -$1,270"*

. _$1 ,2‘82".

Full Benefit | $3,792 $2,333 | -$1,459" | -1,448"
- Year » ' 7’ :
* Full Benefit

* Year Including | $3,792 | $4,857 | $1,065™
Lump Sum o .

$1,098™

A related issue concerns the extent t(; =which SEED was able to simulate a policy of

’ cﬁa_shing out UI benefits. As described in Chapter 2, alihough the.lump—sum component of the
SEED Demonstration was intended to simulate a cash-out of UI benefits, because UI is an
entitlement program and these benefits could not be denied} for demonstration, purposes, it was
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not strictly possible to test a cash-out policy. Operationally, this meant that participants could
return to the regular UI program after receiving their lump-sum payment and draw the remainder
of their UI entitlement in the form of bi-weekly payments provided they met the normal UI
eligibility requirements, including the work search requirement. Our results indicate that, for
the most part, SEED can be considered to have tested a cash-out policy. Specifically, only 6.9
percent of the treatment group members who received a lump-sum payment (4.1 percent of the
entire treatment group) returned to UI after receiving the lump-sum payment to draw additional
UI payments from their original claim. Among those who returned to Ul, the average additional
UI benefits received was $1,839. This corresponds to about $75 per claimant over the entire
treatment group.

Receipt of Subsequent UI Benefit Payments. In addition to examining impacts on Ul
payments received during the benefit year, it is also important to understand whether SEED
affects subsequent UI benefit payments. To investigate this issue, we obtained data from SEED
program staff on UI benefit payments received by all treatment and control group members
through the first half of 1994. These results are summarized in Table 7.18.

The first row of the table provides information on the proportion of demonstration sample
members who file a subsequent claim for a new benefit year and receive at least one payment
from the new claim. Our results indicate that 31.8 percent of all controls filed a claim for a new
benefit year aftér SEED. This compares to 31.0 percent of all treatment group members,
resulting in a very small difference that is not statistically significant.

The second row reports the average amount of subsequent UI benefits received. As a
group, controls received $1,296 in regular UI benefit payments on average from claims filed
during the (roughly) three year period after SEED. This compares to $1,214 on average for
treatment group members. The regression-adjusted impact estimate of -$85 is not statistically
significantly different from zero. Thus, SEED did not affect receipt of subsequent UI benefits.

In the last row of Table 7.18 we report the impact of SEED on total Ul payments
received over both the initial UI claim and the subsequent claims observed, and including the
lump-sum payment. As shown in the last column, our results indicate that the program
increased the UI benefits received by $1,013. As described above, all of the estimated increase
occurred during the initial benefit year. '
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Table 7.18 _
Receipt of Subsequent Ul Benefit Payments

Whether Receive o Co C
Ul Benefits After 31.8% 31.0% -0.8% -0.8%
SEED }
Amount of UI : ' - .
Benefits Received $1,296 $1,214 - -$82 : -$85 :

After SEED
Year

Total UI Benefits $5,088 $6,071 $983"* $1,013*
Received . v . 1 II

SEED Impacts on Self-Employment Outcome Measures _

The Department of Revenue (DOR) in the State of Washington maintains extenswe
information on individual businesses that operate in the State and these data were linked to
individuals in the demonstration for evaluation purposes. This includes mfomgatlon on business
activity and on state tax payments. Specifically, we obtained DOR informatioﬁ for three years -
- - 1990, 1991, and 1992 -- for the following measures: whether the sample member received
business income; gross business receipts; whether the busixiess was still open; and sales ta'xes'
and business and occupation taxes paid. Similar to the format used for presenting the results
based on survey data, below we present the mean values of the outcome measures for the control
group, the treatment group, and the calculated unadjusted and regress1on-ad1usted impacts of
SEED for each measure. %

Impacts on Whether Claimants’ Received Busmoss Income. In Table 7.19, we
examine the impact of SEED on the likelihood of receiving business ‘income based on DOR

”Although the data for 1991 and 1992 are clearly post-enrollment for all demonstration claimants, the measures
for 1990 could include business income that occurred before SEED enrollment for some claimants. e

“ The covariates used in these regressions are the same as those used in the models for employment and
earnings outcomes based on followup survey data. : ‘
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records. As shown in the first column, the proportion of control group members who received
some business income was relatively stable over the 1990-1992 period. Specifically, in 1990,
13.3 percent of claimants in the control group had businesses that received some income/sales;
in 1991, the rate increased slightly to 14.8 percent; and by 1992, the proportion with business
income declined slightly to 12.9%.5 As shown in the second column of Table 7.19, the
pattern for treatment group members is somewhat different, with 27.7% of all treatment group
members receiving some business income in 1990, and with this rate declining in each
successive year to 23.3% in 1991 and 19.1% in 1992.

Table 7.19

Receipt of Business Income

14.4%""
23.3% 8.5%™"
19.1% 6.2%"

15.1%™
9.4%™
7.0%™

1991
1992

Consistent with the results based on survey data, both the unadjusted and regression-
adjusted differences indicate that claimants in the treatment group are significantly more likely
than controls to be active in business during each of the three years, as indicated by having
received some business income. In particular, SEED appears to have a very large initial impact
on starting a business, but the impact is somewhat less over the longer term. For example, the
regression-adjusted impact results indicate that SEED had a 14.4 percentage point increase in
the likelihood of having an active business in 1990, which corresponds to over a 100% effect
evaluated at the mean of the control group. By 1992, the impact of SEED is estimated to be 7.0l

¢! Because of updates in the administrative records, these results are slightly different than the results presented
in our interim report (Benus, Johnson, and Wood, 1993).
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percentage points, which is con31derably lower but still corresponds to a large percentage impact
of over 50% of the control group mean. S

Impacts on Whether Business Still Active/Open. In Table 7.20, we provide
information on whether the businesses are still open according to DOR records. In the first -
column, we see that 21.4 percent of all controls. had businesses that were still considered to be
open at the time the DOR records were collected (July 1993) and nearly three-'fourth.s of these
open businesses (15.6 percent) had received some income following random assignment. $ In
contrast, nearly 40 percent of all SEED treatment group members had a busmess that was stlll
considered to be open, although only about two-thirds (26.6 percent) had received some business
income in the three-year period. The estimated impact of SEED on both of these measures is
large and statistically signiﬁcani, indicating that. SEED has a considerable impact on the
likelihood of having an open and/or active business (70-85 percent effect, evaluated at the
control group mean).

Table 7.20
Business Status (July 1993)

Still Open 17.9%™ | 191%™

Still Open and : ' _ |
Received Some 15.6% 26.6% 11.0%™ 12.1%*"
Business Income

€2 In our interim report, we decomposed the SEED businesses into those that were active in the first year only,
the second year only, or both the first and second years, to provide information on the timing of business startups
and the rate of business failures. These results indicated that roughly one-third of the claimants in both the
treatment group and the control group who received business income in the first year did not receive any business
income the next year and may have closed. The fact that the business failure rate appears to be similar for
treatments and controls is consistent with the results of the hazard rate analyses described earlier in this chapter.

© The much larger fraction of controls with open businesses than those who reported positive business income
in any of the three years is likely due to individuals who are not active in business not bothering to officially close
the business for some time, but rather keep the business license active by simply reporting "no activity” on their
state tax return. Moreover, since we obtained the DOR data in July 1993, information on whether the business was
still open was based on available data at that time. Because most claimants in our sample were required to report
information to DOR only at the end of a year, and were under no obhgatxon to report a business closure until the
end of the year (or later) -- six months aﬁer we received the data -- it is likely that these data overstate the number
of open businesses.
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Impacts on Gross Business Income. The Washington State Department of Revenue also
maintains records of reported gross business income. This includes gross sales as well as
income received for services provided, which although somewhat different than self-employment
earnings, is a valuable indicator of the level of activity of businesses established. In Table 7.21,
we provide information on gross business income in each of the three yéars for all SEED
participants, regardless of whether the person established a business; thus, individuals who did
not start a business during the period (and who are not included in the DOR records) are
assigned zero values for their gross business income.

As shown in the first column of Table 7.21, we see that the entire control group averaged
$1,935 in gross business income in 1990, $4,734 in 1991, and $3,637 in 1992.% A
comparison of these amounts with the earnings from self-employment reported in the followup
surveys in Table 7.4 indicates that gross business income based on administrative records is
much greater. This difference is not evidence that the survey income information were
underreported, but rather represents a fundamental difference in what is being measured.
Specifically, business income reported in the DOR records include gross sales, as well as income
from services provided, whereas the survey attempts to measure earnings from self-employment,
which include deductions for business expenses.

In the second column of Table 7.21, we show that the average gross business income
among all treatment group members is considerably larger than for control group members,
growing from about $4,135 in 1990 to over $11,000 in both 1991 and 1992. Thus, the
estimated impact of SEED on gross business income is substantial and statistically significant
in each of the three years. In particular, based on the regression-adjusted results, we estimate
the impact of SEED on gross business income to be $2,208 in 1990, $6,836 in 1991, and nearly

$8,000 in 1992.% Given the mean values of the control group, these impact estimates

& If one instead averaged only over those individuals who had positive business income in the year, the average
gross income of control group members active in business is about $15,000 in 1990, $32,00 in 1991 and $28,000
in 1992. o

& It is interesting to note that among those individuals in the treatment group who had positive business income
in the year, the average gross income of treatment group members active in business is about $15,000 in 1990,
$48,000 in 1991, and $59,000 in 1992. A comparison of these figures with the control group indicates that although
the average gross income among those with an active business is similar in 1990, the treatment group members with
an active business receive much higher business income in 1991 and 1992 than the controls with an active business
in those years.
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correspond to increases in gross business income in excess of 100 percent in each of the three

years.

Table 7.21
Gross Business Income

1990 $1,035 | $4,135 $2,200" | . $2,208""
1991 $4,734 $11,172 $6,438™ | $6,836™
1992 $3,637 $11,322 | $7.685™ $7.977"

Impacts on Business Tax Payments. An important benefit of small business startups
from the State’s perspective is the potential tax revenue generated. In Washington State, this
includes both sales taxes paid by businesses on products sold, as well as business and occupation
(B&O) taxes. In Table 7.22 we provide information on taxes paid by businesses operated by

treatment and control group members for the 1990-1992 period. 3

As this table indicates, over all control group members, the average amoqnt of sales taxes
paid in 1990 was $46 and this increased to $121 in 1991 and declined to $100 in'1992. Business
and occupation taxes paid by control group members followed the same pattern, but were much
lower in each year ($12, $32 and $30, respectively). - As shown in the second column, the mean
values of taxes paid among all treatment group members is somewhat' higher than controls in

~each of the three years. Moreover, although the differences are not statistically significant for
11990, during which the average level of business activity was relatively low, the differences are |
statistically significant in both 1991 and 1992. Specifically, the regresSion-adjusted estimates
indicate that SEED increased sales taxes paid by $100 per treatment émup member in 1991 and
by $214 in 1992. Similarly, the results indicate that SEED increased the business and
 occupation taxes paid by about $56 per treatment group member in both 1991 and 1992.
Consistent with the results described earlier, these impacts on tax payments correspond to
i‘oughly 100 perceht of the control group mean or larger. Taken together, the results indicate

i
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- an increase in total State tax receipts per treatment group member due to SEED of over $150
in 1991 and about $270 in 1992.

Table 7.22
Business Tax Payments

Sales Taxes ,
1990 $46 $81 $35 $37
1991 $121 $212 $91** $100™
1992 $100 - $304 $204™ $214™
B&O Taxes $12 825 $13 $13
1990
1991 $32 $85 $53* $56™
1992 $30 $84 $54™ $56™

SEED Impaéts on Earnings, Employment and Employees

As described in Chapter 6, in addition to obtaining survey data on wage and salary
employment in Washington State, we also obtained UI Wage Records for treatment and control
group members who worked in covered employment in the post-program period. In particular,
we obtained information on wages and hours worked in covered employment for the quarter the
claim was filed and for the following nine calendar quarters. These data were used to construct
measures of whether claimants worked in covered employment in the first and second years
following enrollment in SEED, hours worked and earnings during the first two years, as well
as the composition of total earnings by quarter.® |

UI Wage Records provide a valuable alternative source of information concerning the
earnings of SEED participants. However, because these records are state-based, it is impossible
to distinguish individuals who work across the border in a different state -- either in self-

employment or in wage and salary employment-- from individuals who do not work at all. This

% By the first (second) year following SEED enrdllment, we mean the first (second) four complete calendar
quarters following the quarter in which the claimant filed for UI benefits and entered the demonstration.
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is particularly problematic for claimants in the Vancouver site -- who comprise roughly one-
quarter of the SEED analysis sample -- most of whom live within a few minutes of the Oregon
border and the Portland metropolitan area. ' Analysis described in the interim report indicated
that the impacts on earnings measures based on UI Wage Records are sensitive to whether
Vancouver claimants are included in the analysis. Speciﬁcally, we found that _fhe impacts on
employment and eanﬁngs outcomes are biased towards zero when Vancouirer claimants are
included. Consequently,_ the results presented below exclude Vancouver i’elahnants for the
employment and eamnings analysis based on Ul wage records. It should be emphasized,
however, that the pattern of the ﬁndings and the broad conclusions are not affected by the
exclusion of Vancouver claimants from this analysis. |

The rest of this section is organized as follows. First, we examine SEED impacts on the
likelihood of employment and hours worked in each of the first two years followmg ﬁhng a
claim and entering the demonstratlon We then examine program unpacts on earnings in
covered employment using both annual and quarterly measures. The section concludes with a
description of the impacts of SEED on job creation (i.e., number of employees} and wages paid
~ to employees based on UI Wage Records. |
Impacts on Likelihood of Working in Covered Employment. We begm by examining
 the impacts of SEED on the likelihood of working i in (covered) wage and salary employment
during each of the first two years after filing a UI claim and entering the demonstiation. ‘This -
. outcome measure is defined to be 1 if Ul Wage Re_cotds indicated the claimant had positive
earnings in any of the first (second) four quirters after filing his/her claim and zero otherwise.
In Table 7.23, we report the impact results for these measures of the likelihood of working in |
(covered) wage and salary employment

The results in Table 7.23 indicate that 82.6 percent of controls worked in covered
employment at some point during the first year after filing the UI claim and entering the
demonstration. Among all treatment group "zmember's, 78.5 percent worked in covered

employment during the same period. The unadjusted and regression-adjusted impacts are similar
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and indicate that SEED significantly (at the .05 level) reduced the likelihood of working in
covered wage and salary employment by about 4-5 percentage points in Year 1.5 '

The results for the second year follow the same pattern, although the rate of employment
for both grohps is somewhat lower and the statistical significance of the difference between
treatments and controls is slightly weaker. Specifically, we find that 76.6 percent of controls
worked inv covered wage and salary employment in Year 2, as compared to 72.7 percent of
treatment group members, leading to an unadjusted difference of -3.9 percentage points and a
regression-adjusted impact of -4.3 percentage points which is significant at the .10 level. Thus,
consistent with the results based on followup silrvey data presented earlier in this chapter, it
appears that SEED has a negative and statistically significant impact on the likelihood of working
in (covered) wage and salary employment, and that this difference persists through the first two
years after entering the demonstration. | |

Table 7.23
Employment Status

Worked Year 1 82.6%

Worked Year 2 76.6%

Impacts on Hours Worked in Covered Employment. To understand the intensity of
employment in wage and salary jobs it is irnportant to examine the amount of time worked in
such jobs. Washington State is the only State in the U.S. that contains information on hours

¢ Although the SEED demonstration was designed to attract individuals interested in self-employment who were
not job-attached, it is likely that some of the claimants who worked in covered wage and salary employment in Year
1 had returned to their same previous employer. To examine this issue, we calculated the percentage of individuals
‘who returned to work to their major employer -- the one they earned the most wages from in the year before filing
for Ul benefits -- at some time during Year 1. Although such a measure does not capture whether the individual
directly returned to work at the previous employer after a period of unemployment, it does provide valuable
information on whether s/he returned to work with the previous employer at some time within a year. Our results
indicate that 25.0 percent of the control group returned to work for their previous employer during Year 1 and that
a similar percentage of treatment group members (23.7 percent) also returned to work for their previous employer,
a difference which is not statistically significant. '
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worked in covered employment in its UI Wage Records system. In Table 7.24, we’ report the
impacts of SEED on hours worked in covered employment during the first two years following
enrollment in the demonstration. e , |
| The findings for hours worked mirror the results for the likelihood of"employment and
indicate that SEED has a negative irnpact on working in (covered) wage and salary employment
that persists over the observation period. For example, ziverage hours worked in covered
employment among all controls in Year 1 was 875. In contrast, treatment group members
overall averaged 745 hours in covered wage and salary employment duri;ig the first year,
- resulting in an unadjusted reduction of 130 hours. The regression-adjusted estimate of -138.
hours is statistically significant and corresponds to nearly a 16 percentage point reduction in

hours worked during the first year.*®

| "Table 7.24
Hours Worked in Covered Empldyment

-130ttt. —1;8‘.‘
91" 97"

The results for the second post-enrollinent year follow the same general pattern, although
the level of hours worked increase somewhat. Specifically, during Year 2, cohtrols average 986
hours worked in covered employment, as compared to 895 for treatment group members. This
unadjusted difference of -91 hours is significant at the .10 level and the regression-adjusted |
difference of -97 hours is significant at the .05 level, indicating that the SEED’program reduced
hours worked in covered employment, and that this effect pér‘sisted over the two-year

% The difference in hours worked in the first year is in large part due to a difference in work intensity among
workers, and not due to the difference in the likelihood of working. ' For example, among the 82.6 percent of
controls who worked at some point during Year 1, average hours worked were 1,060. This compares to 950 hours
worked among the 78.5 percent of working treatment group members, and corresponds to-a 110 hour reduction in
hours worked, or roughly a 10 percent reduction evaluated at the control group mean. C
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observation period.”” This is consistent with the impacts reported above for the number of
months in wage and salary employment based on the followup survey data.

Impacts on Earnings in Covered Employment. These differences in the likelihood of
working in covered employment, coupled with overall reductions in hours worked, suggest
potentially important differences between treatments and controls in earnings from (covered)
wage and salary employment. In Table 7.25, we report the summary impact results based on
UI Wage Records for the first two years after entering the demonstration, as well as detailed
results by post-enrollment quarter. As shown in the first row of this table, during the first
complete year after filing the UI claim and entering the demonstration, controls earned $10,029
in (covered) wage and salary employment, as compared to only $8,675 for treatment group
members.”” Both the unadjusted reduction of $1,354, and the regression-adjusted impact
estimate of -$1,584 are statistically significant and indicate that, consistent with the followup
survey results presented earlier, SEED reduced the wage and salary earnings of the treatment
group. In fact, the impact estimate for annualized earnings of -$1,477 for Wave I is quite
similar to our estimate based on UI Wage Records. ‘ | :

The results for the second complete year after filing the UI claim follow the same general
patterns, although the average levels of earnings of both groups are slightly higher and the
precision of the estimated program effect is somewhat less. Specifically, during Year 2, controls
averaged $12,336 in (covered) wage and Salary earnings, as compared to $11,328 for treatment
group members. The unadjusted difference estimate of -$1,008 is not statistically significantly
different from zero, although the regression-adjusted estimate of -$1,252 is statistically
significant at the .10. level. Based on these results, it appears that the reduction in wage and
salary earnings due to SEED persists through at least the first two years after enrollment in the

program, although there is no evidence that the effect becomes larger over time.

® In contrast to Year 1, the differences in hours worked among workers are reasonably small in Year 2.
Specifically, among claimants who worked in some covered wage and salary employment in Year 2, the average
hours worked was 1,287 for controls and 1,231 for treatment group members. »

" Given that the average earnings of control group members in covered employment in the year before filing
for UI benefits was about $21,000, control group members earned less than one-half of their pre-Ul annual earnings
in the first subsequent year.
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In the remainder of Table 7.25 we provide additional evidence on the time pattern of
program impacts on wage and salary earnings by decomposing the annual results into separate

| quarters. As these results indicate, the average earnings in covered employment of control

- group members increase, consistently over the six complete quarters following SEED enroliment,

from $1,685 in the first quarter to $3,184 in the sixth quarter, and then remain roughly at the -

~ level (or slightly below) over the next three quarters. This pattern is generally expected as

control group members return to work in covered employment over time. As shown in Table :
7.22, treatment group members follow the same general pattern, although their average earnings

are consistently below that of controls in every quarter. Moreover, the regression-adjusted

-impact estimates indicate that SEED significantly reduced the quarterly earnings of treatment
* group members by from about $320-470 in each of the four quarters during the first year. The

quarterly earnings impacts appear to be somewhat smaller in subsequent quarters (about $250-
380) and are estimated with less prec1s1on with only one of the four quarterly impact estimates

being statlsucally significantly different from zero at conventlonal levels.
‘Table 7.25 _
Earnings in Covered Employment

Year1 | $10,029 | $8,675 | -$1,354" | -§1,584%%x

Year 2 $12,336 | $11,328 | -$1,008 | -$1,252*
Quarter 1 | $1,685 | $1,355 -$330" -$378"
 Quarter2 | $2,436 | $2,053 -$383" -$468"™
Quarter3 | $2,827 | $2,55 | -s27° | -$323°

| Quarter4 | $3,081 | $2,710 | -$371* | -$415”
" Quarter 5 | $3,150 | . $2,915 -$235 -$300
Quarter 6 | $3,184 | 2,869 $315 | -$383°
Quarter 7 | $3,064 | $2,881 -$183 248 |

Quarter 8 | $2,938 | $2,663 -$275 -$322
Quarter 9 | $3,134 | $2,922 $212 | -$266
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Impacts on Business Employees Using UI Wage Records. Because businesses must
submit to the Employment Security Department (ESD) information concerning quarterly wages
paid to each employee, it is also possible to utilize Ul Wage Records to examine the impacts of
SEED on the number of employees hired by demonstration participants. In this way, we could
provide an alternative assessment of job creation impacts, which do not rely on interview self-
reports.

To address this issue, we first used data to identify businesses owned or operated by
SEED treatment or control group members during the post-SEED period. We then obtained
from ESD all quarterly wage records available at that time for all individuals who worked for
the businesses of any treatment or control group members. At the time the information was
obtained, twelve quarters of data from the third quarter of 1990 through the second quarter of
1993 were available.” By linking individual worker records for each quarter to a specific
business, we could determine the number of different employees in a quarter a business had, as
well as total wages paid. For SEED treatment and control group members who were not self-
employed, as well as those who were self-employed but who did not submit any records of
wages paid,v we set the number of employees and wages paid to employees to be zero. Below,
we first examine impacts on number of employees.

As shown in Table 7.26, control group members consistently submitted quarterly wage
reports for a small number of workers. Although this ranged from .03 employees on average
for the third quarter of 1990 to .06 employees during the second quarter of 1992, controls hired
.04 employees on average in 8 of the 12 quarters shown in Table 7.26. In contrast, the mean
number of employees of the treatment group was .06 during the third quarter of 1990, and then
increased reasonably steadily to .22 by the end of this three-year period.

The unadjusted difference estimates and the regression-adjusted estimates are statistically
significant in all of the 12 quarters except the first one, and indicate that SEED had a positive
impact on job creation. Specifically, over the latest several quarters, we estimate that SEED

increased the number of employees by about .17 per treatment group member on average. It

7! Because data were not readily available for the entire post-program period, it was not possible to create
outcome measures that corresponded to the first nine quarters following the quarter of enrollment into SEED. As
a result, we decided to analyze the data separately for each calendar quarters.
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is important to note that this estimate is not dissimilar to the .25 estimated number of employees,
per treatment group member based on the Wave IT followup survey described earlier. Over the
entire sample of 1,507 treatment and control group members, these results suggest that controls
as a group employ approximately 30 workers each quarter over allbusinesses, as compared to

about 165 employees working for treatment group.members; a net increase of 135 workers.

. Table 7.26
Number of Employees

1990, Q3
1990, Q4
1991, Q1
1991, Q2
1991, Q3
1991, Q4
1992, Q1
1992, Q2

1992, Q3
1992, Q4
1993, Q1

1993, Q2

2R2e2BRRERREB

Impacts on Wages.Paid to Empibyees Using UI Wage Records. We also used UI
Wage Records to examine the impacts of SEED on the total 'wagés"paid to the employees of
businesses operated by treatment and control group members. The results by calendar quarter
are shown in Table 7.27. Consistent with the results for number of employees, for the most
part, these results indicate a generally increasing pattern of total wagés paid to employees for
controls and a much stronger increasing pattern for treatment group members. For example,
in the third quarter of 1990, at the time when the last claimants were being enrolled in SEED,
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control businesses on average paid $12 in employee wages, as compared to $82 for treatment
group businesses. The unadJusted difference of $70 is statlstlcally s1gmﬁcant at the .05 level
as is the regressmn—adjusted estimate of $73. ‘ '

By two to three years later, the employee wage bill for control businessés had increased
on average to about $75-100 per quarter; as compared to $475-500 per quarter for treatfnent
group businesses. This resulted in difference estimates and regression-adjusted imﬁact estimates
of approximately $375-400 per quarter increase in the total wages paid to employees due to.
SEED. Over the entire three-year observation period of these data, these resuits indicate that
" SEED increased total wages paid to employees by about $2.5 million. |

Table 7.27

~ Total Employee Wagos Paid

1990, Q3 $12 $82 $70" | $73
1990, Q4 . 77) $194 | 172" $182"
1991, Q1 $43 $195 $152° $159"
1991,Q2 '$89 | - $274 $185 $195™
1991, Q3 $54 $328 | $274™ $284""
1991, Q4 | s6s |  $357. | $292™ $293"
1992, Q1 $56 $379 | $323™ $324™
1992,Q2 $70 s426 | saset | s3s2
1992, Q3 $73 $475 402" | sa02™
1992,Q4 $8s | 492 sa07 . | sa02™
1993, Q1 $108 | $509 $401° | - $397*
1993, Q2 | $104 | $486 | 382" | $370""
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IMPACTS OF SEED FOR VARIOUS CLAIMANT SUBGROUPS

We also examined whether the impacts of SEED on the self-employment and wage and
salary employment outcome measures varied by numerous claimant characteristics, including
gender, race, site, and whether the individual intended to return to the previous employer at the
time of application to SEED. To test for differential program impacts across subgroups, we
added interaction terms (e.g., treatment status interacted with subgroup characteristic(s)) to the
basic multivariate regression model described earlier in this chapter. In this section we describe
the general patterns of the subgroup results for the main outcome measures derived from the
followup survey data that were statistically significant in both Wave I and Wave II; readers
interested in additional details can refer to Appendix C.

First, we describe the patterns of subgroup impact differences for the self-employment
outcome measures. The results of these analyses indicate that the SEED Demonstration had a
significantly greater impact on females than on males in increasing the likelihood of self-
employment.” Specifically, the regression-adjusted impact estimate indicates that the program
had a 16-17 percentage point greater impact in increasing the likelihood of self-employment for
women than men. However, there were no significant differences in the impact of SEED by
gender on the number of months in self-employment or on the likelihood of being self-employed
at either followup survey.” This suggests that the rate of self-employment terminations are

higher among women than men.”

2 1t is not clear why the program had a greater impact on women’s participation in self-employment over the
observation period than on men’s participation. One possible explanation is that women are more receptive to the
types of services provided by the SEED program. An alternative explanation is that the program may have provided
superior assistance for the types of enterprises that women were most interested in. A third explanation may be
that women have a more difficult time in obtaining financing and that the SEED lump-sum payment may have been
relatively more helpful to women in overcoming this disadvantage.

7 The Wave I results indicated that SEED had a larger impact in increasing time in self-employment for females
than males, but this effect was much reduced and not statistically significant for the entire 33-month observation
period.

™ The results of the hazard rate analysis of the time until transition from the first self-employment spell is
consistent with this speculation. Specifically, among those who started a self-employment spell, the estimated
hazard of terminating the self-employment spell is higher for male controls than male treatment group members,
whereas the estimated hazards are consistently higher for female treatment group members than for female controls.
However, these differences are not significant at conventional levels, in part due to the very small sample sizes
involved. '
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In contrast to the results for self-employment outcome measures, our results indicate that
the effects of SEED on wage and salary outcome measures are widespread and not concentrated
in specific subgroups. Specifically, none of the interaction terms were significant for both Wave
Iand L | I

The final set of subgroup results concern the outcome measures for combined self-
employment and wage and salary employment. For the likelihood of being empioyed at some
time during the observation period, there are two consistent patterns of interaction effects for
both Wave I and II. In pusticular, the results indicate that the impact of SEED én the likelihood
of being emplojed in some ype of job was greater for whites than for nonwhites. |

There are also strong differences in the impacts of SEED on months worked and on total
combined earnings by bﬁsiness ownership status at application. For example, usihg the Wave
I data, the impact of SEED on annualized time worked for those who owned a business at the
time of application was 4.1 months per year, as compared to 1.9 months per year for those who
previously owned a business (but not at the time of application), and as compai'ed to .6 months
per year for those who had never been seif-employed. Moreover, it seems thzat the impact of
SEED on total earnings is positive and quite -large for those who were bugmess owners at
application, and the impact' is relatively small and negative for those who were non-owners at

application. The results for the entire 33-month observatién period follow the identical pattern.

SUMMARY

In this chapter we presented our detailed results concerning the impacts of SEED on
numerous self-employment and wage and salary employment outcome measures, as well as on
job creation a»nd‘ UI benefits receipt. In this section, we briefly summariie the highlights. of

these findings. In particular, we focus on the main self-employment and ‘wage and salary

i

7S For Wave I, our results indicated that there were differences in the impact of SEED on the likelihood of wage
and salary employment and on months in wage and salary employment between those in the top quartile of the prior
earnings distribution than for those in the lowest quartile. In particular, the impact of SEED was to reduce the

likelihood of wage and salary employment and number of months worked for those in the top quartile by a greater -

amount than those in the bottom quartile. Although the pattern was similar for Wave II, the interaction effect was
not statistically significant at conventional levels.
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employment and earnings measures based on the followup surveys and on the receipt of UL
benefits that contribute to the benefit-cost results described in Chapter 10.

The main impact results of the SEED program tested in Washington State are
summarized in Table 7.28. As these results indicate, the SEED program had a very large and
positive impact on the self-employment expeﬁences of UI claimants that persisted throughout
both the Wave I and Wave II survey. Specifically, treatment group members are estimated to
be much more likely than controls to have a self-employment experience (by about 22-25
percentage points); to spend more time per year in self-employment (by 2.0-2.3 months); and
are more likely to be still self-employed at the time of the followup surveys (by 12-16 percentage
points). Consistent with these results, we find that the SEED program increased claimants’ self-
employment earnings by over $1,600 per year. These estimated impacts are quite large and
correspond to effects that are roughly from 50 pefcent to over 100 percent of the control group
mean. '

In contrast to the estimated impacts on self-employment outcomes, the impacts on wage
and salary employment measures are consistently negative and indicate that SEED significantly
reduced these indicators of wage énd salary employment in both the short- and long-term.
Specifically, SEED reduced claimants’ likelihood of working in wage and salary employment
by 6 percentage points, reduced number of months per year working in wage and salary
employment and reduced earnings from ~Wage and salary employment by from about $1,400-
$1,800 per year. These effects, while statistically significant and economically important,
represent smaller percentage changes. Specifically, these impacts correspond roughly to 10-20
percent effects evaluated at the mean of the control group.

In the bottom panel of Table 7.28 we present the impacts of SEED on total employment
and earnings outcomes. These combined results do not follow as strong or as consistent of a
pattern as the separate results for both self-employment and wage and salary employment
measures. The first three rows taken together suggest that the SEED program was fairly
successful in assisting claimants become reemployed. Specifically, we find that the program
significantly increased the likelihood of claimants’ finding employment at some time in Wave
I, increased the number of months worked per year (by 1.1-1.3 months per year), and slightly
increased the likelihood of being employed at the time of the Wave I Survey. On the other
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Table 7.28

Washington Summary
Program Impacts

Self-Employhnént :
Percent Self-Employed

| Since Random ’Assignment'

Time Self-Employed

Since Random Assignment
Percent Self-Employed at the End
of Observation Period

Earnings from Self-Employment
Since Random Assignment

Wage and Saléry Employment :
Percent Employed in W&S

Since Random Assignment =
Time Employed in W&S

Since Random Assignment

Percent Employed in W&S at the
End of Observation Period

Earnings from W&S -

| Since Random Assignment

‘Total Employment

Percent Employed

Since Random Assignment
Time in Employment
Since Random Assignment

Percent Employed at the End of ~
Observation Period

" Total Earnings
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hand, the impacts on total earnings are insignificantly different from zero for both Wave I and
II. Thus, it appears that SEED did not increase claimants’ total earnings from all types of
employment. |

We also examined in detail the impacts of SEED on total benefits receipt. Although not
reported in this table, our results indicate that after taking into account the lump-sum payment
provided to treatment group members who met the required milestones for starting a business,
SEED increased total benefit payments by $1,098 during the initial benefit year. Because the
estimated impact of SEED on subsequent receipt of UI was small and negative, our results
indicate that SEED increased total benefits by $1,013 per claimant over the entire observation

period.
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MASSACHUSETTS DEMONSTRATION IMPACTS

In this chapter we present the impacts of the Massachusetts Enterpnse Project. The
results are presented in two sections. In the first section, we present our mam 1mpact results
based on an evaluation of Cohorts 1 and 2 In the second section of this chapter we evaluate
Cohort 3 separately. As discussed in Chapter 4, exogenous developments in Massachusetts
altered the implementation of the der'ndnstration, especially during the period when Cohort 3 was
‘enrolled. As a result, we concluded that it is not appropriate to combine all three cohorts for
the impact analysis; instead, we combine only Cohorts 1 and 2 for the\ main ‘impact analysis.
We pfesent the Cohort 3 impact results largely for completeness. Further'anélysis is required
to determine if and how all three cohorts can be pooled to obtain an overall impact estimate.

As we did in the 4evaluatio.n of the SEED Demonstration impacts, we measure progtaxn
impacts by comparing the experiences of treatment group members with the experiences of
control group members following random assignment. Within each of the twé) sections in this
chapter, we follow the same presentation pattern as was used earlier for the SEED evaluation.
First, we describe the demonstration impacts on self-employment outcomes, including the
likelihood of becoming self-employed, total time in self-employmént, the likelihood of being
self-employed at the time of the followup surveys, and total earnings from self-employment.
We then examine the impact on similar measures for wage and salary employment._ Next, we
‘ combine self-empldyment with wage and salary erhployment outcomes and examine the
demonstration impacts on total employment and earnings. Foilowing this evaluation of
employment and earnings impacts, we present/t{he demonstration impacts on sﬁch outcomes as |
job creation, length of UI spells, and UI benefits receipt. Throughout the 'c’hapter, we also
provide informatibn-about the impact of the demonstration on key claimant slibgroups.
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As in Chapter 7, we present results for two overlapping time periods. First, we present
impacts based on data obtained from the Wave I survey, which, in Massachusetts, was
administered on average 19 months after random assignment. Second, we present impacts based
on a combination of Wave I and Wave II survey data.  These data are used to create a 31-month
(on average) observation period, beginning with random assignment and ending with the Wave
I survey. In the tables below, impact estimates derived from the 19-month observation period
are referred to as Wave I results, while impact estimates derived from the 31-month observation

period are referred to as Wave II results.
IMPACTS BASED ON COHORTS 1 AND 2

In this section, we present impact estimates based on the combined samples from Cohorts
1 and 2. Combining these two cohorts yields a total of 263 treatment group members and 258
control group members. The 86 percent Wave I survey response rate yields a total sample of
449 for the Wave I impact analysis (229 treatment group members and 220 controls). The
89 percent Wave II response rate j'ields a total sample of 398 for the Wave II impact analysis

(204 treatment group members and 194 controls).

Self-Employment Impacts

This subsection covers the impacts of the Enterpn’se Project on self-employment
outcomes. The next subsection examines the demonstration impacts on wage and salary
employment outcomes. In the final subsection, we combine the self-empioyment with wage and -
salary employment outcomes and evaluate demonstration impacts on combined employment and
earnings outcomes. |

Iﬁlpacts on Likelihood of Self-Employment Experience. As in the SEED
Demonstration, the Enterprise Project provided business training, counseling, and financial
assistance to targeted UI claimants who were interested enough in self-employment to both .attend
an information session and submit an application, and who were randomly selected into the

treatment group. To the extent that the demonstration services provided effective assistance to
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treatment group members, one would expect more treatment group members than control group
members to enter self-employment. \

The results in Tablé 8.1 indicate that, indeed, treatment group members were much more
likely than control group members to enter self-employment. Specifically, within the first 19
months after random assignment (Wave I), 52 percent of the treatment group, as compared with
35 percent of the control group, were self-employed at some point (i.e, had at least one self-
employment spell).” The 17 percentage point difference in the likelihood of ;;fself-employment
‘for the two groups vis statistically significant (at the .01 level) and corresponds to about 50
percent of the control group mean.

Table 8.1
Self-Employment Experience Since Random Assignment
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

+17%™

+17%"

Wave II 1% | 58% +11%" | +12%"

As indicated in Table 8.1 , additional control and treatment group members entered self-
employment between the two surveys. That is, for the control group, the likelihood of having
a self-employment spell increased from 35 percent in Wave I to 47 percent in Wave II. For the
treatment group, the self-employment likelihood increased from 52 to 58 percent. As a result
of the greater influx by control group members into self-employment after the Wave I survey,
the simple difference in the likelihood of having a self-employment experience between the
treatment and control groups declined from 17 percentage points in Wave I t!o ’11 percentage

76 The Wave I results reported here differ slightly from the Wave I findings ﬁreéented in our earlier report
(Benus, Wood and Grover, 1994), although all of the main findings are qualitatively similar. The differences are
due to minor definitional changes in the self-employment experience variable.
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points in Wave II. The difference in Wave II corresponds to less than 25 percent of the control
group mean. This difference remained statistically significant (at the .05 level).

The regression-adjusted impact estimates of the likelihood of having a self-employment
experience, reported in the last column of Table 8.1, are quite similar to the simplé-difference
estimates reported in the third column.” - Based on these regression-adjusted impacts of
17 percentage points in Wave I and 12 percentage points in Wave II, we conclude that the
Enterprise Project had a large positive impact on the likelihood of becoming self-employed.

The impact results reported in the last column of Table 8.1 are based on logit regression
models that control for a number of covariates. Although not reported in the table, the
regression results indicate that several of the covariates significantly affect the likelihood of
entering self-employment in both the Wave I and Wave II.7

Impacts on Time in Self-Employment. In this section we evaluate the impact of the

“Enterprise Project on the time spent in self-employment after random assignment. This ahalysis,

uses annualizedb measures of the number of months in self-employment following random
assignment. Specifically, using information on start dates and end dates of self-employment
spells from the followup surveys, annualized time in self-employment is calculated as the
proportion of the period from random assignment to the interview date that an individual sample
member was self-employed multiplied by 12.

As shown in Table 8.2 and consistent with the results described above, treatment group
members spent more time in self-employment on average than controls. On an annualized basis,
treatment group members spent 2.5 months per year in self-employment during the first 19
months after random assignment (Wave I) and slightly more (2.6 months per year) during the
entire 31-month observation period (Wave II). Treatment group members, on average, spent

approximately one month more per year in self-employment than control group members.

7 The covariates used in all the Massachusetts regressions are presented and defined in Appendix A.

™ In Appendix B, we identify all the significant covariate coefficients, as well as their signs, for each of the
regressions presented. In this regression, for example, we find that in both the Wave I and Wave II regression
models males are more likely to enter self-employment, while those who previously worked in the service industry
are less likely to enter self-employment.
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Similar results are obtained from the regression-adjusted impacts.™ Based on these results, we
estimate that treatment group members on average worked approximately 2.2 months more in

self-employment than controls during the 31-month observation period.®

Table 8 2
Time in Self-Employment Since Random Assxgnment
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2 |

Impacts on Self-Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys. The results described
above indicate that treatment group members were more likely than control greup members to
have a self-employment spell during the observation period, and that they spent more time self-
employed than controls. Although these results confirm that the Enterprtse Pro;ect was
successful in encouraging business startups, they do not necessarily indicate program success.
A better indicator of program success is the proportion of individuals remaining in self-
employment at the time of the followup surveys

In Table 8.3, we present information on the proportion of treatment and control group
" members who were self-employed at the time of each followup survey. _As this table indicates,
40 percent of the treatment group was self-employed at the time of the Wave I survey, as
compared to 29 percent of the control group. This corresponds:te a 11 percentage point
difference, which is about a 38 percent effect at the control group mean (statistically significant
at the .05 level). By the time of the Wave II susey, the number of controls in self-employment

» Only one covariate was statisticallysigniﬁcent in both the Weve I and Wave II regression models: being in
the service industry. Those who previously worked in the service industry spent less time in self-employment after
random assignment than those who worked in other industries.

% This estimate is derived by multiplying the Wave II impact estimate (0.8 months) by 31/ 12
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" had increased by 9 percentage points to 38 percent, while the proportion of treatment group
members in self-employment had only increased slightly (by 3 percentage points) to 43 percent.
At the time of the Wave II survey, therefore, the simple-difference estimator declined to
5 percentage poihts, which corresponds to only a 13 percent effect of the control group mean
and is statistically insignificant. As indicated in the table, the regression-adjusted logit impacts

(presented in the last column) are similar to the simple-difference estimates (column 3).%

Table 8.3
Self-Employment at Two Different Observation Times
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

Impacts on Self-Employment Earnings. In Table 8.4, we present estimates of program
inipact on self-employment earnings. Similar to the measure of time in self-employment,
earnings from self-employment is constructed as an annualized measure. Moreover, the earnings
figures have been deflated to 1990 dollars using a CPI index. As shown in Table 8.4, during
the Wave I observation period, annualized self-employment earnings for the control group
averaged $1,404 in 1990 dollars.®? In contrast, annualized self-employment earnings during
Wave I for the treatment group averaged $2,916. Neither the unadjusted impact of $1,512, nor
the regression-adjusted impact of $1,218, are significant at the .10 level.®

8 There were no covariates that were statistically lsignificﬁ.nt in both the Wm}e I and II regression models for
the likelihood of being self-employed at the time of the followup surveys.

%2 This average earnings figure includes cases where self-employment earnings were reported to be zero. To
the extent that some of the zero responses are likely to be misreported, the above average earmngs figure is likely
to understate actual self-employment earnings.

8 The only covariate that sxgmﬁcantly affected self-employment eammgs in both the Wave I and Wave I
models was prior employment in the service industry (-).
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The findings for Wave II are quite similar to the Wave I results. The unadjusted
annualized impact estimate is $1,188 and the regression-adjusted impact estimate is $1,219.
Neither of these impact estimates is sighificant. _ 'I'hus,. we conclude that the Enterprise Project.
did not significantly affect self-employment earnings. N ‘

Table 8.4
Earnings From Self-Employment Since Random Assignment
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2 '

+$1,512 | +$1,218

- +$1,188 | +$1,219

In summary, the impacts of the Massachusetts demonstration on self-employment
outcomes are inconsistent. The Enterprise Project had significant positivé impacts on some of
the seﬁmploment outcomes analyzed, while on others the effect was ins§gniﬁcant. For
example, in both observation periods, treatment group members were more ﬁkély than controls
to have a self-employment experience and to spend more time per year in self-employment. In
contrast to the above signiﬁcant impacts, the demonstration did not have a statistically significant

impact on self-employment earnings during either of the two observation periods.

Wage and Salary Employment Impacts , .

In this section we continue our focus on the employment and earnings impacts of the
Massachusetts demonstration, but shift our attention to examine the impacts of the demonstration
on the wage and salary employment experiences of program participants. B

Impacts on Likelihood of Wage and Saiary Employment Experience. In Table 8.5
we examine the impacts of the Enterprise Project on the likelihood of having a wage and salary
employment experience during the observation peﬁod. These results indicate that approximately
the same proportion of the treatment group as the chtrol group had at least one wage and salary
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job during the observation period. During the Wave I observation period, 64 percent of the
control group and 65 percent of treatment group had at least one Wage and salary job; during
the Wave II observation period, 75 percent of control group members and 71 percent of
treatment group members had at least one wage and salary job. Neither the Wave I nor the
Wave II treatment/control group difference is statistically significant, indicating that the
Enterprise Project did not have an impact on the likelihood of wage and salary employment.

Table 8.5
Wage and Salary Employment Experience Since Random Assignment
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

In the last column of Table 8.5 we present the impact results derived from logit
regression models for the probability of having a wage and salary job during the observation
period. These results confirm our conclusion that the Enterprise Project did not affect the
likelihood of having a wage and salary job during either the Wave I or the Wave II observation
period.®

Impacts on Time in Wage and Salary Jobs. In Table 8.6, we report the impacts of
the Enterprise Project on annualized months in} wage and salary jobs .during the two observation
periods. During the first 19 months after random assignment (Wave I), treatment group
members worked 3.8 months per year in wage and salary jobs compared to 3.2 months per year
for controls. The increase of 0.6 months per year was statistically insignificant at the 10 level.

$ As reported in Appendix B, holding other variables constant, three factors have a statistically significant
impact on the likelihood of having a wage and salary job in both observation periods. These factors are: prior
employment in the service industry (+), being a participant in the Milford site (+), and having a benefit start date
in the first quarter of 1991 (+).
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The results for the entire 31-month observation period (Wave II) indicate that both the -
treatment and control groups increased their annual time spent in wage and salary jobs. The
difference between the two groups in annual time spent in wage and salary employment,

however, remained small and insignificant (0.3 months).

Table 8.6
Time in Wage and Salary Employment Since Random Assignni__'ént
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2 :

The results for the entire 31-month observation period (Wave II) indicate that both the
treatment and cohtrol groups increased their annual time spent in wage and salary jobs. The
difference between the two groups in annual time spent in wage and salary employment,
however, remained small and insignificant (0.3 months)’.

The regression-adjusted impacts shown in the last column of Table 8.6 are somewhat
higher than the simiale—difference estimates. Moreover, the Wave I regression-adjusted impact
estimate is statistica]ly significant at the .05 level. Thus, during Wave I, the Enterprise Project
increased the time spent in wage and salary jobs.* |

Impacts on Wage and Salary Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys. In

Table 8.7, we provide information on the proportion of sample members who were employed

8 Covariates that were statistically significant in both the Wave I and Wave II regression models for time in
wage and salary employment include whether the claimant was male (-), whether the claimant was previously
employed in the service industry (+), and whether UI benefits started during the first quarter of 1991 (+).
Specifically, the results indicate that holding other factors constant, males spent less time in wage and salary
employment than females, that the time spent in wage and salary employment was higher for those who were
previously employed in the service industry, and that claimants whose benefits started in the fifst quarter of 1991
spent more time in wage and salary employment than those whose benefits started in other periods.

137




S

Chapter 8 ® Massachusetts Demonstration Impacts

in wage and salary jobs at the time of the two followup surveys.. As this table indicates, at the
Wave I followup survey, 46 percent of control group members and 52 percent of treatment
group members were employed in wage and salary jobs. This difference of 6 percentage points
matches the regression-adjusted logit estimate of 6 percentage points. This Wave I estimate is
statistically significant (at the .10 level).

Table 8.7

Wage and Salary Employment at Two Different Observation Times
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

As indicated in the table, the difference between treatment and controi groups in the
likelihood of wage and salary employment is lower at the time of the Wave II sﬁrvey.
Specifically, at the time of the Wave i survey, 56 percent of treatment grdup members were
employed in wage and salary jobs, as compared to 54 percent of controls. The small 2
percentage point difference is not statistically significant; the regression-adjusted impéct is also
insignificant.

Impacts on Wage and Salary Earnings. The fésults, for annualized earnings in wage
and salary employment are shown in Table 8.8. Consistent with our measure of self-
employment earnings, earnings in wage and salary employment are expressed in annualized
terms and measured in constant 1990 dollars. These results indicate that during the initial 19-
month observation period, treatment group members earned $9,311 per year on avérage as
compared to $6,613 per year for control group members.* This yields an unadjusted impact

% This average annualized earnings figure includes some cases where wage and salary earnings were reported
to be zero. To the extent that some of the zero responses are likely to be misreported, the above average earnings
figure is likely to understate actual wage and salary earnings. However, this data problem is much less serious than
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‘of +$2,608, which is significant at the .05 level.  After controlling for other factors, the
‘regression-adjusted impact is estimated to be +$3,230, also significant at the .05 level.

. Table 8.8 2y
Earnings From Wage and Salary Employment Since Random Assignment
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and .2

Wavel | $6,613 $9,311 | +$2,698™ | +$3,230"

Wave I $7,797 $10,119 +$2,322° | +$3,053"

The results for the entire 31-month observation period are similar.  As described in Table

8.8, average annualized eam_ings in wage and salary employment for the treatment group over

the entire observation period was $10,119, as compared to $7,797 for the control group. This
unadjusted difference of +$2,322 is statistically significant at the .10 level. Moreover, after
controlling for other factdrs, the regression-adjusted annualized impact on wage and salary
earnings is +$3,053, which is statistically significant at the .05 level. Thus, vi?le:cohclude that
the Enterprise Pro_]ect hada posiﬁve and significant impact on the annual earnings of participants
from wage and salary jobs during the observation per.iod.“7 |

Total Employment and Earnings Impacts

| The results described above indicate that the Enterprise Project had’ pdsitive and

statxstlcally significant 1mpacts on the probablhty and duration of self-employment, but not on

self—employment earnings. The results also mdlcate positive and significant unpacts on wage
and salary employment outcomes (except on the hkehhood of wage and salary employment).

 for self-employment earnings.

 The only covariates that were statistically significant in predlctmg wage and salary earnings for both Wave
I and Wave II were whether the claimant was previously employed in the service industry (4+) and whether Ul
benefits started in the first two quarters of 1991 (+).
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In this section, we present our estimates of the impact of the Enterprise Project on combined
self-employment and wage and salary employment outcomes.

Impacts on Likelihood of Employment. In the analysis presented above, we found that
the Enterprise Project had a positive and significant impact, during both observation periods, on
~ the likelihood of having at least one self-employment experience. Moreover, we found that the
impact of the demonstration on the likelihood of having at least one wage and salary job during
both observation periods was insignificant. In Table 8.9, we combine the two types of
employment (self-employment and wage and salary employment) and examine the impacts of the
demonstration on the likelihood of having at least one employment experience -- either self-
employment or a wage and salary job. These results indicate that during the initial 19-month
- observation period, the Enterprise Project had a significant and positive impact on the likelihood
of employment. Specifically, 93 percent of the treatment group was employed in either wage
and salary or self-employment during this period, as compared to 82 percent of controls. The
unadjusted 11 percentage point difference is statistically significant at the .01 level. The
regression-adjusted impact estimate of 11 percentage points is also significant at the .01 level.

Table 8.9
Combined Employment Experience Since Random Assignment
' Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

Wave 1 82% - 93% +11%™ +11%™

Wavell | 92% 97% +5%” | +s%"

Based on these results, it is clear that the Enterprise Project significantly facilitated the
‘reemployment of program participants.

Over the entire 31-month observation period (Wave II), this positive impact persisted.
Specifically, during the Wave II observation period, 97 percent of the treatment group and 92
percent of the control group held a job or were self-employed at some point. The 5 percentage
point impact, while smaller than the 9 percentage point impact in Wave I, remains statistically
signiﬁcant (at the .05 level). Thus, the Enterprise Project not only facilitated reemployment of
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program participants, but also positively affected the likelihood of emplOyment”well into the
future. . | s ‘ | -
Impacts on Time in Either Wage and Salary Employment or Self-Employment. The
results described earlier indicated that the Enterprise Project significantly increased the amount
of time spent in self-employment during both observation periods. The results also showed that,
during Wave I, the Enterprise Project also increased the time in wage and salary jobs. To
examine the overall effects of the Enterprise Project on time in either self-employment or wage
and salary employment, we creatéd an annualized Iheasure of combined»morfghs employed in
either type of employment. The total measure is not simply the sum of the sep;arate annualized

measures of time in self-employment and time in wage and salary employment.’® Rather, the

combined measure takes into account information on the dates of each employment experience
to avoid double-counting periods during which mdmduals are working at both self-employment
and wage and salary employment.

Annualized total time in either self—employment or wage and salary employment is
presented in Table 8.10. For the entire control group, the average annual time in either type
of employment during the initial 19-month observation period was 4.5 months. This compares
to 6.5 months per year for the treatment group. The unadjusted impact of 2.0 months is
statistically significant at the .01 level, as is the regressmn—ad_]usted nnpact estimate of 2.1
months.

‘Table 8.10 .
Total Time in Employment Since Random Assignment

Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

—_—

Wave I 45 6.5 +2.0"" +2.1™
months months months months

Wavell | 5.8 7.4 +1.6™ +1.9™
months- - months months months

8 As a result, the overall impacts of the Enterprise Project on this measure do not equal the simple sum of the
impacts on time in self-employment and time in wage and salary employment. Moreover, the combined results are
not equal to the sum of the separate impacts because of differences in sample size due to missing data on one or
the other components. »

141°




Chapter 8 ® Massachusetts Demonstration Impacts

The results are somewhat higher for the entire 31-month observation period. The
annualized time in employment increased for both the treatment and control groups -- to 7.4
months and 5.8 months, respectively -- resulting in a simple-difference estimate of 1.6 months
per year. The corresponding regression-adjusted estimate was 1.9 months per year, which, like
the simple-difference estimator, was also statistically significant at the .01 level. Thus, we.
conclude that the Enterprise Project unambiguously increased total time in employment by
approximately two months per year, or nearly 6 months over the entire observation period.

Impacts on Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys. The results of the previous
sections indicate that the Enterprise Project significantly increased the likelihood of being self-
employed at the time of the Wave I survey, but not at the time of the Wave II survey.
Similarly, previous results indicated that employment in wage and salary jobs was also positively
affected by the demonstration at the time of the Waife I survey, but not at the time of the wave
II survey. In Table 8.11, we examine the impact of the Enterprise Project on the likelihood of
being employed in either type of employment at the time of the two surveys.

Table 8.11 ;
Employment at Two Different Observation Times
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

+13%*™ +13%"*

+6%"°

Wave I 81% 87% +6%

As indicated in Table 8.11, 68 percent of the control group and 81 percent of the
treatment group were employed in either self-employment or a wage and salary job at the time
of the Wave I survey. The simple difference of 13 percentage points as well as the regfession-
adjusted impact of 13 percentage points, are both statistically significant at the .01 level.

At the time of the Wave II survey, 87 percent of treatment group members and 81
percent of controls were employed in either self-employment or wage and salary employment.
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The simple difference of 6 percentage points was not statistically significant, but the 6 percent
regression-adjusted impact was statistically significant at the .10 level. |

Impacts on Total Earnings. The final results in this section focus on total earnings
from both wage and salary jobS and self-employment. As shown in Table 8.12, average
annualized earnings from both wage and salary employment and self-empioymept ‘over the 19-
month observation petiod for the control group was $8,483. Total annualized earnings over the
same period for the treatment group averaged $13,151. The ’unadjusted annuahzed impact of
$4,668 and the regression-adjusted impact of $4,764 are both significant at the .05 level.

_ Table 8.12
Combined Earnings From Employment Since Random Assignment
' Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

Wave I $8,483 | $13;151 | +84,668" | +$4,764™
Wave I | $10,056 | $14,664 | +$4,608" | +$5,940"

The results for the entire 31-month observation period are slightly highe'ér. The average
annual rates of earnings over this period were $10,056 for controls and $14,664 for the
treatment group.; The simple-difference estimate of $4,608 per yeer is similar to the Wave I
impact estimate of $4,764. The regression-adjusted Wave II impact estimate of $5,940 is
substantially higher than the Wave I impact estimate. Thus, we can firmly conclude that the
Enterprise Project had a significant and positive impact on combined annual earnings from self-
employment and wage and salary employment. |

Other Demonstratlon Impacts :

Impacts on Job Creation. In addition to providing éemployment for the business owner,
small businesses often generate wage and salary employment for others. This section analyzes
the demonstrations’ impacts on the wage and salary employment of nonparticipants by measuring
the total employment in businesses operated by treatment group members and compare this total
with total employment in businesses operated by control gro{xp members. The difference
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between the total employment in treatment group businesses and total employment in control
group businesses represents an estimate of the demonstration’s impacts on the employment of
nonparticipants.

When small business owners need employees they sometime hire family members. Small
businesses also generate employment for nonfamily members. In previous reports we examined
the employment of family and nonfamily members separately (see Benus, Wood, and Grover,
1994). Here, however, we analyze the demonstration impacts on total nonparticipant
employment. Nonparticipant employment includes all family and nonfamily wage and salary
employees of the business, excluding the demonstration participant him/herself.

| We measure the effect of the demonstration on nonparticipant employment as the
difference between the mean number of employees per treatment group member and the mean
number of employees per control group member. Since this analysis is conducted over all
treatment and control group members (whether they have a business or not), those individuals
without a business are assumed to have no employees.

As indicated in Table 8.13, the Enterprise Project did not significantly increase the
employment of nonparticipants. Indeed during both Wave I and Wave II, the mean number of
employees per control group member was higher than the mean for treatment group members.
A closer examination of this result indicates that the high mean ‘for the control group is
dramatically influenced by a few large businesses (in terms of employment). Specifically, we
found that a few control group businesses had a large number of employees (over 20 employees
each). We did not find similar sized businesses among the treatment group.

Table 8.13
Job Creation Impacts per Members: Total Employment
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2
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Impacts on Length of UI Spell. Usihg data from the UI history files, we developed a
measure of the number of weeks in the first spelll of UI benefits receipt. As shown in Table
8.14, on average, controls experienced a first spell of UI benefits of 26.5 weeks while treatment
group members experienced a 24.5 week first spell. Thus, the impact of the Massachusetts
Demonstration was to reduce the length of the first UI spell by approximately, two weeks.

Table 8.14
Length of First UI Spell
Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

26.5 24.5 2.0™ 1.8
weeks weeks weeks ~ weeks

Impacts on UI Benefits. Table 8.15 presents the program impacts on Ul benefits
received in each year of the observation period. In Year 1, control group mexhbers received an
average of $6,845 in UI benefits while treatment group members received an z;vemge of $6,120
(for a simple difference of -$725). The regression;adjusted impact of the demonstration on Ul
receipt in the first year was -$768 (statistically significant at the .01 level), i;ldicating that the
Massachusetts Demonstration lowered UI benefits receipt during the first year. In subsequent
years, the demonstration did not have a significant impact on UI benefits receipt. In Year 2,
, conirol group members received an average of $410 in UI benefits, while treatment group
| members received an average of $307 (a difference_ of -$103). During the first seven months
of Year 3 (i.e., months 25 to 31 after the initial UI claim), treatment group members aVeraged
$141 in UI benefits and control group members averaged a nearly identical $140. Ovér the
entire 31-month observation period, the demonstration’s total impact on UI benefits was -$876
(statistically significant at the .01 level). ‘
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Table 8.15

UI Benefit Amounts

Massachusetts, Cohorts 1 and 2

Year 1 $6,845 $6,120 -$725* -$768™
(Months 1-12) '
Year 2 $410 $307 -$103 -$89
(Months 13-24)
Year 3 $141 $140 -$1 -$13
(Months 25-31) ‘
Total Wave I $7,400 $6,567 -$833* -$876"*
(Months 1-31) -

IMPACTS BASED ON COHORT 3

In Massachusetts, changes in UI policy altered the implementation of the demonstration,
especially for Cohort 3.% As a result, Cohorts 1 and 2 were combined for the main impact
analysis. Cohort 3 impact rééults are presented below largely for completeness. Future analysis
may shed light on how all three cohorts might be pooled to obtain an overall impact estimate for
the entire Massachusetts sample.

As described in Chapter 4, in Massachusetts, a total of 701 claimants were randomly
assigned during the third implementation phase of the Enterprise Project. Due to budgetary and
other constraints, however, surveys were attempted with only the first 496 sample members to
be randomly assigned. Furthermore, since the Cohort 3 implementation period was not

concluded until 1993, only one round of surveys (Wave I) was possible with this group.

A complete discussion of these changes was presented in Chapter 4,
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The 82 percent survey response rate for Cohort 3 yielded a total sample of 405 for the
impact analysis.
Treatments and 192 Contfols). : :

As we did above for the Cohort 1 and 2 impact analysis, we first present the self-
employment impacts, followed by wage and salary impacts, and finally we present combined

The analysis of program impacts that follows is based on this sample (213

self-employment and wage and salary impacts. After completing this sequence of impact
analyses, we divide the Cohort 3 sample into two groups: Group 1 is compo_sed of Cohort 3
- sample members who filed their UI claim on or before June 1, 1992; Group 2 is composed of
Cohort 3 members who filed a Ul claim after this date. Claimants who ﬁlea their UI claim
prior to that date were eligible for a maximum of 30 weeks of UI benefits. Those filing after
that date, were limited to 26 weeks of UI benefits. After splitting the Cohort 3 sample into

these two subgroups, we re-analyze program impaéts for each.

Self-Employment Impacts _
In this subsection we present the impacts of the Entelpnse PrOJect on se]f-employment :
outcomes on the full Cohort 3 sample. As indicated in Table 8.16, the impact of the Enterprise
Project on the likelihood of having a self-employment experience during the Wave I observation
period was positive and significant. The regression-adjusted logistic impact of 20 percentage
points is higher than the 17 percentage point impact reported earlier for Cohotts 1 and 2.

» Table 8.16
Self-Employment Impacts

Massachusetts, Cohort 3

Percent Self-Employed 45% 65% +20%*" | +20%""
Since Random Assignment T

Time Self-Employed 1.7 3.8 +2.1"" +2.3"

Since Random Assignment months months months | months

Percent Self-Employed at Time of 36% 57% +21%"™ | +21%*"
Survey :

Self-Employment Earnmgs $1,336 $3,243 +$1,907" | +2,138”
Since Random Assignment
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The demonstration impact on time employed in self-employment (2.3 months per year)
is also higher for Cohort 3 than for Cohorts 1 and 2 (1.0 month per year). Similarly, the impact
on the likelihood of employment at the time of the Wave I survey is substantially higher for
Cohort 3 than for Cohorts 1 and 2 (21 percentage points versus 10 percentage points).

Perhaps the most dramatic difference, however, is the impact on self-employment
earnings. Baséd on the earlier results for Cohorts 1 and 2, we concluded that the Enterprise
Project did not significantly impact self-employment earnings. The results for Cohort 3,
however, indicate that the Enterprise Project had a positive and significant impact on self-
employment earnings. Specifically, the demonstration increased treatment group members’ self-
employment earnings by $2,138 per year relative to control group members.

Based on the above impact results, we can conclude that the Cohort 3 self-employment
results reaffirmed the earlier self-employment results that were based on Cohorts land 2. In
fact, the Cohort 3 results imply even stronger program impacts than were found in the earlier

analysis.

Wage and Salary Impacts

In Table 8.17 we present the impacts of the Enterprise Project on wage and salary
employment outcomes based on an analysis of the Cohort 3 sample. Here we see that the impact
of the Enterprise Project on the likelihood of having a wage and salary job during the Wave I
observation period is negative and significant. This result is in contrast to our earlier finding
(based on Cohorts 1 and 2) thzit the Enterprise Project had no impéct on the likelihood of wage
and salary employment during the Wave I observation period. In fact, the Cohort 3 impact on
the likelihood of having a wage and salary job during the Wave I observation period is closer
to the Washington SEED results (see Chapter 7).
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Table 8.17
Wage and Salary Employment
Massachusetts, Cohort 3

Percent Employed in W&S -10%* | -10%"
Since Random Assignment :

Time Employed in W&S 3.4 3.0 04 | -05
Since Random Assignment months months | months ; ~ months
Percent Employed in W&S at | 52% 40% 2% | 129%™
Time of Survey ’ .

W&S Earnings $8,385 $5,827 -$2,558" | -$2,732™
Since Random Assignment ,

The-second line in Table 8.17 reports the Enterprise Project impact on time employed
per year in w_agé and salary employment. The results indicate that the Enterprise Pfoject has
a negative but insignificant impact on this outcome. Again, this result differs from the earlier
(Cohort 1 and 2) results where the impact was positive and significant.

As indicated in the third line of Table 8.17, the Enterprise Project impact on the
likelihood of wage and salary employment atvt_he time of the Wave I survey viVas negative and
significant. Again, this result dlffers from the earlier Enterprise Pfoject impacts and supports
the findings from SEED. o

Even stronger support for the SEED findings is found in the results on wage and salary
earnings. Based on the Cohort 3 results, the Enterprise Project has a negative and signiﬁcanf
impact on wage and salary earnings. This result is similar to the SEED results and véry
different from the earlier Enterprise Project results.

Clearly, the above Cohort 3 results on wage and salary outédmes are perplexing since
they differ so dramatically froin the earlier results (based on Cohorts 1 and 2). Furthermore,
the above results appear to support the SEED findings (reported in Chapter 7). |
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Total Employment and Earnings Impacts

In Table 8.18 we present the Enterprise Project impacts on combined self-employment
and wage and salary employmént outcomes based on an analysis of the Cohort 3 sample. A
comparison of these impact results with the Enterprise Project results presented earlier in this
chapter (based on Cohorts 1 and 2) as well as with the SEED impact results presented in Chaptér
7 indicates that the Cohort 3 earnings impacts are more similar to the SEED impact results than
they are to the Enterprise Project Cohorts 1 and 2 results. The Cohort 3 impact estimate on
total earnings is insignificant, similar to the SEED impact estimate. This is in contrast to the

large and significant impact on earnings for Cohort 1 and 2 in Massachusetts.

Table 8.18
Combined Self-Employment and Wage and Salary Employment
Massachusetts, Cohort 3

Percent Employed 89% 96% +7%" +7%
Since Random Assignment
Time Employed v 5.3 7.1 +1.8™ +1.9"™
Since Random Assignment months ‘months months months
Percent Employed at the End of 79% 88% +9%" +9%"
il Observation Period
Earnings $10,493 $10,358 -$135 +$134
Since Random Assignment
Other Im;iacts

In Table 8.19, we present the Cohort 3 program impacts on length of the first UI spell
and on the amount of UI benefits received during the first benefit year. The results for Cohort
3 are substantially different from the results reported earlier for Cohorts 1 and 2. Whereas for
Cohort 1 and 2 we reported that the demonstration significantly reduced the length of the first
UL spell (see Table 8.14), we now find no statistically significant impact.
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Similarly, wheré previously we found that the Massachusetts Demonstration significantly |
reduced UI benefits in the first benefit year, we now find no statistically significant impact.
These UI impact results, together with the other Cohort 3 ‘impact results on employm’ent and
earnings, suggest.a dramatic difference in program impacts between Cohorts 1 and 2 and
Cohort 3. ’

Table 8.19
UI Impacts

* Massachusetts, Cohort 3

Length of First | 23.7 | 24.4 0.7 03
UI Spell weeks weeks weeks

UI Benefits in $6,250 $6,517 $267

First Benefit Year |

IMPACTS FOR VARIOUS CLAIMANT SUBGROUPS

As part of our analysis of program impacts, we examined whether the impacts of the
Enterprise Project varied by claimant characteristics, iﬂcluding gender, race, site, business
experience and whether ‘individuals intended to return to their previous employers at the time
of application to the demonstration. To test for differential program impacts across subgroups,
we added interaction terms (e.g., treatment status interacted with subgroup chéracteristic(s)) to -
the basic multivariate regression model described earlier in this chapter. In this section we
describe the general patterns of the subgroup results for the main outcome measures derived
from the followup survey data that were statistically significant in both Wave I and Wave II;
readers interested in additional details can refer to Appendix C.

First, we examined the patterns of subgroup impact differences for the self-employment -

outcome measures. We examined whether any interaction effect was significant in both Waves
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Iand II. The results of this analysis yielded no persistent interaction effect for both observation
periods. Thus, we conclude that the Massachusetts demonstration impacts on self-employment
outcomes were widespread and not concentrated on any of the subgroups tested.

The Enterprise Project did, however, have a differential subgroup effect on one wage and
salary outcome measures. Specifically, for males, the demonstration reduced the likelihood of
having a wage and salary jbb during both observation periods. There were no other significant
interaction effects that persisted in both observation periods.

Finally, we examined whether there were significant interaction effects on the combined
self-employment and wage and salary employment outcome measures. Again, for these
outcomes we found that all the impacts are widespread and not concentrated in specific

subgroups. None of the interaction terms were significant in'both Waves I and II.
SUMMARY

In this chapter we presented our detailed results concerning the.impacts‘of the Enterprise
Project on numerous self-employment and wage and salary employment outcome measures, as
well as on job creation and UI benefits receipt. In this section, we briefly summarize the
highlights of these findings. In particular, we focus on the main self-employment and wage and
salary employment and earnings measures based on the followup surveys and on the receipt of
UI benefits that contribute to the benefit-cost results described in Chapter 10.

The main impact results of the Enterprise Project are summarized in Table 8.20. As
these results indicate, the Enterprise Project had positive impacts on only some of the self-
employment outcomes analyzed. Moreover, the impacts appear to be somewhat greater in Wave
I than in Wave II. Specifically, in both observation periods, treatment group members were
more likely than controls to have a self-employment experience (by about 12-17 percentage
points) and to spend more time per year in self-employment (by 0.8-1.0 months). At the time
of the Wave I survey, treatment group members were also more likely than controls to be self-
employed (by 11 percentage points). The demonstration, however, did not have a significant

impact on self-employment earnings during either of the two observation periods.

152

R i L PR " v e s = — '




Chapter 8 ® Massachusetts Demonstration Impacts '

Consistent with the results on self-employment outcomes, the impacts on wage ahd salary
outcomes were greater in Wave I than in Wave II. For example, in Wave 1, the Enterprise
Project increased claimants’ time in wage and salary employment by nearly one month per yeai";
it also increased the likelihood of working .in wage and salary employinent. at the time of the
survey by 6 percentage points. In Wave II, however; the impéct of the 'demonstration on these
outcomes was insignificant. In contrast, the impact of the Enterprise Project on éarnings from
~wage and salary employment persisted in both observation periods. §peciﬁca11y, the
demonstration significantly increased wage and salary earnings by over $3,000 i)er year in both
Waves I and II. |

In the bottom panel of Table 8.20 we present the impacts of the Enterprise Project on
total employment and eainings outcomes. These combined results are large and consistent across
both observation periods. Specifically, we 'fin'd t_hét the program significantly increased the
likelihood of claimants’ finding employment in both observation periods (by 5-11 percentage
points), increased the number of months worked per year (by 1.9-2.1 months per year), and
increased the likelihood of being employed by 13 percentage points at the time of the Wave I
survey aﬁd 6 percentage points at the time of the Wave II survey. Perhaps the grwtest impact,

however, is on total earnings. The demonstration increased combined annual earnings by nearly »

$5,000 in Wave I and by nearly $6,000 in Wave II. Thus, it appears that the Eﬁtelprise Project
had a dramatic positive impact on claimants’ total earnings.

We also examined in detail the impacts of the demonstration on UI benefits receipt.
Although not reported in this table, our results indicate that the demonstration decreased feceipt
of UI benefits by $768 during the initial benefit year. Over the entire 31-month observation

“period, our results indicate that the Enterprise Project decreased UI benefits received by

claimants by $876.
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Table 8.20
Massachusetts Summary
Program Impacts

Cohorts 1 &

2

Self-Employment
Percent Self-Employed
Since Random Assignment
Time Self-Employed
Since Random Assignment

Percent Self-Employed at the
End of Observation Period

Self-Employment Earnings
Since Random Assignment

Wage and Salary Employment

- Percent Employed in W&S
Since Random Assignment

Time Employed in W&S
Since Random Assignment

Percent Employed in W&S at
the End of Observation Period

- W&S Earnings
Since Random Assignment

Total Employment

Percent Employed

Since Random Assignment
Time Employed

Since Random Assignment

Percent Employed at the End
of Observation Period

Total Earnings
Since Random Assignment

+17%*"

+1.0*
months
+11%*

+$1,218

+1%
+0.8"
months

+6%"°

+$3,230"

+11%*

+2.1**"
months

+13%™

+9$4,764™

+12%*

+0.8*
months

+5%

+$1,219

4%

+0.6
months

+1%

+$3,053™

2

+5%*

J

+1.9"™
months

+6%"*

+$5,940™
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9
COMPARISON OF DEMONSTRATION IMPACTS

The impacts of the Washingtoﬁ demdnstration were presented in detail in Chapter 7; the
impacts of the Massachusetts demonstration were presented in Chapter 8. This chapter serves
two related purposes: to consolidate and summarize the impact results that were;fpresented in the .
previous two chapters, and to ideritify impact differences between the two denifonstrations.v

To meaningfully compare program impacts, it is important to take ‘account of the
different population groups served by the two demonstrations. Only when the population
differences are accounted for can we be sure that the impact differences observed actually reflect
program differences. This chapter describes the procedures that were used to account for the
population differences and to generate a new Was_hington analysis sample. ’

Using this new Washington analysis sample, the SEED demonstration impacts are
reestimated. These reestimated Washington impacts are then compared to the Massachusetts
impacts. The details of the process used to generate a new analysis sample in 'Washington are
described in the following section. Then, using the same foﬁnat as was used in t;he previous two |
chapters, we first discuss impacts of the demonstrations on self-employment; ﬁext, we discuss
impacts on wage and salary employment. We then combine self-employment and wage and
salary employment outéomes and compare the demonstrations’ impacts on total employment and-
total earnings. We conclude the chapter with a comparison of impacts on job creation, duration

of UI spells, and Ul benefits receipt.

IDENTIFICATION OF A WASHINGTON COMPARISON SAMPLE

3

The Washington and Massachusetts self-employment demonstrations served somewhat

different claimant target groups. The Washington SEED Demonstration was designed to serve

- a broad group of new UI claimants ‘who ‘were not. job attached. It did not restrict program

eligibility to potential applicants based on the number of weeks of UI available to claimants, nor
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did it target individuals who were likely to be long-term unemployed. In contrast, the
Massachusetts Enterprise Project limited entry to the demonstration’ to those who were eligible
for at least 26 weeks of Ul payments, and used a profiling model approach to restrict the
program to claimants most likely to exhaust their available unemployment insurance benefits.
To simulate what the impacts of the SEED Demohsffation would have been had the
Massachusetts targeting philosophy been applied, we imposed similar program eligibility
requirements to the SEED sample and re-calculated program impacts for the restricted sample
for comparison with the Massachusetts impact results. Below we describe our approach to
transform the SEED claimant sample to make it more similar to the Massachusetts sample.

The process of developing a restricted SEED sample that generally mirrored the target
group of Ul claimants served by the Massachusetts Enterprise Project involved four steps. First,
we restricted the SEED sample to those who were eligible for at least 26 weeks of UI benefit
payments. Among the original sample of 752 controls and 755 treatment group members,
70.5 percent of controls and 70.2 percent of treatments were eligible for at least 26 weeks of
UI benefits. By imposing this restriction, the original SEED sample of 1,507 claimants was
reduced to 1,060, with 530 claimants each in the treatment and control groups.

The second stepv, similar to the approach used in Massachusetts, involved estimating a
model to identify claimants likely to be long-term unemployed. To develop such a model, we
used data from a 10 percent random sample of all new claimants in the six SEED sites during
the demonstration period. Of the over 4,200 claimants in the random sample, we first excluded
full-referral union members and claimants on standby (i.e., temporary layoff) to incorporate key
targeting requirements imposed by SEED. We then also excluded claimants who were not
eligible for at least 26 weeks of UI benefits, as well as those who did not receive at least one
UI payment. Like the target group for the Massachusetts demonstration, this yielded a sample
of new claimants who were not job attached, who had received some UL payments, and who

were eligible for enough UI benefits that they had to be unemployed for a long period to exhaust
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available UI payments. Among this sample, we then estimated a probit régression 'model to
predict the likelihood of exhausting the UI claim.* |

The third step involved applying the model to calculate the predicted probability of
exhausting the UI claim for each claimant in the restricted sample. The prediéted value of the
likelihood of exhaustion from the profiling model rariged among claimants from a low of
6.8 percent to a high of 58.0 pefcent; the mean value was 27.2 percent. The distributi'onl of
predicted values was also very similar for treatment and control group members.

The fourth and final step involved eliminating from the sample the treatment and control

group members who were least likely to exhaust their available UI benefits. The approach used -

in Massachusetts established a threshold value for the predicted probability of exhaustion and

excluded all claimants who fell below the threshold. As described earlier, this approach resultcd |

in excluding only 12 percent from the target pool of interested claimants who had received some
UI and were eligible for at least 26 weeks of UI benefits. To mirror as cloself as possible the
approach used in Massachusetts to select the program’starget' group, we excluded from the
SEED sample of 1,060 the 12 percent with the lowest predicted probability, of exhaustion,
resulting in a final trimmed analysis sample of 933. v |

Below we present the impact results-based on this trimmed sample. We also compare
the SEED impact results from the trimmed sample with both the SEED results from the original

sample and with the Massachusetts demonstration results.

IMPACTS ON SELF-EMPLOYMENT

In this section, we compare the effects of the two demonstrations on the self-employment

experiences of program participants. We examine the impact of the two demonstrations on the

®The explanatory variables included in the probit model included a set of four dummy variables to capture
claimant’s education level, a set of eight occupation dummy variables based on 1-digit codes of the Dictionary of
Occupational Titles, wages earned in covered employment in the four complete quarters before filing the UI claim,
the wage replacement rate (i.e., the proportion of prior earnings that the weekly benefit amount represents on an
annual basis), and a set of five site dummy variables. '

157




Chapter 9 ® Comparison of Demonstration Impacts

likelihood of entering self-employment, the time spent in self-employment, the likelihood of
being self-employed at the time of the followup surveys, and the earnings from self-employment.

Impacts on Likelihood of Self-Employment Experience _

In Table 9.1, we present the impacts of the two demonstrations on the likelihood of
having at least one self-employment experience during the Wave I and Wave II observation
periods.”! The results indicate that, in both states, treatment group members were significantly
more likely than control group members to have at least one self-employment experience since
‘random assignment. During Wave I, the Massachusetts demonstration increased the likelihood
of having a self-employment experience by 17 percentage points (or by 49 percent of the control
group mean). The Washington demonstration’s impact was even more dramatic, increasing the

likelihood by 28 percentage points (or by 80 percent of the control group mean).

Table 9.1.

Self-Employment Experience Since Random Assignment

Wave I
Massachusetts 35% 52% +17%*"* +17%*"
Washington 35% 63% +28%™ | +28%™
Wave II
Massachusetts 47% 58% +11%" | +12%"
Washington “% | 66% +22%™ | +22%™

"'The reader should note that the observation periods are not identical in the two demonstrations (refer to
Chapter 6 for details). In Massachusetts, the Wave I and Wave II observation periods are approximately 19 months
and 31 months, respectively. In Washington, the Wave I and Wave II observation periods are approximately 21
months and 33 months, respectively. Some of the impact differences may thus be attributable to the observation
period differences. The time and earnings variables, however, have been annualized, thus, eliminating the influence
of different observation periods.
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In comparison to the Wave I impacts, the Wave II impacts were somewhat smaller. In
Massachusetts, the impact fell to 12 percentage points (from 17 percentage points); in
Washington, the impact fell to 22 percentage poihts (from 2§ percentage points).”

~ The smaller impacts in Wave II (as compared with Wave I) suggests that the
demonstrations had two types of effects. The first effect was to expedite entry into self-
employment among UI claimants who would have entered self-employment even without the
demonstration. This first type of effect does not permanently alter the self-erqbloyment entry
rate among UI claimants; it only alters when these individuals enter self-empl?oyx’nent.”3 The
second type of effect was to encourage entry into' self-employment among ul claimants who
might never have considered self-employment without the demonstration.

One indicator that these two types of effects exist is. found in the results presented in
Table 9.1. That is, when we analyze the impact of the demonstration on the likelihood of
having a self—employxﬁe_nt experience over a relatively short time frame (e.g_.f’, Wave I), the
impact of the demonstration is relatively large since it includes both transitory and permanent
effects. As the time frame is increased (e.g., from Wave I to Wave II), the t;ransitory effect
dissipates (since nearly everyone who is likely to enter self—employment has ddne so) and only
the permanent effect remains. This phenomenon helps to explain the reduction 1;1 impacts (from
Wave I to Wave 1) identified in Table 9.1. |

We speculate that with nearly a three-year observation period (Wave II), the transitory
effect. of expedited entry has largely dissipated. What remains is the permanent effect of the

demonstration on entry into self-employnient among UI claimants. Thus, the Wave II impacts

%The combined effect of excluding claimants who were eligible for fewer than 26 weeks of Ul benefits and
applying the exhaustion algorithm in Washington, can be derived by comparing the results of Table 7.1 with the
results of Table 9.1. Using the full Washington sample (Table 7.1), the Washington demonstration increased the
likelihood of having a self-employment experience since random assignment by 25. percentage points during Wave
I and 22 percentage points during Wave II. The results in Table 9.1, indicate that the impacts were slightly higher
when using the more restrictive sample (i.e., those eligible for 26 or more weeks of UI benefits and those most
likely to exhaust their benefits). Specifically, during Wave I, the impact was 28 percentage points; while, during
Wave II, the impact was 22 percentage points. ’

%Previous analysis (Benus, Wood, and Grover, 1994) showed that SEED expedited entry into self-employment
by approximately six months, while the Enterprise Project expedited entry into self-employiment by about two
months. :
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may be thought of as the long-term impacts of the demonstrations on the likelihood of self-

employment.

Impacts on Time in Self-Employment

Another dimension of the self-employment experienée is the time spent in self-
employment. In Table 9.2 we compare the demonstrations’ impacts on annual time spent in self-
employment. The impacts are significant in both demonstrations as well as in both observation
periods. In Washington, the impacts are substantially larger than in Massachusetts. In Wave
IT, for example, the Washington demonstration increased the time in self-employment by over
two months per year, whereas the Massachusetts demonstration increases the time in self-
employment by less than one month per year. These results indicate that, over a three-year
period, the Washington demonstration increased total time in self-employment by about six®
months; in contrast, the Massachusetts demonstration increased total time in self-employment

by slightly over two months.*

Impacts on Self-Employment at Time of Follbwup Surveys

The above results indicate that both demonstrations significantly increased the likelihood
- of participanis’ entry into self-employment and the time spent in self-employment. Another
indicator of program success is the likelihood of being self-employed at some fixed point in time
following random assignment. In Table 9.3 we present the demonstration impacts on the
likelihood of being self-employed at the time of the followup surveys.

As indicated in Table 9.3, both demonstrations had large and positive impacts on the
likelihood of self-employment at the time of the Wave I survey. In Massachusetts, the impact

was 11 percentage points (38 percent of the control group mean); in Washington, the impact was

*This estimate is derived by multiplying the Wave II impact estimate (2.3 months) by 33/12. The Massachusetts
estimate is derived by multiplying the impact estimate (0.8) by 31/12.

*A comparison of the full-sample results (Table 7.2) with the results in this chapter (based on the likely
exhaustees eligible for 26 or more weeks of UI benefits) indicates that the Washington demonstration had sightly
smaller impacts on the full sample than it did on the more restrictive sample (Table 9.2).
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Table 9.2

Annual Time in Self-Employment Since Random Assignment

Wave I 7
Massachusetts 1.4 2.5 +1.1" +1.0""
months | months | months m@nths
Washington 1 | 3.8 +2.7 | +2.8"
months months months. months

Wave' I
Massachusetts 1.7 2.6 +0.9" +0.8°
' ‘| months months months months
Washington 1.1 | 34 +2.3™ +2.3™
_ B ‘months months | months months
Table 9.3

Self-Employment at Two Different Observation Times

Wave I : . _
Massachusetts | 29% 40% +11%” | +11%”
Washington 2% 43% +19%™ | +19%™
Wave II o v
Massachusetts |  38% 5% | +5% +5%
Washington | 27% | 40% +13%" | +13%™
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19 percentage points (79 percent of the control group mean). At the time of the Wave II survey,
however, the Massachusetts demonstration impact declined to only 5 percentage points which
was not significant. The Washington demonstration impact also declined somewhat, but
remained significant at the .01 level (13 percentage ,‘points).,’@z 1

Impacts on Self-Employment Earnings ’

The results of Table 9.4 indicate that, in Massachusetts, the demonstration did not have
a significant impact on annual self-employment earnings in either the Wave I or Wave II
observation periods. In contrast, the Washington‘impacts were positive and significant in both

observation periods.

Table 9.4

Annual Earnings from Self-Employment Since Random Assignment

lwaeetr | 1T T 1T ]

Wave I
Massachusetts $1,404 | $2916 | +$1,512 +$1,218

Washington $815 $2,979 +$2,164™ | +$2,003"
Wave I , : ,
Massachusetts | $1,439 $2,627 | +$1,188 | +$1219

Washington $703 | 3,020 | +$2,326" | +$2,157"

It is worth noting that the magnitude of the impacts are approximately constant across
both observation periods. In Massachusetts, for example, the estimated impacts (while not

significant at conventional lévels) were approximately $1,200 per'year in both observation

*Again, the full-sample results (Table 7.3) are slightly smaller than the results presented in Table 9.3 (based
on the more restrictive sample of likely exhaustees eligible for 26 or more weeks of UI benefits).

162




Chapter 9 ® Comparison of Demonstration Impacts

periods. In Washington, the impacts were approximately $2,000 per year during both
observation periods.” ' "

To summarize the above self-employment results, we found that both demonstrations
significantly increased: the likelihood of having a self-employment expeﬂencci the time in self-
employment; and the likelihood of being self-employed at the time of the Wave T followup
survey. A comparison of the magnitude of these impacts between the two demonstrations
indicates that SEED consistently had greater impacts on self-employment oﬁicomes than the
Enterprise Project. SEED also significantly increased the earnings from self-eﬁilployment while
the Enterprise Project did not. ’

IMPACTS ON WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT

Both demonstrations directed their efforts toward enhancing participants’ éelf-employment
outcomes. Nonetheless, wage and salary outcomes were also affected by demonstration services.
In this section, we compare the impacts of the demonstrations on the likelihood éf having a wage
and salary job, the time spent in wage and salary jobs, the likelihood of having a wage and
salary job at the time of the followup surveys, and earnings from wage and sa]ary jobs.

Impacts on Likelihood of Wage and Salary Employment Experience

In Table.9.5, we present a comparison of the demonstration impacts on the likelihood
of having a wage and salary job during the two observation periods. In Massachusetts, the
likelihood of having a wage and salary job during both observation periods was not affected by
the demonstratidn. That is, we found no statistical difference betweén the treatment and the

control groups in the likelihood of héving‘ a wage and salary job. In Washington, on the other

hand, treatment group members were significantly less likely than control gr(;up members to
have a wage and salary job during both observation periods. These results suggest that while
the Massachusetts demonstration did not affect the wage and salary employment prospects of

9The reader should recall that the Washihgton impacts are substantially influenced by one outlier. This single
case increased the Washington estimated annual impacts on self-employment earnings by approximately $800.
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treatment group members, the Washington demonstration significantly reduced the likelihood of
wage and salary employment of treatment group members.”® .

Table 9.5

Wage and Salary Employment Experience Since Random Assignment

Massachusetts | 64% 65% +1% 1%

Washington 80% 7% 9% 9%
Wave II

Massachusetts | 75% % 4% -4%

Washington 86% 78% -8%™ | -1%™

Impacts on Time in Wage and Salary Jobs

In Table 9.6, we present impact estimates on the time spent per year in wage and salary
employment since random assignment. In Washington, treatment group members spent nearly
one month less per year in wage and salary employment than controls (in ’l;oth observation
periods); in Massachusetts, on the other hand, treatment group members spent nearly one month
more per year than controls in wage and salary employment (only the Wave I impacts are
significant).% | |

For Washington, these results are consistent with the findings on the likelihood of having'
a wage and salary job experience (see Table 9.5). That is, the Washington‘ demonstration
significantly decreased both the likelihood of having a wage and salary job and the time spent

%A comparison of these results with the Washington full sample results (presented in Table 7.5) indicates that
the full-sample results are slightly smaller.

®The Washington full-sample results in Table 7.6 are slightly smaller than the results based on the more
restrictive Washington sample (presented in Table 9.6).
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Table 9.6

Time in Wage and Salary Employment Since Random Assignment -

Wave 1 :
Massachusetts 3.2 3.8 +0.6 +0.8™
months months months months
Washington 5.0 4.2 -0.9" -0.9"
months ‘months months month
Wave II ‘
Massachusetts 4.1 4.4 +0.3 +O. 6
months months months | months
Washington 5.4 4.6 - 0.8 -0.8™
months |  months months months

in such employment during both observation periods. For Massachusetts, on the other hand, the
results are mixed. That is, the Massachusetts demonstration did not affect the likelihood of
having a wage and salary job in either Wave I or Wave II; it did however, have a poSitive
impact on the time in such employment during Wave I. Thus, in contrast to the negative
iinpacts on wage and salary employment outcomes in Washington, the Maséachusetts
demonstration appears to have increased time in wage and salary employment in the short-term.

Impacts on Wage and Salary Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys

Table 9.7 presents the impact estimates on the likelihood of wage and salary employment
at- the time of the two followup surveys. In' Washington, thé demonstration significantly
decreased the likelihood of wage and salary employment'at the time of the Wave I followup
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survey; at the Wave II survey, however, the impact was insignificant. In Massachusetts, there

was no significant impact at either survey,'®

Table 9.7 -

Wage and Salary Employment at Two Different Observation Times

Wavel
Massachusetts 46% 52% +6% +6%
Washington 65% - 56% 9% 9%
Wave I
Massachusetts -54% - 56% +2% +1%
Washington 64% - 60% -4% -4%

Impacts On Wage and Salary Earnings

The impacts on annual wage and salary eamings during the two observation periods are
presented in Table 9.8. In Massachusetts, the demonstration significantly increased wage and
salary earnings during both observation periods. Indeed, treatment group members earned
approximately $3,000 more per year‘from their wage and salary jobs than their control group
counterparts. In Washington, on the other hand, treatment group members earned approximately
$2,000 less in Wave I and approximately $1,700 less in Wave II than their control group
counterparts. This is perhaps the most dramatic difference in the impacts of the two
demonstrations.

One explanation for this dramatic difference in impacts may be found in the design and
implementation of the demonstrations. As described in earlier chapters, the Washington |

'“The Washington full-sample results, presented in Table 7.7, are slightly smaller than the results presented
in Table 9.7.
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- Table 9.8

Earnings from Wage_and Salary Empl‘oyment Since Random Aséignmentv

WavelI : _
Massachusetts | $6,613 | - $9,311 | +$2,698" | +$3,230™

© Washington | $10,5867 $8,661 | -$1,925 | -$2j064"

Wave II _
Massachusetts | $7,797 | $10,119 | +$2,322" | +$3,053"
Washington | $11,041 | $9,323 | $1,718 | -$1,744'

demonstration provided the bu_siness assistance training and much of the coxfnseling during a
concentrated, brief period soon after selection into the demonstration. In contrast, the
Massachusetts demonstration provided business assistance trammg and counsel;ing over a much
longer time period. The training modules in Washington were presented ‘duﬁng a one-week
period; in contrast, the Massachusetts training seminars were spread over a twe;lye—week period.

Similarly, treatment group members in Washington'received on average 1.5 hours of individual

counseling; in contias_t, Massachusetts’ treatment group members received, on average, 7.5
hours of counseling. , - | . )

These differences in program design and ilnplementation may partly explain the
difference between the two demonstrations in wage and salary earnings impacts. That is, the
longer contact period in Massachusetts between participants and their trainers/counselors may
have contributed to the more favorable wage and salary earnings outcomes in Massachusetts.
That is, in Massachusetts, couhselors were able to spend more time (than in Washingtbn) with
their clients to assess whether self—employrﬁent remained a_ viable option after observing the
client’s progress in developing the bﬁsingss‘ idea. In some simationé, the counselor may have
helped the client determine that wage and salary employment was the best option available.
While counselors in Massachusetts may not have worked directly on helping treatment group
members find wage and salary jobs, the substantial time that they sperit with their clients may
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have resulted in improved wage and salary outcomes for their clients.'” Clearly, this
explanation of the difference in wage and salary outcomes between the two demonstrations is

speculative. It represents only one of many possible explanations.
IMPACTS ON TOTAL EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS

In the previous sections, we discussed the impacts of the Massachusetts and Washington
demonstrations on a number of self-employment outcomes as well as on a number of wage and
salary outcomes. In this section we combine the self-employment and wage and salary outcomes
and present impact estimates for the combined outcomes. We present the following four impact
estimates for both demonstrations and both observation periods: the likelihood of having either
a wage and salary or a self-employment experience; the time employed per year; the likelihood
- of being employed at the time of the followup surveys; and the total earnings per year from

either type of employment.

Impacts on Likelihood of Employment Experience

Table 9.9 presents the estimated impacts of the Washington and Massachusetts
demonstrations- on the likelihood of having had either a wage and salary job or a self-
employment spell during the two observation periods. The results indicate that, in
Massachusetts, the demonstration had a positive and significant impact during both observation
periods. In contrast, the Washington demonstration had a significant impact during Wave I
only.'” However, given the high level of control group employment in Wave II (especially
in Washington where 97 percent of the control group had an emplbyment experience during the

observation period), it is extremely difficult to detect a significant increase.

19The Washington Wave II impacts are similar for both the full-sample (presented in Table 7.8) and for the
more limited sample of likely exhaustees who were ellglble for 26 or more weeks of Ul benefits (presented in Table
9.8). The Wave 1 impacts, however, are different in the two samples. The 1mpact for the full-sample is -$1,407
while the impact for the restricted sample is -$2,064.

'2An examination of Table 7.9 indicates that, for the full Washington sample, the results were also significant
for Wave I only.
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Table 9.9

Combined Employment Ekperience Since Random"_Assignment

Wave 1 _ ‘ _ -
Massachusetts | 82% 2% +10%"" +11%**
Washington 93% 96 % +3%" +3%"

Wave I o
Massachusetts 92% 97% +5%" +5%"
Washington 97% 98% +2%" +2%

IIhpacts on Time in Employment

Impacts on total time employed are presented in Table 9 10. In both demonstrations, the
Specifically, the Massachusetts
demonstration increased total time in employment by approximately two months per year during
both Waves I and II. The Washington demonstration had a similar impact during Wave I, but

impacts on time employed are positive and significant.

Table 9.10

Total Time in Employment Since Random Assignment

Wave 1

Massachusetts
Washington

‘Wave I

Massachusetts

Washington

4.5
“months

6.2
months

5.8
months

6.7
months

6.5

7.4
months

74
months
7.8

 months
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+2.0"™
months

+1.2**

months .

+1.6™
months

+1.2°"
months

+2.1""
months

+1.3"
months

+1.9*
months

+1.1*
months
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a smaller impact (approximately one month increase per year) during Wave II. Thus, both
demonstrations significantly increased the total time employed during both observation
periods.'®

Impacts on Employment at Time of the Followup Surveys

The impacts on the likelihood of having a wage and salary job and/or being self-
employed at the time of the follow-up surveys are presented in Table 9.11. These impacts are
somewhat surprising. At the time of the Wave I survey, the Massachusetts impact was positive
and significant, while the Washington impact was insignificant. At the time of the Wave II
survey, however, the impacts were quite similar: both the Massachusetts and Washington
impacts were positive and significant.

Table 9.11

Employment at Two Different Observation Times

Wave 1
~ Massachusetts 68% 81% +13%™ +13%™
Washington 81% 84% +3% +3%
Wave I
Massachusetts 81% 87% +6% +6%"
Washington 83% 88% +5%" +5%"

Thus, the results of Table 9.11 indicate that the Massachusetts impacts dissipated over
time, while the Washington impacts increased. It is relatively easy to explain the Massachusetts
pattern of program impacts dissipating over time. It is much more difficult, however, to explain
the Washington pattern of program impacts. |

One explanation for the Washington result is the significant and opposite effects of SEED
on the likelihood of self-employment and wage and salary employment. That is, SEED had a

'®The Washington results for the full-sample indicate smaller impacts in time in employment.
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~ positive impact on the likelihood of self-employment (Table 9.3) and a negative impact on the
likelihood of wage and salary _einployme'nt (Table 9.5). These opposite impacts combined to

| yield an insignificant impact on the likelihood of employment at the time of the Wave I survey.
At the time of the Wave II survey, however, the strong positive impact on the likelihood of self-
employment dominated the smaller negative impact on the likelihood of wage and salary
employment. '

Impacts On Earnings | , ,

The earnings impacts of the two demonstrations are presented in Table 9.12. As
indicated by the results, the impacts are dramatically different for the two demonstrations. In
Massachusetts, the impacts are positive and significant for both observation periods. Indeed,

the results indicate that the Enterprise Project increased treatment group members’ earnings by

. more than $4,700 per year during Wave I, an increase of over 50% of the control group mean
earning levels. During Wave II, the impact was even greater, increasing total earnings by nearly
$6,000 per year. In contrast, SEED did not have a significant impact on total earnings in either
observation period. ’

Table 9.12

Combined Earnings from Employment Since Random Assigmﬁent

Wave 1 _
‘Massachusetts $8,483 $13,151 +$4,668 | +$4,764
Washington | $12,256 | $12,943 +$687 +$256
Wave II '

Massachusetts | $10,056 | $14,664 | +84,608" | +85,940™
‘Washington $13,173 | $14,259 +$1,086 +$205

The earnings impact estimates for Massachusetts are dramatié and extremely interesting.
In Massachusetts, the two earnings impacts (wage and salary earnings impact and self-
employment earnings impact) reinforce each other. That is, the Enterprise Project has positive
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(but insignificant) impacts on self-employment earnings and positive (and significant) impacts
on wage and salary earnings. The positive total earning impacts in Massachusetts are thus
supported by both wage and salary and self-employment earnings but driven mainly by the large
impacts of the Enterprise Project on wage and salary earmngs

In contrast, the two earnings impacts in Washington do not reinforce each other, but
rather, they offset each other. That is, while SEED has a positive and significant impact on self-
employment earnings, it has an offsetting negative and significant impact on wage and salary
earnings. The impact on combined earnings is thus canceled and yields insignificant total

earnings impacts.
IMPACTS ON JOB CREATION

Above, we estimated the impacts of the Enterprise Project and SEED on the employment
and self-employment experiences of program participants. We found, for example, that, in both
demonstrations, treatment group members were more likely than control group members to be
self-employed; we also found that they were employed for a larger fraction of the observation
period than their control group counterparts. These findings represent the demonstrations’ direct
impacts on the employment experiences of participants.

The demonstrations may also have indirect impacts on employment. That is, by
increasing the number of businesses, the demonstration may create new jobs for nonparticipants.
In the analysis below we consider these new jobs as additional impacts of the demonstrations.
It is impbrtant to note that this impact analysis may overstate the true impact on employment
since attributing all these jobs to the demonstrations, implicitly assumes that these "new jobs"
did not displace other jobs.

For our analysis of the impacts on job creation, we combine the number of family
members and nonfamily members employed in each business to obtain a total number of
employees in each business. We measure the effect of the demonstrations on nonparticipant
employment as the difference between the total number of employees in treatment group

businesses and the total number of employees in control group businesses.!®

'% Total number of employees includes all family and nonfamily wage and salary employees excluding the
business owner(s).
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As indicated in Table 9. 13, in Massachusetts, there was. no statistically. significant impacf
on nonparticipant employment. In Washington, there was also no significant impact on job
creation during Wave I. During Wave II, however, SEED had a positive and significant impact '
on job creation. One explanation for this finding, is that, in Washington, treatment group
businesses had grown to the point where they were employing nonparticipants. .

Table 9.13

Job Creation Impacts: Total Employment

Wave I
Massachusetts 0.7 0.4 -0.4 -0.4
Washington | 0.2 0.3 +0.1 +0.1
Wave 11 v '
Massachusetts 1.7 0.8 -0.9 -1.0
Washington 0.2 0.4 +0.3™ | +03™

IMPACTS ON Ul OUTCOMES

In previous chapters we found that the demonstrations also have significant impacts on
UI outcomes of program participants. In this section we compare the demonstrations’ impacts
on selected UI outcomes, including length of first Ul spell and amount of UI benefits received.

Using data from the UI history files, we developed three main measures of Ul benefit

receipt: number of weeks of the first spell of UI receipt; total amount of UI benefits received
during the first benefit year; and total amount of UI benefits received during the Wave II
observation period. B '

As shown in Table 9.14, the impact of the Massachusetts demonstration was to reduce
the length of the first UI spell by approximately two weeks. The impact of the Washington
demonstration was a reduction of approximately eight weeks. Thus, while both demonstrations
significantly reduced the length of the first UI spell, the impact in Washington was greater. The
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greater impact in Washington is largely due to the large number of Washington treatment group
members who entered self-employment early in their unemployment spell following receipt of

the lump-sum payment. Table 9.14

1mpacts on UI Outcomes

Length of First UI Spell

Massachusetts 26.5 24.5 -2.0°" -1.8™
weeks weeks weeks weeks

Washington ‘ 19.3 11.6 1.7 - -7.6™
weeks weeks weeks weeks

Benefit Amount in First Year

Massachusetts $6,845 $6,120 -$725* -$768"*

Washington $4,361 $2,555 | -$1,806™ | -$1,796™"

(UI only) :

Washington $4,361 $5,787 +$1,426™* | +8$1,451™
(UI + Lump-Sum) }

Benefit Amount in Wave II Observation Period

Massachusetts $7,400 $6,567 -$833** -$876™*
Washington $5,442 $3,517 | -$1,925™ | -$1,946™
(UI only)

Washington $5,442 $6,750 | +$1,308" | +$1,300""
(UI + Lump-Sum) '

%

The second panel of Table 9.14 presents the program impacts on UI benefits received
during the first benefit year. The Massachusetts demonstration had significant negative impacts
on Ul benefits during the first benefit year. Treatment group members in Massachusetts
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received approximately $750 less in UI benefits than control group members. Thus, the
implementation of Enterprise Project saved money for the UI Trust Fund.

In Washington, the demonstration also had a negative and significant impact on benefits
receipt (excluding the lump-sum payment). That is, SEED significantly reduced UI benefits
received by treatment group members relative to control group members (by over $1,800).
Howeyver, taking into account both UI benefit payments plus lump-sum payments yields a very
different impact estimate.!® As seen in the Table 9.14, treatment group members on average
received approximately $1,450 more than control group members in total beneﬁts (i.e., Ul
benefits plus lump-sum payment) during the first year. Thus, whereas the Massachusetts impact
estimate indicates a reduction in total payments to program participants, the Washington impact
‘estimate indicates an increase in total payments io program participants in the first benefit year.

An analysis of benefits received during the Wave II observation period reveals similar
results. In Massachusetts, treatment group members continued to collect less than their control
group counterparts; indeed, for the entire Wave II period, the impact grew to -$876. In
Washington, there was a similar pattern, mdlcatmg that treatment group members collected less
UI benefits than their control group counterparts in the years followmgé their program
participation. Specifically, without the lump-sum payment, the demonstration ﬁnpact was a net
reduction in UI benefit payments of -$1,946; including the lump-sum payment the impact
became a net increase in total payments of $1,300.

15 Approximately 60% of the Washington treatment group received a lump-sum payment. | The average lump-
sum payment received was $4,225.
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BENEFITS AND COSTS
OF THE SELF-EMPLOYMENT DEMONSTRATIONS

In previous chapters we presented impact estimates for the Massachusetts and Washington
Ul Self—Employment Demonstrations. The impact results presented in Chapters 7, 8, and 9
indicate that both demonstrations had beneficial effects on a number of .outcomes. Impact
estimates, however, even when they indicate beneficial program effects, are not sufficient to
conclude that a program is worthwhile for society. To conclude that a program is worthwhile
for society, the beneficial effects of a program must outweigh its costs.

In this chapter we address the question of whether or not UI self-employment programs
are worthwhile for society by comparing the net benefits of the Massachusetts and Washington
self-employment demonstrations with their net costs. The Washington net benefits were
presented in Chapter 7 and the Massachusetts net benefits were presented in Chapter 8. The net
costs are derived from administrative records and from cost data collected from program
administrators. ' ’

We begin this chapter by discussing the conceptual framework for the benefit-cost
analysis. We describe how net social value is calculated from each of four perspectives: that
of the participants, nonparticipants, the government sector, and society as a whole. Following
this conceptual discussion, we present the estimated benefits and costs for each of the
demonstrations. The chapter then concludes with a discussion of the implications of the
findings. '
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BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

We measure social benefits and costs as changes from- what would have occurred in the
absence of the demonstration. Social costs are defined as the additional resources necessary to
provide demonstration services, plus any adverse effects on participants or others that would not
have occurred in the absence of the demonstration. Similarly, social benefits are defined as the
value of all beneficial effects that would not have occurred in the absence of the demohstration. :
Net social benefits are the sum of social benefits and costs. If the incremental social benefits
of a demonstration exceed its incremental social costs, net social benefits are :positive; if costs
exceed benefits, net social benefits are negative.

Social programs are generally viewed as cost-effective if they yield positive net beneﬁts,
to society as a whole. In assessing the desirability of a program from a policy perspective,
however, it is also important to take into account the distributional consequencés of the program
-- i.e., the benefits and costs to particular groups within society. ‘Thus, we measure the benefits
and costs of the demonstration from foﬁr different pérspectives -- those of the participants,
- nonparticipants, the gbvemment sector, and society as a whole. |

Exhibit 10.1 shows how the anticipated demonstration effects can be _cla;ssified within the
social benefit-cost accounting framework from the perspecﬁves of three of the four major groups
of interest. In this exhibit, a plus (+) denotes a benefit from the perspective of the group in
whose column it occurs, a minus (-) denotes a cost to that group, and a zero (0) indicates that
this item is neither a benefit nor a cost to that group. Each effect of the demonstration is
classified as a benefit, a cost, or a transfer. "Transfers" are effects that represent a benefit to |
one grbup in society and an exactly offsetting cost to another group. .For exarhple, the increased
taxes paid by program participants on their higher earnings are a cost to the participants. These |
costs, however, benefit nonparticipants, resulting in no monetary gain or loss to society as a
whole. :

There are three principal anticipated benefits to participahts: earnings gains, improved
psychological well-being as a result of being self-employed, and enhanced community economic
development. These anticipated benefits are indicated by pluses in the partmpant column in

Exhibit 10.1. In previous chapters, we decomposed program impacts on earmngs by considering
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Exhibit 10.1

Social Benefits and Costs of the Self-Employment Demonstrations

Benefits

Earnings and asset gains + + 0

Wage and salary
earnings
Self-employment
earnings
Improved psychological + + 0
well-being :

Community economic + + +
development ‘

Costs
Demonstration operations - 0 -

Administration
Services

Transfers

UI benefits (including 0 + -
lump-sum payment)

Reduced transfer benefits 0 - +
Increased tax payments 0 - +

me

self-employment earnings and wage and salary eamnings separately. For the benefit-cost
analysis, this decomposition of total earnings is not relevant -- only impacts on total combined
earnings are considered.
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Of the above three principal anticipated program benefits, only community economic
development is expected to benefit nonparticipants. That is, nonparticipants are expected to
benefit from increased employment opportunities and increased tax revenues. The other two
anticipated program benefits, earnings gains and _iinproved psychological well-being of
participants, are not expected to affect nonparticipants. _

- Since none of three principal anticipated benefits to par,ticib’ants represenf a cost to any
| other group, they are also benefits to society as a whole. This is indicated in Exhibit 10.1 by
pluses in the society column. ;

The principal social costs of the demonstration are the costs of demonstration operations -
- program administration and provision of services. These costs are borne by nonparticipahts
and represent a cost to society as a whole. , |

The principal transfers expected to result from the demonstration are the UI benefits
(including the lump-sum payment), reduced public transfers to participants, and increased tax
payments by participants. Each of these represents a benefit or cost to pafticipants and an
exactly offsetting cost or benefit to nonparticipants, and therefore neither a béneﬁt nor a cost
from the standpoint of society as a wﬁole. While transfers do not affect the net social benefit
of a program, it‘ is nonetheless impdrtant that they be measured in order to assess the
distributional consequences of the program. |

To summarize, from the perspective of program participants, the key benefits of a self- -
employment program are the increased earnings, improved psychological well-being from being
self-employed rather than working for someone else, the enhanced community economic
development, and the UI benefits (including the lump-sum payment). On the other hand, the
key costs (frorh the participants’ perspective) are the reduced transfer payments received and the
increased tax payments. _ | o

From the perspective of nonparticipants (i.e., taxpayers), the key benefits are the
enhanced community development, reduced transfer payments, and increased tax payments. The
key costs, on the other hand, are the expenditures for demonstration operations and the self-
employment allowance payments. | |

Up to this point, we have treated all taxpayers indistinguishably as nonparticipants.
Exhibit 10.2 shows the distribution of the benefits and costs of the demonstration within the

179




Chapter 10 ® Benefits and Costs of the Self-Employment Demonstrations

Exhibit 10.2

Government Benefits and Costs of the Self-Employment Demonstrations

Benefits |
Increased taxes + : + + +
Reduced transfers + 0 + | +
Costs
Demonstration operations - - 0 0
Administration
Services
UI benefits (including lump- - 0 - 0
sum payment)

government sector. As shown in the exhibit, the government sector can be split into the U.S.
Department of Labor (DOL), the UI Trust Fund, and all other government agencies. The
principal benefits of the demonstration to the government are increased taxes and reduced
transfers as a result of participants’ enhanced economic well-being.1%

Both State and Federal taxpayers will benefit from increased FUTA (Federal
Unemployment Tax Act) taxes, income taxes, sales taxes, social security contributions, and other
revenues generated by increased business activity. State and Federal taxpayers will also benefit
from reduced outlays for UI benefits, welfare, and other transfer payments.

196 Note that outcomes that were designated transfers from a social perspective are classified as benefits when
viewed from the government perspective, because the offsetting costs to participants are outside the government
sector. :
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The principal costs of the demonstration to the government are fof demonstration
operations, including both program administration and services to participants. It is assumed that
these costs are beme by DOL. The UI benefits (including the lump-sum payment) represent
another principal cost. In our benefit-cost ‘analysis we allocate these costs to the UI Trust

Fund.'” That is, we assume that, in an ongoing program, these paymentvswillf-be drawn from

* the UI Trust Fund. This assumption has recently been bolstered by the provisions of the North

America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) Implementation Act (P L. 103- 182) that authorize

States to implement self-employment assistance programs.

One requirement of this 1eg1s1at10n (Section 507) is that "the program does not result in.

any cost to the Unemployment Trust Fund (established by section 904(a) of the Social Security
Act) in excess of the cost that would be incurred by such State and charged to silch Fund if the
State had not participated in such program.” Thus, the Act stipulates that benefit payments to
UI claimants receiving self-employment assistance are to be paid from the Unexixployment Trust
Fund. The total amount of these payments, however, may not exceed the tetal amount that
would have been paid in regular UI benefits.

As noted above, the net benefit of the demonstration to any group is the sum of the
benefits and costs accruing to that group. In order to derive all-inclusive measures of net
benefits, it would be necessary not only to measure all of the benefits and costs of the
demonstration, but also to value them in commensurate units, so that they can be summed. The
most natural units in which to measure and sum benefits and costs are, of course, dollars.
Unfortunately, it may not be possible to measure some demonstration benefits and costs at all,
and it will not be possible to value all those that can be measured in monetary terms. For
example, imprbved psychological well-being can at best be measured in nonmonetary temis.

Our approach to benefits that cannot be measured in monetary terms will be as follows.
We will first estimate net monetary benefits -- the sum of all beneﬁts and costs that can be

measured in monetary terms. If net monetary benefits are positive -- i.e., if monetary benefits

197 1t should be noted that in the Ul Self-Employment Demonstrations, these costs were not borne by the Ul

Trust Fund. Rather, in Washington these payments were funded through DOL research funds. In Massachusetts,

payments were paid out of the UI Trust Fund; however, Massachusetts was required to reimburse the Fund if it
incurred "excess costs" (see Chapter 2).
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exceed monetary costs -- there is no need to value nonmonetary benefits in dollar terms, since
they can only increase net benefits, whatéver their value. (Note that no nonmonetary costs are
anticipated.) Alternatively, if monetary costs exceed monetary benefits, then the excess of
monetary costs over monetary benefits ("net social cost") is a measure of how valuable the
nonmonetary benefits would have to be for the program to be worthwhile -- i.e., for overall net

benefits to be positive.
MEASUREMENT OF OUTCOMES

As discussed in the previous section, the principal benefits, costs, and transfers expected
to result from the demonstration are earnmgs gains, improved psychological well-being of
participants, enhanced economic community development, the costs of demonstration operations,
reduced transfers from UI and other government programs, and increased tax payments. In this
section, we discuss how we measure each of these demonstration benefits and costs.

As noted at the outset, social benefits and costs are defined as changes from what would
have occurred in the absence of the demonstration. Thus, in geheral, the benefits and costs of
the demonstration will be measured by the difference between the outcomes of the treatment
group and those of the control group, which represents what would have happened to the
treatment group in the absence of the demonstration. Below, we first discuss how the benefits

are defined and measured and then we discuss the definition and measurement of costs.

Program Benefits

As discussed above, the main social benefits of the self-employment demonstrations are
earnings gains, improved psychological weu-i)eing,' and community economic development. Of
these three benefits, earnings gains are the most straight-forward to measure. The other two
benefits -- psychological well-bemg and community economic development -- are much more
difficult to measure since they are not readily quantxfiable in monetary terms.

Measurement of psychologlcal well-being represents an extremely difficult methodological
challenge. We evaluated differences in overall job satlsfactlon between the self-employed and

those in wage and salary employment on the basis of responses to job satisfaction questions that
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were incorporated-into the surveys. We asked both the self-employed and those in wage and
 salary employment whether or not self-employment is "better” than working for someone else.
The results, presented in an earlier report (see Benus, Johnson, and Wood, 1993) showed that
treatment group members had greater job satisfaction than controls. B

We have not attempted to quantify this nonpecuniary impact of the demonstration more
precisely (e.g., in monetary terms). As stated earlier in this chapter, if the net monetary |
benefits of the demonstrations are positive, then the addition of this nonpecuniar;__’% effect will only
enhance net benefits and not affect the assessment of whether the program is worthwhile from
society’s perspective. ’ '

The measurement of total community economic development effects of the demonstration
is beyond the scope of this evaluation. Asa result, we did not attempt to measure the effect of
the demonstrations on local economic conditions or on other community-wide outcomes. We
did, however, measure several key indicators of the degree to which the demonstration
succeeded in enhancing economic development. For example, we measured the net number of
new businesses created as a result of the demonstration -- i.e., the difference m new business
starts between the treatment and control groups. We also measured the net employment gains
of nonparticipants that were attributable to the demonstration. 5

As in the case of psycholog1ca1 well-being, we did not attempt to quantify the monetary
value of these demonstration impacts. If the net monetary benefits ’of the demonstrations are
otherwise positive, then the addition of community economlc effects will only enhance net
benefits.

Earnings gains represent the main benefit that we were able to measure in monetary
terms. In previous ehapters, we isolated the separate demonstration impacts on self-employment
earnings and on wage and salary earnings in order to gain insights into demonstration effects.
For the cost-benefit analysis, however, the origin of the earnings gain is less important than the

magnitude of the total gain. As a result, We,use total earnings in the cost-benefit analysis.!*®

1% Our measure of earnings gain does not include the value of fringe benefits. While it is relatively straight
forward to impute fringe benefits for wage and salary earners, imputation of fringe benefits:for the self-employed
is more problematic. Inasmuch as self-employment earnings are an important component of the total earmngs gain,
we chose not to impute the value of fringe benefits.
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In the cost-benefit analysis, we use the point estimate regardless of its statistical
significance as the best estimate of program impacts. The rationale for this is as follows. In
earlier chapters, when we were testing hypotheses about the program, impact estimates that were
statistically insignificant resulted in inconclusive tests. In the benefit-cost analysis, however, we
are not testing a hypothesis but rather we are trying to provide the best estimate of the net
benefits of a particular program or service. In this environment, the actual point estimates
represent the best measures of benefits and costs.

We use the Wave II impact estimates for the cost-benefit analysis for several reasons.
First, since benefits are likely to accrue well after program services end, Wave I impacts may
not fully capture the total program impacts. Indeed, for some participants, especially those in
Massachusetts, Wave I results may reflect less than one year of experience after the end of
program services. At the same time, extrapolating the results beyond the available observation
period is dangerous -- especially in Massachusetts, where the economy and UI regulations
changed dramatically during this period. As a result, we cannot be confident in extrapolating
the impacts beyond the observation period using our current data.

It should be noted, however, that there is some evidence that program benefits may grow
over time. For example, in Massachusetts, earnings gains in Wave II were greater than in
Wave I. In Washington, we observed an increased impact on job creation in Wave II.  Thus,
truncating the observation period at less than three years after random assignment may understate
long-term program benefits.

Based on this analysis and on data availability, we determined that the most appropriate
time frame for the cost-benefit analysis is the longest observation period available in our data.
Thus, we conclude that the Wave II impact estimates are the most appropriate estimates of
earnings gains for the cost-benefit analysis.

As indicated in Chapter 7, the Wave II annualized impact of the Washington

demonstration on total earnings was $289. The annualized Wave II impact of the Massachusetts
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demonstration on total earnings (presented in Chapter 8) was $5,940.!” In contrast to the
Washington estimates, the Massachusetts estimates were statistically significant. |
The measure of earnings that is appropriate for the benefit-cost analysis, however, is not
annualized éarnings, but rather, total earhings over the entire observation period. To derive total
earnings over the entire observation period, we reestimated the earnings regressions with total
earnings as the dependent variable.’’® The results of this reestimation of impacts on total

earnings yields the following results.

Table 10.1 .
Demonstration Total Earnings Impacts

$14,859™".

As indicated in Table 10.1, the Wave II (33-month) impact estimate in Washmgton is $1,093;‘
_ the Massachusetts impact estimates is $14,859. The Massachusetts imﬁact estimate is
statistically significant.

Program Costs

The operational costs of the demonstrétion include the administrative costs of outreach,
intake, and program management, and the costs of providing training and counseling to
demonstration participants-. We recognize that to aécurately reflect the social cost of
demonstration activities, the costs must include not only direct labor costs of demonstration staff,
but also the associated fringe benefits and administrative overhead, and such nonfabor costs as

1% The Massachusetts cost-benefit analysis is based on impact estimates derived from the Cohorts 1 and 2.
Impact estimates derived from Cohort 3 are used later in this chapter to assess the sensitivity of the Massachusetts
cost-benefit analysis results.

10 Agi in previous chapters, fringe benefits are not included in the earnings figures and total earnings are deflated
to 1990 dollars using a CPI index.
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rent, utilities, and supplies. We did not, however, attempt to measure non-labor costs.!!!
Instead, we focused our efforts on measuring the direct labor costs attributable to the
demonstration. In addition, to appropriately measure the costs of an ongoing program, our
measure of direct operational costs does not include several types of cost that are artifacts of the
evaluation: the evaluation contractor’s costs; any costs incurred by demonstration staff for
evaluation data collection activities; and the costs of outreach and intake associated with the
control group. We turn now to the measurement of program costs in each of the
demonstrations. ‘

Massachusetts Enterprise Project Costs

As discussed above, a number of costs are associated with an ongoing self-employment
program. For example, there are administrative costs associated with operating an ongoing self-
employment assistance program. An even larger component of total cost is the cost of providing
training and counseling assistance to participants. Finally, there are the UI benefit payments that
are paid to program participants. -

Inasmuch as the Massachusetts Enterprise Project was an experimental demonstration,
we use the operating costs of the demonstration only as a starting point and make adjustments
to simulate the likely cost of an ongoing program. To simulate the administrative and service
costs of an ongoing program, we eliminate those costs that are specific to the demonstration and
would not be associated with an ongoing self-employment training program. For example,
activities associated with random assignment and demonstration data entry are not included in
the estimate of program costs.

Administrative Costs. Since our goal is to measure steady-state operating costs, rather
than costs associated with program start-up, we collected administrative cost data late in the
demonstration implementation (October 1992). October 1992 represents a period (during the
third implementation phase) when program administrators and service providers had substantial

experience with program operations and no new program adjustments were being implemented.

"'l Since we did not impute fringe benefits in the measurement of program benefits, we do not impute fringe
benefits in the measurement of program costs. : '
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For a four-week period during October 1992, each local office staff member involved
with the demonstration was asked to complete a Staff Time Allocation Form (STAF). The form
was designed to collect information on time spent conducting Information Sessions, conducting
Enrollment'lhterviews, reviewing applications, discussions with central office staff, answering
claimanfs’ questions, and so forth. Silhilarly, a STAF was designed to collect information from
~ the Enterprise Project Central Office Staff. The latter form collected information on program
administrative activities. Time spent on administrative activities that are not associated with an
ongoing prbgram (e.g., preparing demonstration reports) was not included in our estimate of
program COSsts. ' ' ‘

o To obtain administrative cost per participant, we divided the total cost of local office
operations and Central Office operations (during this four-week period) by the average number
of treatment group members served during a four-week period in phase three of the
demonstration. _ | '

Using the above procedures, we derived an estimate of administrative cost per participant
for the Massachusétts Enterprise Project. We estimated a cost of $56 for local office operations
and a cost of $178 for Central Office operations. We now turn to the prbcedures used in
deriving the costs of program services. | !

Service Costs. Estimating service costs in the Massachusetts Entefprise Project are

relatively easy to estimate since all training and counseling services were provided by outside
vendors. That is, after 1990 training and counseling services were provided by the vendors
who were selected through competitive bidding. Thus, the service costs of the program during
‘the second and third phases reflect the market cost of these services. | Combining all vendor
expenditures for Cohorts 2 and 3, and dividing this total by the number of treatment group
members in Cohorts 2 and 3, we obtain an averag'e cost per treatment group member of $782.
ThlS cost includes all training and counsehng services provided to Massachusetts demonstration
parhcxpants '

UI Payments. The results of our analysis of UI benefit payments (Chapter 8) indicate
 that the demonstration had a negative impact on these benefits during the first benefit year. That
is, treatment group members collected less total benefits than control group members in the first
benefit year. The magmtude of this reduction in UI benefits was -$758.
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An analysis of UI benefits beyond the first benefit year indicated that savings continued
to accrue to the UI Trust Fund beyond the first year. That is, in the second and third benefit
years treatment group members continued to collect less UI benefits than control group
members. The impact in the second benefit year was -$140 (insignificant). For the 31-month
period following random assignment as a whole, the estimated impact of the demonstration on
UI benefits was a reduction of $935."> We use the latter figure in the cost-benefit analysis.

Washington SEED Costs '

| The primary costs of operating the Washington SEED program on an ongoing basis are
the costs of the business development specialists who provide the business assistance services,
the costs of Job Service Center staff labor (for conducting the Information Sessions) and the
costs of central office staff labor for performing project oversight and administrative duties (e.g.,
sending invitations for the Information Sessions, scheduling business training, reviewing program
applications, administering the lump-sum payment process). There are also UI payments
(including lump-sum payments) which, although a transfer and neutral from society’s perspective
overall, affect the distribution of benefits and costs between participants and nonparticipants.
Below we outline our approach to measuring progralh costs for the Washington SEED project,
and describe our cost estimates.

Administrative Costs. To measure the administrative costs of operating SEED, we
relied on summary programv cost records maintained in the central office, adjusted to cover only
the functions required to operate the program on an ongoing basis. Because the
research/evaluation and random assignment activities that would not be conducted as part of an
ongoing program were exclusively performed by central office staff, we only had to make
adjustments to the costs recorded for the central office. After making these adjustments, we
estimate the central office staff administrative costs of operating a program like SEED on an
ongoing basis to be $128 per participant. Our estimate of the cost per participant for local JSC
staff is much less, $17. This is not surprising, given the limited role of JSC staff in the daily
operations of SEED.

2 To derive this impact estimate, we estimated a regression where the dependent variable was UI benefits
collected during the 31-month period following random assignment.
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Service Costs. Through an interagency agreement with the Department of Exﬁployment
Security, the Business Assistance Center, a division of the Washington State Department of
Trade and Economic Development, was responsible for recruiting and hiring Business
Development Specialists (BDSs) who provided the business assistance services for the SEED
Demonstration. Information on the costs incurred in providing SEED business assistance
services was maintained by the Small BuSin_ess Development Center (SBDC) of Washington State
University. These costs included the salaries and fringe benefits paid to the BDSs who provided
the business training workshops and counseling services to SEED treatment éfoup.members in
the six sites. Combining all costs for business development specialist services across the six
sites and dividing by the number of treatment group members results in an average cost per
participant of $252.113

UI Payments. An important aspect of the distributional impacts of the program is the
impact of SEED on UI payments. As described in Chapter 7, afterincludi?ng the lump-sum
payment as part of total UI payments, we estimate that SEED increased tetal payments by
+$1,098 during the first benefit year. ’ '

An analysis of UI benefit payments beyond the first benefit year mdlcated that there were
very small differences between the treatment and control groups in beneﬁt payments received
during subsequent years. Specifically, the point estimate indicates that SiEED reduced Ul
payments received after the initial benefit year by -$85, although the effect was not statistica]ly
significant. For the entire period following random assignment, the estimated impact of the
SEED Demonstration on total benefit payments was +$1,013. This is the figure used in the
cost-benefit analysis. ' ’
Comparisoni of Costs Between Massachusetts and Washington Programs

As the analySi’s described above indicates, the costs of the self-employment programs in
Massachusetts and Washington differ considerably. The costs differ both in terms of the overall

113 The estimated service costs of SEED are considerably lower than the corresponding service costs for the
Massachusetts Enterpnse Project. This may partly be due to the fact that in Washington some services (e.g.,
secretarial services, office space, and telephone) were made available through Community Colleges or other
organizations.
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amounts and in terms of their distribution. In Table 10.2, we provide summary information on

the costs of the two programs. Table 10.2
Comparison of Costs Between Massachusetts and Washmgton
(Dollars Per Clalmant)

Massachusetts
UI Payments -$935 +$935 0

Demonstration Costs

Local Office
Labor

Central Office
Labor

~ Business Services

Total

Washington

UI Payments

Labor

Labor

Total

~ Demonstration Costs

Local Office
Central Office

Business Services

-$935

+$1,013

+$1,013
l-———————.—_—..—___—_________
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-$56
-$178

-$782
-$81

-$1,013

-$17
-$128

-$252
-$1,410

-$56
-$178

-$782
-$1,016

-$17
-$128

-$252
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As shown in the final column, the costs of each component are much great;af for the
‘Massachusetts Enterprise Project than for SEED. The most striking difference concerns the
~ costs of business services, for which we estimate a per participant: cost of $782 for the
Massachusetts program, as compared to only $252 for SEED. Although part of this differences
may be due to differences in the underlying cost data available in the two states and the fact that
the vendor cost data in Massachusetts may more closely reflect true resource éosts, it is also
likely that the large cost differences between the two States reflect the highér costs of providing
more extensive business counseling services. ; '

As described in Chapter 5, treatment group members in Washington recelved only 1.5
hours of counseling on average, as compared to 7.5 hours per person in Massachusetts. .Also,
the business training sessions in Washington were provided shortly after random assignment,
whereas the business training workshops in Massachusetts were offered over a penod of roughly
9-12 weeks. The large differences in the costs of business services per parti;:ipant in the two
programs in large part likely reflect the higher costs of providing more busineés counseling and
training services over a longer period. o

The results reported in Table 10.2 mdlcate that total social costs per pamc1pant in the
Massachusetts program were slightly over $1,000. In contrast, per part101pant costs in
Washington were just under $4OO or less than one-half of the Massachusetts costs.

The distributional effects-are also dramatically different. The overall cost per participant
in Massachusetts of -$1,016 is comprised of -$935 from the perspective of participants and -$81
from nonparticipants. The preponderance of the costs falling onto participants is due to the
reduction in UI payments they receive. In contrast, the overall cost per participant of -$397 in
Washington can be decomposed into +$1,013 from the perspective of participants (due to the
lump-sum payment), and -$1,410 from the perspective of nonparticipants.

NET BENEFITS AND COSTS

In this section, we present the net benefits and costs of the Massachusetts and Washington
demonstrations. The estimates presented in this section are our best estimates of the benefits and

costs of the two demonstrations. In the next section of this chapter, we preégnt a number of
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alternative estimates of net benefits and costs to assess the sensitivity of our estimate to
alternative assumptions.

From all the perspectives examined (i.e., participants, nonparticipants, and society), the
Massachusetts demonstration had positive net benefits. The Washington demonstration, on the
other hand, had positive net benefits only from the perspective of participants and from the
perspective of society as a whole. From the perspective of nonparticipants, the Washington

demonstration had negative net benefits. We review each of these results below.

Massachusetts v

Table 10.3 presents the estimated benefits and costs in Massachusetts. As indicated
above (Table 10.1), in Massachusetts participants experienced a $14,859 increase in total
earnings during the 31-month observaﬁon period relative to the control group. This estimate of -
earning gains does not include the value of fringe benefits that may be associated with increased
earnings.''* We have chosen to present earnings without this imputation for fringe benefits
since imputing fringe benefits, especially for the self-employed, is subject to a great deal of
uncertainty. Our estimates of earnings gains may, thus, be viewed as conservative estimates of
the actual gain.

Over the same period, participants paid $2,229 in additional taxes!''* and received $876
less in UI benefits than their control group counterparts. Summing all these gains and losses,
the net benefit was $11,754 from the perspective of the average participant.

The increased taxes paid by participants ($2,229) as well as the reduced UI benefits
received by participants ($876) are both benefits to nonparticipants. The cost of providing self-
employment training services, however, represent a cost to nonparticipants. Summing the
benefits and costs to nonparticipants, yields a net benefit of $2,089.

For society as a whole, the principal benefit of the prograrh is the ea.rhings gain. The
principal cost, on the other hand, is the cost of implementing the program. Given the substantial

earnings gain and the relatively modest program cost, the net benefit to society is $13,843.

14 Studies of employee fringe'beneﬁts by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and others have estimated that the
value of these benefits are approximately 25 percent of total wage and salary outcomes.

"% Increased taxes on earnings are estimated as 15 percent of earnings gains.
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Table 10.3

Massachusetts
Benefit-Cost Analysis
(Dollars per Claimant)
Earnings $14,859 $0| - $14,859
Taxes | 2,229 +2,229 0
UI Payments ] 876 +876 0
Demonstration Costs '
 Local Office Labor 0 - 56 : -56
Cetral Office Labor 0 S| 178
Services 0 -782 g -782
NET BENEFITS $11,754 52,080 | | $13,843 |

!

In Table 10.4, we assess the benefits and costs of the Massachusetts Entérpﬁse Project
from the government’s perspective. We decompose total government into the Labor Department
and all other government agencies.!® As indicated in Table 10.4, the Massachusetts -
Enterprise Project had positive net benefits from total government’s perspective as well as from
DOL’s pérSpéctive, from other agencies’ perspective. It should be noted, however, that the
positive net benefit to DOL is quite small ($16)."7 In contﬁst, the net benefit to total
govemmen_t is quite substantial ($2,089), reSulting largely from the increased ‘taxes generated

116 In our analysis we do not isolate the benefits and costs to the UI Trust Fund; rather, we incorporate these
benefits and costs into the Labor Department perspective.

7 The small positive net benefit to DOL is subject to a great deal of uncertainty and could easily have been
negative under slightly different assumptions. For example, it is necessary to apportion the additional tax revenue
between the Department of Labor and the rest of government. We used 1.05 percent of total wage and salary
income as the portion of tax payments which go to the UI system. This average rate for the U.S. was reported in
USDOL’s Handbook of Unemployment Insurance Financial Data. '
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Table 10.4

Massachusetts
Benefit-Cost Analysis

Government Perspective

(Dollars per Claimant)

Earnings $0 $0 $0
Taxes +156 +2,073 +2,229
UI Payments +876 0 +876

Demonstration Costs ‘
Local Office Labor -56 $ 0 -56
Central Office Labor -178 0 -178
Services 182 0 -782
NET BENEFITS +$16 ) $2,073 $2,089

by the higher earnings of the treatment group members relative to the control group members.

In conclusion, the Massachusetts Enterprise Project generates net benefits from every
perspective examined, including the government perspective. Given these strong fesults, the
Massachusetts Enterprise Project appears to be a highly cost-effective policy tool for assisting

UI claimants who are interested in pursuing self-employment.

Washington

The estimated benefits and costs in Washington are presented in Table 10.5. In
Washington, participants experienced an increase of $1,093 in earnings during the 33-month
observation period relative to the control group (see Table 10.1). As a result of this increase
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Table 10.5

Washington
Benefit-Cost Analysis
(Dollars per Claimant)

Earnings B $1,093 $0 L $1,093
Taxes -164 164 | 0

1 'UX Payments 1,013 1,013 0
Demonstration Costs

Local Office Labor . 0 -17 - -17

Central Office Labor o 0 -128 | -128
Services 0 - 252 f -252

NET BENEFITS

$1,942 | -$1,246 . $696

in earnings, participants paid $164 in additional taxes.""* In addition to their ﬂigher'earﬂngs
participants also received higher UI benefits (including the lump-sum payment) than thexr control
group counterparts ($1,013).

Summing all the gains and losses for participants we find that from the participants’
perspective, the net benefit of SEED is $1,942 per participant. Summing all the gains and losses
for nonparticipants; on the other hand, reveals that costs exceed benefits, yielding a net cost of -
$1,246 per participant. Finally, summing the gains and losses for society as a whole yields a
- net benefit of $696 per participant.

In Table 10.6, we present the benefits and costs from the govemment’s perspective. As
we did above for Massachusetts, we decompose total government into the Labor Department and
all other government agencies. The results reported in Table 10.6 indicate that the Washingtbn ,
SEED program had a net cost to the Labor Department (-$1,399) and a net cost to the

government as'~a whole (-$1,246). Other government agencies, however, experienced a net

18 Increased taxes on earnings are estimated as 15 percent of earnings gains.
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benefit of $153 from the additional taxes generated by the increased earnings of treatment group
members relative to control group members.

In conclusion, the Washington SEED program had positive net benefits from the
participants’ perspective and from society’s perspective; it had net costs from the
nonparticipants’ perspective and from government’s perspective. Thus, the Washington

‘Table 10.6

Washington
Benefit-Cost Analysis

Government Perspective
(Dollars per Claimant)

Earnings $0 $0 $0
Taxes +11 +153 +164
UI Payments -1,013 0 -1,013
Demonstration Costs
Local Office Labor -17 0 -17
Central Office Labor -128 0 -128
Services -252 0 -252
| NET BENEFITS -$1,399 _$153 -$1,246

program, like the Massachusetts program, is cost-effective from society’s perspective. However,
in contrast to the Massachusetts program, the Washington program has significant
redistributional implications.  Approximately two-thirds of the net benefits enjoyed by
participants reflect direct costs to nonparticipants.
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SENSITIVITY OF THE NET BENEFIT ESTIMATES

The cost-benefit results presented in previous bsections are based on benefit and cost
estimates that are subject to some uncertainty. In addition, a number of assumptions were
necessary to derive the program impact estimates used in these cost-benefit calculations. For
example, in estimating program impacts in Washington, we made a decision to include an outher
who dramatically affected the impact results. Moreover, in Massachusetts we! ‘did not use the
Cohort 3 results in the main impact analysis. Below we examine the sens1t1v1ty of the benefit-

cost results to alternative assumptions on these issues.

Excluding an Outlier in Washington | |

As indicated in Chapter 7, the main SEED impact results included one treatment group
‘member who reported self-employment earnings that were dramatically higher than the earnings |
of all other sample members (more than $500,000 over the Wave I observation period). Because
a comparison of the survey data with administrative records available in Washingiton State could
not convincingly demonstrate the survey data were incorrect, we decided to inchtde the claimant
in the impact analysis. We noted, however, that the annualized program impat:t estimates are
reduced by some $400-$500 when this claimant is excluded. |

To determine the sensitivity of the overall benefit-cost results to the inclusion of this
case, we excluded this case and reestimated the impacts on total earnings from wage and salary
employment and self-employment over the 33 month observation period.'”” After excluding
this case, the ‘estimated impact of SEED on total eanaitlgs over the observation period is -$68,
which is not statistically significantly different from zero. As shown in table 10.7, the benefit-
cost results change dramatically when this claimant is excluded from the analysis. Specifically,
the estimated benefits from the participants’ perspective are reduced ftom $1,942 to $955; the
costs from the perspective of nonparticipants increase from -$1,246 to -$1,420; ahd the overall

19 An alternative approach would have been to include the claimant, but at some intermediate earnings value.
However, the ESD data were insufficient to allow us to develop an alternative estimate of self-emiployment earnings
for this case.
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Chapter 10 ® Benefits and Costs of the Self-Employment Demonstrations

Table 10.7

Washington
Benefit-Cost Analysis

Excluding Outlier
(Dollars per Claimant)

Earnings -$68 $0 -$68
Taxes +10| 10 0
UI Payments 1,013 -1,013 0

Demonstration Costs
Local Office Labor | o] 17 17
Central Office Labor | 0 -128 -128
Services . 0 252 252
NET BENEFITS $955 -$1,420 -$465

net benefits per participant from society’s perspective change from $696 to -$465. We view this
as the lower bound estimate for SEED.

These results indicate that excluding this claimant alters the conclusions on the cost-
effectiveness of SEED. Without this individual, the Washington SEED program can no longer
be viewed as a cost-effective program from society’s perspective overall.’® For SEED to be
viewed as cost-effective from society’s perspective, the monetary value of the other benefits that
are not measured (e.g., improved psychological well-being, community economic development)
would have to exceed $465 per participant.

120 T¢ is interesting to note that excluding this case - and using an estimated impact on total earnings of -$68 -
is very similar to using an impact estimate of $0, which is the value that would be used under the alternative
procedure of using O when the estimated impacts are not significantly different from zero.
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Chapter 10 ® Benefits and Costs of the Self-Employment Demonstrations

Usmg Cohort 3 Impact Estimates in Massachusetts

As described i in Chapter 4, a number of nnportant changes occurred in the Ul system at
the time that Cohort 3 was being enrolled in the Massachusetts Enterprise Project. To assess
the sensitivity of the Massachusetts cost-benefit results to changes in operating environment, we
use the impact estimates derived from Cohort 3 in the cost-benefit analysis. As discussed in
Chapter 8, we estimated program impacts 'Separately for those who filed a Ul claim befbre June

"1, 1992 and those who filed after that date. In Tables 10.8 and 10.9, we present the benefit-cost
results using the impact estimates. from the two Cohort 3 subgroups 121 '

As indicated in Table 10.8, the unpact qf the Massachusetts Entexpﬁse Project on total
earnings for this group waé negative (-$540). Moreover, paxﬁcipants experienced a negligible
reduction in UI payments. Summing the benefits and costs. yields a net cost of $465 from the
perspective of participants. Furthermore, as indicated in Table 10.8, there were also net costs

from the perspective of nonparticipants and society as a whole.

12! Given the relatively short observation period available for Cohort 3 members, we use the annualized earning
impacts. We also use the UI impacts in the ﬁtst benefit year in these cost-benefit calculatxons ‘
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Table 10.8

Massachusetts
Benefit-Cost Analysis

Cohort 3: Prior to June 1, 1992
(Dollars per Claimant)

Earnings -$540 $0 -$540
Taxes +81 -81 0
UI Payments -6 +6 0
Demonstration Costs |
Local Office Labor 0 -56 -56
Central Office Labor 0 -178 -178
Services 0 -782 -782
NET BENEFITS -$465 -$1,001 | -$1,556 |
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Table 10.9

Massachusetts
Benefit-Cost Analysis

Cohort 3: After June 1, 1992

~ (Dollars per Claimant) .

Earnings +$1,371 . %0 481,371
Taxes | 206 +206 0
UI Payments ' +388 - -388 | 0

Demonstration Costs | _
Local Office Labor | 0 -56 56
Central Office Labor ' 0 -178 | -178
Services | 0l 782 s
' NET BENEFITS  +81,553 |  s810]  +$355
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Definition of Independent Variables Included in Regression Models
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Definition of Independent Variables Included in Regression Models:
' Washington SEED Demonstration .

Independent Variables

Treatment Group Dummy

1 if claimant assigned to treatment group; 0 otherwise

Vancouver Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Vancouver; 0 otherwise

King County Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in King County; 0 otherwise

Snohomish County Dummy .

1 if UI claim filed in Snohomish County; 0 otherwise

Wenatchee Dummy -

1 if UI claim filed in Wenatchee; 0 otherwise

Yakima Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Ya]cima; 0 otherwise :

Benefit Year Started in Quarter 1 of 1990

1 if claimant’s benefit year started in Quarter 1 of 1990; 0
otherwise ’ :

Benefit Year Started in Quarter 2 of 1990

1 if claimant’s benefit year started in Quarter 2 of 1990; 0
otherwise ;

!

Benefit Year Started in Quarter 4 of 1989

1 if claimant’s benefit year started in Quarter 4 of 1990; 0
otherwise .

Age (in years) age in years

Age Squared age?

Male Dummy 1 if male; O otherwise

White Dummy | 1 if white; 0 otherwi'ser | |

Completed College Dummy

_ 1 if highest grade completed is 16 or more; 0 otherwise
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Definition of Independent Variables Included in Regression Models:
Washington SEED Demonstration

Independent Variables

Prior Job in Professional, Technical or
Managerial Profession Dummy

1 if prior job in profession; 0 otherwise

Prior Job in Services Sector Dummy

1 if prior job was in Service Sector; 0 otherwise

Intended to return to work to prior employer

1 if claimant indicated on SEED application she/he intended to
return to work to prior employer; 0 otherwise :

Spouse Employed Dummy

1 if spouse employed; 0 otherwise

Children under age six Dummy

1 if claimant has children under thé age of six; O otherwise

Prior work experience in the area of the
proposed business dummy

1 if claimant has prior work experience in the area of the
proposed business; 0 otherwise

Had a business at the time of SEED
application dummy

1 if claimant reported having a business at the time of SEED
application; 0 otherwise

Self-employed prior to (but not at the time)
of SEED application dummy

1 if claimant was self-employed prior to SEED application but
not at time of SEED application; 0 otherwise

High wage earner in the four complete
quarters before filing the UI claim dummy

1 if claimant reported being in upper earnings quartile in the four

complete quarters before filing UI claim; 0 otherwise

Medium wage earner in the four complete
quarters before filing the Ul claim dummy

1 if claimant reported being in two middle quartiles in the four
complete quarters before filing UI claim; 0 otherwise

Unemployment Rate in the claimant’s county

of residence during 1990

Unemployment Rate in the claimant’s county of residence during

1990
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Definition of Independent Variables Included in Regression Models:
Massachusetts Enterprise Demonstration

Independent Variables

Treatment Group Dummy

1 if claimant assigned to treatment group; O otherwise

Gloucester Dummy (Cohort 1 only)

1 if UI claim filed in Gloucester; 0 otherwise

Greenfield Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Greenfield; 0 otherwise

Lowell Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Lowell; 0 otherwie

Milford Dummy (Cohorts 2 and 3 only)

1 if UI claim filed in Milford; 0 otherwise

New Bedford Dummy (Cohorts 1 and 2 only)

1 if UI claim filed in New Bedford; 0 otherwise

Northampton Dummy (Cohort 3 only)

1 if UI claim filed in Northampton; 0 otherwise

Roxbury County Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Roxbury County; 0 otherwise

Springfield Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Springfield; 0 otherwise

Woburn Dummy

1 if UI claim filed in Woburn; 0 otherwise

Benefit Year Started in Quarter 1 of 1990

1 if claimant’s benefit year started in Quarter 1 of 1990; 0
otherwise -

Benefit Year Started in Quarter 2 of 1990

1 if claimant’s benefit year started in Quarter 2 of 1990; 0
otherwise i

Benefit Year Started in Quarter 4 of 1989

1 if claimant’s benefit year started in Quarter 4 of 1990; 0

otherwise
Age (in years) age in years
Aée Squared é‘gez
Male Dummy 1 if male; O'Otherwisfc !
White Dummy

1 if white; 0 otherwise

|

Completed College Dummy

1 if highest grade completed is 16 or more; 0 otherwise

A-205




Prior Job in Professional, Technical or
Managerial Profession Dummy

Definition of Independent Variables Included in Regression Models:
Massachusetts Enterprise Demonstration

Independent Variables I

1 if prior job in profession; 0 otherwise

Prior Job in Services Sector Dummy

1 if prior job was in Sefvice Sector; 0 otherwise

Intended to return to work to prior employer

.

1 if claimant indicated on SEED application she/he intended to
return to work to prior employer; 0 otherwise

Children under age six Dummy

1 if claimant has children under the age of six; 0 otherwise

Prior work experience in the area of the
proposed business dummy

- 1 if claimant has prior work experience in the area of the

proposed business; 0 otherwise

High wage earner in the four complete
quarters before filing the UI claim dummy

1 if claimant reported being in upper earnings quartile in the
four complete quarters before filing UI claim; 0 otherwise

Medium wage earner in the four complete
quarters before filing the UI claim dummy

1 if claimant reported being in two middle quartiles in the four
complete quarters before filing UI claim; 0 otherwise

Unemployment Rate in the claimant’s local
office catchment area during 1990, 1991,
1992, and 1993

S

Unemployment Rate in the claimant’s local office catchment
area in 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993
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Notes for Appendix B

In this appendix the definition of the column headings A, B, C and D vary according to whether the table
describes self-employment outcomes, wage and salary outcomes, or combined self-employment and wage
and salary employment outcomes.

Self-Employment Outcomes

A =whether the person experiencéd at least one spell of self-employment between random assignment and
the date of the follow-up survey. '

B =annualized time spent in self-employment, between random assignment and the date of the follow-up
survey.

C =annualized real earnings (in 1990 dollars) from self-employment, between random assignment and the
date of the follow-up survey.

D =whether the person was in self-employment at the time of the follow-up survey.

Wage and Salary Employment Outcomes

A =whether the person experienced at least one spell of wage and salary employment between random
assignment and the date of the follow-up survey.

B =annualized time spent in wage and salary employment, between random assignment and the date of the
follow-up survey.

C =annualized real earnings (in 1990 dollars) from wage and salary employment, between random
assignment and the date of the follow-up survey.

D =whether the person was in wage and salary employment at the time of the follow-up survey.
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Combined Self-Employment and Wage and Salary Employment Outcomes

A =whether the person experienced at least one spell of either self-employment or wage and salary
employment between random assignment and the date of the follow-up survey.

B =annualized time spent in any type of employment, regardless of whether it was self-employment or -
' wage and salary employment, between random ass1gnment and the date of the. follow-up survey.

,,,,,,,

and the date of the follow-up survey.

D =whether the person was m either self-employment or wage and salary employment at the time of the
follow-up survey.. ,
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Treatment/Control Group

Significant Coefficients

Washington Wave 1

White

Male

Age

Age Squared

College Graduate

Children Under 6

Current Business Owner

Related Work Experience

Expect to be Recalled

Had a Business Before

Prior Barnings Top Quartile

Prior EBarnings Middle Quartiles

Spouse Working

Prof/Tech/Mgr Occupation

Services Industry

Site: King County

Site: Snohomish County

Site: Vancouver

Site: Wenatchee

Site: Yakima

Benefits Started 1990:1
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Benefits Started 1990:IV

= 1990 Site Unemployment Rate
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.Washington Wave II

Treatment/Control Group + |+ |+ |+ el B + | + +
White + ‘ + ' +

Male + — + +
Age . + | + |+ + +
Age Squared - - - - | =] -
College Graduate + + + + +
Children Under 6 -

Current Business Owner + + R +
Related Work Experience + | + | + - = —

Expect to be Recalled + + —

Had a Business Before —

Prior Earnings Top Quartile + | + + | + -_ + + + +
Prior Earnings Middle Quartiles + + | + 1+ 1 + +
Spouse Working + | + + -

Prof/Tech/Mgr Occupation +

Services Industry - | —

Site: King County —

Site: Snohomish County

Site: Vancouver

Site: Wenatchee . —

Site: Yakima + +
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Benefits Started 1990:1

Benefits Started 1990:11 .

Benefits Started 1990:IV

1990 Site Unemployment Rate-
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Treatmént/Con&ol Group

Massachusetts Cohorts 1 and 2, Wave I

Significant Coefficients

‘White

Male

Age

Age Squared

College Graduate

Expect to be Recalled

Prior Earnings Top Quartile

Prior Earnings Middle Quartiles

Prof/Tech/Mgr Occupation

Services Industry

Site: Gloucester

Site: New Bedford

Site: Springfield

Site: Roxbury

Site: Milford

Site: Lowell

Site: Greenfield

Benefits Started 1990:11

Benefits Started 1990:I11

Benefits Started 1991:1

Benefits Started 1991:11

1990 Site Unemployment Rate
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Treatment/Control Group

Massachusetts Cohorts 1 and 2, Wave Il

Significant Coefficients

 White

Male

Age -

Age Squared

College Graduate

Expect to be Recalled

Prior Earnings Top Quartile

Prior Earnings Middle Quartiles

Prof/Tech/Mgr Occupation
Services Induétry

Site:

Gloucester

Site:

New Bedford

Site:

Springfield

Site:

Roxbury

Site:

Milford

Site:

Lowell

Site:

Greenfield

Benefits Started 1990:11

Benefits Started 1990:111

Benefits Started 1991:1

Benefits Started 199111

1990 Site Unemployment Rate
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Notes for Appendix C
This appendix defines the column headings A, B, C and D which appear in some of the impacts tables.
The definition for each letter varies according to whether the table describes self-employment outcomes,
wage and salary outcomes, or combined self-employment and wage and salary employment outcomes.

Self-Employment Outcomes

i A =whether the person expenenced at least one spell of self-employment between random assxgnment and
' the date of the follow-up survey.

B =annualized time spent in self-employment, between random assignment and the date of the follow-up
survey.

C =annualized real earnings (in 1990 dollars) from self—employmént, between random assignment and the
date of the follow-up survey.

D =whether the person was in self-employment at the time of the follow-up survey.

Wage and Salary Employment Outcomes

A =whether the person experienced at least one spell of wage and salary empldyment between random
assignment and the date of the fo]low-up survey. ' ’

B =annualized tlme spent in wage and salary employment, between random ass1gnmcnt and the date of the
follow-up survey.

C =annualized real earnings (in 1990 dollars) from wage and salary employment, between random
assignment and the date of the follow-up survey.

D =whether the person was in wage and salary employment at the time of the follow-up survey.

Combined Self-Employment and Wage and Salary Employment Outcomes =

A =whether the person experienced at least one spell of either self-employment or wage and salary
employment between random as51gnment and the date of the follow-up survey.

B =annualized time spent in any type of employment, regardless of whether it was self-employment or
wage and salary employment, between random assignment and the date of the follow-up survey.

e —

C annuahzed real earnings (in 1990 dollars) from any type of employment, between random assignment
and the date of the follow-up survey.
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D =whether the person was in either self-employment or wage and salary employment at the time of the
follow-up survey.
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White

Subgroup Effects

 Massachusetts Cohorts 1 and 2, Wave I

Male

Expect to be Recalled

Prior Barnings in Top Quartile
compared to Bottom Quartile

Prior Barnings in Middle Two Quartiles
compared to Bottom Quartile

Prior Earnings in Top Quartile
compared to Middle Two Quartiles

Cohort 1

White

Massachusetts Cohorts 1 and 2, Wave I

Male

Expect to be Recalled

Prior Barnings in Top Quartile
compared to Bottom Quartile

Prior Earnings in Middle Two Quartiles
compared to Bottom Quartile

Prior Earnings in Top Quartile
compared to Middle Two Quartiles

Cohort 1
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