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PREFACE

n the last few years, there has been
Igrowing concern about the personal and
social costs of long-term unemployment and
welfare dependency. Employable individuals
who depend on Income Assistance for long
periods often have great difficulty joining
or rejoining the labour force, since self-con-
fidence and job skills may deteriorate, and
employers may hesitate to hire the long-term
unemployed. Returning to work is especially
difficult for single parents, since available
“entry level” jobs often pay too little to sup-
port a family with one breadwinner. Yet
the path to economic self-sufficiency may
require a period of working for less money
than welfare provides, a situation especially
hard on a family. The dilemma of the single
parent on Income Assistance is that she or
he may not be able to afford to leave social
assistance for an entry-level job, yet only
by doing so can she or he hope to secure
a higher-paying job in the future.

The Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP) addresses
this dilemma head-on. The project, con-
ceived and funded by Human Resources
Development Canada (HRDC), was designed
to determine whether a temporary earnings
supplement that makes work pay more than
welfare will assist long-term, single-parent
Income Assistance recipients to achieve
economic self-sufficiency. By documenting
what happens when a selected group of
Income Assistance recipients are offered

an earnings supplement if they find full-time
work and leave Income Assistance, the
project will determine the impacts, the
benefits, and the costs of such a policy.

The project’s findings will advance our
understanding of how to help welfare
recipients achieve economic independence,
and will thus inform future efforts to shape
social welfare policy.

To obtain reliable answers about the effect-
iveness of an earnings supplement program,

SSP employs a rescarch design of exceptional
rigour, in which half of those who agree to
be part of the study are randomly chosen to
be eligible for the SSP earnings supplement,
while the other half, similar to the SSP-eligible
group in both observed and unobserved
characteristics, becomes a “control” group
whose behaviours reveal what would have
happened to the SSP-eligible group in the
absence of SSP. This method of evaluating
the program ensures that the opportunity to
benefit from this limited pilot project is distri-
buted fairly and without favouritism among
all those potentially eligible for such a pro-
gram. It also ensures that the SSP evaluation
will provide reliable information about
whether program participation leads to changes
in employment and earnings, welfare depend-
ency, and other measured activities, since it
enables researchers to compare the long-term
behaviour of those who were eligible for the
supplement with a similar group of individuals
who were not.

This paper on the first year of the SSP demon-
stration is the first in a series of reports to be
issued over the next few years. A more com-
prehensive report, which will be published
in 1995, will describe in greater detail the
implementation and operation of the project
in the two participating provinces (British
Columbia and New Brunswick), as well as
early program participation. Subsequent
reports will present the findings of long-term
research into the émpacts of the program (i.e.,
the difference between the outcomes for the
SSP-eligible and the SSP-ineligible groups), the
costs and benefits of the program, and a pos-
sible negative consequence: SSP’s potential
for inducing some individuals to stay on
welfare longer than they otherwise would
have in order to qualify for the program.
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The Self-Sufficiency Project is managed

by the Social Research and Demonstration
Corporation (SRDC), a nonprofit organi-
zation created with the support of HRDC.
SRDC’s mission is to identify social policies
and programs that are effective in improving
the self-sufficiency and well-being of unem-
ployed, displaced, and disadvantaged popu-
lations. SRDC designs and manages demon-
stration partnerships, bringing together
public and private organizations, researchers,
and service providers, in order to test new
policy ideas and to discover the difference
social programs make to participants and

to society. SRDC’s goal is to provide a frame-
work within which organizations and indi-
viduals with diverse agendas can work
together on projects requiring comple-
mentary strengths.

The Self-Sufficiency Project is SRDC’s first
comprehensive undertaking, involving
numerous governmental and private organi-
zations over many years. SRDC would like

to thank all those who are collaborating with
the project. At HRDC, Barry Carin and Louise
Bourgault provided early leadership and
guidance; Harvey Lazar, John Greenwood,
and Yigal Messeri have given ongoing
direction and invaluable advice on matters
large and small. The project is fortunate to
have a distinguished and responsive
Technical Advisory Panel, which reviewed
and helped develop key elements of the
program and research designs, and which
will continue to be closely involved with
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the project. The panel’s members are:
Charles Beach, Don Boudreau, Sidhey
Gilbert, Gilles Jasmin, Theresa Kerin, Alice
Nakamura, Samuel Rea, Martin Ulrich, and
Toru Uno. David Green, Peter Kuhn, and
David Ross also participated in early reviews

of the research design and survey plan.

At British Columbia’s Ministry of Social
Services, Bob Cronin, Ron Willems, Glen
Tadsen, Fern Jeffries, Theresa Kerin, Lyn
Tait, Greg Muirhead, Bill Warburton, and
Cathy Hubberstey have graciously given
their time and support to the project, as
have those at New Brunswick’s Department
of Human Resources Development: Ernest
MacKinnon, Don Boudreau, Norma Dubé,
Karen Mann, Gary Bradford, Elaine Campbell,
Joan Ramsay, and Gary Baird. Scott Murray,
Richard Veevers, and other staff at Statistics
Canada have devoted long hours to managing
the design and implementation of sample
selection, survey administration, and data file
procedures. Finally, we would like to thank
the service providers who made SSP a reality:
David Buchanan, Shelly Price, and the staff

at Family Services Saint John, Inc., in New
Brunswick; Bernard Vinge, Betty Tully, and
the staff at Bernard C. Vinge and Associates
Ltd. in British Columbia; and Darlene DeYoung,
Steve Caseley, David Carrigan, and the staff
at SHL Systemhouse Inc. in Nova Scotia.

Gordon Berlin
Executive Director
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tions of many people, to whom we would
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Gordon Berlin provided invaluable guidance
in developing the report, and gave generously
of his time to review it at many stages. Dan
Doyle also reviewed the paper, and assisted
with data collection. At MDRC, we would
like to thank Judith Gueron, Barbara Goldman,
and Irene Robling for their perceptive sug-
gestions regarding earlier drafts, and Greg
Hoerz for his assistance in developing the
data files. Our thanks also go to Phoebe Hoss
for editing the report, and to Charles Beach,
David Card, Judith Maxwell, and Phil Robins
for their thoughtful reviews.

The staff at the Self-Sufficiency Project sites
and at the SSP payment office have been
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Finally, we would like to thank all the SSP
clients who provided information about their
lives and their participation in the program.
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“Why would anyone try to work while
they’re on Income Assistance? You go to
work and they take it all out of your

welfare cheque.”

“When I attended the first SSP meeting,
1 felt real hope about getting off Income

Assistance and becoming independent.”

“It sure feels good being off Income
Assistance. 'm able to pay my bills and
1 don’t have so many worries about
money. And I feel like I'm contributing
to society by paying taxes.”

Comments from Self-Sufficiency
Project Participants

The Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP) is a research
and demonstration project designed to deter-
mine whether making work pay more than
welfare will help interested single parents
choose work over Income Assistance receipt.
Aimed at the substantial number of single
parents on Income Assistance who would
prefer to work, the project was designed to
bolster the wages of those who leave Income
Assistance for fulltime employment. By pro-
viding a temporary earnings supplement
during the initial period when entry-level
wages are often too low to support families,
SSP will test the effectiveness of an earnings
supplement option for long-term, single-
parent Income Assistance recipients.

This paper is a preliminary report on the first
year of SSP program operation. After a discus-
sion of the context and design of the project,
the paper reviews program implementation,
followed by a description of the first-year
research sample based on survey data col-
lected when sample members entered the
program. Program participation is then
discussed, and a final section presents SSP
participants’ early responses to the program.

THE PROBLEM

Many single parents receiving Income

Assistance benefits find themselves in

a quandary. They do not like Income
Assistance because they remain too poor to
meet the needs of their children, and they
also feel harassed by the Income Assistance
system, stigmatized in their communities,
and troubled by their continuing depend-
ence on social assistance. But when they
take jobs and leave Income Assistance,
they frequently find they are no better off
financially - in fact, they are often worse off
after they pay for child care, transportation,
taxes, and other job-related expenses.

Like all social assistance systems designed to
provide income protection for poor families
while simultaneously controlling costs, the
Income Assistance system restricts recipients’
financial gain from employment. When a
welfare recipient takes a job, she! may well
lose cash assistance and other benefits (such
as medical insurance and child care subsidies)
worth as much as or more than she gains
from working. In British Columbia and New
Brunswick, after being allowed to keep the
first $200 of net monthly earnings (and, in
British Columbia, 25 percent of any remaining
earnings), an Income Assistance recipient
loses a dollar or more in benefits for each
net dollar she earns - an effective tax rate

of 75 percent to greater than 100 percent

on her net earnings above $200 per month.
Thus, many Income Assistance recipients
must choose between welfare dependency
and poverty.

This no-win situation reflects the paradox
of traditional social assistance policy. To
keep children in single-parent families from
growing up poor, an obvious policy option
is to increase benefits to these households.
But when benefits rise, work becomes
relatively less attractive, thus promoting
long-term dependency. Policymakers

1 “gShe” is used throughout this paper to refer to Income Assistance recipients and SSP sample members, since the majority of
the long-term, single-parent Income Assistance recipients targeted by the SSP program are women.

“I now bave
more money Lo
buy things 1
couldn’t afford
before. I bave
more conirol
over ny life since
leaving Income
Assistance. With
SSP I can live my
life the way I
choose. I feel
more responsible
eqrning my own
money and 1
think that S5F
was a good

decision for me.”



1 feel like I'm

being a good

my daughter.

o

My daughier sees
me go off to work
and knows thai
is bow I earn my
money. Hopefully,
by my example
she will never
bawve 1o go

on the system.”

charged with “fixing” the system are caught
between fostering self-sufficiency and encour-
aging dependency. And their decisions have
broad ramifications for the larger society,
since more than half of all single-parent
families are poor.2

The public is conflicted as well. It does not
want children to grow up poor, but as more
women with children enter the labour mar-
ket, the public grows increasingly uncomfort-
able with a system that pays some mothers
to remain at home. Public concern intensifies
as welfare rolls grow and provincial deficits
force governments to choose either higher
taxes or lower benefits.

These pressures have created a crisis in the
Income Assistance system at both the federal
and provincial levels. As the Globe and Mail
noted in a recent series on the social safety
net:

There is a paradox at the heart of
Canada’s spending on social programs.
Despite a perception that cutbacks
have already frayed the fabric of social
support and that deficit-burdened
governments are ready to unravel it
even further, Canada is spending more
than ever on programs designed to
help the needy.3

In 1993, federal, provincial, and municipal
contributions to the welfare system, pri-
marily Income Assistance, grew to at least
$13 billion.

As federal and provincial governments
contemplate change, they are well aware
that reforms often have unintended conse-
quences. It is difficult to predict the differ-
ence a policy change will make, since many
welfare recipients leave welfare on their own,
irrespective of government intervention.

December 1992.
3 Page A1, January 20, 1994.

Welfare receipt is not a permanent con-
dition, even for single parents. While there
is a core group of long-term recipients who
stay on the rolls for many years, most recip-
ients stay for relatively short periods of time.
Forced onto the rolls by a crisis - job loss, a
broken marriage, the birth of a child out of
wedlock - they get back on their feet quickly
and leave Income Assistance because they
take a job, get married, or experience some
other change in personal circumstance. One
report,4 which followed long-term, single-
parent Income Assistance cases from 1987
to 1990, found that a third of these cases
had left Income Assistance within three
years, and more than half reported some
earnings during that time. Another Income
Assistance study® reported that fewer than
half of all Income Assistance cases on the
rolls in January 1991 received benefits for
the entire calendar year.

The policy challenge of welfare reform is
twofold: to develop programs that help
people change their lives more effectively
than have previous programs; and to avoid
the perverse incentives of traditional welfare
programs, which often have forced Income
Assistance recipients to choose between
dependency and poverty. The Self-Sufficiency
Project attempts to respond to both of these
goals, by temporarily supplementing the
earnings of single parents who choose to
leave welfare for work.

THE SELF-SUFFICIENCY
PROJECT

SSP is a collaborative effort involving a
number of organizations. Human Resources
Development Canada (HRDC) conceived
the project in consultation with a Technical
Advisory Panel comprised of provincial

Lone-Parent Families in Canada: Target Group Project, Statistics Canada, Housing, Family and Social Statistics Division,

Georges Lemaitre, Single Parents on Social Assistance: A Longitudinal Analysis, prepared for the Social Research and

Demonstration Corporation, May 1993,

Bill Warburton, Routes to Independence: The Effectiveness of Employment and Training Programs for Income Assistance

Recipients in British Columbia, Ministry of Social Services, British Columbia, October 1992.



officials, policy analysts, and academics.
HRDC engaged the Social Research and
Demonstration Corporation (SRDC), a
nonprofit research organization, to design
and manage both the programmatic and
research components of the project. SRDC
has in turn contracted with the following
organizations:

« Statistics Canada, to collect survey data
and administrative records, and to create
the research file.

e Bernard C. Vinge and Associates, to
operate the program in British Columbia.

+ Family Services Saint John, to operate
the program in New Brunswick.

» SHL Systemhouse, Nova Scotia, to develop
and maintain the program’s automated
management information and supplement
payment systems.

« Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) and several academic
researchers, to conduct the implementa-
tion, impact, and cost-benefit research.

In addition, other federal and provincial
agencies are cooperating with the project
by providing technical assistance, back-
ground information regarding the social
assistance system and provincial labour
markets, and access to data. These agencies
include British Columbia’s Ministry of Social
Services, New Brunswick’s Department of
Human Resources Development, and local
Canada Employment Centres.

THE EARNINGS SUPPLEMENT

SSP offers an earnings supplement to
selected single parents in the lower mainland
of British Columbia and the southern third
of New Brunswick who are over the age of
cighteen and who have received Income
Assistance for at least one year immediately
prior to recruitment into the research
sample. The offer is time-limited: eligible
recipients have one year to find a qualifying

job and leave Income Assistance, after which
they can receive supplement benefits for up
to three years. It is employment-driven, in
that only those who work full-time (a mini-
mum of 30 hours per week) are eligible.

And it is generous enough to make work
pay more than Income Assistance for most
welfare recipients.

The SSP earnings supplement is calculated

as half the difference between a participant’s
gross earnings and the province’s “earnings
benchmark”, which in 1993 was $37,000

in British Columbia and $30,000 in New
Brunswick. For example, a British Columbia
participant who works 35 hours per week

at $7 per hour will earn $12,740 per year,
and will collect an earnings supplement of
$12,130 per year ([$37,000-$12,7401/2), for a
total pre-tax income of $24,870.6 The supple-
ment is paid monthly against paystubs sub-
mitted from the prior month, thus establish-
ing a close temporal relationship between
work effort and supplement income. As
earnings increase, a participant’s supplement
payment is reduced $.50 for every dollar
increase in earnings, a substantially lower
tax rate than in current Income Assistance
systems.

The supplement is generous enough so that
the minimum pre-tax income (earnings plus
supplement) an SSP participant received in
1993 was $23,180 in British Columbia and
$18,900 in New Brunswick (assuming mini-
mum wage work throughout 1993 for 30
hours per week). Even when taxes, child
care costs, and other work-related expenses
are taken into account, most families at most
wage levels are $3,000 to $5,000 per year
better off on the SSP earnings supplement
program than working the same amount and
remaining on Income Assistance. By making
work pay significantly more than Income
Assistance for most recipients, the project
will provide a robust test of the effectiveness
of an earnings supplementation policy.

6 A participant may aiso have additional sources of income, such as child support. However, the amount of the SSP earnings
supplement is determined solely by the amount a participant earns.

“I have ny
bills paid, a
little cash in the
bank, and food
in the fridge.
1t’s taken a lot
of stress off me
1o be in the
program and

working”



CHART 1

SELF-SUFFICIENCY
PROJECT OVERVIEW

‘ STATISTICS CANADA INTERVIEWS AND RECRUITS
| a randomly selected sample of all single-parent tncome Assistance recipients
{ who had been receiving Income Assistance for at least one year, in the southern

part of New Brunswick and the southern part of British Columbia

y

RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

1 of Income Assistance recipients who agree to be part of SSP, to either
i the program (SSP-eligible) group or the control (SSP-ineligible) group

N

Eligible for SSP

Y

.. ineligivte for53F, -

E
]
14

" INFORMED OF SSP-ELIGIBLE STATUS |/ Y
by mail, which begins the year program group
members have to find full-time work, leave

INFORMED OF SSP-INELIGIBLE STATUS

Income Assistance, and initiate receipt by mail
of the SSP earnings supplement Y
i i
i \

ORIENTED TO SSP PROGRAM,
offered information and referral assistance
to job-related services, and contacted

NOT ELIGIBLE FOR SUPPLEMENT
or other SSP services, but continues
to be eligible for all entitlements

. periodically by SSP staff o associated with Income Assistance .
E I DOES NOT FIND
FINDS FULL-TIME JOB, | FULL-TIVE JOB,

LEAVES INCOME ‘
ASSISTANCE, AND BEGINS
RECEIVING THE EARNINGS

SUPPLEMENT

7 5

1 CONTINUES RECEIVING THE

EARNINGS SUPPLEMENT

| forup to 3 years, as long as

program group member has
full-time employment

N

|so is not eligible for supplement,
. but continues to be eligible for

| all entitlements associated with
: Income Assistance

NOQTE: Both program and control group members will receive all regiilar
entitlements associated with Income Assistanice if they continus o qualify for
Income Assistance: Both groups will also have access to existiig cominunity
services and resources not funded by SSP.

THE RESEARCH DESIGN

In order to evaluate the supplement program’s
impact on employment rates, earnings, family
income, Income Assistance receipt, and other
outcomes, the Self-Sufficiency Project was
designed as a longitudinal, random assign-
ment evaluation study (see Chart 1). In this
design, each individual in a sample of Income
Assistance recipients is randomly assigned

to one of two groups: those assigned to the
program group are eligible to receive the
earnings supplement if they choose to go to
work; those assigned to the control group

are not eligible for the supplement. Data on
these two groups’ employment, earnings,
Income Assistance receipt, poverty, and
other characteristics will be collected from
surveys and administrative sources for at
least five years from the time that sample
members agree to be part of the study.
Since the program and control group mem-
bers have been randomly drawn from the
same population of long-term, single-parent
Income Assistance recipients, they do not
differ systematically with regard to any pre-
existing characteristics. Thus, differences
between the two groups in employment
rates, earnings, or cash assistance receipt
can reliably be attributed to the program.

The technique of random assignment is a
powerful tool for determining the
effectiveness of new policy ideas. Although
it is not always a feasible approach - for
example, it cannot be used to evaluate ser-
vices that involve entitlements, since such
services are available to all qualifying indi-
viduals - a random assignment research
design is especially useful for evaluating

a demonstration project whose funding is
limited. Since SSP only has enough funding
to offer the earnings supplement to a few
thousand individuals, random selection from
the entire group targeted for the program
(i.e., long-term, single-parent Income Assistance
recipients) may be the fairest way to distrib-
ute its limited services. In fact, random
selection may be a fairer way of allocating
scarce resources than other widely used
methods, such as a “squeaky wheel” policy
(which favors those most vocal about their
needs), or a “first come, first served” policy.
And it provides reliable information that
can help decide whether to expand a pilot
program.

The SSP project also includes a study of
newly enrolled Income Assistance applicants,
which will provide information on “delayed
welfare exits”: that is, later-than-expected
exits from the Income Assistance system

that result from individuals extending their



period of welfare receipt in order to qualify

for the supplement program.” Half of the
Income Assistance applicants in this part of
the study will be told that they will become
eligible to receive SSP supplement payments
if they continue to receive cash benefits for
one year after they begin receiving Income
Assistance. The study will then determine
whether a larger proportion of the group
that can qualify for SSP by staying on
Income Assistance for one year stay on
Income Assistance than the group not
eligible for SSP. If a significant number of
individuals delay their exits from Income
Assistance, then policymakers will have to
weigh the unintended costs of increasing
Income Assistance receipt for new entrants
against the benefits of any increase in welfare-
leaving rates for long-term recipients.

Enrollment into the Self-Sufficiency Project
research sample began in November 1992
and will continue through December 1994,
As of January 1994, more than 2,100 single
parents who had been on Income Assistance
for at least one year were enrolled, half into
the program group and half into the control
group. Approximately 7,000 Income
Assistance recipients and applicants are
scheduled to be enrolled in 1994. In January
1994, the program completed its first full
year of operation in both New Brunswick
and British Columbia.

Project research will proceed in four phases:
Phase 1 will focus on program implementa-
tion and on take-up of the project’s offer

of a monthly cash payment to supplement
fulltime employment; phase 2 will analyze
employment and welfare behaviour during
the three-year period that program group
members can receive supplement payments;
phase 3 will provide information on what
happens to employment and Income
Assistance patterns when supplement
payments end after three years; and phase 4
will determine whether the SSP program

extends new applicants’ stays on Income
Assistance in order to qualify for the earnings
supplement.

The major questions addressed by the
research include:

+ To what extent will long-term Income
Assistance recipients choose work over
welfare when work is made financially
more attractive than Income Assistance?

¢ Across a broad cross-section of long-term,
single-parent welfare recipients, what are
the characteristics of recipients who are
most likely to take advantage of the
supplement offer?

« Of those who take advantage of the sup-
plement offer, which subgroups benefit
the most from the program, i.e., which
subgroups would have remained on
Income Assistance in the absence of
the program?

« Does the supplement make a net
difference in employment, earnings,
welfare receipt, and poverty rates? What
patterns of employment and earnings
emerge over time?

» Does the supplement reduce the rate
at which people leave employment and
return to Income Assistance, and thus
promote more lasting connections to
the labour market?

e What happens to employment, income,
and welfare receipt when the three-year
supplement period ends?

» Does the supplement induce new Income
Assistance applicants to remain on social
assistance longer than they would have
in the absence of the SSP program?

Is the program cost-effective from the
points of view of Income Assistance
recipients, government, and society,
given the changes the program causes
in employment, welfare, and poverty?

7 Delayed welfare exits, if any, will also serve as an indication of whether the program has Income Assistance “entry effects” that
is, whether the program influences those not on Income Assistance to apply for Income Assistance in order to qualify for SSP.

“For the first time
1 can remembey,
I'm not broke all
the time! .. I
don’t feel stressed
about baving
mone) for
Christmas. ['ve
bought clothbes
for myself
instead of only
for my son as
usual. f feel very
lucky to bave
such an
opportunity I'm
very bappy to be
working and off
Income

Assistance”



“Wore we're able

afford. It's a relief
1ot 1o be unsuve
your financial
situation. We're
actually going to
be able to go on

5
4‘

a vacation, which

-

s

is pretiy amazing

T

2

looking back at
my financial
situation a few

g

months ago. I'm
also move abie
to budget our

money, so we iuse

it more wisely”

The project will produce reports in the areas

of program implementation and operation;
program participation; program impacts (the
difference the program makes, assessed by
comparing the outcomes of the SSP-eligible
and SSP-ineligible groups); and SSP’s monetary
and nonmonetary costs and benefits. Major
reports will be published after each follow-up
survey has been administered to the entire
sample (at 18 months, 36 months, and 54
months after random assignment). There will
also be a separate report on Income Assistance
applicants. Other reports will be issued period-
ically in order to present the most recent find-
ings or to discuss topics of special interest.

While many Income Assistance recipients
assigned to the program group in the first
year of operation have not yet completed

the one-year period in which they can take
up the SSP earnings supplement, and little
information is currently available on the post-
random-assignment activities of the program-
ineligible group, this paper offers a glimpse
of the program’s promise and its early effects
on the program-eligible group.

THE FIRST YEAR
OF SSP OPERATION

For SSP to be an effective assistance program,
those eligible for the program must clearly
understand the financial incentive represent-
ed by the earnings supplement. Yet it is dif-
ficult to explain the existing rules for distre-
garding a fixed amount or a percentage of
carnings when calculating welfare benefits,
and usually there has been little effort to
inform Income Assistance recipients about
these rules. Consequently, few recipients
even know of their existence.

In order to avoid this difficulty, a major oper-
ating goal of SSP has been to ensure that all
eligible individuals understand how the sup-
plement program works and what it could
mean for them. The SSP project staff spend
much time and effort contacting and fully
informing program eligibles about the
supplement opportunity. The program’s

6

other and equally important operational
goals are to provide information and referral
services to assist participants in overcoming
employment barriers, and to pay the supple-
ment accurately, quickly, and fairly.

OUTREACH
AND ORIENTATION

From November 1992 through December
1993, the Self-Sufficiency Project recruited
more than 700 sample members in New
Brunswick and more than 1,400 sample mem-
bers in British Columbia. After an in-home
survey conducted by Statistics Canada inter-
viewers, sample members were randomly
assigned to either a program (SSP-cligible) or

a control (SSP-ineligible) group, and were then
informed by mail of their group status within
ten days of the initial interview. SSP program
providers in each province were then respon-
sible for contacting program group members
and orienting them to the program. Orientation
usually consisted of a two-hour group session
held at one of the SSP offices in Vancouver

or New Westminster, British Columbia; Saint
John or Moncton, New Brunswick; or in
another satellite location. The goal was to
contact 100 percent of those assigned to the
program group and to achieve at least an 80
percent attendance rate at orientation sessions.
Because the sample was drawn from a popu-
lation often distrustful of government pro-
grams and likely to have frequent changes of
address, contacting them has been difficult.
The program operators have used a variety

of strategies to reach program eligibles, even
staggering staff hours so as to call people at
various times of the day and on the weekend.
British Columbia program operators quickly
learned the importance of translators for the 7
percent of their sample who were not fluent in
English. As a last resort, SSP staff visited homes
and sent correspondence via the Income
Assistance offices in an effort to contact the
most elusive eligibles. Late in 1993, program
operators also began holding some orientation
sessions by phone with program group mem-
bers who declined to attend a session in person.



To fulfill their mandate to clearly explain the
opportunity presented by SSP, the program
operators have developed a variety of mate-
rials and approaches. The resulting SSP orien-
tation presentation thoroughly and engagingly
describes the benefits and requirements of
the program, and is readily understood. The
core of the orientation session is a review of
income and expense worksheets that com-
pare the financial benefits of the Income
Assistance and SSP programs for single
parents with different family sizes working
at different earnings levels. The worksheets
demonstrate that for most single parents,
even when increased expenses and taxes

are taken into account, working and collect-
ing the SSP supplement is financially prefer-
able to Income Assistance alone or to working
under the Income Assistance rules for disre-
garding a portion of earnings when calcu-
lating welfare benefits.8 Another major teach-
ing tool in orientation sessions has been a
“Twenty Questions” brochure, which is

also mailed to eligibles who do not attend

a session in person. In both materials and
presentation, the emphasis is on providing
all the information recipients need in order
to make an informed choice about whether
to take advantage of the supplement offer.
Staff members stress the opportunity the
supplement represents, while at the same
time they point out the many factors a par-
ticipant needs to consider in order to make
the best choice for herself and her family.

Although the first orientation session is the
most critical staff-client contact, SSP staff also
conduct other group sessions for program
eligibles. A second information session,
whose agenda is determined by attendees,
usually focuses on identifying sources of job
search assistance. Attendance at this session
has been low in British Columbia, and that
province’s program operator has elected to
lengthen the first orientation session to cover
some of the material normally covered in the

second session. About a fifth of the partici-
pants have also attended a money-manage-
ment workshop, where the staff present
information on budgeting and savings.
Later in 1994, program providers will begin
developing material for a money-manage-

ment workshop that will focus on preparing
supplement recipients for the time when the
supplement ends. Following the first orien-
tation session and throughout their eligibility
year, program eligibles are called periodically
by SSP staff members, who answer questions,
assess an individual’s understanding of and
interest in the supplement program, offer
further information and referral assistance,
and gently remind participants of the 12-
month time limit on the supplement offer.

SUPPLEMENT INITIATION
AND PAYROLL SUPPORT

A participant who decides to take up the
supplement offer must visit the SSP office
in person in order to have her employment
documents verified by an SSP staff member.

28 o JINK -
Being on
welfare gave me
a bad feeling. I'm

proud 1o go to

Once supplement initiation is completed,
she mails subsequent paystubs to the SSP
payment office in Halifax. The office then
calculates the participant’s monthly (or four-
week) supplement payment, and either mails

the bank and
cash my pay
her a cheque or makes a direct deposit to

her bank account. This procedure keeps the
administrative burden to a minimum, so that

cheque”

supplement recipients are not discouraged
by red tape. A participant who is unable to
provide a pay cheque or paystubs due to
employer payroll practices - such as cash
payments - may still initiate the supplement
by submitting a signed letter from her
employer stating her work hours and
regular wages.

SSP’s computerized payment system auto-
matically verifies that participants are meeting
the program’s minimum 30-hour-per-week
work requirement. To ensure equal financial
treatment of participants whose employers

8 |n order to ensure that the SSP program was also financially attractive to the 22 percent of the sample living in government-
subsidized housing, an agreement was negotiated with provincial housing authorities to ignore the supplement when

determining rent levels.



I feel beiter
because I know
I bave more
momney for ney
children, and
I feel better
because I like

to work”

have different pay cycles, two supplement
payment periods were necessary: monthly

and every four weeks. Some employer pay-
ment arrangements (such as monthly or
semi-monthly payments that accrue hourly)
have required SSP to calculate about 20
percent of the first year’s supplement
payments manually. However, it is expected
that the automated system will calculate over
95 percent of supplement payments in the

second and subsequent years of the program.

CHARACTERISTICS OF
THE SSP RESEARCH
SAMPLE

SSP has been targeted to single parents over
the age of eighteen who received Income
Assistance continuously for at least one year
immediately prior to recruitment in the pro-
gram. There are no other selection require-
ments, since one goal of the research is to
learn who can benefit from SSP. Prospective
research sample members were randomly
selected from all Income Assistance recipients
meeting these criteria; thus, the sample is
representative of the single-parent population
on long-term Income Assistance in the lower
mainland of British Columbia and the lower
third of New Brunswick. As of the end of
1993, the project had recruited 1,423 single
parents from British Columbia and 703 from
New Brunswick - a total of 2,126.

Upon recruitment, and before a sample
member was randomly assigned to either
the program group or the control group, an
interviewer from Statistics Canada admin-
istered an in-home, 30-minute survey to
gather information on demographics, edu-
cation and training, employment history,
child care needs and usage, and other topics.
This section presents some preliminary data
from this initial survey.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The SSP sample is diverse. The age of sample
members ranges from nineteen to sixty-six,
with 20 percent of the sample under the age

of twenty-five, 42 percent between twenty-
five and thirty-four, 30 percent between thirty-
five and forty-four, and 8 percent over the
age of forty-four. Eighty-five percent of the
sample under the age of twenty-five have
never been married, whereas 80 percent of
the sample age thirty-five or older are
divorced, separated, or widowed. Although
the majority of sample members have one or
two children, 16 percent have three or more
children (Table 1). More than half (53 percent)
have children under the age of six, and almost
one third (31 percent) have children under
the age of three. As expected, there are few
men in the sample (5 percent). More than
half of the sample (53 percent) were previ-
ously married.

Sample members indicate a variety of poten-
tial barriers to employment. Twenty-five
percent of the research sample report having
a physical condition that limits their activity,
and 8 percent report an activity-limiting
psychological or emotional problem. Almost
one quarter (23 percent) of the total sample
spent some time as a child living in a house-
hold that received Income Assistance, and
42 percent had parents who separated by the
time the sample member was sixteen. Four
percent of the British Columbia sample, and
virtually none of the New Brunswick sample,
immigrated to Canada in the five years prior
to the recruitment interview; these same per-
centages (4 percent in British Columbia, none
in New Brunswick) speak neither English
nor French. Fourteen percent of the British
Columbia sample and 6 percent of the New
Brunswick sample report First Nations ances-
try; 7 percent in British Columbia and none
in New Brunswick report Asian ancestry; and
other visible minority ancestry is reported by
9 percent of the British Columbia sample and
2 percent of the New Brunswick sample.

EDUCATION
AND TRAINING

At the time of the initial interview, 14 percent
of the total sample were in some form of edu-
cation and training. This percentage includes



TABLE1 CHARACTERISTICS OF SELF-SUFFICIENCY
PROJECT SAMPLE MEMBERS (as of January 1994)

Category Characteristic ' British New Total
- ‘Columbia - Brunswick  Sample
Sample Sizes as of January 1,.1994 Program group =~ -~ - L T4 362 - 1,086
Control.group . 351 1,060
o Totalsample o0 L 703 2126
Demographics Average age - - 83
Average age at btrth of f;rst Chﬂd ) 22
Average number of children - o o 18
Pergent with 3.or morechildren . . .. a6
Percent-with children underage 6 - 49 53
Percent with children underaged . . 29 31
Percentmale ) ]
Percent prevmusly married 52 53
Percent currently married. -~ - 2 2.
Percent single and never married e o 47 45
Percent who report an activity- Ilmmng physncal condmon ) 21 25
Percent who report an activity-limiting emotional or psychological problem . 6 8
Percent whose family received Income Assistance before respondert was 17 ye 28 23
Percent who did not live with both parents from birth o.age 16 36 42,
Percent immigrated In 5 vears priof to initial interview - . 0 3
Percent who speak neither EnglishnorFrench . o 0 3
Percent reporting First Nations ancestry 6 M
Percent reporting Asian ancestry 0 5
o Percent reporting other visible Tminority aﬂCGSTW . e 2T
Education and Training Percent enrolled in education or training at random ass:gnment » 12 14
Percent with high school diploma 43 44
Percent with some vocational training or community college educatmn o 46 52
Percent with training certificate 26 3
Percent with either a high school d|ploma ora trammg certificate 50 55
Percent with some university education B 9 8
Percent with university degree 2.2
Average years of schooling completed 10.1 10.6
Percent who attended job search workshops in year prior to random assngnment . 9 15
Percent who wanted job search help in year prior to random assignment a8
Percent who attended lifeskills workshops in year prior to random assignment 12 14
e Percentwhowent to counseling in year prior to random assignment 9 2
Employment Percent with no work experience in the year prior to random assignment 66 "
Average hours worked per week in the year before random assignment i 45 3.5
Average earnings in the year before random assignment . o o §1o71 . $1.053 0 $1,066
Percent with no work experience atall SR | 4 b4
Megian number of years of work experience 6 5 6
Average wage of maost recent job {of sample members with work experience in :
the year prior to random assignment) o s887  $616 789
Average werk hours per week of most recent oh (of sample members with work ’
experience in the year prior to random assignment) o ‘ 23 24 023
Percent of sample who were unemployed at random aSS|gnment and who looked :

B ) ) ) ~forajob in the four weeks prior to random assignment ) o2 22 2
Self-Reparted Empioyment Barriers Percent of sample who identified at least one employment £ bamer - o i 80 4 48
. Percent of sample who identified two or more employmentbarders o AT 0
Percent of Sample Who Said They A personal or family responsibitity ) ) ) R R T 20 25
Could Not Take a Joh Because of: An iliness or disability 13 14 13

Lack of adequate childcare oo Mo 5. 9
(Respondent could Current school enroltment - 8 9. 8
indicate more than one Too little education : 7 3 5
employment barrier} Too little job experience or skills 8 1 5
No available transportation 4 5 4
Too much competition in the labor market ) ] 2 a 2
Child Care: Percent of Sample Working af  Before or after schoolprogram oo 4 A4
Time of initial Interview Who Were Using Daycarecentre e B2
the Following Types of Child Care: Relative 25 27 25
... .. .. Nonrelatve S T I U N
Child Care: Percent of those usmg cmld care at random asstgnmem who pa!d some amoum forthpn care 3% 5% 43
Cost and Need Average monthly cost of child care among those paying for child care at random assignment $256 $155 $190
Percent of child care users at random assignment whose costs are subsidized by the government 67 46 54
Percent of nonworkers who would require child care if they went to work .8 80 80
Percent of nonworkers requiring child care if they went to work who would not knowwheleto getchud care 13 15 13
Housing Average monthly rent - ) o o o $552  $301 $464
Percent living in subsidized housmg o o188t e
Percent who have moved 3 or more times in the 5 years pnorm random assmgnment ‘ 59 46 54
SOURCE: Survey administered by Statistics Canada interviewers immediately tefore random assignment,




“My kids are
bappier because
of the change in
me. I bave miuch

more patierice
with them.
And when I'm
with them I'm
really focussed
on them. I used
to feel depressed
Jrom sitting
around
watching TV
Now my
self-esteem
is better
and I smile

a fot move”

sample members working toward a high
school diploma (4 percentage points) or a
trade or vocational certificate (4 percentage
points), as well as those engaged in non-
degree course work (3 percentage poinis)

or post-secondary education (3 percentage
points). Although only 44 percent of the
sample had a high school diploma when they
were interviewed before random assignment,
more than half (52 percent) had attended
some form of vocatjonal training or commun-
ity college, and 31 percent had earned a train-
ing certificate. Only 8 percent have any uni-
versity education, and 2 percent have a col-
lege or university degree.

A significant number of sample members
utilized some type of employment or social
service in the year prior to sample recruit-
ment. Fifteen percent attended job search
workshops and 14 percent attended lifeskills
workshops in the prior year. Thirty-one
percent of the British Columbia sample and
19 percent of the New Brunswick sample
were in counseling some time in the year
before the initial interview.

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

A significant majority (71 percent) of the SSP
research sample had no work experience

in the year prior to the initial interview.

This fact is reflected in the research sample’s
overall average earnings and hours of work
during that year: 180 hours of work for the
entire year (about 3.5 hours per week),

with average earnings of $1,066 for the year.
(These averages include sample members
who did not work during the year.)

Almost half the sample (48 percent) iden-
tified at least one reason they could not take
a job at the time of the survey, and 10 percent
identified two or more reasons. The leading
reason was “personal or family responsibili-
ties” (25 percent of the sample), followed
by physical disability (13 percent). Other
reasons given were lack of adequate child
care (9 percent), current school enrollment
(8 percent), too little education (5 percent)
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or work experience (5 percent), no trans-
portation (4 percent), and “too much com-
petition” (2 percent).

Yet despite limited education, many
employment barriers, and little recent work
experience, other characteristics suggest that
a significant proportion of the sample may
be employable. Very few sample members

(4 percent) had no work experience whatso-
ever. In fact, the sample has a surprisingly
high median number of years of work
cxperience (six years). And those who had
been employed for some period in the year
before the initial interview made an average
wage of $8.87 in British Columbia and $6.16
in New Brunswick. (The minimum wages in
these provinces were $6 and $5, respectively.)
A fifth of the sample (21 percent) reported
that they had looked for work in the month
prior to their recruitment into the sample.

CHILD CARE

Institutionalized daycare was not widely used
by those who were working at the time of
the initial interview: 4 percent of workers
utilized before- or after-school programs, and
15 percent of British Columbia workers and
6 percent of New Brunswick workers utilized
daycare centres. Twenty-five percent of the
working parents relied on relatives for child
care, and 31 percent had non-relative
caregivers. Among the working parents
using child care, 59 percent of New
Brunswick respondents and 35 percent

of British Columbia respondents paid some
amount for their care. However, the average
child care cost among those paying for care
was lower in New Brunswick than in British
Columbia: $155 versus $256 monthly. Over
half (54 percent) of all daycare was govern-
ment-subsidized.

The majority (80 percent) of those who
were not working at the time of the initial
interview said they would require daycare
if they went to work, but only 13 percent
of those who would require daycare did not
know how or where to go to arrange for it.



PROGRAM
PARTICIPATION

ORIENTATION SESSION
ATTENDANCE

As mentioned earlier, SSP’s three overriding
operational concerns have been to contact as
many program group members as possible, as
soon as possible after their supplement eligi-
bility year begins; to effectively communicate
to participants the essential features of the
program; and to make monthly supplement
payments to qualifying participants accurately
and promptly. On all three counts, the service
providers exceeded expectations in the first
year. Sixty-one percent of program participants
were given an orientation within 30 days of
being eligible for the supplement, and even-
tually 95 percent of those eligible for the
supplement received a program orientation
(Table 2). An additional 3 percent of the
program group were contacted by phone,

but declined a longer meeting to learn about
the supplement. When language fluency has
been a problem (as it has been for 7 percent
of the British Columbia sample), translators
have been used in orientation sessions. The
rate of attendance at orientation sessions pro-
vides strong evidence that the SSP program
providers are succeeding in reaching and

informing program eligibles about the oppor-
tunities presented by SSP.

But is the message being communicated
clearly enough that participants can make
an informed choice? A participant needs

to know the supplement amount she will
receive at various earnings levels, whether
it will come regularly, how the additional
income will affect her taxes and her eligi-
bility for other services, how long she will
be eligible to receive the supplement, what
she needs to do to continue to qualify for
the supplement, etc. Indications are that the
majority of participants are “getting the mes-
sage.” Numerous site visits to orientation
sessions, where researchers have evaluated
the clarity of the presentation, the content of
the information provided, and the questions
and responses of attendees, indicate that the
details of the program are being conveyed
clearly and effectively.

Feedback from participants also suggests
that they are understanding the basics of the
program. Table 3 summarizes the results of a
survey administered by program providers in
the summer of 1993 to 350 sample members,
which comprised about half of all participants
who had been eligible for the SSP supplement
for at least 90 days. Since the survey was
designed to provide a quick assessment

“I love my job,
and working
was the best

decision for me,
but I'm stressed
by the change
it bas made.
It’s bard
to balance
job and

Jamily life”

TABLE 2 SSP PROGRAM CONTACT AND PARTICIPATION RATES

(as of January 1994)

Category Characteristic

British New Total

Information and Referral: Percent Who
Indicated the Need for, and Were Provided,
a‘Referral in the Following Areas:

dobseareh - -
Child care
Transportati

Housing

SOURCE: SSP’s Program Management Information System (PMIS),

Percent who received orientation within 30 days of receiving eligibility letter
d

ving eligibility letter

Percent contacted by SSP staff but who declined an orientation
Percent provided atranslator . o e e e e T e
Percent who attended a money nianagement workshop.

Columbia = Brupswick . Sample
Sample Size (tirst-year program group) - 714 352 . 1066
Orientation and Statf/Client Contact 84 o B

Education and training
GCounsefing -~
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TABLE 3 UNDERSTANDING THE SUPPLEMENT OFFER: RESPONSES OF
PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS TO A 90-DAY SURVEY CONDUCTED

BY SSP STAFF (June — August 1993)

British ' New Total

Number Percent | Number  Percent

_ Golumbia - Brunswick . Sample .

. Number  Percent

Total number of program group members through Aprit 1993 (i.e., those eligible for the 90-day phone survey) 397 ©o314 T
Number of responses {o the 90-day survey e e BT 40 .. 1¢3 62 .30 - 49
90-day survey respondents who attended an Information Session 150 95 o172 89 322 92
Response ltem Response .
Were you able to understand the supplement ~Understood letter .~ - - .o oo W4 73 . 146 78 . 260 74
offer from the eligibility letter? Understood some, but unclear ; ) 32 20 27 14 59 17
Didr't understand efigibitity fetter -~ .1 4 3% 1t 6 . 16 . . 4
, . Doesn’t remember eligibility letter __ LB 22 A s
Did SSP stait tell you about the following * Told about 30 hour/week work requ;rement and that they ]
features of the program? must leave Income Assistance to get supplernent | 154 98 ¢ 188 . 9 0 37 96
Told they had one year to qualify for supplement | 154 98 87 97 . 3 9T
Told they could return to Income Assistance if they
terminated employment ) R 1 87 77 92 1 34 90
Told they could use multiple jobs to qualify 143 91 . 14 80 297 8
o ) ) ~ Told they could get information and referral serwcesfrom SsP 142 90 161 83 o303 87
Do you understand how to calculate |
the supplement? e a8 9ty 89 34 90
Do you think youdhe better or worse off Better off ) ) ) ) ) o144 92 Loe7 87 S8 89
financially on the supplement? Worse off L 2 1 7 4 . 9 3
o sameordomtknow ... 8 B 2 6 ., 2 &
Do you think yow'd he better orworse off  Betterofft 13 8 165 8 . 29 8
in general? Worse off S Y 11 L3 ) 7 ¢80 9
Do you plan to take up the supplement offer? Yes 126 8 . 11 8 %7 73
No. P RS S 6 .19 B L B B 8
Dontknow o2 13 P39 20 .60 17
Doyou have any questions about$$P?  No A 75 164 8 281 80
is there anything you'd change abowt ; :
the program? No 113 72 C144 75 i257 73

SOURCE: SRDC's 90-day SSP participant phong survey.

of the operational adequacy of providers’
orientation efforts, it was administered to
the participants who were easiest for the SSP
staff to contact: mostly those who had already
attended an orientation session. Thus, the
survey results overrepresent the opinions

of participants who had been most active
in the program.

Even when the survey results are discounted
for this bias, they are encouraging. The great
majority (96 percent) of respondents under-

stood the two cardinal rules of the program:
to receive a supplement they had to find a
full-time job and leave Income Assistance,

and they had one year in which to do so.
Furthermore, 90 percent of the respondents
o understood that they could return to Income

Assistance in the future if they lost their jobs
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and the supplement. This issue is of some
concern, since a number of participants have
voiced their fear of losing Income Assistance
benefits and then being unable to return to
Income Assistance if their employment ended.
Finally, most respondents said they understood
how to calculate the supplement, and also
thought they would be better off working
and receiving the supplement than working
and receiving Income Assistance. At the time
of the survey, a large percentage (73 percent)
were planning to try to take advantage of the
supplement.

These survey resuits - combined with case
file reviews, on-site observation, and supple-
ment take-up numbers - strongly indicate
that outreach and orientation efforts have
resulted in a widely disseminated and clearly




understood message about SSP. In order to
confirm this early operational finding, pro-
gram group members will be asked a number
of questions during the 18-month follow-up
interview relating to their understanding of
the supplement offer.

Orientation sessions are the primary pre-sup-
plement participation activity, but many pro-
gram group members have also participated
in other SSP sessions. Seventeen percent of
participants have attended a money manage-
ment workshop, in order to learn about
home budgeting and how the supplement
could be made to work for them (Table 2).
Many participants have also asked for and
received information on available job-related
services, such as job search workshops (50
percent), child care (25 percent), transpor-
tation (20 percent), education and training
(19 percent), counseling (18 percent), and
housing (6 percent).

In addition to the orientation and other group
sessions, the majority of participants (80

to 90 percent) have also been contacted by
phone in each quarter of their supplement
eligibility year, making for at least four phone
contacts during their period of eligibility.
Many program group members have been
contacted much more.

EMPLOYMENT AND
SUPPLEMENT TAKE-UP

Do single parents on Income Assistance find

the supplement attractive? Can they find full-
time jobs? Do they take those jobs? The early
answer is yes. Supplement take-up among
those who have already completed their year
of supplement eligibility is 31 percent
in New Brunswick and 32 percent in British
Columbia. These figures closely agree with
statistical predictions, based on supplement
take-up through January 1994, that 31 percent
of the British Columbia program group and
32 percent of the New Brunswick program
group will take advantage of the supplement
offer (Table 4). As of late January 1994, 155
participants in British Columbia and 100 par-
ticipants in New Brunswick had initiated SSP
supplement receipt, and first-year participants
still had an average of three months to take
advantage of the supplement.

The closer each monthly cohort of program
eligibles comes to the end of its one-year
eligibility period, the higher the take-up rate
in that cohort. Chart 2 demonstrates this for
each monthly cohort, and also shows that
the take-up rate varies widely by cohort. This
is to be expected given the small size of most
cohorts, but the trend toward a full 12-month
take-up figure in the neighbourhood of 31
percent is evident.

TABLE 4 EMPLOYMENT AND SUPPLEMENT RECEIPT
(as of February 1994)

Characteristic

My children’s

schooliwwork bhas

@

improved a

They see me

bappy now.”

British
Calumbia

New
Brunswiek

Total
Sampl

e

Sample size (first-year program group) .

Average hourly wage of suppleme
Pruvmcval minimim wage

-Average monthly supplement payment

SOURCES: S5P's Program Management Information System (PMIS) and Supplement Payment System (SPS).

714
Hazard analysis estimate of percent of pmgram grnup members whu wm evenlua!ly lake up Ihe supplement S B 31
Number of program group members who have initiated the supplem date 155
Percent of program group members who have initiated the supplement to date = 22
Percent of program group members who took up the supplement in he flrst munth of ehgnhmy 46
ilif 24
_$829
Average work hours per week of supplement remments L e 341
Average monthly earnings of supplementresipients - o0 o e $1,200 9G4 i
= %828 723 §797
Average monthly income (earnings plus s@plement) oi supplemem recipients i $2,028 $1,667 $t912
Percent of supplement payments that have been reduced or zero (due primarily 1o work hours faumg helow an average of 30 per week) B i A B
Percent of these ever receiving a supplement who have no amployment as of end of January 1994~ AL 12
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CHART 2 SSP SUPPLEMENT TAKE-UP, BY MONTH OF
ENTRANCE INTO SSP PROGRAM

“Now that I'm
employed and
receiving the
supplement, my
eleven-year-old

¥

daughter and I

(6

feel a lot more

o

positive about
the options

available to us”
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45% —

40% |—

35% | 35%

33%

32%

30%
28%

a5, 1 25%)

20%. [

19%

15% [~

10% | .

5% |

PERCENT WHO HAVE TAKEN UP THE SSP OFFER

23%

0%

I
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34%

29%

27%
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MONTH ENTERING SSP PROGRAM

D New Brunswick - British Columbia

SOURCE: 55P's Program Management Tnformatioh System (PMIS). Data through January 1994.

Chart 3 presents the cumulative take-up rate
as a function of the number of months partici-
pants have been eligible for the supplement.
The chart shows that after a brief burst of sup-
plement take-up in the first month of supple-
ment eligibility (4 percent to 6 percent), the
cumulative take-up rate has steadily increased
at about 2 percent for each passing month

of supplement eligibility (Table 4). Thus, in
each calendar month that passes, an average
of 2 percent more of each monthly participant
cohort takes up the supplement. Since most
of the 4 percent to 6 percent who signed up
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for the supplement in their first month were
working at the time of their initial interview,
they were able to quickly increase their work
hours to qualify for the supplement. Those
who signed up for the supplement after their
first month of eligibility were less likely to
have been working at the point of random
assignment.

Although many factors may affect the take-
up rate in the future - such as changes in the
labour market, the economy, or the Income
Assistance system - the currently estimated
full-time employment rate of 31 percent of all




CHART 3 PERCENT SSP TAKE-UP, BY MONTHS
ELIGIBLE FOR SUPPLEMENT
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M. New Brunswick

MONTHS SINCE SSP ELIGIBILITY BEGAN

=+ British Columbia

SOQUREE: $8P's Program Management Information System (PMIS). Data through January 1994:

7 8 9 10 11 12

program eligibles is encouraging for several
reasons. First, as the demographic data show,
the sample selected for the Self-Sufficiency
Project represents a broad cross-section of
Income Assistance recipients, including
many with disabilities and other barriers

to employment. The program-eligible popu-
lation have also received Income Assistance
for at least one year, with many having had
considerably longer stays. Second, the Self-
Sufficiency Project requires full-time work
of participants (at least 30 hours per week),
a significant change in employment behaviour
for a sample population that averaged 3.5
hours of work per week in the year before
program eligibility. Third, the depressed
economy, especially in New Brunswick,
may have made it difficult for some partici-
pants to find jobs and take advantage of the
supplement. So far, however, jobs have been
available for many recipients.

WAGES

In focus groups held during the program-
design stage with single parents on Income
Assistance, a common complaint was that
the available entry-level jobs would not pay
enough to enable them to leave Income
Assistance. The earnings supplement was
designed to solve this problem by helping
recipients to afford to take lower-paying jobs.
The hope was that earnings from such jobs
would grow over time, eventually leading
to self-sufficiency.

Yet, as Chart 4 demonstrates, the wages
of supplement recipients have in fact not
differed appreciably from the wages of
sample members who worked in the year
prior to their initial interview. The average
wages of supplement recipients are $8.29
and $6.30 in British Columbia and New
Brunswick, respectively - very close to the
average wages of sample members who
were working at the time of the initial,

15

“T'm very
graieful to bave
been chosen

-

Jor 8SF and
I'm going to use
this opportiunity
carefully Some
of the changes?
A positive
outiook,
conteniment,

more moitivation

and confidence.”



“I find that I'm
more patient
with my son and
we bave nore
opportunity to
get out and do
things together
and splurge
sometines on
something

be wants”

CHART 4 WAGES OF SSP SUPPLEMENT RECEIVERS

PERCENT OF SUPPLEMENT RECEIVERS

20%
10%
0%
$5-56  $6-$7  $7-98
HOURLY WAGE

l:l New Brunswick - British Columbia

SOURGE: 55P's Supplement Payment System (SPS). Data through January 1994.
NOTE; The mipimum hourly wage is $5.in New. Brunswick and $6 in British Columbia.

$8-$9

$9-$10 $10+

pre-program interview ($8.87 per hour

in British Columbia, and $6.16 in New
Brunswick). Since the supplement makes
lower-wage jobs more viable financially, SSP
participants might have been expected to
take jobs at lower wages than they would
have in the absence of the supplement. In
fact, when the project was being designed,
it was feared that participants would be
able to find only minimum-wage jobs. Yet
substantial numbers of workers are being
paid significantly more than minimum wage,
and have found jobs in a range of service and
industrial occupations. Although more than
half (54 percent) of New Brunswick supple-
ment recipients are making $5 to $6 per
hour, 23 percent are making more than $7
per hour, and over 10 percent are making
more than $8 per hour. The wage distribu-
tion is even broader in British Columbia,
with over 45 percent making more than

$8 per hour, and 17 percent making more
than $10 per hour.
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WORK EFFORT,

EARNINGS, AND INCOME

A central question about any program of
financial incentives is whether it results in a
substantial increase in average hours worked
per week. Earnings supplements are expensive.
To be cost-effective, they must stimulate a
significant increase in work effort. The SSP
program’s 30-hour work requirement was
designed to stimulate just such a response.
Nevertheless, if supplement users were
already working close to full time before SSP,
then the supplement’s main effect would be
to increase the income of those whose work
effort was already significant, rather than to
increase the work effort and self-sufficiency
of a more dependent population.

A definitive answer to this question must
await completion of the 18-month survey,

so that control and program group members’
employment, wages, and work hours can be
compared. Nevertheless, the change already
observed in the work effort of program
group members is encouraging. Chart 5



CHART 5 CHANGE IN SUPPLEMENT RECEIVERS’ WORK
HOURS SINCE PRE-PROGRAM INTERVIEW
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SOURCE: lnitiaf, pre-program interview and SSP’s Supplement Payment System (SPS). Data throuigh January 1994,

shows that approximately 85 percent of Early data also suggest that a large majority
supplement recipients have increased their of SSP supplement users hold on to jobs they
work hours relative to the number of hours have taken. This is somewhat surprising, since
they were working at the time of their initial, those who leave welfare for work often return
pre-program interview. The average quickly to welfare. But SSP supplement
supplement recipient currently works 35 initiators are maintaining their work effort:
hours per week, an increase of 24 hours only 5 percent of supplement payments

per week over her average pre-program have been reduced or suspended due to a
work effort of 11 hours per week. On the participant’s failure to meet the 30-hour-per-
other hand, about 15 percent of supplement week work requirement in a supplement pay-
recipients modestly decreased their weekly ment period (Table 4). As of January 1994,
work hours after they entered the SSP pro- about 12 percent of supplement initiators
gram, although in order to receive the sup- had no active employer, but almost all had
plement, all participants have to maintain a lost a job in the prior month, and these job
work effort of at least 30 hours per week. losses may prove to be temporary or seasonal
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least I won’t be
stressed out

about that”

in nature. If SSP supplement users maintain

this rate of continuing full-time employment
(88 percent), the program could significantly
increase the continuing work effort of those
who leave Income Assistance.

SSP participants who take full-time jobs and
collect the supplement have a significant
increase in income. In British Columbia, the
average earnings of supplement recipients
are $1,200 per month; in New Brunswick,
$944. Because of the different earnings bench-
marks in each province ($37,000 in British
Columbia and $30,000 in New Brunswick,
reflecting differences in cost of living and
Income Assistance benefit levels), British
Columbia recipients receive a larger average
monthly supplement cheque than those in
New Brunswick: $828 versus $723. Thus, sup-
plement recipients have an average monthly
income of $2,028 in British Columbia and
$1,667 in New Brunswick. Recipients who
maintain these earnings levels for 12 months
will have average yearly gross incomes of
$24,336 in British Columbia and $20,004

in New Brunswick.

Although the average monthly supplement
payments are in the range of the current
monthly maximum Income Assistance bene-
fit amounts for single-parent families with
one child ~ $963 in British Columbia and
$712 in New Brunswick - program parti-
cipants have significantly increased their
total income, since on average they are now
earning far more than they did before SSP.
However, the SSP program will not neces-
sarily turn out to be cost-effective, since
many SSP supplement recipients would
have left Income Assistance on their own,
without benefit of a program such as SSP.

WHO RECEIVES

THE SUPPLEMENT?

It is too early to determine the distinguishing
characteristics of supplement recipients, since
the sample is still too small to detect signifi-
cant subgroup differences, and many current
program eligibles have yet to claim the sup-
plement. However, a number of demographic
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and subgroup variables - such as age, number
of children, age of youngest child, prior years
of employment, or educational attainment -
may eventually indicate which individuals
are likely to take up the supplement.

The strongest indicators of supplement take-
up to date are employment-related (Table 5).
On average, supplement recipients had 1.6
more years of work experience than supple-
ment non-recipients, earned approximately
four times as much in the year prior to SSP
eligibility ($2,582) as did supplement non-
recipients ($617), and were twice as likely to
have worked some time in the year prior to
SSP eligibility (52 percent versus 26 percent
for non-recipients).

But the comparisons between supplement
recipients and non-recipients should not
obscure the substantial changes in employ-
ment behaviour among those who take up
the supplement. Forty-eight percent of SSP
supplement recipients did not work at all

in the year before they were eligible for SSP,
and the average supplement recipient more
than tripled her work hours and earnings
relative to her pre-SSP employment.

In addition to those with no employment
in the year prior to SSP, other participant
subgroups with potential barriers to employ-
ment also found full-time work and took
advantage of the supplement offer. Fifteen
percent of supplement recipients reported
an activity-limiting physical condition, and
44 percent have no high school diploma
(versus 58 percent of non-recipients).
Supplement recipients were more likely

to have been enrolled in some form of
education and training at the time of the
initial interview than those who did not
use the supplement (19 percent versus 14
percent), a finding that may suggest that the
type of education and training pursued by
the sample population does not necessarily
conflict with full-time employment.

Just as significant are the ways in which sup-
plement recipients resemble non-recipients.
Both groups are about as likely to be male



TABLE 5 COMPARISON OF PROGRAM ‘GROUP MEMBERS WHO HAVE RECEIVED AT
LEAST ONE SUPPLEMENT PAYMENT WITH PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS
WHO HAVE NEVER RECEIVED A SUPPLEMENT PAYMENT (as of January 1994)

Category Item Supplement Supplement Significance
Recipients Non-Recipients

Basic Demographics Average age ) : 31 N ol
Average number of children B AT AT
Average number of children underage 6 ST SR VR 4 S
Average age of youngest child
Percent ctmty ||mmng physwal condmon FU r

e Percent-with an activity-limiting emotional or psycho!ogmalproblem 3 e
Empioyment Percent with work experience . R T e

Average number of years of work experience

Average earnings.in the year before random ass riment ! .
Percent with work experience in the year before random assignment 82
Average work hours per week at random assignment

Percent looking for work at random assignment

Self-Reported Employment Barriers:
Percent Who Said Before Entering the

tliness or disability

Laek of adequate chiidcare

Program That They Could Not Take
a Joh Bacause of:

Currently in school

Percent who

A

Personal or family responsibility

Not enough educatlon

.- Not enough experience/lack of
ilized support s
workshops, or counseling) in prior year ) : e .
ge highest grade completed . - . oo 0 oo o N

* ke

Percent without high school d:ploma o ..
Percent wnth some umversr[y ) 10
! 57

Percent W'th ffammg certificate B T - -
. - o Percent enrofled in any educatron or trammg at random aSS|gnment e
Housing .~~~ . . } Percent living in subsidized housing TR ST
Ethnicity Percent reporting Asianancestry -~ - o | 1

Percent reporting First Nations ancestry 8

Percerit reporting other non-European ancestry (Latm Black i 8

East Indian, Arabic, etc.) - - . I

Percent who immigrated in the5 years before random assngnment L 2

Percent neither English- nor French-speaking .~ =~ - 0 10

SOURGES: Aggregate data from initial, pre-program intetview. Recipient status from SSP's Program Management information System (PMIS).

NOTE: A two-tailed t-test was usedto evaluate the differences between supplement recipients and non-recipients. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent;* * = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

*o

(4 percent versus 5 percent), to be living in
subsidized housing (22 percent versus 23
percent), to have immigrated in the prior five
years (2 percent versus 3 percent), to have
the same number of children (1.7), to have
youngest children of equal ages (6.5 years
old), and to be of similar age themselves

(31 versus 33). Differences between the
groups in terms of self-identified employ-
ment barriers were for the most part statisti-
cally insignificant, although sample members
who had chosen to stay home and raise their
children were significantly less likely to take

advantage of the supplement: 11 percent of
supplement recipients versus 29 percent of
non-recipients said they could not take a job
because of personal or family responsibilities.
Those who felt they lacked enough child care
to go to work were also significantly less
likely to receive the supplement: 3 percent
of supplement recipients, versus 10 percent
of non-recipients, reported inadequate child
care as an employment barrier.

Finally, First Nations peoples and other visible
minorities are participating in the supplement
program, though at slightly lower levels than
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their proportion in the sample. Eight percent
of the supplement recipients report First

Nations ancestry, versus 12 percent of non-
recipients. Differences in the proportions

of other visible minorities in the supplement
recipient and non-recipient groups are statis-
tically insignificant, though in some measure
this is a function of their lack of represen-
tation in the sample. The one exception is
Asian ancestry: 1 percent of supplement reci-
pients are Asian, versus 5 percent of non-reci-
pients, a statistically significant difference.

SSP’S IMPACT ON INCOME
ASSISTANCE RECEIPT

The proportion of program group members
who find full-time work and take up the
supplement is an outcome measure for that
group only. It tells us nothing of the actual
impact of the program since, contrary to
popular opinion, single parents leave Income
Assistance for employment all the time, even
without incentive programs like SSP. In order
to determine the net difference the SSP pro-
gram makes in the lives of welfare recipients,
it is necessary to compare the outcomes of
those cligible for the program with outcomes
of a similar group of welfare recipients who
were noft eligible for SSP. The random assign-
ment research design of SSP makes this com-
parison possible, since the only systematic
difference between program and control
group members is that the former are able

to take advantage of the SSP earnings supple-
ment, while the latter are not. The control
group outcome tells us what would have hap-
pened to the program group in the absence
of SSP. Thus, any differences between the
program and control groups’ employment,
earnings, welfare receipt, and other activities
can be attributed to the SSP program.

To obtain an early indication of whether the
supplement offer is making such a difference,
members of the program and control groups
who entered the research sample from
January through June 1993 were compared

9 See Lemaitre, Single Parents on Social Assistance, op. cit.
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in terms of their October 1993 Income
Assistance receipt. Chart 6 shows the percent-
ages of sample members receiving Income
Assistance in October 1993, by province, the
average number of months in the program
(8 months for cohorts entering in January
through March 1993, and 5 months for those
entering in April through June 1993), and
group status (program versus control). In
each province, for each quarter, there was
a significant difference in the proportions of
the program and control groups who were
on Income Assistance in October 1993, with
5 percentage points to 8 percentage points
fewer program group members on Income
Assistance than control group members.
Overall, 17 percent of all program group
members who entered the program in the
first half of 1993 were off Income Assistance
in October 1993, versus 10 percent of con-
trols. This difference in Income Assistance
receipt indicates that SSP is having a positive
impact: SSP program group members are less
likely to be receiving welfare than control
group members, indicating that program
group members are choosing full-time
employment over Income Assistance at

a higher rate than they would have in the
absence of the program.

Of course, the October 1993 Income
Assistance numbers represent a point-in-
time “snapshot” of Income Assistance activity
in the research sample. Many Income Assistance
exits are short-lived.” While the earnings sup-
plement may enable participants who would
otherwise have returned to Income Assistance
to remain self-sufficient for extended periods,
it is also possible that supplement users will
eventually return to Income Assistance in
greater numbers than is evident now, or that
in subsequent years control group members
will find jobs and leave Income Assistance at
a faster rate than program group members.
Alternatively, data from the full follow-up
period may show a further increase in the



difference between the proportions of program
and control group members who leave welfare.

Even in the absence of SSP, welfare recipi-
ents leave the rolls in large numbers, as the
control group figures in Chart 6 illustrate. All
sample members had been receiving Income
Assistance for at least a year when the study
began. By October 1993 - an average of six
months after sample members had entered
the program - a substantial number (10 per-
cent) of control group members were no
longer receiving Income Assistance. This
evidence of the dynamic nature of welfare
receipt underscores the critical importance
of a random assignment research design,
with a long-term comparison of program
and control group outcomes, for determining
SSP’s full impact.

PARTICIPANTS’
RESPONSE TO SSP

Up to this point, program participation has
been characterized in terms of aggregate
numbers of program-related activities. But
the numbers cannot convey the diversity

of participants’ experiences in the program,
and the supplement opportunity has made
a significant difference in the lives of many
participants and their families.

The majority who have found employment
and taken up the supplement are enthusi-
astic about the changes they have experi-
enced. When asked how the supplement has
affected their lives, recipients most common-
ly speak of the benefits of having more dis-
posable income. Many participants have also
mentioned the non-financial benefits of going
to work; and some have noted the new
stresses in their lives and their families. The
following verbatim remarks made by supple-
ment recipients are taken from case notes
made by the SSP staff.10

10 All names and other identifying information have been
changed to protect the privacy of SSP participants.

CHART 6 EARLY INDICATIONS OF SSP’S
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EFFECTS OF
INCREASED INCOME

“For the first time I can remember, I'm not
broke all the time! . . . I don't feel stressed
about having money for Christmas. I've
bought clothes for myself instead of only
for my son as usual. I feel very lucky to have
such an opportunity. I’'m very happy to be
working and off Income Assistance.”

“Now we’re able to buy a lot of things that
we needed but we weren’t able to afford.
It’s a relief not to be unsure of your financial
situation. We’re actually going to be able to
g0 on a vacation, which is pretty amazing
looking back at my financial situation a few
months ago. I'm also more able to budget
our money, so we use it more wisely.”

“Being on welfare gave me a bad feeling.
I'm proud to go to the bank and cash my
pay cheque.”

“] feel better because I know I have more
money for my children, and I feel better
because I like to work.”

“I have my bills paid, a little cash in the bank,
and food in the fridge. It’s taken a lot of stress
off me to be in the program and working.”

BENEFITS TO FAMILY

“I feel like I'm being a good example for my
daughter. Being on welfare is a cycle. My
daughter sees me go off to work and knows
that is how I earn my money. Hopefully, by
my example she will never have to go on the
system.”

“I find that I'm more patient with my son and
we have more opportunity to get out and do
things together and splurge sometimes on
something he wants.”

“Working encouraged my seventeen-year-old
to find a job. He saw Mom doing it and he
decided to do it.”

“My children’s schoolwork has improved a lot.
They see me happy now.”

“Now that I'm employed and receiving the
supplement, my eleven-year-old daughter and
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I feel a Jot more positive about the options
available to us. I'm very grateful to have been
chosen for SSP, and I'm going to use this
opportunity carefully. Some of the changes?
A positive outlook, contentment, more
motivation and confidence.”

STRESSES ON FAMILY LIFE

“I love my job, and working was the best
decision for me, but I'm stressed by the
change it has made. It’s hard to balance
job and family life.”

“The most important change is that my
income has increased, which puts me ahead
financially. But there’s a big emotional cost.
It’s taken me away from my children.”

“I'm saving my money. I’'m used to living

on a small budget, so it’s not so difficult. The
only noticeable change is in my work sched-
ule. I'm not home before 5:30 p.m. and I work
every Saturday, so it’s not very good for my
daughter. I still have to find a reliable babysitter
so at least I won’t be stressed out about that.”

OTHER CHANGES

“My kids are happier because of the change
in me. I have much more patience with them.
And when I'm with them I’'m really focussed
on them. I used to feel depressed from sitting
around watching TV. Now my self-esteem is
better and I smile a lot more.”

“My family is happier. I socialize now.
1 love going to work.”

“A more comfortable lifestyle. We can do
more things and wear good clothing and
eat healthy food.”

“The program is great. Working is a better
thing to do mentally and physically.”

“I now have more money to buy things I
couldn’t afford before. I have more control
over my life since leaving Income Assistance.
With SSP I can live my life the way I choose.
I feel more responsible earning my own
money and I think that SSP was a good
decision for me.”



“SSP gave me the boost I needed to get
my life going. I have more self-esteem and
respect, and my health has improved.”

“I made it! 'm going to give myself a pat on
the back. I’'m looking forward to being able
to give my children a good Christmas.”

Although about 80 percent of the participants
who attended an orientation session indicated
on their “Participant Background Information
Sheet” their interest in the supplement
program, most of them have not taken up
the supplement. Participants have discussed
the many barriers that prevent them from
joining the labour force. Some participants
have delayed job search because of immedi-
ate demands in their family or personal situ-
ations. Still, many participants remain inter-
ested and optimistic about taking up the
offer in the one-year eligibility period. The
following are summaries from case files.

WAITING FOR CHILDREN
TO ATTEND SCHOOL

Esther is twenty-six years of age. She has two
children, ages four and six. When staff con-
tacted her in the summer, she said she was
waiting for her children to return to school
before she put more effort into her job search.
A follow-up call in the fall found the partici-
pant looking for work. However, she has
restricted her job search to a small geographic
area, since her transportation options are
limited.

Amanda is thirty-two and has three children,
ages four through eleven. She is not actively
looking for a job, because taking care of her
children is a priority. She has said she’d be more
inclined to look for work if all her children
were in school. However, she would consider
taking up the supplement offer if she found

a job with the right hours so that it wouldn’t
take away from her time with her children.

HEALTH PROBLEMS

Juanita is forty-seven years of age, with a
nineteen-year-old dependent. Juanita is no
longer able to work because of a medical

problem, and she is waiting for an operation.
After the operation, she plans to look for
another job. She is aware of her expiration
date and is still optimistic about taking up
the supplement.

CONCOMITANT
EDUCATION OR TRAINING

Terry is forty-three years old with two
children. She has a high school diploma.
After becoming eligible for SSP, she found a
full-time job. Unfortunately, her employment
ended after only one day on the job. She
continued her job search but later decided
she wanted to return to school. She thinks
the supplement is a great opportunity, but
she has decided to go to school instead. She
is committed to completing her program,
which ends in a few months.

Sharon is thirty-seven years of age with two
children, ages two and ten. At the time she
became eligible for SSP, she was enrolled in
a hairdressing program. Sharon had planned
to use the summer to find and arrange suit-
able daycare, then to begin her job search
in the fall.

LIMITED EDUCATION
OR TRAINING

Ann is thirty-six years of age with three
children, ages six through fifteen. She does
not have a high school diploma. She told staff
that she is looking for a cashier job, but says
that there are no jobs available. She declined
a staff offer of information regarding job
search or other job-related services.

Susanna is twenty-two years old with a one-
year-old baby. She requested help with job
search. She feels it will be very hard for her to
find a job because of her limited job experience.

Betty is twenty-two years of age with a one-
year-old child. Because of the baby and med-
ical problems, she is not yet ready to work
full-time. However, she wants to take up the
supplement before the end of her eligibility
year. She wants a job in the accounting field
and is currently enrolled in an advanced
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accounting course. She needs help with job
search, and she feels that she lacks proper
training and experience in her chosen field.

Some participants tell the program staff that
they are not interested in the supplement
offer. For the most part, they think that the
supplement program is a good idea, but

not right for them for personal reasons. The
leading reasons for lack of interest are health
problems and the need or desire to stay at
home with children.

POOR HEALTH

Katie is thirty-six years old with three children,
ages five through thirteen. She is waiting for

surgery for a medical problem. Owing to her
medical condition, she does not plan to take

advantage of the supplement.

June is fifty-four and does not want to attend
any SSP orientation sessions. She told the staff
she does not want to participate because she
is not in good health, physically or mentally.
She is now waiting for results of medical tests,
and SSP does not fit into her life at this point.

STAYING AT HOME
WITH THE CHILDREN

Sheila is forty-one years old with two children,
ages five and nine. She declined to attend an
orientation session, so the staff sent her an
information package instead. She read the
information material and says that she under-
stands the supplement offer. She said that SSP
sounds like a good program, but she is com-
mitted to staying home with her children
until they reach school age and possibly
beyond. Sheila plans to provide a “secure
and safe” environment for her children,
which she didn’t get from her mother.

CARETAKING
FAMILY MEMBERS

Michelle, who is twenty-four years old, is not
interested in taking up the supplement. She
looks after her sick mother. She is also taking
some night courses, which may help her get
accepted into a counselling training program.

24

PREGNANCY

Ellen is twenty-two years of age with a four-
year-old child. She is not interested in SSP
because she is pregnant. She wanted to
know if she could give her SSP place to

her boyfriend.

CONCLUSION

During the first year of program operation,
the Self-Sufficiency Project has demonstrated
that single-parent Income Assistance recipients
can be reached with information about an
earnings supplement, that they understand
the supplement offer and its implications,
and that a substantial number of them are
interested in making the transition from
welfare to full-time work. Once supplement
recipients begin jobs, they hold on to them
for sustained periods, and their total income
increases significantly. Supplement recipients
report that they are better able to purchase
the things they need and want for their fami-
lies, and most report an overall increase in
well-being. Some found the stress associated
with fulltime work too difficult to negotiate
and chose not to take advantage of the
project’s supplement offer.

Most of the data reported in this paper
reflect early outcomes for the program group
only. A determination of the supplement’s
effectiveness will have to await the compar-
ison of follow-up data on both the program
and the control groups. Nonetheless, the
preliminary data suggest that the program is
stimulating substantial employment activity
and a great deal of client interest and satis-
faction, making for less reliance on welfare
by the program group as compared with

the control group. Thus there is reason for
cautious optimism about the project’s future
policy relevance.





