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PREFACE

This final evaluation report for the New Jersey Unemployment Insurance Reemployment
Demonstration Project consists of three major parts: 31) a short, policy-oriented summary, (2) an
implementation and process report, and (3) an impact and benefit-cost report. These three reports are
published together here, but they were prepared as scparate, stand-alone documents intended for
different audiences. For that reason, there is some duplication among the reports, particularly in the
description of the project design. Readers should bear this in mind if they wish to examine both the
process and implementation and impact and benefit-cost reports.
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THE NEW JERSEY Ul REEMPLOYMENT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the New Jersey Unemployment Insurance Reemployment Demonstration Project
(NJUIRDP) was to examine whether the Unemployment Insurance system could be used to identify
displaced workers early in their unemployment spells and to provide them with alternative, early
intervention services to accelerate their return to work. Three pac a% s of services, or treatments, were
tested in the demonstration: (1) job-search assistance only, (2) job-search assistance combined with
training or relocation assistance, and (3) job-search assistance combined with a cash bonus for early
reemployment. A key component of the demonstration was that eligible claimants were identified and
services were provided through the coordinated efforts of the Unemployment Insurance (UI),
Employment Service (ES), and Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) systems. Another key component
was that claimants were required by UI to report for services; failure to report could have led to the
denial of benefits.

The demonstration was initiated by the U.S. Department of Labor through a cooperative
agreement with the N.J. Department of Labor. It began operations in July 1986, and, by the end of
sample selection in June 1987, 8,675 UI claimants were offered one of the three service packages in the
ten local offices included in the demonstration. Services to eligible claimants were continued into fall
1987 to ensure that all eligibles were able to receive, if desired, the full set of demonstration services.
Another 2,385 claimants, who received existing services, were selected to provide a control group for
comparative purposes for the evaluation. Assignment to this control group and to the three treatments
was random. During the demonstration period, the New Jersey economy was experiencing worker
displacement, generated by a long-term secular decline in manufacturing, while substantial growth was
occurring in other sectors. Overall, the state economy was quite strong, and the unemployment rate
during the period was low (5 percent).

The evaluation of the demonstration consists of three components: (1) a short policy-oriented
summary, (2) an implementation and process analysis, and (3) an impact and benefit-cost analysis. In
general, the evaluation found that the treatments were implemented as designed. That is, eligible
claimants were identified, offered services, and provided services early in their unemployment spell.
Moreover, each of the treatments did lead to reductions in the lengths of unemployment spells and to
concomitant increases in earnings and reductions in UI benefits received. All three treatments offered
net benefits to society as a whole and to claimants, when compared to existing services. These findings
can be summarized further as follows.

Eligibility Determination

The demonstration used the UI system to apply eligibility screens in an attempt to target
demonstration services toward claimants who were likely to be displaced and who were likely to
experience difficulty in becoming reemployed. Based on these requirements, about one-quarter of the
claimants who received a first payment were eligible for demonstration services. The most important
eligibility screen was the tenure requirement, which excluded individuals who had not worked for their
pre-Ul employer for at least three years. Other important requirements excluded individuals younger
than age 25 and individuals with a definite recall date. The net result of applying the eligl"lbsfity
rcguirements was an eligible population that contained a substantial proportion of individuals whose age,
industry of employment, and other characteristics are usually associated with the displaced worker

opulation and with difficulties in becoming reemployed. Moreover, as compared WlLE a sample of
individuals who were not eligible for the demonstration, the eligible population experienced, on average,
considerably longer periods of UI collection and longer unemployment spells. Thus, the eligib?ﬁty
screens appear to have directed demonstration services toward a population that generally faced
reemployment difficulties. However, this was not the case for all demonstration-eligibles. Some were
in the prime of their working lives, and some were individuals from industries (e.g., the service industry)
that are strong and growing in New Jersey. Moreover, some were recalled by their pre-Ul employers.
Conversely, some claimants who were screened out appear, ex post, to have geen good candidates for
these special reemployment services.




Service Receipt

The demonstration achieved its objectives of tirc’widing an increased level of services to eligible
claimants and of providing these services early in the unemplovment spells of claimants. The three
demonstration treatments offered claimants an identical set of imtial job-search assistance services--
orientation, testing, a job-search workshop, and an individual assessment/counseling interview--beginning
in about the fifth week of their claim spells. These services were provided by ES staff in conjunction
with JTPA staff. Three-quarters of the claimants in the treatment groups attended the orientation, and
three~-quarters of this group continued through the assessment/counseling interview. The level at which
demonstration-eligible claimants received these services was substantially higher than the level at which
individuals in the control group received these services from the existing service network.

Additional _services were offered to claimants at the assessment/ counseling interview. These
additional services differed by treatment group, but in all treatment groups the claimants were expected
to maintain ongoing, periodic contact with demonstration ES staff as tfey searched for work. A set
of up to five contact points was established, and ES staff were expected to call-in claimants who did
not maintain contact. A large proportion of the individuals who continued to collect UI did maintain
contact with the demonstration. ngle the rate of contact declined somewhat at the later contact points,
the degree of contact was high relative to ongoing employment and training programs, which %ically
do not have systematic follow-up procedures. A resource center was also established in each office to
provide job search materials guch as lists of job openings) and equipment (such as telephones) to assist
claimants in their job search. These resource centers were not used uniformly among sites; they
appeared to be used when staff promoted their use but not otherwise. Individuals in the first treatment
group received these "additional’ services only.

Individuals in the second treatment group were offered classroom training, on-the-job training, or
relocation assistance by JTPA staff. About 15 percent of the claimants wﬁo were offere?.%i traming
farticipated in training, most of which was classroom training, While this rate of training receipt was
ow in absolute terms, it was higher than the rates observed for comparable groups of claimants whose
exposure to trainii;‘_g opportunities comes through the regular JTPA service environment in New Jersey.
Over 60 percent of the training was provided in (12l business and office or (2) computer and information
services, both of which represent areas in which employment prospects are strong in New Jersey.
Several sites were considerably more successful than the others in placing individuals in training. Their
success stemmed from a number of factors, including an early and enthusiastic presentation of the
training option and an ability to offer a wide range of individuai training slots. Finally, few individuals
used the relocation assistance, as has been the experience in other demonstrations.

Individuals in the third treatment group were offered a reemployment bonus, which was larger

the more quickly reemployment occurred. About 19 percent of the cimmants who were offered the

lt)l?m:: received it. It appears that most claimants who were eligible for the bonus did in fact apply for
e bonus.

The process of monitoring and enforcing claimants’ compliance with the demonstration reporting
requirements was accomplished through a reporting mechanism that was included as part of the tracking
system developed for the project. This system provided a weel;l}' report from ES to UI which identified

e claimants who had not reported as scheduled for the initial sequence of services. The Ul files of
these claimants were marked, the reasons for noncompliance were examined when they claimed
additional UI benefits, and they were referred back to demonstration services. While this process was
complex and required close cooperation between Ul and ES staff to work successfully, it played an
important role in identifying claimants who had not complied with demonstration requirements.  Some
claimants who did not report for services did continue to collect UI benefits, but most of these
individuals either had an eligibility determination or had some reason why a determination was not
necessary.

Impacts on Ul Receipt and Employment and Earnings

In general, the demonstration treatments were expected to hasten reemployment, thereby reducing
the amount of UI collected. The potential exception was the JSA plus training/relocation treatment, for
which short-run impacts on UI were expected to be lower than for the other treatments because
individuals in training would be eligible to continue to collect benefits. Estimates of the impacts of the
treatments on Ul receipt show that all three treatments reduced the amount of benefits collected over




the benefit year, by $87 per claimant for the first treatment, $81 for the second, and $170 for the third.
These findings suggest that all the treatments were successful at reducing the time spent on UI, and that
the borus offer provided an extra incentive to become reemployed. Data on the timing of these impacts
indicate that the rate at which individuals exited from the unemployment system increased pnmanlg
during the early part of their claim spells. This was during the period in which intensive job-searc
assistance was provided.

Evidence on the impacts of the treatments on eﬁxployx_nent and earnings ipdicates thgt all three
treatments also increased employment and earnings in the year following the initial UI claim. These

increases were larger in the first two quarters after the claim filing date than in the following two
quarters, and larger for the JSA-only and JSA plus reemployment bonus treatments relative to the JSA
plus training treatment. The training offer did not appear to have been a factor that contributed to the
increases in employment and earnings while the reemployment bonus offer ap‘feared to have had a small
effect. Overall, g?wever, these increases apﬁcar to have arisen primarily because the treatments
promoted early reemployment through job-search assistance. This early reemployment did not entail any
sacrifice in wages. In fact, the treatments appear to have led to modest increases in hourly wage rates
on post-UI jobs.

Benefit-Cost Analysis

The benefit-cost analysis indicates that all three of the treatments offered net benefits to society
as a whole and to claimants, when compared with existing services. The JSA-only and JSA plus
reemployment bonus treatments also led to net gains to the government sector as a whole, although
none of the treatments led to net benefits to the Labor Department agencies which actually offered the
services. 'That is, the observed reductions in UI benefits paid to claimants did not by themselves
outweigh the net cost of providing additional services. Overall, net benefits were similar for the JSA-
only and JSA plus reemployment bonus treatments, while the JSA plus training/relocation treatment was
more expensive than the other treatments from all perspectives.

Concluding Observations

Three additional evaluation findings should be noted. First, an important element of the
treatments appears to have been the UI system requirement that claimants report for the initial job-
search assistance services. Evidence from the evaluation suggests that the process of identifying and
following-up with individuals who did not report and who continued to claim benefits was fairly
successful. These reporting requirements and the compliance process were undoubtedly important factors
that contributed to the impacts of the treatments on UI receipt and earnings.

: Second, service delivery in the demonstration relied on the strengthening of linkages among the
UL, ES, and JTPA fts_ystems, and these linkages appear to have occurred both centrally and, in most
cases, at the local office level. This success required a high degree of central office supervision, which,
we believe, would continue to be necessary in a future program.

Third, an examination of the impacts of the treatments by population subgroup suggests that the
treatments were most successful at ﬁromoting the reemployment of individuals who had magr%cetable skills,
such as clerical and other white collar workers. The treatments were less successful for individuals who
faced hard-core, structural unemployment problems, such as blue-collar workers, workers from durable-
goods manufacturing industries, and permanently separated workers. That is, the displaced workers with
more severe reemployment problems may have been less affected by the demonstration treatments than
were other workers who faced relatively more favorable reemployment prospects. This finding suggests
that the treatments, particularly the initial mandatory job-search assistance services, are appropriate and
cost-effective for a broad-range of UI claimants who meet reasonable operational definitions of
displacement, but that longer-run, more intensive services may be needed for displaced individuals who
face major structural dislocations.
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INTRODUCTION

The Unemployment Insurance (UI) system provides short-term income support to involuntarily
unemployed individuals while they seek work. The UI system also often attempts to promote rapid
reemployment by imposing various work-search requirements on UI claimants and by referring them to
the Employment Service (ES) and, through the ES, to services offered under the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA). However, a number of observers have proposed that more intensive services
could appropriately be given to UI claimants to help them become reemployed. It has further been
suggested that the more intensive reemployment assistance should be targeted toward permanently
separated or displaced claimants who are expected to experience the greatest difficulty in becoming
reemployed. It has also been argued that if reemployment assistance were provided early in the Ul
claim period the savings in UI benefit payments could potentially outweigh the costs of providing these
services. In addition, even if paying for reemployment services for these workers does not prove cost-
effective from the standpoint of Ul, the UI syltem may play a socially important role by identifying a
broad population of displaced workers early in their unemployment spells who could benefit from
receiving the services.

The New Jersey Unemployment Insurance Reemployment Demonsfration Project (NJUIRDP) was
initiated by the United States Department of Labor (USDOL) through a cooperative agreement with
the New Jersey Department of Labor (NJDOL) to test whether the UI system can be used to identify
displaced workers early in their unemployment spells and to test alternative early intervention strategies
to accelerate their return to work. Three packages of services, or treatments, were tested in the
demonstration: (1) job-search assistance only, (2) job-search assistance combined with training or
relocation assistance, and (3) job-search assistance combined with a cash bonus for early reemployment.
A key component of the demonstration was that eligible claimants were identified and services were
provided through the coordinated efforts of the Unemployment Insurance (UI), Employment Service
(ES), and Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) systems.! Another key component was that claimants

were required by UI to report for services; failure to report could have led to the denial of benefits.

"The first two treatment packages and the emphasis on interagency cooperation and coordination

are similar to provisions contained in the recently enacted Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment
(EDWAA) program.
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The demonstration was initiated in July 1986, and, by the end of sample selection in June 1987,
8,675 Ul claimants were offered one of the three service packages. Services to eligible claimants were
continued into fall 1987 to ensure that all eligibles were able to receive, if desired, the full set of
demonstration services. Another 2,385 claimants were randomly selected to provide a control group for
comparative ‘purposes for the evaluation. These claimants received existing services. During the
demonstration period, the New Jersey economy was experiencing worker displacement generated by a
long-term secular decline in manufacturing, while substantial growth was occurring in other sectors.
Overall, the state economy was quite strong, and the unemployment rate during the period was low (5
percent).

The evaluation of the demonstration consists of two main components: (1) an impact and benefit-
cost report (Corson, Decker, and Gordon, 1989) and (2) an implémentation and process report (Corson

and Dunstan, 1989). This summary paper presents the main findings of these two reports.

OVERVIEW OF THE DEMONSTRATION DESIGN

The NJUIRDP was designed to address three objectives: (1) to examine the extent to which Ul
claimants who could benefit from the provision of employment services can be identified early in their
unemployment spells; (2) to assess the policies and adjustment strategies that are effective in helping
such workers'i:ecome reemployed; and (3) to examine how such a Ul reemployment program should
be implemented. .To. achieve these objectives, the design called for identifying demonstration-eligible
individuals in the week following their first Ul payment, and assigning eligible individuals randomly to
three treatment groups that were offered alternative packages of reemployment services, and to a co;xtrol
group that received existing services. The demonstration was implemented in 10 sites, which
corresponded to state Ul offices. The sites were chosen randomly, with the probability of their selection
proportional to the size of the UI population in each office.

Definition of Eligibility. The purpose of the demonstration was to provide reemployment services
to experienced workers who, having become unemployed through no fault of their own, were likely to
face prolonged spells of unemployment. Their job-finding difficulties might be due to the unavailability
of jobs, a mismatch between their skills and jolf requirements, or their lack of job-finding skills.
However, because previous rescarch efforts had failed to establish good predictors of prolonged ‘
unemployment spells (see, for example, Crosslin, Hanna, and Stevens, 1984), complex -eligibility

requirements could not be used to channel demonstration services. Thus, one objective of the




demonstration research was to further investigate the possible predictors that could be applied in future
programs.

Faced with this objective, the demonstration plan incorporated a small number of sample screens
which were chosen to identify experienced workers who were likely to be displaced permanently from
their jobs. More complex screens were to be evaluated by examining the effects of the demonstration
on alternatively defined samples.

The following eligibility screens were chosen for the demonstration:

1. First Payment. The demonstration excluded claimants who did not receive a first UI
payment. To promote early intervention, the demonstration also excluded claimants
who did not receive a first payment within five weeks after the initial claim. Indivi-
duals who were working andr,) consequently, who received a partial first payment were
also excluded, since their job attachment meant that they had not necessarily been
displaced. Finally, claims of a "special’ nature (e.g., unemployment compensation for
ex-servicemembers, unemployment compensation for federal civilian employees,
interstate claims, combined wage claims, etc.) were also excluded.

2. Age. An age screen was applied to eliminate the broad category of young workers
Wﬁa have traditionally shown limited attachment to the labor market and whose
employment problems may be quite different from older, experienced workers. This
screen was set so that workers younger than 25 years of age were excluded from
the demonstration.

3. Tenure. It was decided that demonstration-eligible claimants should have exhibited
a substantial attachment to a job (or at least to have worked) so that the loss of a
job_was associated with one or more of the reemployment difficulties described
carlier in this section. This decision was implemented by requiring each claimant to
have worked for his or her last employer for three years prior to applying for Ul
benefits and not to have worked full-time for any other employer during the three-
year period. The three-year requirement is used by USDOL’s Bureau of Labor
Statistics to define dislocated workers (Flaim and Sehgal, 1985).

4. Temporary Layoffs. The demonstration treatments were not intended for workers who
were facing only tempor layoffs. Thus, it was desirable that claimants on
temporary layoff be excluded. However, previous research and experience show that
many individuals report that they expect to be recalled even when their chances of
actual recall are slim. In order not to exclude such individuals from demonstration

services, only individuals who both expected to be recalled and had a specific recall
date were excluded.

5. Union Hiring-Hall Arrangement. Individuals who are typically hired through union
hiring halls exhibit a unique attachment to a specific labor market and were thus
excluded from the demonstration. ‘
Treatments. As stated earlier, the demonstration tested three treatment packages for enhancing
recmployment.  Eligible claimants were assigned randomly to the three treatment groups (job-search
assistance (JSA) only, JSA plus training or relocation, and JSA plus a reemployment bonus) and to a

control group which received services that were then currently available.
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All three treatments began with a common set of initial components (notification, orientation,
testing, a job-search workshop, and an assessment/counseling interview), which were delivered sequentially
early in the claimants’ unemployment spells. First, a notification letter was sent to claimants after they
received their first payment, which occurred about the third week after they filed their claims; thus,
claimants usually began to receive services during their fifth week of unemployment. These services
began when they reported to a demonstration office (usually an ES office) and received orientation and
testing during the same week. In the following week, they attended a job-search workshop consisting
of five half-day sessions, and a follow-up, one-on-one counseling/assessment session scheduled for the
subsequent week. These initial treatment components were mandatory; failure to report could have led
to the denial of UI benefits.

Beginning with the assessment/counseling interview, the nature of the three treatments differed.
In the first treatment group--job-search assistance (JSA) only--claimants were told that as long as they
continued to collect UI they were expected to maintain periodic contact with the demonstration office, -
cither direcﬁy with staff to discuss their job-search activities or by engaging in search-related activities
at a resource center situated in the office. The resource center contained job-search materials and
equipment, such as job listings, telephones, and occupational and training literature. Claimants were
encouraged to use the resource center actively, and were told that if ‘thcy did not come to the office
periodically they would be contacted by ES staff and asked to do so. These periodic follow-up contacts
were to occur at 2, 4, 8, 12, and 16 weeks following the assessment interview. ES staff were expected
to notify UI when a claimant did not report for services. '

Claimants in the second treatment group--JSA plus training or relocation--were also informed
about the resource center and of their obligation to maintain contact during their job-search period.
In addition, théy were told about the availability of classroom and on-the-job training, and they were
encouraged to pursue training if interested. Staff from the local JTPA Service Delivery Area (SDA)
program operator worked directly with these claimants to pursue the training options. These claimants
were also told about the availability of reiocation assistance, which, if they elected not to pursue
training, they could use to pay for out-of-arca job search and for moving expenses.

Claimants in the third treatment group--JSA plus a reemployment bonus--were offered the same
set of JSA services as was the first treatment group, but also a bonus for rabid reemployment. The

maximum bonus equalled one-half of the claimant’s remaining UI entitlement at the time of the




assessment interview., This amount was available to the claimant if he or she started work either during
the assessment week or in the next two weeks. Thereafter, the potential bonus declined at a rate of
10 percent of the original amount per week until it was no longer available. Claimants could not
receive a bonus if they were recalled by their former employer, if the job was with a relative, or if the
job was temporary, seasonal, or part-time. They received 60 percent of the bonus if they were
employed for 4 wecks, and the remainder if they were employed for 12 weeks. The bonus was
expected to provide a strong incentive to the claimant to engage in early, intensive job-search.

Each of these treatments tested a different view of the employment problems faced by displaced
workers. More specifically, the JSA-only treatment was based on the assumption that many displaced
workers have marketable skills but do not have sufficient job-search experience to identify these skills
and sell them in the job market. In contrast, the training treatment was based on the assumption that
the skills of some workers are outmoded and must be upgraded. Finally, the reemployment bonus
treatment was based on the assumption that jSA alone is an insufficient incentive for claimants to
obtain employment rapidly, and that an additional incentive will help them recognize the realities of the
job market and accept a suitable job more rapidly than would otherwise be the case.

With the exception of the reemployment bonus and relocation assistance, the services that were
offered in the demonstration are similar to those that were available under the existing ES and JTPA
systems in New Jersey. However, the likelihood that a claimant was offered and received these services
in the demonstration was considerably greater than under the existing system. Moreover, the timing of
service receipt also differed: demonstration services were generally provided earlier in the unemployment
spell than were existing services.

Provision of Demonstration Services. An important objective of the demonstration was to

examine how a reemployment program targeted toward UI claimants should be implemented. Two
aspects of that objective were given considerable emphasis in the demonstration design phase: (1) using
existing agencies and vendors to provide the services, and (2) using a computer-based participant
tracking system to facilitate the delivery of services.

In the NJUIRDP, the first aspect meant that the UI agency, the ES, and JTPA’s local program
operators were all involved in delivering services, and that strengthening linkages among these agencies
was an important component of the demonstration. UI staff were responsible for collecting the data

that were used to select eligible claimants, and for monitoring compliance by claimants with the




demonstration’s reporting requirements. A determination of UI eligibility was to be performed when
claimants did not report for the initial mandatory services, and, if appropriate, benefits were fo be
denied. v ‘

The initial reemployment services, together with the additional services offered at the
assessment/counseling interview, were provided in each demonstration office by a four-person team. This
team consisted of three ES staff members and a JTPA staff member from the local SDA program
operator. An ES counselor was the team leader and had overall responsibility for ensuring the
provision of services. ES staff provided all of the services for the JSA-only and JSA plus reemployment
bonus treatment group members. JTPA staff members were involved omly with the JSA plus
training/relocation treatment group members. They were expected to become involved with the claimants
during the assessment/counseling interview and to work with individuals who were interested in classroom
or 6n_-the-job training to identify appropriate opportunities and to place the claimants in them. The
goal was to use the training opportunities available in each local JTPA SDA. Thus, this component of
the demonstration strengthened the linkages between the ES and the local JTPA program operators in
the ten demonstration sites. ‘

The other important aspect of the implementation of the demonstration was the extensive use of
a computer-based tracking system to operate the program. Data on service delivery were entered into
the system, and local office staff were provided with weekly lists of claimants who were expected to
receive services. A list of claimants who did not report for services was also generated for use by UI,
and monitoring reports were provided to central office staff. The system helped ensure that services

were delivered as specified, and that claimants were not "lost" from the program.

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ELIGIBILITY DEFINITION
- The eligibility requirements targeted demonstration services toward about one-quarter of the
claimants who received a first UI payment. A first round of exclusions was made on the basis of
routinely collected UI agency data. This pass-through of the records of all claimants who received a
first payment excluded about 28 percent of the claimants, with the most important screen being the age
restriction that excluded claimants younger than age 25,
The remainder of the eligibility screening was implemented with data collected by UI staff
specifically for the demonstration. The most restrictive screen applied at this point was the tenure

requirement, which excluded individuals who had not worked for their pre-UI employer for three years




previously. This requirement excluded about half of the claimants who passed the mainframe eligibility
screens.

The other important eligibility requirement that merits discussion is the temporary layoff screen,
which excluded claimants with a definite recall date. This screen excluded about 13 percent of the
claimants who survived the initial examination of agency data. In devising this screen, it was decided
that establishing some evidence that the layoff was indeed temporary was necessary, rather than relying
solely on the claimant’s expectation. Having a definite recall date was used for this purpose. As
expected, however, a substantially larger percentage of claimants said that their layoff was temporary
than the number who actually had a recall date. About half of the claimants who expected to be
recalled but who had no recall date did return to their pre-UI job.

The eligibility definition was designed to identify claimants who, in the absence of demonstration
services, would experience difficulty in becoming reemployed. An examination of the characteristics of
the eligible population shows that it contained a substantial proportion of individuals whose age, industry
of employment, and other characteristics are usnally associated with the displaced worker population and
with difficulties in becoming reemployed. Moreover, compared with a sample of individuals who were
not eligible for the demonstration, the eligible population experienced considerably longer periods of UI
collection and longer unemployment spells on average. Thus, the eligibility screens appear to have
directed demonstration services to a population that generally faced reemployment difficulties. However,
it is unlikely that all demonstration eligibles required services. Some were in the prime of their working
lives and some were individuals from industries (e.g., the service industry) that are strong and growing

in New Jersey. Moreover, some were recalled by their pre-UI employers.

THE RECEIPT OF INITIAL SERVICES

All claimants who were selected as demonstration treatment group members were offered a
common set of reemployment services early in their UI claim period. These services occurred in
sequence and consisted of orientation, testing, a job-search workshop, and an assessment/counseling
interview.

Service Receipt. Data on the receipt of these initial services (see Table 1) show that 77 percent
of the selected claimants attended orientation as requested. Most attended their scheduled session, but
some attended a later session, generally after questioning by the UI claims examiner. Three-quarters

of the claimants who attended orientation continued through the assessment/counseling interview,




| TABLE 1
RECEIPT OF THE INITIAL REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

Total
As Percentage of the Total Sample
Attended Orientation
Scheduled orientation 679
Later orientation 8.9
Total ' 76.8
Tested : ‘ _ 455
Excused from Testing® 284
Completed JSW* ' 4938
Excused from JSW 19.8
Attended Assessment/Counseling _ 56.2
Interview
As Percentage of Those Attending
Orientation ,
Tested ; 59.2
Excused from Testing 370
Completed JISW 64.8
Excused from JSW ) 258
Attended Assessment/Counseling : 732
Interview ‘
Sample Size 8,675

a ‘ ,
Includes 0.2 percent who were excused because they had previously been tested by the ES.

b : .
Includes 0.5 percent who were excused because they had already completed a job-search workshop.




However, not all such individuals were tested or attended a job-search workshop. Some individuals were
excused from all services, generally because their recall expectations could be substantiated. A
substantial number of others were excused specifically from testing and the workshop because of
language or reading comprehension difficulties (which precluded testing). This situation suggests that
programs might want to emphasize referrals to English as a Second Language courses or remedial
education for such individuals as part of such an early orientation and screening process.

The Timing of Service Receipt. Most claimants attended orientation during the fifth week after
their Ul claim, and most completed assessment over the following three- to four-week period. Thus,
the goal of early intervention was achieved as planned. This orientation might be accelerated if data
to make the eligibility determination were collected as part of the UI application process and if eligibility

determination was accomplished at that point.

Comparison with the Existing Service System. The level at which treatment group members
received the initial services--testing, job-search workshops, and counseling--substantially exceeded the level
at which control group members received such services from ES and JTPA through existing referral
mechanisms. Thus, the demonstration achieved its objective of increasing the level of job-assistance

service receipt by eligible claimants.

THE RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL SERVICES

The additional services that were offered to claimants at the assessment/counseling interview
included the periodic JSA activities, training and relocation assistance, and the reemployment bonus.

JSA Follow-Up. The objective of the follow-up activities was to encourage on-going, intensive
job search by all claimants, except those in the second treatment who were engaged in training. This
intensive job-search was to be promoted by disseminating job-search materials at the resource centers
and by requiring that claimants maintain periodic contact with demonstration staff, either through the
resource centers or directly in person.

Data on claimants who were collecting UI at the five targeted follow-up points (2, 4, 8, 12, and
16 weeks after assessment) show that 92 percent satisfied the first follow-up requirement (i.e., the 2-
week contact), and 80 percent had a contact at 16 weeks. Although the rate of contact declined
somewhat at the later contact points, the degree of contact was high relative to ongoing employment
and training programs, which typically do not have systematic follow-up procedures. However, these

periodic contacts did not always follow the strict schedule that had been laid out in the design, nor




were all the contacts made in-person as desired. In addition, the resource centers appear to have been
used fairly extensively in only a few of the offices, and consequently, the use of these centers probably
had, at most, a minor impact on demonstration outcomes.

Training and Relocation Assistance. Classroom and on-the-job (OJT) training opportunities were
offered to claimants in the second treatment to test the efficacy of a service package that, early in the
unemployment spell, attempts to alter or upgrade the skills of individuals whose current set of job skills
-are no longer in demand? About 15 percent of the claimants who were offered training participated
in training, most of which was classroom training; Much of the classroom training was in business and
office services or computer and information services, while the OJT tended to be in technical, clerical,
and sales occupations. Thus, it appears that the training that was offered was directed toward
occupations whose employment prospects were strong in New Jersey.

The rate of training receipt was higher than the rate observed for comparable groups. of claimants
whose exposure to training opportunities came through the regular JTPA service environment in New
Jersey. Thus, the offer of training under the demonstration did appear to increase the receipt of
training as designed. Nevertheless, the overall rate of training receipt was lower than initially expected,
based on the training participation rate among individuals who participate in JTPA Title III and in other
dislocated worker programs.

Two general reaéons appear to explain the lower-than-expected incréasc in training participation.
First, the nature of the training intervention differed from that which is offered by other programs. The
offer occurred early in the layoff period, which may have been before many individuals were ready to
accept the fact that an occupational change was necessary. Moreover, not all individuals who were
offered training were interested in (or needed) any reemployment services, let alone training, but were
offefed services due to the mandatory nature of the initial services.

The second reason that training participation was lower than might have been expected pertains
to the implementation of the demonstration. The training treatment relied on the existing JTPA local
program operators to provide the training plaéement function, and some operators were considerably

more successful than others at placing claimants in training. Their success stemmed from a number of

’Individuals in this treatment group were also offered relocation assistance. As previous experience

sn;ggested, few individuals were interested in relocation, and fewer than one percent of those who were
offered relocation assistance received it.
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factors, including an early and enthusiastic presentation of the training option and an ability to offer a
wide range of individual training slots. |

The Reemployment Bonus. The third treatment package included a reemployment bonus that
was offered to claimants at the assessment/counseling interview. The purpose of the reemployment bonus
was to provide a direct financial incentive for claimants to seek work actively and become reemployed.
The full bonus offer averaged $1,644 and was paid for jobs that started by the end of the second full
week following the interview. After that point, it declined by 10 percent of the initial amount each
week, so that it fell to zero by the end of the eleventh full week of the offer.

Nineteen percent of the claimants who were offered the bonus received a first bonus payment,
which was paid to individuals who held a bonus-eligible job for at least four weeks. Eighty-four percent
of this group also received the final bonus payment, which was paid after 12 weeks of work. Overall,
the total of the two bonus payments averaged close to $1,300 for those who received them.

About 30 percent of the claimants who were offered a bonus began a job within the bonus
period, compared with the 19 percent who received a bonus. The remaining 12 percent appeared largely
to be ineligible for the bonus, primarily because they obtained a job with their pre-UI employer:

claimants who returned to their pre-UI employers were not eligible for the bonus.

IMPACTS OF THE DEMONSTRATION TREATMENTS ON UI RECEIPT

The demonstration treatments were expected to affect the receipt of UI benefits by eligible
claimants. The JSA-only and JSA plus reemployment bonus treatments (the first and third treatments)
were expected to help eligible claimants become reemployed rapidly, thereby reducing the amount of
UI benefits received by treatment group members relative to the amount received by control group
members; further, the JSA plus reemployment bonus treatment was expected to have a larger impact
on UI receipt because of the reemployment incentives created by the bonus. Expectations about the
JSA plus training or relocation treatment on short-run UI receipt were less certain, Individuals in this
treatment who did not receive training were expected to experience a reduction in UI receipt, but those
who entered training were expected to experience an increase in receipt, since individuals who accepted
training continued to collect UL

Estimates of the impacts of the treatments on UI receipt (Table 2) show that all three treatments
did reduce the amount of benefits collected over the benefit year, by $87 for the first treatment, $81

for the second, and $170 for the third. As expected, these impacts were largest for the third
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TABLE 2
ESTIMATED TREATMENT IMPACTS ON UI RECEIPT

JSA — JSA Plus JSA Plus
~Only Training/Relocation Reemployment Bonus
Dollars Paid in -87* -81* -170***
Benefit-Year
Weeks Paid in -047* -0.48** -0.97***
Benefit-Year
Weeks Paid in -0.59** ' -0.53** o -0.93**
First Spell
Exhaustion Rate -0.028** -0.017 0.037***

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
""Statisticaﬁy significant at the 99 percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
treatment--JSA plus the reemployment bonus. As shown in the table, these impacts were mirrored in
other measures of UI receipt, such as weeks collected and the exhaustion rate. The fact that the
exhaustion rate showed a decline is important because it indicates that the treatments affected some
claimants who, in absence of the treatments, would have experienced long spells of Ul rcéeipt. An
examination of data on the timing of these impacts indicate that the rate at which individuals exited
from the unemployment system increased during the early part of their claim spells, which was during
the period in which intensive job-search assistance was provided.
THE IMPACTS OF THE DEMONSTRATION TREATMENTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND
EARNINGS

In general, the treatments were expected to promote the rapid reemployment of claimants, and
thus to have a positive impact on the employment and earnings of claimants following their entry into
the UI system. As noted in the discussion on Ul receipt, short-run impacts were expected to be greater
for the JSA-only and JSA plus reemployment bonus treatments than for the JSA plus training treatment,
since individuals who entered training were expected to sacrifice short-run earnings for longer-run
earnings gains.

Estimates of the impacts of the treatments on employment and earnings (Table 3) indicate that

all three treatments increased employment and earnings in the year following the initial UI claim,
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TABLE 3
ESTIMATED TREATMENT IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT,
EARNINGS, AND POST-UI WAGES
JSA JSA Plus JSA Plus
Only Training/Relocation Reemployment Bonus

Percent of Time
Employed

Quarter 1 2.3%* 1.9%* 2.8%**

Quarter 2 42%%* 2.8*% 5.0%**

Quarter 3 4.3** 2.2 23

Quarter 4 28 1.7 0.6
Earnings

Quarter 1 $125%* $82 $160%**

Quarter 2 263** 103 278%**

Quarter 3 171 83 131

Quarter 4 ' 49 77 22
Percent Change 0.041** 0.030** 0.041**

in Post-Ul

Relative to

Pre-UI Hourly

Wage

NOTE: Quarters are defined relative to the Ul date of claim. That is, quarter 1 is the first
three months following the date of claim, quarter 2 is the next three months, and so on.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
***Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
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