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SECTION ONE:
INTRODUCTION

The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) includes provisions to ensure that young peoples’ work
experiences do not jeopardize their health, well-being, and educational opportunities. The Department of
Labor (DOL) Wage and Hour Division (WHD)* Child Labor Program is responsible for administering
these provisions. To that end, WHD conducts investigations, assesses Civil Money Penalties (CMPs), and
performs child labor education and outreach activities.?

In its 2006 Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) review, WHD identified possible ways to
improve its Child Labor Program:

o Develop ambitious and challenging goals and targets, along with an approach to measuring
those goals and targets.

o Develop an approach to measure the value that WHD partnerships with various organizations
involved in child labor issues have on increasing compliance with FLSA’s child labor
provisions.

In part to support these objectives, DOL enlisted Eastern Research Group, Inc. (ERG) and its
subcontractor, the University of Tennessee, to conduct an impact study of WHD’s use of education and
outreach materials and CMPs to promote compliance with the child labor provisions of FLSA. The
Statement of Work (SOW) for this task includes a set of evaluation questions to be answered by the study.
The SOW evaluation questions appear in Table 1-1 below, while the full SOW can be found in Appendix
A.

Table 1-1. SOW Questions for Evaluation of Wage and Hour Division Child Labor Program

1. What is the impact of WHD’s child labor program?

a. In addition to the use of statistically valid surveys, how can WHD quantify the impact of its child labor
education and outreach efforts on compliance?

b. How can WHD effectively measure the value of partnerships?

c. How would the number and percentage of child labor violations differ had WHD not prioritized child labor
(i.e. what impact has WHD’s child labor compliance program had on child labor compliance)?

d. How has WHD’s child labor compliance program impacted the incidence and severity of injuries and
fatalities among minors?

e. What relationship, if any, exists between child labor compliance and overall employment of youth?

2. Are Civil Money Penalty (CMP) assessments effective in deterring child labor non-compliance? Would larger
penalties further affect compliance?

3. How can WHD improve its child labor enforcement program?
a. How can WHD improve its targeting of/in industries that employ a small percentage of minors but may

L WHD was part of DOL’s Employment and Standards Administration (ESA) during the time period covered by this
evaluation. However, during this evaluation effort, WHD was elevated to be division that answers directly to the
Secretary of Labor. For sake of clarity, this report will refer to the WHD and not to WHD as a division of ESA.

2 Throughout the report, the terms “child labor” and “youth employment” are used somewhat interchangeably. The
current preferred term in use by DOL is “child labor.” However, during the period covered by the evaluation, the
term “youth employment” was used for many materials. In this report the term “youth employment” appears where
we are (a) referring to specific materials that have that term in their titles, (b) referencing interview or survey
questions where that term was used, or (c) referring to numbers of youths employed. In all other cases, we use the
term “child labor.”
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Table 1-1. SOW Questions for Evaluation of Wage and Hour Division Child Labor Program

demonstrate a high incidence of child labor violation (i.e., avoid the “needle in a haystack” dilemma)?
b. How can WHD improve compliance and reduce occupational injuries and deaths in the agricultural sector?
c. Is anational, regional, or local approach most effective in increasing child labor compliance?
d. How can WHD best use outreach to positively affect compliance? [a]

[a] The original evaluation question referred to “compliance assistance tools” rather than to “outreach.” We have changed the
term to reflect WHD’s current preferred terminology.

The remainder of this report includes:

e Section Two: Scope of the Evaluation
Describes scope decisions made to operationalize the SOW evaluation questions.

e Section Three: Data Sources
Describes the main data sources used to answer the SOW evaluation gquestions.

e Section Four: Measuring the Impact of the WHD Child Labor Program
Presents methodologies and results for SOW evaluation questions pertaining to the impact of
the Child Labor Program.

e Section Five: Improving Program Outcomes
Presents methodologies and results for SOW evaluation questions pertaining to how to
improve the outcomes of the Child Labor Program.

e Section Six: Conclusions and Recommendations
Provides specific conclusions and recommendations based on study results.
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SECTION Two:
SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

To answer the SOW evaluation questions, ERG needed to conduct four main types of analysis:

o Employer impact analysis—An analysis of the impact that WHD education and outreach
materials and CMPs have had on (1) employer compliance with FLSA child labor provisions
and (2) the incidence of injuries and fatalities among working youths.

o Non-employer analysis—An analysis of the awareness, use, usefulness, and effectiveness of
WHD education and outreach materials targeted at non-employers.

e Partnership analysis—An analysis of the value of WHD partnerships in achieving
compliance with FLSA child labor provisions and reducing the incidence of injuries and
fatalities among working youths.

e Agriculture analysis—An employer impact analysis focused on agricultural employers.

Employer impact analysis. The employer impact analysis considered the extent to which
employer compliance with FLSA child labor provisions can be attributed to WHD outreach and education
and CMPs — in order to answer SOW evaluation questions 1a, 1c, 1d, and 2. The preferred method of
attributing outcomes (compliance) to interventions (outreach and education and/or CMPs) is to conduct a
study in which entities (employers) are randomly assigned to an experimental group (receiving outreach
and education and CMPs) or a control group (receiving no intervention). This randomized experimental
study design could not be completed in a 12-month period of performance, nor would it be acceptable for
WHD to assess CMPs to some employers (in the experimental group) and not to other employers (in the
control group). Therefore, ERG decided to use a quasi-experimental study design that controls for non-
random assignment of interventions. ERG combined data from the WHISARD database (including data
collected as part of a random sample of surveys designed by the University of Tennessee), detailed case
file reviews, Census Bureau Quarterly Workforce Indicator data, and a new customer satisfaction survey
(CSS). These data sources are discussed further in Section 3.

Non-employer analysis. The non-employer analysis considered the extent to which WHD
outreach and education to non-employers (educators, youth, and parents) affects compliance with FLSA
child labor requirements — in order to answer SOW questions 1c, 1d, le, 3c, and 3d. ERG used a
triangulated approach, in which the evaluator uses multiple and varied sources of data to answer
evaluation questions. To that end, ERG conducted surveys, in-depth interviews, focus groups, and a pre-
test/post-test experiment (on use of the YouthRules! Web site) to develop quantitative estimates of the
impact of WHD non-employer outreach and education strategies.

Partnership analysis. The partnership analysis considered the extent to which WHD partnerships
affect compliance with FLSA child labor requirements — in order to answer SOW evaluation question 1b.
This SOW question dovetails with WHD’s 2006 PART improvement plan calling for “[s]tandardizing
organizational processes for developing and monitoring strategic partnerships.” To examine the impact of
WHD partnerships, ERG conducted interviews with partners and evaluated available data. ERG worked
with WHD to determine which partners to interview.

Agriculture analysis. The agriculture analysis considered how WHD can improve FLSA child
labor law compliance and reduce occupational injuries and deaths in the agricultural sector — in order to
answer SOW evaluation question 3b. A 1998 Government Accountability Office (GAQ) report identified
six challenges to identifying child labor violations in agriculture: the temporary nature of the work, the
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geographic dispersion of the work, the low wages and lack of job security, the informal communication
networks that warn of investigations, and worker demographics (especially language barriers). To
determine how WHD can improve FLSA child labor law compliance and reduce occupational injuries and
ilnesses to youth workers, ERG conducted interviews with WHD Agricultural Coordinators and
agricultural safety and health experts who have experience examining risks to youth workers. ERG
worked with WHD to determine which staff and experts to interview.

During the planning phase of the project, DOL and ERG agreed on a set of decisions to better
define the scope of the evaluation project as a whole and the four analyses. These decisions are
summarized in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Scope Decisions for the Evaluation of WHD Child Labor Program.

Project as a Whole

In-scope FLSA child

- All FLSA child labor requirements are in scope for the evaluation project.
labor requirements

Employer Impact Analysis

The time frame for the employer impact analysis is FY 2005-2008. ERG limited our
Time frame analysis to investigations and other initiatives that occurred in FY 2005-2008 and that
had an impact on employers during that period.

Sectors All sectors of the economy are in scope for the employer impact analysis.

Child labor All WHD child labor program initiatives (outreach and education, investigations, and
initiatives CMPs) are in scope for the employer impact analysis.

Investigations All WHD child labor investigations are in scope for the employer impact analysis.
Education and All education and outreach available during FY 2005-2008 are in scope for the employer
outreach materials impact analysis.

The employer impact analysis considers two outcomes:
Outcomes ¢ Violations of FLSA child labor requirements.
e Employment of youths.

Non-Employer Analysis

All materials available through the YouthRules! Web site at the start of this evaluation
are in scope for the non-employer analysis. Due to space and time constraints inherent in
the data collection techniques employed for this evaluation, not every available material
Education and was included in the evaluation. Different parts of the analysis analyzed or included
outreach materials different materials based on which materials WHD staff interviewees indicated were
most commonly used by a particular audience, which materials WHD staff indicated
were a priority for the agency, and other factors based on background research and
additional discussions with WHD.

ERG considered education and outreach materials available to parents and teens during
the recent past. The surveys and focus groups did not include a time frame for materials,
Time frame but the materials discussed in each would have been available to those groups at the time
of the data collection. Additionally, we expect that both groups would be able to recall
seeing and/or using only materials they had recently (at the time of the collection) seen.

Child labor

initiatives All WHD child labor program initiatives are in scope for the non-employer analysis.

Final Report 4



Evaluation of Wage and Hour Division Child Labor Program

Outcomes

The non-employer analysis considers four outcomes:

¢ Non-employer awareness of WHD materials.

o Non-employer use of WHD materials.

o Usefulness of WHD materials (as rated by non-employers who use them).

o Effectiveness of WHD materials in assisting non-employers in understanding FLSA
child labor requirements.

Partnership Analysis

Which partners to
include

ERG used FY 2005-2007 Planning and Results Reports (PARRS) to identify WHD
partners and interviewed WHD staff to determine which partners to interview.

The time frame for this analysis is FY 2005-2007. Thus, ERG considered those

Time frame partnerships that were active in that period.
Outcomes The partnership analysis considered one outcome: the value of partnerships.
Agriculture Analysis
Sectors Agricultural operations (e.g., farms).
ERG’s interviews involved discussing “recent” trends with the interviewees. Based on
Time frame that, we can expect the time frame to cover approximately the last two years (2007 and
beyond).
Outcomes The analysis focused primarily on injuries that youth suffered in working at these

operations. However, ERG also discussed factors that affected compliance also.
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SECTION THREE:
DATA SOURCES

This section discusses the data sources used to answer the evaluation questions posed in the SOW
for this contract. The data sources are:

e WHISARD

Planning and Results Reports

e Survey of Employers
e Survey of Parents
o Focus Groups with Employed Teens

e Interviews with WHD Staff (National, Partnership, and Agriculture Coordinators), WHD
Partners, Parents of Employed Teens, and Non-WHD Agriculture Occupational Safety
Experts

e Census Bureau Quarterly Workforce Indicator data

These data sources are discussed further in the sections below.

3.1 WHISARD

The backbone of the employer impact analysis was the file created from WHISARD data for this
project. The file consists of establishment-level records of the most current investigation data available in
WHISARD (including CMP amounts) for WHD cases from FY 2005-2008, and related investigation data
from the most recent previous investigation (if there was a previous investigation within the past 3 years).
Another file included all cases that had either one or more child labor violations or one or more minors
employed during the reference period. An employer was included in the analysis if it employed youths.
This was determined in one of two ways: (1) if the employer’s WHISARD record for an investigation
included data reflecting a positive number of employed minors or (2) if the WHISARD record for the
investigation indicated that the employer had a child labor violation. Whether an employer had a child
labor violation was determined directly from the WHISARD data; whether an employer employed a
minor during the reference period was determined from additional data files provided by WHD.

Currently, WHISARD does not track employers over time. ERG’s experience in assessing the
impact of enforcement and outreach efforts has shown us that establishment-level studies are the only
proven method of estimating these impacts. This requires having data on establishments over time in
order to assess changes in compliance over time and to relate those changes to Agency outreach efforts.
For this analysis, ERG used the Establishment Matching Application (EMA), an application developed by
ERG for OSHA, which uses Dun and Bradstreet and OSHA data to match employer case data found in
WHISARD over time. Appendix B provides additional details on the EMA methodology and how it was
applied to the WHISARD data.

3.2 Planning and Results Reports (PARRS)
To determine the efficacy of different types of WHD child labor compliance and enforcement

initiatives, ERG examined 69 WHD Planning and Results Reports (PARRS) related to child labor from
the 2005-2007 period. .A WHD PARR short form provides a brief description of a WHD initiative, a
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statement of purpose and goals, and a report of results (if available). ERG created a database to store and
analyze this information; a complete data dictionary for the database can be found in Appendix C of this
report.

The database enabled ERG to categorize PARRS based on various characteristics:

Whether the initiative had a sector-specific focus

Location of the initiative

Types of outreach offered through the initiative

Whether the initiative included investigations

Whether the initiative was focused on a specific Hazardous Order

Whether there was a media/public awareness component

Additional assistance-related characteristics of the initiative (whether it included mailings,
conference(s), hand outs, training, etc.)

Unique PARR identification codes allowed ERG to link each PARR to individual WHD cases in
the WHISARD data set. This enabled ERG to perform an analysis of how different aspects of a PARR
initiative relate to compliance outcomes.

3.3 Survey of Employers

To address the evaluation questions presented in the SOW related to improving program
outcomes, ERG conducted an OMB-approved survey with employers that were investigated in FY 2005-
2007. The survey was implemented as a telephone survey in July 2009. The survey consisted of a series
of questions regarding employers’ awareness of, use of, perceived usefulness of, and overall satisfaction
with specific WHD Child Labor-related outreach and education materials targeted at employers. Based on
discussions with WHD and interviews with WHD National and Regional staff (discussed below in
Section 3.6) regarding which materials were most commonly used by employers and which materials
were a priority for the agency, the survey focused on a number of specific WHD materials:

e “Handy Reference Guide to the Fair Labor Standards Act” pamphlet

o “Employer’s Pocket Guide on Youth Employment” pamphlet

e  “Youth Employment Provisions under the Fair Labor Standards Act” bulletin (also known as
“Child Labor 101”)

o WHD fact sheets, including fact sheets on teen driving, power-driven paper balers, roofing,
fast food and full service restaurants, grocery stores, meat slicers, and other equipment for
baking or cooking

o WHD stickers commonly affixed to machinery like fork lifts, meat slicers, and scrap paper

balers to help employers warn teens about equipment that they are not allowed to operate

YouthRules! Web site

WHD toll-free hotline

Packets of information about federal child labor laws mailed directly to employers

“TIPS for Achieving Compliance with Child Labor Laws” flyer

In addition to questions on WHD materials, the survey also asked about:
e Reasons employers comply with child labor laws

e Employers’ current methods for obtaining information on child labor laws
e Which types of child labor information employers would find most useful
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e Obstacles employers face when complying with child labor laws
o Influence of monetary penalties on employers’ child labor practices

The employer survey instrument appears in Appendix D. Tabulations of responses appear in Appendix E.

3.4 Survey of Parents

To address the evaluation questions presented in the SOW related to improving program
outcomes, ERG also conducted an OMB-approved survey with parents in households with children ages
14 to 18 who do not employ their children in a business or on a farm that they own and operate and who
had at least one child with work experience in the last two years. The survey was implemented as a
telephone survey in July 2009. The parent survey consisted of a series of questions regarding the parents’
awareness of, use of, and satisfaction with WHD Child Labor-related outreach and education materials
designed for parents and teens. The questions focused on how parents access information on child labor
laws, and on their awareness, use, and satisfaction with a number of WHD materials, including but not
limited to:

WHD posters on child labor laws and general employment laws

Bookmarks that list information about child labor rules

YouthRules! Web site

WHD radio and print Public Service Announcements

Youth job fairs, employment rallies, and other events

WHD child labor fact sheets (in particular, Fact Sheet #43)

“Youth Employment Provisions under the Fair Labor Standards Act” bulletin
“Employer’s Pocket Guide on Youth Employment” pamphlet

WHD toll-free hotline

In addition to questions concerning parents’ awareness and use of WHD materials, the survey also
focused on:

Who or what sources parents use when obtaining information on child labor laws

Which WHD materials are most influential in helping parents understand child labor laws
Overall satisfaction with WHD child labor information

Suggestions for improving WHD child labor materials

The parent survey instrument can be found in Appendix F. Tabulations of responses appear in Appendix
G.
3.5 Focus Groups with Employed Teens

ERG conducted focus groups to explore working teens’ opinions about the current set of WHD
education and outreach materials. We conducted two 2-hour focus groups:

o May 27, 2008: Six employed teens from Waltham High School in Waltham, MA.

e September 29, 2008: Four employed teens recruited through participants in the parent
interviews (see below) and other social networking venues.
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During the focus groups, the facilitator and teens discussed the teens’ work experience and
reviewed the following child labor outreach and education materials:

http://www.youthrules.dol.gov (YouthRules! Web site)

“Employer's Pocket Guide on Youth Employment” pamphlet

“Jobs Youth May Perform”, “Youth Rules!” and “Federal Youth Employment Laws” posters
“What Jobs Can | Do? When Can | Work?” bookmark

“Stop: You Must Be 18 to Operate or Clean this Equipment” sticker

The focus group facilitation guide can be founding Appendix H. A table of common themes from the
focus groups is provided in Appendix I.

3.6 Interviews
ERG conducted interviews with:

o WHD national and regional staff
e  WHD partnership staff and WHD partners
e Parents of employed teens

e WHD agriculture coordinators and non-WHD agriculture occupational safety experts

Initial Interviews with WHD National and Regional Staff

During January 2008 ERG conducted an initial set of in-person and telephone interviews with
three National Office staff and nine Regional staff in order to collect information on WHD enforcement,
education and outreach, and partnership efforts. The interview script used for these interviews is available
in Appendix J.

Interviews with WHD Partnership Staff and WHD partners

To gain a better understanding of WHD’s priorities with respect to forming partnerships and
collaborations with other agencies and to identify key characteristics of these relationships, ERG
conducted interviews with two National Office staff responsible for coordinating partnerships. The
interviews were conducted at WHD’s National Office in Washington, D.C., in April 2008. The interview
script used for these interviews is available in Appendix K.

In addition, ERG conducted a series of phone interviews with four WHD partners between July
and October 2009. The partners were identified during interviews with WHD staff. The interviews
focused on collecting information about the characteristics of WHD partnerships with different agencies,
including key activities, target audience, geographic focus, ability to influence the audience, and factors
that lead to successful partnerships. The interview script used for these interviews is available in
Appendix L.

Interviews with Parents of Employed Teens

To understand the information that parents of employed teens need to better inform the decisions
that they and their children make regarding their children’s job choices, ERG conducted a series of
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interviews with parents of employed teens in the Boston, MA, area in July and August 2009. ERG
conducted a total of 14 interviews with parents who were recruited through an ad posted on Craigslist (not
a representative sample of all parents of employed teens). Parents commented on the usefulness of the
YouthRules! Web site in providing information they need about child labor and offered suggestions for
improvement.

For each parent participant, ERG conducted a three-stage interview:

e Stage 1—Beginning interview. ERG collected information about the types of information that
parents need when making decisions related to their children’s employment.

e Stage 2—Observation of Web site usage. ERG observed the participant’s use of the YouthRules!
Web site and recorded detailed observations of the participant’s reactions to the usability and
functionality of the Web site. This allowed for an assessment of how well the current Web site is
meeting the needs of parents in terms of content, layout, and design.

e Stage 3—Ending interview. ERG conducted an ending interview focusing on the participant’s
experience using the YouthRules! Web site and how well the participant felt the Web site meets
their requirements (how satisfied the participant is with the content, functionality, and usability
of the Web site).

Interview scripts and a sample observation form appear in Appendix M.

Interviews with WHD Agriculture Coordinators and other Non-WHD Agriculture Occupational
Safety Experts

ERG conducted a series of interviews with WHD’s Agriculture Coordinators in order to collect
information on regional approaches to enforcement and outreach to agricultural employers and workers,
with a focus on youth agricultural workers. Of five Agricultural Coordinators, ERG was able to interview
four by phone between June and August 2009. The interview script used for these interviews is available
in Appendix N.

In order to better understand the safety and health risks facing youth agricultural workers and
educational and outreach strategies for the agricultural audience, ERG conducted a series of phone
interviews with experts in the field of agricultural occupational safety, with a focus on youth agricultural
workers. ERG interviewed nine experts between June and August 2009. ERG selected experts based on
their association with regional agricultural safety and health clinics and research centers and referrals by
other interviewees. The interview script used for these interviews is available in Appendix O.

3.7 Census Bureau Quarterly Workforce Indicator (QWI) Data

For the NAICS-level analyses that ERG performed, data on the number of minors employed in
each industry was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Quarterly Workforce Indicators (QWI)
dataset. These data are made available through the Local Employment Dynamics (LED) partnership
program, which is a voluntary partnership between the U.S. Census Bureau and state Labor Market
Information (LMI) agencies that allows the U.S. Census Bureau to merge current demographic
information with individuals’ wage records and employers’ payroll and economic data obtained from the
LMI agencies.
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The underlying source of the QW1 dataset, and more specifically the employment numbers used
in this analysis, are Unemployment Insurance (Ul) wage records for individuals and ES-202
establishment records from employers that the participating states collect on a quarterly basis. Ul wage
records are retained for all individuals earning at least one dollar during the quarter. ES-202 records
include employment, payroll, and economic activity data collected from establishments as part of the
Covered Employment and Wages (CEW) program administered by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
and the Employment Security Agencies in each state. These are the same data reported as part of the
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) by BLS.?

QWI data exists only for states that are LED-state partners, and the data are subject to
availability. At the time of ERG’s download and use, QWI data was not available for 6 states
(Connecticut, Massachusetts, Mississippi, North Carolina, New Hampshire, and Ohio).

® For more detailed information on these datasets and others included in the creation of the QWI, please refer to
http://lehd.did.census.gov/led/library/techpapers/tp-2006-01.pdf .
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SECTION FOUR:

MEASURING THE IMPACT OF THE CHILD LABOR PROGRAM

This is the first of two sections describing the results of ERG’s Evaluation of the WHD Child
Labor Program. Section 4 presents results pertaining to SOW evaluation guestions on measurement of the
impact of WHD’s Child Labor Program, while Section 5 presents results pertaining to SOW evaluation
guestions on improving program outcomes (see Table 4-1).

Table 4-1. Presentation of Results Pertaining to SOW Evaluation Questions.

Section Sub- SOW Evaluation Question
section
1c. How would the number and percentage of child labor violations
a1 differ had WHD not prioritized child labor (i.e. what impact has
' WHD'’s child labor compliance program had on child labor
compliance)?
42 1d. How has WHD’s child labor compliance program impacted the
' incidence and severity of injuries and fatalities among minors?
Section 4: 2. Are Civil Money Penalty (CMP) assessments effective in
Measuring the Impact of the 4.3 deterring child labor non-compliance? Would larger penalties
Child Labor Program further affect compliance?
le. What relationship, if any, exists between child labor
4.4 .
compliance and overall employment of youth?
1a. In addition to the use of statistically valid surveys, how can
45 WHD quantify the impact of its child labor education and
outreach efforts on compliance?
4.6 1b. How can WHD effectively measure the value of partnerships?
3a. How can WHD improve its targeting of/in industries that
51 employ a small percentage of minors but may demonstrate a
' high incidence of child labor violation (i.e., avoid the “needle in
a haystack” dilemma)?
Section 5: 3b. How can WHD improve compliance and reduce occupational
: 5.2 o ! .
Improving Program Outcomes injuries and deaths in the agricultural sector?
53 3c. Is a national, regional, or local approach most effective in
' increasing child labor compliance?
54 3d. How can WHD best use outreach to positively affect

compliance?
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4.1 How would the number and percentage of child labor violations differ had WHD not
prioritized child labor (i.e. what impact has WHD’s child labor compliance program had on
child labor compliance)?

ERG’s work plan for this project divided this evaluation question into four related measurable
guestions:

e What impact has WHD child labor program investigations had on reducing the number of
violations among employers that have been inspected at least once? (Section 4.1.1)

o Have employers found WHD’s education and outreach materials to be useful in assisting
them in complying with the FLSA child labor requirements? (Section 4.1.2)

e What impact has the WHD child labor program education and outreach materials had on
reducing the number of violations among employers that were inspected? (Section 4.1.3)

o What impact have the different PARRs had on compliance with FLSA child labor
requirements? Are there some characteristics of the PARRS that have been more effective in
increasing compliance? (Section 4.1.4)

The next four subsections address each of these measureable questions individually; each section
describes the method used to answer the question, results of the analysis, and key findings.

4.1.1  What impact has WHD child labor program investigations had on reducing the
number of violations among employers that have been inspected at least once?

Key Findings

As a group, employers that were inspected had significantly fewer child labor violations in subsequent
investigations within the next three years compared to employers that were not previously inspected. The
estimated impact indicated that investigations reduce the number of violations at inspected employers by 12
percent on average between investigations that occur within three years of one another.

The 62,532 investigations that WHD conducted between FY05 and FY08 can be expected to result in 5,434
fewer child labor violations between FY06 and FY11.

Method. To answer this question, ERG used WHISARD data to estimate linear regression
statistical models. We selected the “Tobit” model, which is designed to handle cases where the dependent
variable (i.e., number of violations) has many zero values. In general, pure linear regression models do
not do a good job of handling situations where the dependent variable clusters at a specific value (e.g.,
zero). The Tobit model is a standard econometric approach to dealing with these situations.

In our models, ERG used the number of child labor violations as the dependent variable and
included a number of explanatory variables. The two primary variables used to estimate WHD impacts on
child labor violations were:

e Occurrence of an investigation within the last three years—This is the primary variable we
used to determine the impact of WHD investigations on employer compliance with the child
labor provisions of the FLSA. The hypothesis being tested is whether being inspected within
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the last three years is associated with a reduced level of violations (compared to the rate of
violations among non-inspected employers).

e Number of violations cited during a previous investigation within the last three years—This
was used an alternative measure of WHD’s enforcement impact. The hypothesis being tested
is whether citing more violations during an investigation leads to fewer violations in the next
investigation.

In addition, ERG included several control variables, including:

e A series of binary variables reflecting the WHD Region in which the employer is located.
The estimated impacts for each reflect how the number of violations per employer varies
across WHD Regions.

e Three binary variables identifying employers in the grocery, fast food, and restaurant
industries. These variables reflect the differences in the number of violations between
employers in these three sectors and employers in other sectors.

e The number of employees reported by the employers. This variable is designed to capture any
variation related to employer size.

e The industry growth rate. This variable is designed to capture the effect of changes in
economic activity on violations.

Using these variables, ERG estimated three statistical models:

e A base model that included all employers and used the occurrence of an investigation within
the last three years as the measure of WHD’s enforcement impact.

e A model in which we replaced the occurrence of an investigation with the number of
violations cited in the previous investigation.

e Another model that used the number of violation in the previous investigation, but that
included only employers that had a previous investigation.

Results. Table 4-2 presents the results of the Tobit models using all child labor violations as the
dependent variable. Also included in the model is a yes/no variable indicating whether the employer was
inspected within the last three years. The results show that employers that were inspected had
significantly fewer child labor violations in subsequent investigations within the next three years
compared to employer that were not previously inspected. Specifically, based on an average of 0.724
violations per investigation, employers that were previously inspected had 12 percent fewer violations (a
reduction of 0.0869 violations) during their next investigation within the next three years compared to
non-inspected employers. This indicates that WHD investigations had a deterrent effect on employers that
were inspected.

Based on our estimate that inspected employers have 12 percent fewer violations than non-
inspected employers, ERG estimated the number of avoided violations over the analytical period (FY05
to FY08). WHISARD data indicate that WHD conducted 62,532 investigations during FY05 to FY08.
ERG’s model estimates the impact of investigations on subsequent investigations within the next three
years. Thus, investigations between FY05 and FY08 will affect violations found during investigations
from FY06 to FY11. The model indicates that each investigation reduces the number of violations at a
subsequent investigation by 0.0869 (12 percent). Furthermore, since investigations are unannounced, we
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can assume that each investigation, regardless of whether or not there is a follow-up, will reduce
violations by 0.0869 violations at inspected employers over a three-year time frame. Thus, we can
estimate that the 62,532 investigations conducted between FY05 and FY08 will result in 5,434 fewer
child labor violations between FY06 and FY11.

The second model presented in Table 4-2 assesses whether the number of violations cited during
an investigation leads to fewer violations in the next investigation. Model results show that this is not the
case; instead the number of violations cited in the previous investigation is significantly and positively
associated with violations in subsequent investigations. That is, employers with a large number of
violations in an investigation tend to have a large number of violations in following investigations.
Furthermore, the magnitude of that impact almost doubles when the estimation is restricted to only those
employers with a previous investigation within the last three years. This implies that WHD is finding

more violations among previously inspected establishments.

The models also bear out the hypothesis that employers in the grocery store, fast food, and
restaurant industries have significantly more violations than other employers as a whole. Industry growth,
regardless of sector, is negatively associated with violations. That is, as the employer’s industry
experience growth, fewer violations are found.

Table 4-2. Estimated Statistical Models for the Impact of WHD Enforcement Efforts on Reducing All Child
Labor Violations—Tobit Models Relating Number of Child Labor Violations to Occurrence of a Prior
Investigation Within Three Year, Number of Violations During Prior Investigation, and Control Variables.

Variable

Model Using Yes/No
Measure of Previous
Investigation

Model Using Number
of CL Violations
Cited In Previous

Investigation

Model Using Number
of CL Violations
Cited In Previous

Investigation,
Restricted to Just

Employers with Prior

Investigation [a]

Inspected within the last three years

-0.0869*** (-4.32)

Number of CL violations during the
investigation within last 3 years

0.0252*** (3.33)

0.048*** (10.06)

Located in the Northeast Region

0.1561%** (6.47)

0.1196*** (5.04)

0.0549 (1.44)

Located in the Southeast Region -0.001 (-0.04) -0.0339 (-1.53) 0.0043 (0.12)
Located in the Midwest Region - -0.0331 (-1.31) 0.0094 (0.22)
Located in the Southwest Region 0.0862*** (3.32) 0.051** (2.1) -0.013 (-0.32)
Located in the Western Region 0.0335 (1.31) - -

In the Grocery Industry [b] 0.655*** (15.2) 0.6512*** (15.11) 0.358*** (4.83)
In the Fast Food Industry [c] 0.8726*** (24.46) 0.8783*** (24.61) 0.453*** (6.81)
In the Restaurant Industry [d] 0.1623*** (6.46) 0.1628*** (6.48) 0.1202*** (2.79)
Number of Employees <0.0001 (-0.01) <0.0001 (-0.02) <0.0001 (0.25)
Industry Growth Rate [e] -1.0203*** (-3.23) -0.9983*** (-3.16) -0.5031 (-0.97)
Number of employers 57,938 57,938 7,730
Likelihood Ratio Value 1028.65*** 1021.47*** 211.73***

*** Significant at the one percent level; ** Significant at the five percent level; * Significant at the ten percent level

[a] Restricted to include only those employers that have been inspected within the last three years.

[b] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Grocery industry group if it was
classified in the Grocery Stores Industry Group based on its NAICS code (4451 and all sub-industries, including

44511, 445110, 44512, and 445120).

[c] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Fast Food industry group if it was
classified in the Limited-Service Eating Places Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7222 and all sub-
industries, including 72221, 722211, 722212, and 722213).

Final Report

15



Evaluation of Wage and Hour Division Child Labor Program

[d] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Restaurant industry group if it was
classified in the Full-Service Restaurants Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7221 and all sub-industries,
including 72211 and 722110).

[e] Industry Growth Rate was derived from Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data on industry economic activity
data for at the three digit NAICS level.

4.1.2  Have employers found WHD’s education and outreach materials to be useful in
assisting them in complying with the FLSA child labor requirements?

Key Findings
Only small percentages of employers recall receiving WHD child labor education and outreach materials.

Most employers who recalled receiving WHD child labor education and outreach materials reported that
they reviewed the materials, found them useful, and were satisfied with the materials.

The likelihood of an employer giving high usefulness and satisfaction ratings increased as the specificity to
child labor subject matter increased.

Method. To answer this question, ERG conducted a survey of employers identified from
WHISARD data (see Section 3.3).

Results. Table 4-3 summarizes survey results related WHD outreach materials. In the surveys,
employers were asked whether they (1) had received the material, (2) had reviewed the material, (3)
found it useful, and (4) were satisfied with its contents. The results indicate that small percentages of
employers recall receiving the materials (so they did not find them useful). On the other hand, most
employers who recalled receiving the materials reported that they did review materials, found them
useful, and were satisfied with the materials. The likelihood of an employer giving high usefulness and
satisfaction ratings increased as the specificity to child labor subject matter increased.

Employers in the survey that reported they did not receive WHD outreach materials probably had
received the materials — because these employers had been inspected, and WHD distributes outreach
materials to most inspected employers.* Thus, ERG believes that the employers did not recall having
been given the materials.

* WHD reported that most employers received the Handy Reference Guide, but may not have received child labor-
specific materials.
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Table 4-3. Employer Survey Results on Awareness, Review, Usefulness, and Satisfaction with WHD Outreach

Materials.
Outreach Material Received[a] Reviewed[b] Useful[c] Satisfied[d]
. 28.9% 92.3% 60% 78%
Handy Reference Guide to the FLSA (65/225) (60/65) (36/60) (46/59)
Employer’s Pocket Guide to Youth 14.7% 87.9% 82.8% 93.1%
Employment (33/225) (29/33) (24/29) (27/29)
Bulletin 1010 29.8% 95.5% 73.4% 79.7%
(67/225) (64/67) (47/64) (51/64)
0,
Fact Sheets (ié /32/;) [e] [e] [e]
25% 91.7% 72.7% 72.7%
Fact Sheet #43 [e] (12/48) (11/12) (8/11) (8/11)
Teen Driving [¢] 12.5% 66.7% 100% 75%
9 (6/48) (4/6) (414) (3/4)
. 14.6% 42.9% 100% 100%
Power-driven Paper Baler [e] (7/48) 317) (313) (313)
. 2.1% 0%
Roofing [e] (1/48) (0/1) - -
0, 0, 0, 0,
Fast Food Restaurant [€] (g/igo) 6(62'/73)/0 1((2)?2? 1((2)?2?
0, 0, 0, 0,
Full Service Restaurant [e] (g/%o) 6(62'/7:,))/0 1((2)?2? 1((2)?2?
Grocery Store [¢] 6.3% 33.3% 100% 100%
Y (3/48) (1/3) (111) (111)
. . 31.3% 86.7% 69.2% 76.9%
Meat slicers and other cooking [e] (15/48) (13/15) (9/13) (10/13)
“ » op 23.6% 52.8% 75%
Stop” Stickers [T] (53/225) (28/53) (21/28) -
YouthRules! web site 20.4% 56.5% 73.1% 76.9%
' (46/225) (26/46) (16/26) (20/26)
] . 35.1% 17.7% [g] 100% 100%
U.S. DOL WHD toll-free Hotline (79/225) (14/79) 212) )
Outreach mailin 16.4% 75.7% 78.6% 78.6%
g (37/225) (28/37) (22/28) (22.28)
TIPS for Achieving compliance with 8.9% 85% 76.5% 82.4%
Child labor laws (20/225) (17/20) (13/17) (14/17)

The numbers in parentheses reflect the number indicating yes to the question divided by the total number that

answered each question.

[a] Percent of respondents who answered “Yes” when asked if they have ever been given or obtained the material.
[b] Percent of respondents who were aware of the material and answered “yes” when asked if they had reviewed the

material.

[c] Percent of respondents who reviewed the material and answered “Very useful, it answered all of my questions”
when asked how useful the material was to them.

[d] Percent of respondents who reviewed the material and answered “Very satisfied, all of the information was clear
to me” when asked how satisfied they were with the information presented.

[e] The survey asked respondents if they had seen any fact sheets. Respondents that reported seeing fact sheets were
then asked about the fact sheets listed in this table and the follow-on questions related to review, usefulness, and
satisfaction.

[f] Respondents were asked if familiar with the stickers, if used and how helpful in informing workers about tasks
they cannot do.

[g] Percent of respondents who called the hotline for any reason, 14.3% of those respondents called for more
information on youth employment laws.
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4.1.3  What impact has the WHD child labor program education and outreach materials had
on reducing the number of violations among employers that were inspected?

Key Findings

Results on the impact of WHD child labor outreach are mixed:
e Some variables (PARR with outreach in general, PARR with handing out outreach materials) are
associated with increased numbers of violations.
e Other variables (PARR with presentation or partnership) are associated with decreased numbers of
violations.

The mixed results are likely an effect of targeting, as employers with more violations tend to get targeted for
PARRs with outreach.

Method. ERG initially planned to answer this question by relating the distribution of outreach
materials during investigations with changes in child labor violation rates. This method was not feasible
because (1) information on which materials were distributed during investigations was not recorded
consistentéysin WHISARD and (2) when the information was recorded, it often showed the same set of
materials.”

As an alternative method, ERG relied on information available from PARRs implemented during
the FY 2005-2007 period. Using a database that we built with this PARR information, ERG identified
which PARRs involved:

e Qutreach
o Conferences’
o Training
0 Visits to employers
0 Materials being handed to employers
0 Presentations
Investigations
A sector focus
A specific HO focus
Media or public announcements
Mailings
A partnership

In estimating statistical models for this question, ERG measured outreach in two ways. First, we
used a general variable called “outreach” that measured whether the PARR involved any assistance to
employers. Second, we used a disaggregated set of variables (i.e., the sub-bullets under outreach above) to
measure whether the different types of assistance had different effects. In both cases, the measures of
assistance are binary measures equal to one (yes) if the PARR involved that type of assistance or zero
(no) otherwise.

® The original intent was to identify which materials were most effective.

® ERG also explored the possibility of taking a sample of cases and extracting detailed information from the
inspectors’ case narratives on what was handed to the employers. Once again, however, a small sample of cases we
reviewed indicated that the narrative information also did not contain the necessary information on what was handed
to employers.

" Although we tracked conferences in PARRs, too few PARRSs involved conference to be useful for analysis.
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WHD also supplied ERG with a list of investigation cases that were associated with the PARRs.
This allowed us to link an investigation (and the associated number of violations) with different
characteristics of PARRs. We then performed a similar analysis to the one described in Section 4.1.1. We
developed a statistical Tobit model using a base set of explanatory variables and included a number of the
PARR characteristics in the model for cases associated with PARRS. The base model we used included:

The occurrence of an investigation within the last three years.

Binary variables reflecting the WHD Region in which the employer was located.

Binary variables identifying employers in the grocery, fast food, and restaurant industries.
The number of employees.

The industry growth rate.

To these we added the PARR-related characteristics listed above. Given that some PARR-related
characteristics involve outreach, we can use the results of this analysis to indicate whether PARR-related
assistance had an impact on compliance.

Results. Table 4-4 summarizes the results of the models described above. Compared to
investigations linked to PARRSs without outreach and cases without PARRs, investigations linked to
PARRs with outreach had an increased number of violations. The increase in number of violations is not
statistically significant and is probably an effect of targeting, as employers with more violations tend to
get targeted for PARRs.

Results on the impact of disaggregated measures of outreach are mixed. PARRS associated with
handing out materials to employers have a statistically significant higher number of violations. However,
PARRs where the assistance involved some form of presentation had statistically significant lower
numbers of violations compared to cases not associated with those types of PARRSs.

Cases with PARRs associated with partnerships also had a statistically significant lower number
of violations compared to other cases. Based on our understanding of WHD partnerships, any employer or
case associated with PARR would also involve some level of outreach.

Based on these results, we cannot definitively say that WHD education and/or outreach materials
leads to increased compliance. As noted above, the available data were insufficient to use the preferred
method for answering this question, so the effect of targeting could not be addressed and the results
shown here cannot be definitive.
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Table 4-4. Estimated Statistical Models for the Impact of WHD PARRs on All Child Labor Violations—Tobit
Models Relating Number of Child Labor Violations to Measures of Outreach Delivered As Part of PARRS

and Control Variables.

Variable

Model Using Aggregate
Measure of Outreach in
PARRs

Model Using
Disaggregated Measures
of Outreach

Inspected within the last three years

-0.0856*** (-4.25)

-0.086*** (-4.27)

Located in the Northeast Region

0.1225*** (5.14)

0.1225%** (5.13)

Located in the Southeast Region -0.0291 (-1.3) -0.0334 (-1.49)
Located in the Midwest Region -0.0274 (-1.08) -0.0312 (-1.23)
Located in the Southwest Region 0.061** (2.49) 0.058** (2.37)
Located in the Western Region - -

In the Grocery Industry [a] 0.645*** (14.89) 0.6392*** (14.73)
In the Fast Food Industry [b] 0.8608*** (24.08) 0.8636*** (24.16)
In the Restaurant Industry [c] 0.158*** (6.29) 0.158*** (6.29)

Number of Employees

<0.0001 (-0.01)

<0.0001 (-0.01)

Industry Growth Rate [d]

-1.0802%** (-3.4)

-1.0654*** (-3.35)

PARR Included Outreach

0.1404 (1.38)

PARR Outreach Included Mailings

-0.1382 (-0.84)

PARR Outreach Included Training, Seminars,
Workshops or Forums

-0.1893 (-1.11)

PARR Outreach Included Visits - -0.1709 (-0.9)

PARR Outreach Included Distributing Materials - 0.7708*** (4.15)

PARR Outreach Included Presentation(s) - -0.3781** (-2.41)
PARR Included Investigations 0.1448 (1.33) 0.0219 (0.2)
PARR Focused on a Specific Sector -0.0014 (-0.01) 0.2138 (1.25)
PARR Focused on a Specific Hazardous Order 0.309** (2.09) 0.3074* (1.81)

PARR Included a Media/Public Awareness
Component

-0.1281 (-0.85)

0.0999 (0.58)

PARR Included the Use of Partnerships

-0.2926** (-2.5)

-0.2337* (-1.73)

Number of employers

57,939

57,939

Likelihood Ratio Value

1064.52***

1083.89***

*** Significant at the one percent level; ** Significant at the five percent level; * Significant at the ten percent level
[a] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Grocery industry group if it was
classified in the Grocery Stores Industry Group based on its NAICS code (4451 and all sub-industries, including

44511, 445110, 44512, and 445120).

[b] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Fast Food industry group if it was
classified in the Limited-Service Eating Places Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7222 and all sub-
industries, including 72221, 722211, 722212, and 722213).

[c] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Restaurant industry group if it was
classified in the Full-Service Restaurants Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7221 and all sub-industries,

including 72211 and 722110).

[d] Industry Growth Rate was derived from Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data on industry economic activity

data for at the three digit NAICS level.
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4.1.4  What impact have the different PARRs had on compliance with FLSA child labor
requirements? Are there some characteristics of the PARRs that have been more
effective in increasing compliance?

Key Finding

Investigations linked to PARRs (including PARRs with outreach) had higher numbers of violations than

those not linked to these PARRs. However, the association with higher numbers of violations is likely an
effect of targeting rather than the impact of the PARRs themselves.

Method. To answer this question, ERG used the data and Tobit method described in Section
4.1.3. For the statistical estimations, we started with a base model that included:

The occurrence of an investigation within the last three years.

Binary variables reflecting the WHD Region in which the employer was located.

Binary variables identifying employers in the grocery, fast food, and restaurant industries.
The number of employees.

The industry growth rate.

To this, ERG added a binary variable that indicated whether a case was associated with a PARR. We
began with all cases in the FY05 to FY08 period, and then we restricted the analysis to just cases that
were associated with a PARR.

Results. Table 4-5 provides the results of these estimations. The results show that investigations
linked to PARRSs had significantly more violations than those not linked to PARRs. When the analysis is
restricted to just cases associated with PARRs, we see few impacts of PARRs on compliance. Compared
to investigations not linked to these types of PARRS, cases linked to PARRS with outreach in general,
handing out outreach materials, or an HO focus all had significantly higher numbers of violations. As
noted before, these results are likely an effect of targeting rather than the impact of the PARRs
themselves.

The results related to PARRSs are partly dependent on the nature of the data we used. ERG relied
on a linkage between PARRs and case id codes provided by WHD. Our presumption was that a case id
was associated with a PARR if that case occurred after the PARR had been implemented. That is, we
assumed the PARRs were developed and implemented and then, as cases occurred, they were identified
as being affected by that PARR. However, if cases were associated with PARRs at the time the PARR
was implemented or if the employers are being selected for their likelihood to have high numbers of
violations, then we should expect to see the type of targeting effect that we see in these results (i.e., cases
associated with PARRSs being higher-violation cases).

For a PARR to have an effect on a case outcome, the employer must access PARR information
and/or services and then change behavior to reduce violations. Based on the results here, ERG has found
little evidence that PARRS have this effect. Again, however, the data available to ERG for this analysis
were not sufficient to make a definitive statement about the effectiveness of PARRSs. Data that links
which employers had access to PARR materials/services and their resulting changes in violations would
allow for more definitive statements on the effectiveness of PARRS.
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Table 4-5. Estimated Statistical Models for the Impact of WHD PARRs On All Child Labor Violations—

Tobit Models Relating Number of Child Labor Violations to Various Aspects of PARRS.

Restricted to Cases Associated with

All Cases PARRs [a]
n Model Using . Model Using
VEITEIES Variable for B3] e Disaggregated
Association With a AEITEOELE S Measures of
of Outreach
PARR Outreach

Inspected within the last three years -0.0856*** (-4.25) -0.2 (-0.73) -0.1373 (-0.48)
Located in the Northeast Region 0.1256*** (5.28) -0.119 (-0.16)

Located in the Southeast Region

-0.0323 (-1.46)

-0.0668 (-0.09)

0.5542 (1.29)

Located in the Midwest Region

-0.0321 (-1.27)

-0.8287 (-1.18)

-0.4833 (-1.32)

Located in the Southwest Region 0.0619** (2.54) - 0.6452 (0.7)
Located in the Western Region - 0.4628 (0.58) 0.9513*** (2.95)
In the Grocery Industry [b] 0.6368*** (14.76) 0.2099 (0.91) 0.0475 (0.19)
In the Fast Food Industry [c] 0.8597*** (24.07) 0.3139 (1.41) 0.1673 (0.72)
In the Restaurant Industry [d] 0.1592*** (6.34) -0.1636 (-0.67) -0.2783 (-1.13)

Number of Employees

<0.0001 (-0.01)

<0.0001 (-0.1)

<0.0001 (0.04)

Industry Growth Rate [e]

-1.121%** (-3.54)

-19.5042%** (-4.88)

-10.4272%** (-4.09)

Associated with a PARR (Yes/No) 0.2397*** (4.46) - -

PARR Included Outreach - 0.2295*** (0.033) -
PARR Outreach Included Mailings - - 0.1215 (0.35)
PARR Outreach Included Training,

Seminars, Workshops or Forums i i -0.501 (-14)
PARR Outreach Included Visits - - 0.151 (0.46)
PARR Outreach Included Distributing i i 0.4973* (1.91)
Materials

PARR Outreach Included

Presentation(s) i i -0.42 (-1.33)

PARR Included Investigations - - -0.2267 (-0.85)

PARR Focused on a Specific Sector - - -0.3379 (-1)

gARR Focused on a Specific Hazardous i i 0.7957%** (2.85)

rder

PARR Included a Media/Public i i 0.5046 (1.63)

Awareness Component

PARR Included the Use of Partnerships - - -0.0009 (0)

Number of employers 57,939 1,155 1,155

Likelihood Ratio Value 1050.56*** 48.91*** 64.15%**

*** Significant at the one percent level; ** Significant at the five percent level; * Significant at the ten percent level

[a] Restricted to include only those employers that are related to a PARR.

[b] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Grocery industry group if it was
classified in the Grocery Stores Industry Group based on its NAICS code (4451 and all sub-industries, including

44511, 445110, 44512, and 445120).

[c] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Fast Food industry group if it was
classified in the Limited-Service Eating Places Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7222 and all sub-
industries, including 72221, 722211, 722212, and 722213).

[d] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Restaurant industry group if it was
classified in the Full-Service Restaurants Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7221 and all sub-industries,

including 72211 and 722110).

[e] Industry Growth Rate was derived from Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data on industry economic activity

data for at the three digit NAICS level.
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4.2. How has WHD’s child labor compliance program impacted the incidence and severity of
injuries and fatalities among minors?

ERG’s work plan for this project divided this evaluation question into three related measurable
guestions:

e What impact has WHD child labor program investigations had on reducing the number of
hazardous order violations among employers that have been inspected at least once? (Section
4.2.1)

o Have WHD education and outreach materials directed at non-employers led to increased
awareness and understanding of the risks posed to working youths among non-employers?
(Section 4.2.2)

e What impact has WHD child labor program education and outreach materials had on
reducing the number of hazardous order violations among employers that were inspected?
(Section 4.2.3)

The next three subsections address each of these measureable questions individually; each section
describes the method used to answer the question, results of the analysis, and key findings.

4.2.1  What impact has WHD child labor program investigations had on reducing the
number of hazardous order violations among employers that have been inspected at
least once?

Key Findings

As a group, employers that were inspected had significantly fewer child labor hazardous order (HO)
violations in subsequent inspections within the next three years compared to employers that were not
previously inspected. The estimated impact indicated that inspections reduce the number of HO violations at
inspected employers by 5 percent on average between inspections that occur within three years of one
another.

The 62,532 inspections that WHD conducted between FY05 and FY08 can be expected to result in 3,227 fewer
HO violations between FY06 and FY11.

Given a list of potential negative outcomes related to child labor law, almost three of four employers surveyed
selected “avoiding injuries in the work place™ as the first or second most important to their business. This
may be a sign that workplace safety is important to employers.

Method. To answer this question, ERG used data from WHISARD and from our employer
survey. Using WHISRAD data, ERG developed models as described in Section 4.1.1, but replaced all
child labor violations with Hazardous Order (HO) child labor violations as the dependent variable. We
then measured WHD enforcement impacts using two measures (see Section 4.1.1 for descriptions):

e Occurrence of an investigation within the last three years.
e Number of violations cited during a previous investigation within the last three years.

We also included control variables:

e Binary variables reflecting the WHD Region in which the employer was located.
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e Binary variables identifying employers in the grocery, fast food, and restaurant industries.
e  The number of employees.
e The industry growth rate.

ERG estimated two models using all FY05-FY08 cases and then developed a restricted analysis
that included only FY05-FY08 cases that had an investigation within the three prior years.

We used our second data source, the employer survey, to ask employers about their priorities in
relation to child labor compliance and health and safety.

Results, Statistical Modeling. The results of the statistical Tobit estimations appear in Table 4-6.
Employers that had a prior investigation within the last three years tended to have 5 percent fewer HO
violations in subsequent investigations. Based on this finding, we can conclude that WHD investigations
effectively reduce the number of HO violations in subsequent investigations. For every 100 investigations
conducted, the number of HO violations is reduced by 5.

As we did with all child labor violations, we can use these results to estimate the expected
reduction in HO violations during FY06-FY11. WHD conducted 65,532 investigations between FY05
and FY08, each of which can be expected to reduce HO violations over three years at inspected
employers by 0.0516 violations. Thus, WHD’s 65,532 investigations in FY05-FY08 can be expected to
reduce HO violations by 3,227 in FY06-FY11.

As with all child labor violations, employers with a high number of HO violations tend to have
more HO violations in subsequent investigations. The results also further confirm that employers in the
grocery store, fast food, and restaurant sectors have more violations than other employers, and that
industry growth is associated with fewer violations.

Results, Employer Survey. In the employer survey, respondents were asked to rank the
importance of avoiding negative outcomes related to child labor laws:®

Avoiding operating the business in a state of noncompliance.

Avoiding injuries in the work place.

Avoiding being investigated by the WHD.

Avoiding being cited for violations by the WHD.

Avoiding a monetary penalty for being out of compliance.

Avoiding the potential bad press associated with being found in violation of the law.

& Employers were also allowed to select a “Not sure/Don’t remember” option.
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Table 4-6. Estimated Statistical Models for the Impact of WHD Enforcement Efforts on Reducing Hazardous
Order (HO) Child Labor Violations—Tobit Models Relating Number of HO Child Labor Violations to
Occurrence of a Prior Investigation Within Three Year, Number of Violation During Prior Investigation, and
Control Variables.

Variable

Model Using Yes/No
Measure of Previous
Investigation

Model Using Number
of CL Violations
Cited In Previous

Investigation

Model Using Number
of CL Violations
Cited In Previous

Investigation,
Restricted to Just

Employers with Prior

Investigation [a]

Inspected within the last three years

-0.0516*** (-9.4)

Number of CL violations during the

. A s - 0.0006 (0.39) 0.0012** (2.34)
investigation within last 3 years

Located in the Northeast Region 0.0098 (1.23) 0.0606*** (5.01) -0.0015 (-0.13)
Located in the Southeast Region -0.0282*** (-4.27) 0.0115 (1.21) 0.006 (0.5)
Located in the Midwest Region 0.0496*** (3.88) 0.0207 (1.2

Located in the Southwest Region

-0.0245%** (-3.21)

0.0151 (1.43)

0.0067 (0.49)

Located in the Western Region

-0.0357*** (-5.27)

In the Grocery Industry [b] 0.5415*** (12) 0.5576*** (12.09) 0.1799*** (2.83)
In the Fast Food Industry [c] 0.2747*** (10.57) 0.2874*** (10.7) 0.2072*** (3.38)
In the Restaurant Industry [d] 0.0318*** (2.91) 0.0339*** (3.01) 0.0036 (0.27)
Number of Employees <0.0001 (-0.11) <0.0001 (-0.13) <0.0001 (0.03)
Industry Growth Rate [e] -0.4343*** (-3.72) -0.4358*** (-3.64) -0.194 (-1.31)
Number of employers 57,938 57,938 7,730
Likelihood Ratio Value 893.09*** 833.98*** 84.80***

*** Significant at the one percent level; ** Significant at the five percent level; * Significant at the ten percent level

[a] Restricted to include only those cases where the employer had been inspected within the last three years.

[b] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Grocery industry group if it was
classified in the Grocery Stores Industry Group based on its NAICS code (4451 and all sub-industries, including

44511, 445110, 44512, and 445120).

[c] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Fast Food industry group if it was
classified in the Limited-Service Eating Places Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7222 and all sub-
industries, including 72221, 722211, 722212, and 722213).

[d] Industry is determined by NAICS code. An employer was included in the Restaurant industry group if it was
classified in the Full-Service Restaurants Industry Group based on its NAICS code (7221 and all sub-industries,

including 72211 and 722110).

[e] Industry Growth Rate was derived from Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data on industry economic activity

data for at the three digit NAICS level.

Employer survey results appear in Table 4-7. About 36 percent of respondents selected “avoiding
injuries in the work place” as the most important item, while 40.9 percent selected “avoiding operating
the business in a state of noncompliance” as the most important factor from the list. When we combine
respondents’ first and second choices, we find that “avoiding injuries in the work place” (73.4 percent)
slightly overtakes “avoiding operating the business in a state of noncompliance” (72.2 percent). The fact
that almost three of four respondents selected “avoiding injuries in the work place” as their first or second
choice may be a sign that workplace safety is important to employers.
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Table 4-7. Employer Ranking of a Set of Potential Negative Outcomes Related to Child Labor Law.

Second Most
Important [a]
Number | Percent | Number | Percent

From the following list, please indicate which item is the most Most Important
important to your business:

Avoiding operating the business in a state of noncompliance 92 40.9% 61 31.3%
Avoiding injuries in the work place 81 36% 73 37.4%
Avoiding being investigated by the WHD 3 1.3% 16 8.2%
Avoiding being cited for violations by the WHD 12 5.3% 14 7.2%
Avoiding a monetary penalty for being out of compliance 7 3.1% 20 10.3%
Avmqlng the potential bad press associated with being found in 0 0% 6 3.1%
violation of the law

Not Sure/Don’t Remember 30 13.3% 5 2.6%
Total 225 100% 195 100%

4.2.2  Have WHD education and outreach materials directed at non-employers led to
increased awareness and understanding of the risks posed to working youths among
non-employers?

Key Findings

Overall, parent awareness of WHD outreach materials is low, but parents who are aware of the
materials give them high ratings for helpfulness and clarity.

A high rate of parent awareness of WHD posters is probably due to inclusion of child labor laws on
many posters that are required to be displayed in the parents’ workplace.

Among teen focus group participants, awareness of WHD outreach materials was very low. They
noted that they probably would not pick up or read the materials unless they were actively seeking
information or they were directed to look at the materials (e.g., by a teacher or counselor).

When shown the materials, teen focus group participants stated that the materials are clear and
useful. They preferred briefer formats (e.g., bookmarks) over longer items (e.g., pamphlets).

Method. To answer this question, ERG conducted a survey of parents and two focus groups with
employed teens (see Section 3 for details).

Results, Parent Survey. In a survey of parents with children between 14 and 18 years of age,
ERG asked parents about awareness, use, and usefulness of WHD outreach materials. Table 4-8
summarizes the results of the survey. Overall, parent awareness of WHD outreach materials is low, but
parents who are aware of the materials give them high ratings for helpfulness and clarity. The most
commonly recognized outreach materials were the posters and the public service announcements; these
were also ranked as the most influential in increasing understanding of child labor rules. The high rate of
awareness of WHD posters is probably due to inclusion of child labor laws on many posters that are
required to be displayed in the workplace.
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Table 4-8. Summary of Parent Survey Results on Awareness, Helpfulness, Clarity, and Influence of WHD
Outreach Materials.

Outreach Material Awareness[a] Helpfulness[b] Clarity[c] Influl\e/zlr?tsigl[ d]
Posters 37.2%]e] 34.4% 71.6% 65.8%
(93/250) (32/93) (58/81) (771117)
Bookmarks 3.2% 50% 83.3% 3.4%
(8/250) (4/8) (5/6) (4/115)
. 7.2% 50% 9.4%
|
YouthRules! Web site (18/250) (5/10) N/A (11/117)
. 15.2% 31.6% 61.8% 14.5%
Child labor PSAs (38/250) (12/38) (21/334) (17/117)
0 0, 0, 0,
YouthRules! rallies, or job fairs (Aif /?EEQ) 1(2?2? 1(2?2? (j’/fl/;)
Fact Sheets, in general [g] 14% 37.5% 59.1% 7.7%
1N g g (35/250) (9/24) (13/22) (9/117)
8.3% 50% 50%
Fact Sheet #43 (2124) (112) (112) [h]

. 3.6% 11.1% 33.3% 0
Bulletin 101 (9/250) (1/9) (3/9) 0%
Employer’s Pocket Guide on Youth 8.8% 50% 78.9% 8.5%
Employment (22/250) (11/22) (15/19) (10/117)

. 8.8%i] 100% 100% 6%
U.S. DOL WHD toll-free hotline (22/250) 212) @P) (7117)

[a] Percent of respondents who answered “Yes” when asked if they have ever seen the material.

[b] Percent of respondents who were aware of the material and answered “Very helpful, it answered all of my questions” when
asked how helpful the material was.

[c] Percent of respondents who were aware of the material and answered “Very clear, all of the information was clear to me”
when asked how clear the information on the material was.

[d] Percent of respondents who answered “yes” they had seen at least one of the materials identified the material as most
influential in helping them understand U.S. youth employment laws.

[e] Respondents were asked if the poster they saw focused on youth employment or minimum wage and overtime rules, 11.8%
saw youth employment only, 33.3% saw minimum wage and overtime, and 44.1% saw both types.

[f] Of those who recalled attending an event, only 4 recalled their child attending and of those, only 2 recalled receiving
information that they could rate as helpful or clear.

[g] Of those respondents who recalled seeing a fact sheet, 34.3% saw general information on youth employment, 20% saw
information on use of meat slicers and other cooking equipment, and 8.6% saw information on power driven paper balers and
trash compactors. Parent Survey, Question 9a.

[h] Fact Sheet #43 was not included as part of this question (Question 13). The question only asked about fact sheets in general.

[i] Of those respondents who were aware of the hotline, 9.1% (2 respondents) had called the hotline.

Results, Focus Groups with Employed Teens. Participants in ERG’s focus groups reported
several reasons for seeking employment: to gain work experience, to earn personal money, and to
increase independence from their parents. Most commented that they like working because of the sense of
responsibility they feel and the job skills that they learn. Many teens in the focus groups expressed little
concern about the specifics of child labor rules; however, in most cases their employers had built the rules
into their own hiring and management practices. As a result, these teens received information about what
they are allowed to do at work somewhat indirectly; employers told them how late and how many hours
they can work, but often did not provide specific training on the rules. Some teens reported receiving
general information from school guidance counselors or from materials that the school put out. No
participant reported receiving specific information about child labor regulations from parents.

Among focus group participants, awareness of WHD outreach materials was very low; one

participant reported seeing one of the posters at school. When shown the materials, participants indicated
that they were clear and would be useful; they preferred briefer formats (e.g., bookmarks) over longer
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items (e.g., pamphlets). They noted that they probably would not pick up or read the materials unless they
were actively seeking information or they were directed to look at the materials (e.g., by a teacher or
counselor).

When asked if the materials would change the decisions they make while working, the focus
group participants stated that they might not remember all of the details but would think twice about
activities they know are prohibited; they indicated that they would consider whether a rule is applicable to
their situation, whether they agree with the rule, and whether the rule is likely to be enforced by a work
supervisor or manager.

To determine how teens evaluate workplace risks and rules, focus group participants were also
asked to discuss some hypothetical situations. Most participants were very thoughtful and conscientious
in considering these situations; they took into account issues such as school and other priorities, interest in
earning money, and the perceived risk of injury or getting someone (a coworker or manager) in trouble. In
many cases, they observed that, regardless of what they thought was acceptable, they would check with a
supervisor or manager before taking action.

4.2.3  What impact has WHD child labor program education and outreach materials had on
reducing the number of hazardous order violations among employers that were
inspected?

Key Findings

Overall, inspections linked to PARRs (including PARRs with outreach) had higher numbers of HO violations
than those not linked to these PARRS; this may be an effect of targeting.

PARRs specifically involving visits to employers or presentations were associated with significantly smaller
numbers of HO violations than other PARRs, suggesting that WHD visits and presentations may lead to a
reduction in HO violations.

Method. To answer this question, ERG used a method similar to that used in Section 4.1.3,
focusing this time on HO violations rather than all child labor violations. As before, we used information
from PARRs to assess the impact of outreach. Using the database of PARR information described earlier,
ERG determined which PARRs involved:

e OQutreach
o Conferences®
o Training
0 Visits to employers
0 Materials being handed to employers
O Presentations
Investigations
A sector focus
A specific HO focus
Media or public announcements
Mailings
A partnership

® Although we tracked conferences in PARRs, too few PARRS involved conference to be useful for analysis.
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For the statistical estimations, ERG used the base model that included:

The occurrence of an investigation within the last three years.

Binary variables reflecting the WHD Region in which the employer was located.

Binary variables identifying employers in the grocery, fast food, and restaurant industries.
The number of employees.

The industry growth rate.

Starting with the base model, ERG estimated two statistical models using the number of HO violations as
the dependent variable. In one model we used the binary variable for outreach in general as part of the
PARR. In the second model we used binary variables for different aspect of outreach.

Results. Results for the estimated statistical models appear in Table 4-9. In general, as we saw in
the analysis of all child labor violations, cases associated with PARRs that involved outreach were
associated with a higher number of HO violations than other cases, but the difference was not statistically
significant. When the types of outreach were disaggregated, PARRSs involving visits to employers or
presentations were associated with significantly smaller numbers of HO violations than other PARRS.
This suggests that WHD visits and presentation may lead to a reduction in HO violations.

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, PARR cases tend to be higher-violation cases. Thus, the results of
this analysis may be skewed toward cases involving more violations (an effect of targeting).
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