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Abstract. This article examines the participation of Social Security disability beneficiaries in the Ticket to Work (TTW) program
through December 2004. On an absolute scale, participation is very low, and perhaps much lower than many had hoped.
Participation is not low relative to the historical rate for program exits due to work, however, and certain groups of beneficiaries
participate at higher rates than others. A large majority of participants assign their Tickets to state vocational rehabilitation
agencies (SVRAs), predominantly under the traditional, cost reimbursement payment system. Most SVRA administrators indicate
that they have not made major changes to the way they serve their beneficiary clients as a result of TTW. These findings suggest
that, through December 2004, TTW does not represent a significant departure from the past. Participants with Tickets assigned
to ENs are substantially more likely than those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs to earn at a level that will lead to program exit.
This finding likely reflects the strong incentives that ENs have to serve only those with a high likelihood of exiting the rolls, but
might also reflect greater EN focus on achievement of high earnings.
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1. Introduction

In this article we present and discuss descriptive in-
formation on participation in Ticket-to-Work (TTW)
since the rollout began in February 2002 through De-
cember 2004, the first three years of the program.1 We
present some statistics for all states, but much of the ar-
ticle is focused on statistics from the 13 Phase 1 states,
because they have the longest participation history. We
compare the early experiences of the Phases 2 and 3
states to that of the Phase 1 states. We examine par-
ticipation by provider type – state vocational rehabili-
tation agency (SVRA) or employment network (EN) –
as well as by payment system type – traditional, mile-
stones plus outcomes or outcomes only. The article
includes a summary of the findings from two analyses
of how participation rates vary with the characteristics
of beneficiaries. We also present statistics on: differ-
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1Additional details on the findings reported in this article appear
in Chapters 3–6 of Thornton et al. [5].

ences between those who assign their Tickets to ENs
and those who assign them to SVRAs; the employment
services used by TTW participants, as well as by other
beneficiaries; and the employment and job characteris-
tics of both TTW participants and all beneficiaries. We
derived most of the participation statistics from SSA
administrative data. The analysis of how participa-
tion varies with beneficiary characteristics relies sub-
stantially on data from the 2004 National Beneficiary
Survey (NBS). The findings on service utilization and
employment are based solely on the NBS.

“Participants” are defined as Ticket-eligible benefi-
ciaries whose Tickets have been assigned to an SVRA
or EN and not formally de-activated (i.e., unassigned
and not reassigned), as of the relevant month. That is,
the status of the beneficiary’s Ticket is “in-use”. The
fact that a Ticket is in-use does not necessarily mean
that the participant is actively using services, or has
actively used services since assignment; the adminis-
trative data are mute on this point. The actual use of
services by participants, based on survey data, is de-
scribed in Livermore, Goodman, and Wright [2]. Sym-
metrically, Ticket-eligible beneficiaries who obtain em-
ployment services without assigning their Tickets are
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not counted as participants. In fact, we present evi-
dence based on SSA data that have been matched to
SVRA administrative data collected by the Rehabilita-
tion Services Administration (RSA) that many benefi-
ciaries continue to receive services from SVRAs with-
out assigning their Tickets.

We found that overall participation was quite low
as of December 2004 on an absolute scale, even in
the Phase 1 states. There is evidence that the Tick-
et rollout did increase beneficiary use of employment
services overall (see [7]), however, and participation is
not low relative to the historical rate for program exits
due to work. Certain groups of beneficiaries partici-
pate at higher rates than others. A large majority of
participants assign their Tickets to SVRAs, under the
traditional payment system; suggesting that delivery of
services to beneficiaries has changed very little. Sur-
vey data suggest substantially greater interest in em-
ployment services and return to work than participation
rates would suggest, and that lack of awareness or un-
derstanding about the nature of TTW appears to explain
much of the difference between the level of interest and
TTW participation rates. On average participants with
Tickets assigned to ENs received fewer services than
those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs, but they were
more likely to be employed and more likely to have
earnings commensurate with exit from the beneficiary
rolls. Although service and outcome differences might
be partially caused by differences in the service ap-
proaches of ENs and SVRAs, it seems likely that differ-
ences in SVRA and EN selectivity explain substantial
shares of the differences in mean outcomes.

In Section 1, we present participation statistics by
Phase since the rollout began, and also examine the
extent to which SVRAs in each phase obtained Ticket
assignments from their active cases at the beginning
of the rollout. In Section 2 we present participation
rates by state as of December 2004. In Section 3 we
summarize findings from analyses of the relationship
between the participation rate and characteristics of
eligible beneficiaries. A summary of key findings and
concluding remarks appear in Section 4. More details
on many of the findings reported here can be found
in Chapters 3 through 6 and Appendices B and C of
Thornton et al. [5].

2. The evolution of participation rates

The TTW rollout was completed in October 2002 in
Phase 1 states, in September 2003 in Phase 2 states, and

in October 2004 in Phase 3 states. Based on our analysis
of SSA administrative data, as of December 2004 there
were 9.23 million Ticket-eligible beneficiaries.2 Of
these, about 30 percent were in each of the Phase 1
and Phase 2 state groups, and the remaining 40 percent
were in the Phase 3 group.

As of December 2004, the participation rate was 1.4
percent in Phase 1 states, 0.9 percent in Phase 2 states,
and 0.6 percent in Phase 3 states. The overwhelm-
ing majority of Tickets were assigned to SVRAs (91.7
percent as of December 2004).

Variation in participation rates across phases primar-
ily reflects the staggered nature of the rollout. Holding
constant the number of months since the start of the
rollout, however, there is notable variation across phas-
es in the participation rates at SVRAs, but not in the
participation rates at ENs (Fig. 1). After the first few
months of the rollout, in which participation rates are
relatively erratic because of the relatively small num-
bers of eligible beneficiaries and the idiosyncratic start-
up behaviors of providers, the SVRA participation rate
in Phase 1 states is higher than in Phase 2 states, and
the rate in Phase 3 states appears to be settling on an
intermediate track.

We used the matched RSA-SSA data to examine
the reasons for variation in SVRA participation rates,
holding months since rollout start constant. Those da-
ta show that the relatively high participation rates for
Phase 1 SVRAs reflect the fact that they obtained a
relatively greater share of assignments from pipeline
cases (i.e., cases that entered SVRA service before the
TTW rollout began). In fact, it appears that shortly af-
ter the rollout start, Phase 2 SVRAs were obtaining just
as large a share of assignments from “new” clients –
those determined eligible for services after the start of
rollout – as did the Phase 1 SVRAs. The data also
show that SVRAs are obtaining assignments from only
a minority of the beneficiary clients they serve. The
findings for new clients might change as data for later
closures become available, but we think the findings
for pipeline cases will not change because most such
cases will have closed before September 30, 2004.

Another important feature of Fig. 1 is that the partic-
ipation rates for both provider types continue to grow
through the last month in the sample, so participation
rates are likely to be higher in later months. Abso-

2The number of beneficiaries eligible at the end of the period
is lower than the cumulative number of Tickets mailed because of
exits from the beneficiary rolls among the working-age population,
primarily due to reaching retirement age and death.
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Fig. 1. Participation rates, by months since roll-out start, phase, and provider type.
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Fig. 2. Percentage of tickets de-activated and not re-assigned, by
provider type, phase and months since roll-out start.

lute growth in the SVRA participation rate within each
phase is substantially higher than in the growth of the
corresponding rate for ENs. Consequently, the share of
in-use Tickets assigned to SVRAs is gradually increas-
ing.

The percentage of assigned Tickets that are de-
activated and not reassigned each month has general-
ly been low. Tickets assigned to ENs are substantial-
ly more likely to be de-activated than those assigned
to SVRAs (see [3,4] for a discussion of reasons for
deactivation). During 2003, the second year of TTW
in the Phase 1 states, a number of ENs cut back or
eliminated their TTW caseloads, which is reflected in
the de-activation statistics for Phase 1 EN assignments
during that period (Fig. 2). The number of Tickets
assigned to ENs continues to grow gradually, despite
these deactivations (Fig. 1).

Most Tickets are assigned under the Traditional pay-
ment system, which is only available to SVRAs (85.6

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34

Phase 1 States Phase 2 States Phase 3 States

Fig. 3. The percentage of in-use tickets assigned under the traditional
payment system, by phase and months since rollout-start.

percent as of December 2004). This percentage is
somewhat lower in Phase 2 states than in Phase 1 and 3
states, holding months since rollout start constant, but
appears to be increasing within all three state groups
(Fig. 3). Of the remaining assignments, 4 out of 5
(79.8 percent) were assigned under the Milestones-
Outcomes payment system (11.5 percent of the total)
and the remainder (20.2 percent) were assigned under
the Outcomes-Only system (2.9 percent of the total).
Thus, the system with the highest potential payments
for providers, but also the highest risk, is used the least
frequently. The 4 out of 5 ratio applies across all three
phase groups as of December 2004.

3. State participation rates

Participation rates vary markedly by state, even with-
in phase group (Fig. 4). The proximate cause of most
of this variation is the use of TTW by SVRAs. Among
Phase 1 states, Vermont had the highest participation
rate in December 2004 (5.6 percent), while neighbor-
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Provider Type      Payment Type 

Source:  Analysis of July 2005 extract from Disability Control File. 
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Fig. 4. Ticket participation rates by state, provider type, and payment type, December 2004.

ing Massachusetts had the lowest (0.6 percent). South
Dakota, a Phase 2 state, also has a remarkably high
participation rate, its participation rate is only exceeded
or matched by the rates of three Phase 1 states, even
though its rollout started almost a year later.

Among Phase 1 states, Ticket assignments to ENs
are remarkably high in Arizona (1.6 percent of eligible
beneficiaries) and Wisconsin (1.2 percent). Ticket as-
signments to ENs are also remarkably high in the Vir-
gin Islands, included in the Phase 3 rollout (0.6 percent
of eligible beneficiaries), but this U.S. territory does
not have an SVRA.

With few exceptions, cross-state variation in use of
the three payment systems is closely related to varia-
tion in SVRA participation (right-hand side of Fig. 4),

and is not surprising given the preponderant use of the
Traditional payment system by SVRAs. Vermont again
stands out, with a participation rate of 1.7 percent under
the Outcomes-Only payment system (29.7 percent of
assignments in the state) – all of which are at the state’s
SVRA. Participation under the Milestones-Outcomes
system was exceptionally high in Oklahoma, where the
SVRA accepts a relatively large number of beneficiary
clients under that system.

4. Predictors of participation

In this section we provide a summary of the main
findings from two analyses of characteristics that are
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potentially predictive of participation, both focused on
participation in Phase 1 states. The first of these analy-
ses used administrative data only, is based on participa-
tion as of March 2004 (see Chapter 2 and Appendix B
in [6]), and is based on data for all of the 2.7 million
eligible beneficiaries in Phase 1 states as of that date.
The second used data from the 4,000 Phase 1 respon-
dents to the National Beneficiary Survey (NBS) and the
Participant Survey, linked to administrative data (see
Chapter 3 and Appendix B in [5]). The survey analysis
refers to an earlier month, June 2003 (when the survey
sample was drawn). The survey findings are of interest
primarily because they exploit data on many benefi-
ciary characteristics that are available only in the sur-
vey data; the survey analysis also includes characteris-
tics from administrative data, and the results for these
characteristics are very consistent with those from the
administrative data analysis.

Many characteristics are individually related to par-
ticipation, but bivariate relationships might indirectly
reflect the relationship with other characteristics. Rela-
tionships between participation and specific character-
istics after the intermediating influences of other vari-
ables have been controlled for are inherently more in-
teresting. Hence, for both analyses we estimated mul-
tivariate (binomial) models of participation to estimate
the relationship between participation and each char-
acteristic holding other characteristics constant. The
findings summarized below are based on the multivari-
ate analysis. We also report Phase 1 participation rates
for selected groups from December 2004. Additional
participation statistics for that month, by phase, appear
in Appendix C of Thornton et al. [5]. All findings re-
ported are statistically significant at the 0.05 level or
greater. All statistics reported in this section are for
Phase 1 states. Unless otherwise indicated, the findings
reported below are from the survey analysis.

It is not possible to pick out beneficiaries with a high
probability of participation based on observed charac-
teristics, even with the rich characteristics reported in
the survey. The highest predicted participation rate
from the survey analysis was 22.4 percent, and the 99th

percentile of predicted participation rates is only 11.1
percent – for a time when the overall participation rate
was 0.8 percent. Using administrative data alone, both
values were much lower: 10.0 percent and 4.4 percent –
for a time when the overall rate was 1.2 percent.

Age is a strong negative predictor of participation.
In June 2003, those aged 18 to 24 were 5.7 times more
likely to participate than those 55 or older, other things
constant. Based on administrative data, in December

2004 the participation rate for those aged 18 to 24 was
3.5, compared to 0.4 for those aged 55 to 59 and 0.2
for those aged 60 to 64.

Education is a strong positive predictor of partici-
pation, other things constant. In the survey analysis
we found that those with more than a high school ed-
ucation were 4.1 times more likely to participate than
those with less education. Similar findings were ob-
tained from administrative data, but educational attain-
ment was missing from the administrative records for
almost half of Ticket-eligible beneficiaries.

Beneficiaries with sensory impairments (based on
SSA’s primary impairment classification) are much
more likely than those with other impairments to partic-
ipate, holding other characteristics constant – especial-
ly those with hearing impairments. In June 2003, those
with any sensory impairment were 80 percent more
likely than others to participate, other things constant.
Large sample sizes for administrative data allow us to
distinguish among sensory categories. In December
2004, the participation rate was 8.2 percent for those
with a hearing impairment, 3.4 percent for those with
a speech impairment, and 2.5 percent for those with a
vision impairment. Those with sensory impairments
comprise a small share of all Ticket-eligible beneficia-
ries, however – 3.0 percent in December 2004. We did
find some variation in participation rates across other
impairment groups, but only the participation of those
with sensory impairments stands out as exceptionally
large. Based on administrative data, those with muscu-
loskeletal, circulatory, respiratory or cognitive impair-
ments are somewhat less likely than others to partici-
pate, other things constant.

In June 2003, African Americans were 80 percent
more likely to participate than Caucasian Americans,
holding other characteristics constant. We did not find
significant differences for other races or Hispanic eth-
nicity from the survey data, but this might reflect small
samples sizes. We found from the administrative data
that Asians/Pacific Islanders also have relatively high
participation rates, holding other factors constant, and
those requesting communications in Spanish were less
likely to participate.

In June 2003, SSDI beneficiaries were 50 percent
more likely to participate than SSI-only recipients.
Findings from the administrative data analysis are sim-
ilar.

The probability of participation initially increases
with months on the rolls, levels off at 24 months, and
then declines after 60 months, other things constant. In
June 2003, those on the rolls longer than 60 months
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were least likely to participate – 40 percent less likely
than those on the rolls from 24 to 60 months, other
things constant. Interestingly, when other factors are
not held constant, the participation rate for those on the
rolls longer than 60 months is essentially the same as
that for those on the rolls 24 to 60 months.

Several survey variables were designed to capture
the severity of respondents’ impairments or health con-
ditions. Beneficiaries unable to perform one or more
activity of daily living (ADL) or instrumental activity
of daily living (IADL) without assistance were only
about half as likely to participate as those with less se-
vere or no ADL or IADL limitations, other things con-
stant. Those experiencing disability onset before the
age of 18 were the most likely to participate, and those
experiencing onset at age 55 or older were least likely
to participate. Other things constant, the participation
rate for the latter group was 60 percent less than for the
former group. Other groups fall between these two. We
expected to find that those with functional limitations
were less likely to participate than others, but after con-
trolling for other things (including inability to perform
an ADL or IADL), functional limitations were not a
significant predictor of participation. We also expected
to find that mental and physical health status would be
predictive of participation, but the estimated effects are
small and not statistically significant. It seems likely
that other independent variables have captured the ef-
fects of health status on participation. We also did not
find significant effects for obesity or substance abuse
after controlling for other variables.

Beneficiaries who live with a spouse, significant oth-
er, or other family members are less likely to partici-
pate than those who live on their own or with unrelated
adults. Holding other characteristics constant, benefi-
ciaries who live with relatives, but do not have children
under age six, were 20 percent less likely to partici-
pate while those with at least one child under age six
were 70 percent less likely to participate. One possi-
ble explanation for lower participation rates when an
individual lives with other adults is that the income of
the other adults reduces the need for the beneficiary to
generate income via work. In addition, the presence of
others in the household may create better opportunities
for the beneficiary to engage in productive household
activities – particularly for those with children under
age six. These factors appear to more than offset any
positive effect that the availability of personal support
within the household might have on participation.

Holding other variables constant, we expected to find
that high benefit levels in the absence of countableearn-

ings would reduce participation because of strong in-
centives to stay on the rolls, but we found no signifi-
cant effect. One variable closely associated with ben-
efits did, however, have a large negative effect: SSDI
primary insurance amount (PIA). Holding other things
constant, those with PIA above $1,200 were only half
as likely to participate as those with lower PIA. This
difficult-to-interpret finding might be termed a benefit
effect because the SSDI benefit of a beneficiary with
no dependents and with countable earnings below the
substantial gainful activity (SGA) level is equal to the
beneficiary’s PIA. The analysis, however, directly con-
trols for benefits. Similarly, PIA is highly correlated
with age, but we have controlled for age in the analy-
sis. Hence, it seems that the negative effect of a high
PIA on participation is attributable to some other factor
associated with PIA that is not captured in the control
variables.

A beneficiary’s PIA can be viewed as a composite
measure of the beneficiary’s earnings experience; high
PIA amounts are achieved only by those beneficiaries
who received high levels of earnings subject to Social
Security payroll taxes over a large share of their work
career. High levels of past earnings may be predictive
of high levels of potential earnings if the beneficiary
returns to work, and we would expect high predicted
earnings to increase participation. We found just the
opposite. One possible explanation is that beneficia-
ries with high past earnings are more likely than others
to have accumulated substantial wealth, which would
reduce the incentive to return to work. More broadly,
the fact that such individuals have entered SSDI de-
spite the low SSDI replacement rate for workers with
high earnings suggests that they are poor candidates
for return-to-work for some other reason – extremely
severe disability, substantial income from other sources
(pension, a spouse, private disability benefits, etc.), and
perhaps others. Although we controlled for some such
factors, as described below, such controls are necessar-
ily limited.

We considered the possible effects of other (non-
SSA) cash (e.g., private disability insurance) or near-
cash (e.g., food stamps) benefits (public and private)
that would likely be jeopardized by return-to-work.
Our hypothesis posited that beneficiaries with such ben-
efits would be less likely to participate. We found,
however, that the results depend on the value of the
other benefits. Those reporting low levels of such ben-
efits (estimated to be worth less than $200 per month)
were 60 percent more likely to participate than those
reporting no such benefits. Those reporting high levels
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of such benefits ($500 or more per month) were – con-
sistent with our hypothesis – 40 percent less likely to
participate, but the result is only marginally significant.
It may be that low levels of other benefits are indicative
of material hardship (e.g., for food or fuel) and that
such hardships might motivate the beneficiary to seek
work.

We also included an indicator for relatively high
household income – that is, at least 300 percent FPL.
We view this variable as a crude measure of a house-
hold’s total resources and expect that beneficiaries in
high-resource households will have less of an incentive
to participate in TTW. We found no evidence of any
effect, however.

5. Predictors of provider type

As reported in more detail in Thornton et al. (2007,
Appendix Table B.23a), based on the 2004 NBS data,
the characteristics of participants with Tickets assigned
to ENs in Phase 1 states were quite different than those
of participants with Tickets assigned to SVRAs. SSI-
only status, age, Hispanic ethnicity, having less than a
high school education, being an unmarried parent, and
having children under age six are all positive predictors
of assignment to an EN, rather than an SVRA. These
findings suggest that participants facing return-to-work
challenges other than disability are more likely than
others to be served by ENs. However, one finding
appears to contradict this conclusion: participants in
households with incomes of at least 300 percent of the
federal poverty level are substantially more likely than
others to assign their Ticket to an EN.

6. Service utilization

The NBS solicited information about a broadly de-
fined set of services that beneficiaries saw as helping
them to work or to live independently. These includ-
ed job-search services; medical services; therapy or
counseling; and the education or other training needed
to secure a new job or to advance in a career. This
definition reflects the very broad latitude that ENs and
SVRAs have to provide services that help beneficiaries
earn their way off the rolls.

Approximately one-third of all Phase 1 beneficia-
ries reported using employment services in 2003 (Ta-

ble 1).3 Not surprisingly, TTW participants were much
more likely than all Phase 1 beneficiaries to report us-
ing employment services in 2003 (57 percent versus 34
percent). Despite having assigned their Tickets, many
participants did not receive services in 2003. There are
several likely reasons: they received services before
2003 only (an especially likely explanation for SVRA
pipeline cases); they were waiting to receive services
in the future; they did not recall receiving services; or
they simply did not receive, or do not expect to receive,
any services even though their Ticket was assigned.
We are unable to determine the relative importance of
these reasons from the NBS data. It is also important
to recognize that the service use findings for TTW par-
ticipants reported here reflectall services reported by
participants, not just those provided or arranged for by
the provider holding the respondent’s Ticket. We used
this definition because only 31 percent of Ticket par-
ticipants were aware that they had assigned their Tick-
et, so many could not accurately report the source of
their services [5]. Many also used several providers.
Hence, it is not possible to cleanly identify the services
delivered by an EN or SVRA under TTW from others.

Participants with Tickets assigned to SVRAs were
more likely than those with Tickets assigned to ENs
to use services in 2003 (59 percent versus 48 percent).
This finding still holds after controlling for a variety
of individual characteristics (Thornton et al. [5], Ap-
pendix Table B.26).

Beneficiary service users (i.e., those who used ser-
vices in 2003) reported a number of reasons for do-
ing so, most commonly to improve health or address
functional issues. TTW service users (i.e., participants
reporting use services in 2003) were much more likely
to report that they used them to find a job or to get a
better job (54 percent versus 8 percent for all benefi-
ciary service users). Many did, however, report that
they were using services to improve health (45 percent
versus 69 percent). TTW participant users with Tick-
ets assigned to ENs were somewhat less likely than
those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs to report using
services for the purpose of finding a job or getting a
better job (47 percent versus 55 percent) – a finding
that seems inconsistent with the employment findings
reported below.

Consistent with the differences in reasons for using
services between TTW participants and other service

3All statistics in this section are for beneficiaries and participants
in Phase 1 states only, and refer to service utilization in 2003.



102 D. Stapleton et al. / Beneficiary participation in Ticket to Work

Table 1
Service use among beneficiaries and TTW participants in 2003

All Phase 1 Phase 1 TTW Participantsa

Beneficiaries All TTW Assigned to Assigned to
Participants EN SVRA

Number of Respondents Using Services 1,251 609 320 289
Number of Phase 1 Beneficiaries/Participants Using Services 866,650 12,075 1,300 10,776
% Beneficiaries/Participants Using Services 33.5 57.2* 47.5+ 58.6

Reason for Using Services (%)b

To improve health 69.2 44.5* 44.9 44.5
To improve ability to do daily activities 28.7 22.8 16.4 23.6
To find a job or get a better job 7.9 54.5* 46.9 55.4
Wanted to access specific services 5.7 7.2 5.3 7.4
Someone pressured respondent to participate 3.7 3.1 4.2 2.9
To be more independent 1.1 2.8 0.5 3.1
To increase income 0.9 6.3* 7.2 6.2
To avoid a continuing disability review 0.4 1.3 2.4 1.2
Other 11.4 11.5 10.5 11.7
Don’t know 0.4 0.6 0.2 0.5

Types of Services Used (%)b

Personal Counseling/Group Therapy 72.5 67.1 63.0 67.6
OT/PT/speech therapy 36.7 37.8 30.7 38.6
Special equipment or devices 25.1 16.9* 14.7 17.1
Medical procedure 24.7 21.0 14.9 21.8
Training/on-the-job training/job modification advice 24.3 67.2* 50.3 69.3
Work assessment/help to find a job 21.8 62.5* 55.8+ 63.3
Other 4.4 6.2 3.0 6.6

Hours of Services Use in 2003 (%)c,d

25 hours or less 47 39 58 37
26–100 hours 21 23 22 23
101–500 hours 9 17 10 18
Over 500 hours 6 12 3 13
Unknown 17 9 8 9
Median Hours 20 42 15 49

Source: Analysis of data from the 2004 National Beneficiary and TTW Participant Surveys. Sample randomly drawn from
June 2003 administrative records.
aOnly/Includes participants whose Tickets were assigned as of June 2003. EN/SVRA assignment status based on the provider
to which the Ticket was assigned the longest in 2003.
bPercentages do not sum to 100 because more than one response possible.
cHours distribution of all Phase 1 TTW participants who used services is statistically different from that for all Phase 1 service
users at the .05 level, chi-square test.
dHours distribution of TTW service users with Tickets assigned to ENs is statistically different from that for TTW service
users with Tickets assigned to SVRAs at the .05 level, chi-square test.
∗Significantly different from all Phase 1 beneficiaries at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
+Significantly different from TTW participants who assigned a Ticket to an SVRA at the .05 level, two-tailed test.

users, TTW service users were more likely than all ben-
eficiary service users to use services directly related to
employment (Table 1).4 A much greater share of TTW
participants who used services did so for job training or
advice about job modification, or for a work assessment
or help to find a job. TTW service users and all Phase
1 service users were about equally likely to use various
types of medical supports (counselingor group therapy;

4For each provider used in 2003, respondents were asked whether
they received any of 12 specific types of services from the provider;
they were then asked an open-ended question about any other services
received from the provider.

physical, occupational, or speech therapy; and medi-
cal procedures), but TTW service users were somewhat
less likely to indicate that they received services related
to special equipment or devices. For each type of ser-
vice, TTW service users with Tickets assigned to ENs
were somewhat less likely to use the service than those
with Tickets assigned to SVRAs. This pattern appears
consistent with the finding that the former group used
fewer services in general, as reported above.

We measured the volume of service use by hours of
service receipt reported. The median for all beneficiary
service users during 2003 was 20 hours (bottom of
Table 1). The median for TTW service users was more
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than twice as high, solely because participants who
assigned their Ticket to an SVRA typically received
many more hours of service than the median beneficiary
user. The median for users who assigned their Ticket
to an EN was somewhat lower than the median for all
users.

7. Employment outcomes

Almost 10 percent of Phase 1 beneficiaries reported
that they were employed when they were interviewed
in 2004 (Table 2).5 Almost all employed beneficiaries
(97 percent) were not TTW participants at the time,
although many might have received SVRA services ei-
ther before the TTW rollout or without assigning their
Ticket. TTW participants were about three times more
likely than all beneficiaries to report that they were
working. Their employment rate was also substan-
tially higher than the rate observed for other groups
of “employment-oriented” beneficiaries. For exam-
ple, the employment rate among beneficiaries who had
not assigned their Tickets, but who said that they used
employment-related services during the previous year,
was only 11.4 percent, just slightly above the rate re-
ported for all Phase 1 beneficiaries (Thornton et al. [5],
Exhibit VI.1). The two-percentage-pointdifference be-
tween the employment rate of TTW participants who
assigned their Ticket to an EN and those who assigned
their Ticket to an SVRA is not statistically significant.

On average, employed TTW participants worked
about the same number of hours per week as all em-
ployed Phase 1 beneficiaries (23 hours versus 22 hours)
(Table 2). These means, however, mask significant dif-
ferences between those with Tickets assigned to ENs
and those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs. Mean hours
worked for the former group is significantly larger than
for the latter (28 hours versus 23 hours), and a much
larger share of the former group worked full time (43
percent versus 20 percent).

The mean hourly wage of employed TTW partic-
ipants was slightly higher than that of all employed
Phase 1 beneficiaries ($7.42 versus $6.92), but the dif-
ference is not statistically significant (Table 2). This
difference in part reflects the fact that employed TTW
participants were significantly less likely than all em-
ployed beneficiaries to receive less than the minimum

5All statistics in this section are for beneficiaries and participants
in Phase 1 states only, and they refer to employment at the time the
interview was conducted, in 2004.

wage (19 percent versus 34 percent). Again, however,
the overall statistics mask substantial differences be-
tween employed participants with Tickets assigned to
ENs and those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs; the
former had significantly higher mean wages ($9.76 ver-
sus $7.09), were less than half as likely to earn less than
the minimum wage (8 percent versus 21 percent), and
were more than twice as likely to earn at least $8.00
per hour (61 percent versus 28 percent).

Because employed TTW participants had slightly
higher mean wages and hours worked than all em-
ployed beneficiaries, their mean monthly earnings were
also higher ($779 versus $640), but the difference is
not statistically significant. TTW participants who as-
signed their Ticket to an EN, however, had significant-
ly higher mean monthly earnings ($1,257) than those
who assigned a Ticket to an SVRA ($712), reflecting
both their significantly higher mean wages and hours
worked. Their mean is well above the level of SGA that
is relevant to both payments for providers and contin-
ued eligibility for a vast majority of beneficiaries ($810
in 2004), while the means for the other two groups
are well below this benchmark.6 In fact, a substan-
tial majority (61 percent) of employed participants with
Tickets assigned to ENs were earning above SGA at
interview, in contrast to only about one quarter of all
employed beneficiaries and of employed beneficiaries
with Tickets assigned to SVRAs.

Mean job tenure for employed TTW participants
was half that of all employed Phase 1 beneficiaries (26
months versus 52 months) (Table 2). Mean job tenure
for employed participants with Tickets assigned to ENs
was significantly shorter than for those with Tickets as-
signed to SVRAs (17 months versus 28 months). The
latter difference likely reflects the inclusion of pipeline
cases in the SVRA statistics. The difference is con-
sistent with the finding that participants with Tickets
assigned to SVRAs were more than twice as likely as
those with Tickets assigned to ENs to report that they
were employed when they assigned their Ticket (36
percent versus 17 percent) as reported in Thornton et
al. [5], Exhibit VI.5.7 It is also possible that this dif-
ference at least partly reflects differences in the types
of participants served.

Pipeline cases might affect many other reported char-
acteristics of the jobs held by SVRA participants, for at

6The SGA level for those with vision impairments was $1,350 in
2004.

7Phase 1 had been rolled out for 15 months at the start of the 2004
National Beneficiary Survey in February 2004 and had been rolled
out for 23 months when the survey ended the following October.
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least three reasons. First, pipeline participants have had
more time to find a job, adjust to it, possibly receive a
raise, be promoted, or be terminated. Second, SVRAs
might have served pipeline and non-pipeline cases dif-
ferently, perhaps because of changes in payment sys-
tem incentives or other SSA efforts to promote bene-
ficiary employment. Third, non-pipeline cases might
differ substantially from pipeline cases in terms of char-
acteristics that affect employment outcomes, reflecting
differences in how and when SVRAs obtained Ticket
assignments from the two types of cases.

One important proximate explanation of the differ-
ence in pay by provider type is that a larger share of em-
ployed TTW participants served by SVRAs is in shel-
tered employment – essentially the same as the share
for all employed beneficiaries (Table 2). It is also pos-
sible that some differences are related to differences
in self-employment. Self-employment is somewhat
less common among employed TTW participants than
among all employed beneficiaries, and is significantly
less common among those with Tickets assigned to ENs
than among those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs.

8. Conclusion

The first significant finding from our analysis is that
the TTW participation rate is low. The Phase 1 partici-
pation rate as of December 2004, approximately three
years after the rollout started in those states, was 1.4
percent. Although low in an absolute sense, this value
needs to be understood in the context of several other
factors. First, exits from SSDI and SSI for work have
historically been much lower than this figure. In fact,
the Ticket Act itself cites an historical exit for work
rate of less than 0.5 percent. Second, this rate does not
include the many beneficiaries who continue to obtain
services from SVRAs without assigning their Tickets.
In fact, based on RSA data that have been matched
to SSA administrative data, 4.6 percent of all Ticket-
eligible beneficiaries in Phase 1 states received services
from SVRAs or ENs in 2002.8 We do not yet have
complete data for 2003 and 2004.

Although the participation rate might not be consid-
ered low relative to the historical exit for work rate, it
also must be recognized that the participation rate does
not entirely represent “new” services (i.e., services that

8See the discussion of aggregate impacts on service receipt in
Wittenburg et al. [7] for more information.

would have not been delivered in the absence of TTW).
In fact, most TTW participants would likely have re-
ceived services from SVRAs under the traditional pay-
ment system in the absence TTW. The evaluation’s im-
pact analysis, reported by Wittenburg et al. [7], indi-
cates that the impact of TTW on service receipt in the
Phase 1 states in 2003 was likely between 0.1 and 0.4
percentage points. In the future we will be able to re-
peat the impact analysis for 2004, and it is possible that
impacts in that year will be substantially larger.

Overall, participation statistics in the Phases 2 and
3 states follow the same pattern as those in the Phase
1 states. The primary difference appears to be that the
SVRAs in the Phases 2 and 3 states did not, on average,
obtain as large a share of assignments from pipeline
cases as SVRAs in Phase 1 states. The reason might be
that initial SVRA concerns about losing eligibility for
Traditional payments because of assignment of Tickets
to ENs proved largely unfounded during the Phase 1
rollout. It might also be, however, that SVRAs now are
more selective in obtaining assignments, because they
are better able to predict which clients will successfully
return to work.

Lack of awareness combined with lack of interest,
or inability to engage in employment, are the major
proximate reasons for low participation. Based on the
National Beneficiary Survey, only a small fraction of
beneficiaries are both aware of TTW and understand
its fundamental purpose (see Chapter 7 of Thornton et
al. [5]). Further, less than half of all Phase 1 respon-
dents indicated they have employment goals or expec-
tations.

The second significant finding is that the overwhelm-
ing majority of Tickets continues to be assigned to
SVRAs, and a large majority of those are assigned un-
der the traditional payment system, available only to
SVRAs. These assignment patterns substantially limit
the extent to which TTW represents a dramatic break
from the past. If current trends continue in the Phase
1 and Phase 2 states and are replicated in the Phase 3
states, the program will become even less of a departure
in the sense that TTW will be dominated by providers
and a payment system that were available before the
initiation of TTW. This point is reinforced by our inter-
views with several SVRA staff members, who report
that the agencies have not made major changes in their
service offerings or targeting (see [5]).

A third significant finding is that certain groups
of beneficiaries, defined by observable characteristics,
have participation rates that are markedly higher than
the over all participation rate. Younger beneficiaries,
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Table 2
Employment characteristics of working beneficiaries and TTW participants, 2004

Phase 1 TTW Participantsa

All Phase 1 All Assigned Assigned
Beneficiaries Participants to EN to SVRA

Number of Respondents Using Services 593 347 185 162
Number of Phase 1 Beneficiaries/Participants Using Services 252,764 6,839 836 6,002
% Beneficiaries/Participants Using Services 9.8 32.4* 30.6 32.7

Employment Type and Tenure
Self-Employed (%) 14.7 11.0 8.1 11.4
Sheltered Employment (%) 39.3 37.0 23.2+ 39.0
Mean Months at Job 52.2 26.5* 17.3+ 27.8
Wages, Hours, and Benefits
Usual hours per week (%)c

1–10 27.3 17.1 10.2 18.0
11–20 25.2 35.2 25.9 36.5
21–34 27.0 25.0 20.7 25.6
35 or more 20.6 22.8 43.3 20.0

Mean Hours per Week 21.5 23.4 28.4+ 22.7
Hourly Wage (%)b,c

< $5.15 34.4 19.4 7.6 21.1
$5.16–$7.99 29.4 48.2 31.0 50.6
$8.00 or more 36.3 32.4 61.4 28.3

Mean Hourly Wage ($) $6.92 $7.42 $9.76+ $7.09
Mean Monthly Pay ($) $640 $779* $1,257+ $712
Percent with monthly earnings above SGA (>$810) 25.4 31.2 60.6+ 27.1

Note: EN/SVRA assignment status based on the provider to which the Ticket was assigned the longest in 2003.
aOnly includes participants whose Tickets were assigned as of June 2003. EN/SVRA assignment status based on the
provider to which the Ticket was assigned the longest in 2003.
bPhase 1 beneficiary distribution statistically different from TTW distribution at the .05 level, chi-square test.
cEN distribution statistically different from SVRA distribution at the 0.05 level, chi-square test.
∗Significantly different from all Phase 1 beneficiaries at the 0.05 level, two-tailed test.
+Statistically different from employed TTW participants with Tickets assigned to SVRAs at the 0.05 level, two-tailed
test.

beneficiaries with sensory impairments, beneficiaries
with college educations, and beneficiaries residing in
certain Phase 1 states, participate at relatively high
rates. Other characteristics associated with participa-
tion include race, program Title (SSDI versus SSI-
only), severity of disability (requiring assistance to per-
form ADLs and IADLs), the presence of a spouse or
other close adult relative in the household, pre-SSDI
earnings, and benefits from other programs that are con-
tingent on earnings. However, even those groups that
are most likely to participate have participation rates in
the single digits.

Any impacts of TTW will be larger for groups with
relatively large participation rates than for others. As
reported by Wittenburg et al. [7], we have produced
impact analyses by age and Title because we expect
the pattern of impacts to reflect the observed pattern of
participation across these groups. Future impact anal-
yses might fruitfully focus on other groups with rela-
tively high participation rates, defined by combinations
of characteristics that can be observed in the adminis-
trative data, such as age, Title, state of residence and
impairment.

Another significant finding is that, during this peri-
od, ENs were more likely than SVRAs to serve ben-
eficiaries with employment challenges that might not
be directly related to disability (little work history, less
than a high school education, relatively old, Hispanic
ethnicity, and high parental responsibilities). Perhaps
this is because the program has attracted some ENs
whose primary past function has been to address such
challenges, including providers that had not previous-
ly served SSA beneficiaries. We also found, howev-
er, that ENs accept a disproportionately large number
of assignments from beneficiaries with relatively high
household incomes.

TTW service users with Tickets assigned to ENs
reported receiving fewer hours of services, on aver-
age, than those with Tickets assigned to SVRAs. It
seems likely that this difference reflects differences in
the availability of other resources, programmatic man-
dates, and incentives. SVRAs have access to funds
provided under Title I of the Rehabilitation Act as well
as state funding, whereas ENs do not. SVRAs are re-
quired by the Rehabilitation Act to serve those with
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the most severe disabilities. With respect to incentives,
ENs can only receive full payment for a participant
if the participant earns enough to exit the rolls for 60
months. The same would apply to an SVRA if it ac-
cepted an assignment under one of the new payment
systems, but the SVRA has the option to accept any
assignment under the traditional payment system. The
latter has an earnings standard, but it applies to a nine-
month period only and does not require exit from the
rolls. As we have reported above, the vast majority
of Tickets assigned to SVRAs are assigned under the
traditional payment system.

Another significant finding is that a very large share
of TTW participants, almost half, were obtaining ser-
vices to achieve some objective other than an employ-
ment goal. Although participant service users were
more likely than other beneficiaries to use services to
attain employment objectives, it appears that the ob-
jectives of many participants differ from the program
objective of increasing earnings to the point at which
an individual no longer receives benefits.

Somewhat surprisingly, those service users with
Tickets assigned to ENs were less likely than those with
Tickets assigned to SVRAs to report using services to
find a job or to get a better job. This seems problematic
for ENs, which can only generate full TTW payments if
participants earn enough to leave the benefit rolls. The
fact that financial incentives for the ENs are out of line
with the objectives of many of their clients helps ex-
plain why the SVRAs dominate service delivery under
TTW. As documented in Thornton et al. [6], the current
TTW payment system appears to offer ENs very lit-
tle financial incentive to serve disability beneficiaries;
most ENs are likely to lose substantial sums unless they
are extremely selective and provide very few services
to those they serve.

A final significant finding is that participants served
by ENs achieved greater employment success than
those served by SVRAs. Mean hours, wages, and
monthly earnings associated with jobs held by partici-
pants with Tickets assigned to ENs exceeded the means
for jobs held by participants with Tickets assigned to
SVRAs, whereas the means for the latter group only
marginally exceeded the means for all employed ben-
eficiaries. Encouragingly, three out of five employed
participants with Tickets assigned to ENs were earn-
ing enough to eventually lead to program exit (i.e.,
above SGA), if sustained. The corresponding ratio for
SVRAs is just over one in four – about the same as for
all employed beneficiaries.

Differences between the employment outcomes for
SVRA and EN TTW clients might entirely be explained

by differences in EN and SVRA incentives and man-
dates. To be financially successful, ENs must choose
clients who are quite likely to earn enough to exit
the rolls [4]. This expectation is consistent with find-
ings from provider interviews reported in Livermore et
al. [1]. Managers of ENs that have served large num-
bers of TTW participants have said that they screen
candidates on their willingness to work full time and on
whether they are likely to be able to work at a job that
pays at least $8.00 per hour, as needed to exit the rolls;
other personal characteristics are generally irrelevant.9

SVRAs cannot apply the same screen – a fact that helps
explain why so many employed participants with Tick-
ets assigned to SVRAs are in sheltered employment.

It might also be, however, that employed EN par-
ticipants earn more than employed SVRA participants
because the ENs put more emphasis on attainment of
earnings at a level that would reduce benefits to zero.
Unfortunately, it is not possible to tell what share of the
differences in employment outcomes can be attributed
to each of these explanations.
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