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Executive Summary

The Personad Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of August 19961 ended
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, one of the nation’s principa safety nets
for poor families. Among its provisons, the law replaced AFDC with a block grant program,
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and created financid incentives for states to run
mandatory, work-focused welfare-to-work programs. While these types of programs are not new,
various aspects of the 1996 law increase their importance: federal funds now may not be used to
support most families on welfare for longer than five years and a number of dates and locdities have
shorter welfare time limits, sates face financid pendtiesif they fail to meet TANF-defined “ participation
dandards,” which require large proportions of welfare recipients to be in work or work-related
activities, and states must have a plan for how they will require recipients to work after two years of
assistance.

To meet the new chdlenges of the federd wefare legidation, state and local adminigtrators and
policy makers need to know about the types of welfare-to-work program approaches that can quickly
move subgtantid numbers of people into work and off welfare. This report provides such guidance, by
andyzing the effectiveness of 11 mandatory wedfare-to-work programs operated in seven locaes. The
gtes included in the evduation are Atlanta, Georgia; Columbus, Ohio; Detroit and Grand Rapids,
Michigan; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; Portland, Oregon; and Riverside, Cdifornia

The report is one in a series from an evauation of the programs cdled the Nationa Evauation
of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies (NEWWS), conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) wnder contract to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS),
with support from the U.S. Department of Education. Child Trends, as a subcontractor, is conducting
the anadlyses of outcomes for young children (the Child Outcomes Study). Two other recent reports
(both aso published in 2000 by the U.S. Department of Hedlth and Human Services, Office of the
Assgant Secretary for Planning and Evauation and Adminigtration for Children and Families, and the
U.S. Department of Education) should be viewed as “companion” documents to thisreport: Impacts on
Young Children and Their Families Two Years After Enrollment: Findings from the Child
Outcomes Sudy, prepared by Sharon M. McGroder, Martha J. Zadow, Kristin A. Moore, and
Suzanne M. LeMenestrd, Child Trends, and Do Mandatory Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect the
Well-Being of Children? A Synthesis of Child Research Conducted as Part of the National
Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies, prepared by Gayle Hamilton, MDRC, with Stephen
Freedman, MDRC, and Sharon M. McGroder, Child Trends.

Each of the 11 studied programs operated under the federa Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
Training (JOBS) program, which preceded TANF. Unlike TANF, these programs did not impose a
time limit on digibility for welfare assstance. However, they shared TANF's primary goa of moving
welfare recipients into paid work and off assistance. Further, among the 11 programs some are srongly
employment-focused, the welfare-to-work strategy favored under TANF, and some are strongly basic
education-focused, an gpproach possible under TANF but more prevaent during the late 1980s and
early 1990s. (Overall, the present results pertain to the period between 1991 and 1996.) The programs
varied in other ways, including how broadly the participation mandate was applied to the welfare
casdload and how drictly it was enforced, the amount of child care support provided for program
participation or employment, and methods of case management. The programs aso served different
welfare populations and operated in a variety of labor markets.

'Pub. L. No. 104-193.



Taking advantage of the array of programs studied as part of the evduation, this report
addresses the following critical question: What works best, and for whom? The report distinguishes
between employment-focused and basic education-focused programs, as well as between levels of
enforcement of the participation mandate. Taking into account these two dimensons of program
characteridtics, plus the types of program activities to which wefare recipients were asigned, four
categories of wefare-to-work program approaches emerge:

employment-focused programs, with first assgnments made to job search and a
high levd of participation mandate enforcement;

employment-focused programs, with first assgnments made to job search, besic
education, or vocationd skills training and a high level of participation enforcement
(only one program fdlsinto this category);

education-focused programs, with first assgnment made to basic education or skills
training and ahigh level of participation enforcement; and

education-focused programs, with first assgnments made to basic education or
skillstraining and alow leve of participation enforcement.

Exhibit ES-1 categorizes the Sites' programs. Notably, four of the sites (Atlanta, Grand Rapids,
Riversde, and Columbus) operated two different programs smultaneoudly, to enable rigorous side-by-
Sde tests of the comparative effectiveness of various gpproaches. Three Sites implemented a Labor
Force Attachment (LFA) program as well as a Human Capitd Development (HCD) program, versons
of employment-focused and education-focused programs that magnified the differences between the
two types of gpproaches. The fourth site, Columbus, implemented a program using atraditiona (TRD)
case management model, in which welfare digibility and employment program functions were performed
by separate staff members, and a program using an Integrated (INT) case management modd, in which
these two functions were performed by the same gsaff member. These eight programs in four Sites,
described in more detail in Section 11, are referred throughout by their Ste name and shortened program
mode name (LFA, HCD, TRD, or INT).

It is important to note that the studies of the programs in the education-focused category yield
information about the effects of increasing wefare recipients participation in basc education programs
(including Adult Basic Education, GED preparation, and English as a Second Language classes) and, to
amuch lesser extent, in vocation skills training programs, but not in college. On their own, many wefare
recipients enroll in various types of education or traning classes and regp benefits from them; the
education-focused programs in the evauation, however, sought to increase participation in education or
training activities beyond what would normally occur. Aswill be discussed below, most of the programs
did indeed increase such participation, but the increases in enrollments were in basic education courses
and, to some degree, in vocationd training courses, and not in college-level ones.

ES-13



National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES'1
Categorizing NEWWS Programs, by Approach, First Activity, and Enforcement Level

Employment-tocused appr oach Educationtocused appr oach
Job search first Varied firg activity Educetion or training first
High Enforcement | High Enforcement  |High Enforcement L ow Enforcement
Atlanta LFA Portland Atlanta HCD Deroit
Grand Rapids LFA Grand RapidsHCD | oklahoma City
Riversde LFA Riversde HCD
Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditiona

This report andyzes the programs effects for single-parent welfare recipients, focusng on
results for the two years after individuas entered the programs. This is an important period in which to
gauge whether programs moved recipients from welfare to work. Many sates and bcalities now
terminate welfare digibility after two years. In addition, prior research has shown that many individuas
on wefare for a least two years will likely remain on the rolls for a consderably longer time. Under
TANF, these individuals would be in jeopardy of reaching their five-year limit on federa funding for
welfare benefits. Consequently, the two-year results for these 11 programs will become a benchmark
for the next generation of welfare initiatives.

The report explores the following questions:

Which wdfare-to-work program approaches were most successful in helping
welfare recipients to receive the program services or atain the skills or credentids
that could enhance their chances of finding employment?

Which gpproaches were mogt successful in helping wefare recipients to find pad
work and leave wdfare within the two-year follow-up period and to remain off
welfare? Did any approaches help individuasto get a“good” job, thet is, afull-time
job with hedlth benefits?

Which gpproaches were most successful in increasing welfare recipients income
and helping them move out of poverty?

Did any approaches postively or negatively affect the well-being of children?

Which gpproaches were most successful in achieving sdlf-sufficiency for those who
were & high risk for long stays on welfare?

The NEWWS Evduation uses an unusualy strong research design, a random assgnment
experiment, to estimate program effects. In each ste individuals who were required to participate in the
program were assigned a random to ether a program group (in some dtes, one of two program

groups) or a control group. Program group members had access to program-provided services and
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were required to participate in the program or risk a reduction in their monthly welfare grant. Control
group members received no mandatory welfare-to-work program services but could seek smilar
services on ther own in the community. This random assignment design assures that within eech Ste
there are no systematic differences between the background characteritics of program and control
group members when they enter the study. In addition, within each Ste program and control group
members are subject to the same wefare grant levels, labor market conditions, and other environmental
factors. As aresult, any subsequent differences in outcomes between the groups within each site can be
attributed with confidence to the effects of the program. These differences, called impacts, can then be
compared across sites, yielding a much more accurate determination of which types of programs are
high and low peformers than simple comparisons of statistics, such as welfare caseload reductions,
across locdlities or ates.

. Findingsin Brief

An examination of the range of effects achieved by al 11 programs yidded the following
information about which welfare-to-work program drategies are more or less successful in helping
welfare recipients achieve sdf- aufficdency:

All programs, regardless of their approach, increased participation in activities
desgned to promote employment during the two-year followrup period. As expected,
employment-focused programs increased participation primarily in job search activities, whereas
education-focused programs raised participation levels primarily in basc education and vocationd skills
training classes. Very different patterns of participation impacts were found for individuas who entered
the study with a high school diploma or GED certificate and for those who did not have these
credentias. In most education-focused programs participation impacts were concentrated among those
without a high school diploma or GED and resulted primarily from large increases in attendance in basic
education; only smdl increases in atendance in post-secondary education or vocationd training were
found for the education-focused programs, and they were generally among only high school graduates
or GED holders. In contradt, large impacts on participation in job search were achieved for both groups
in the employment-focused programs.

Some education-focused programs, as well as the Portland program, were able to
produce relatively large impacts (about 10 percentage points) on GED attainment among
sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED certificate at study entry. Of
the seven education-focused programs, Grand Repids HCD, Riversde HCD, and Columbus
Traditiond programs had this effect. Portland' s program, in addition to boosting GED receipt, increased
the rate a which those without education credentias obtained a trade license or certificate by 12
percentage points. For sample members with a high school diploma or GED certificate at study entry,
only three programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Grand Rapids HCD) increased receipt of a trade
license or certificate.

As expected, employment-focused programs produced larger gainsin employment and
earnings over the two-year followrup period than education-focused programs, but these
effects may not be sustained everywhere in the long run. Except in Riversde, the ste with the
mogt difficult labor market, a mgority of control group members found jobs on their own initiative at
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some point within two years of random assgnment and, as a group (including zeroes for nonearners),
had average earnings during the second year of follow-up ranging from $2,127 (Oklahoma City) to
$3,978 (Columbus). In Portland program group members attained the largest earnings increase anong
al programs, averaging more than $900 per year in earnings above control group members. Equaly
important, employment and earnings gains in Portland grew larger over time and reached their highest
levels at the end of year 2, the end of the short-term follow-up period available for this report. The other
employment-focused programs produced moderate earnings increases, ranging from $400 to $650 per
year, that grew smdler toward the end of year 2.

Several of the education-focused programs began to show moder ate impactsin year 2.
By the end of year 2 dl but two of the educationfocused programs had attained increases in
employment and earnings that equaed or exceeded the gains achieved by dl employment-focused
programs except Portland’s. The two exceptions to this pattern, the Riversde HCD and Oklahoma City
programs, did not raise employment or earnings levels in year 2. Overdl, these results underscore the
importance of tracking the effects of education-focused programs over alonger term.

All programs reduced welfare dependency to some degree. Control group membersin dl
but one ste remained on wdfare for an average of 16 to 20 months during the two-year follow-up
period and received payments averaging between $3,624 (Oklahoma City) and $10,302 (Riverside
HCD) during this same period. Seven of the 11 programs, a mixture of employment-and education-
focused approaches, decreased cumulative welfare expenditures by more than 10 percent, a historicaly
large effect; welfare reductions in the other four programs were smaller. Portland’ s program produced a
large decrease in wefare receipt that perssted a a high level throughout the follow-up period, showing
a 12 percentage point decrease in welfare receipt during the last quarter of the two-year period; al
other programs had reduced welfare receipt a this point by 3 to 7 percentage points. All in al,
however, a least 40 percent of sample members in the programs were Hill relying to some extent on
welfare at the end of two years.

Most programs increased sample members reliance on earnings, as opposed to
welfare, but family net incomes were largely unchanged. As a result, the programs lifted few
families above the poverty line. Reductions in welfare, Food Stamps, and other benfits generdly
matched or exceeded earnings gains. Including estimates of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) as
income produced little change in this finding for &l programs except Portland's, which atained the
largest and most conggtent gain in total income ($238, or $425 including the EITC estimeate, for year 2
of the follow-up) and aso produced a smdl increase in the proportion with incomes above the poverty
level (4 percentage points, or 7 percentage pointsincluding the EITC estimate, in year 2).

Although no programs had pervasive negative effects on sample members, some
individuals were adversely affected. In year 2 of follow-up sx programs (some employment-
focused and some education-focused) produced smal increases in the proportion of sample members
with combined income from AFDC, Food Stamps, and earnings equivaent to less than 50 percent of
poverty levels. In addition, severa programs (representing both types of gpproaches) increased the rate
a which individuds left welfare without a job. Findly, some programs that increased employment aso
decreased family health insurance coverage (as reported by parents) and increased out-of-pocket child
care expenditures.
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The programs did not have widespread, large, or consistent effects on the children of
sample members, but positive and negative effects occurred in some programs. No programsin
the evauation provided direct services (with the exception of child care assstance) to children.
Program-produced changes in the lives of sample members (virtudly al mothers) may, neverthdess,
influence the well-being of children. There is evidence that some of the programs affected the likelihood
of a least one child in afamily having behaviord, educationd, or hedth and safety problems. There was
not, however, a consstent pattern of benefit or harm to children. In addition, employment- and
education-focused programs did not appear to affect children differently; there was no consstent
evidence that one particular approach affected children more or less or was more likely to help or harm
children.

Several employment- and education-focused programs attained at least moderate
employment and earnings gains for the “most disadvantaged” sample members. Five pro-
grams (Portland, Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, and Riversde LFA and HCD) increased employment
and earnings for individuas who a study entry did not have a high school diploma or GED, had not
worked in the prior year, and had been on welfare cumulatively for two years or more. These five
programs and two others (Detroit and Columbus Integrated) also reduced the amount of time that the
most disadvantaged individuals spent on welfare during the follow-up period.

High enforcement programs did not produce the largest impacts, but low enforcement
programs resulted in only small effects. Programs in which gaff dosdy monitored individuas
atendance in program activities, followed up quickly when problems arose, and swiftly imposed
financid sanctions when individuds did not comply with program requirements, were present among
both the employment- and education-focused programs. High enforcement programs, notably those in
Grand Rapids and Columbus, did not necessarily produce the largest impacts. However, the two low
enforcement programs — Oklahoma City and, in its early stages, Detroit — yielded only smal impacts.
It thus appears that a minimum level of enforcement by program gaff is required to produce at least
moderate earnings and welfare impacts, presumably because this extra “push” is needed in order to
engage in program activities those who normaly would not participate on their own initiative.

While many programs achieved positive effects on employment, earnings, and reduced
use of welfare, few achieved large effects, except for Portland. The Portland program was
unusudly successful in substantidly increasing employment and earnings, helping people to get “good’
jobs, lowering welfare receipt, and achieving these outcomes for a cross section of sample members.
The results are probably due to acombination of factors. While its employment message was strong, the
program offered high-quality education and training services as well as job search, enforced a
participation mandate, and had strong job development and placement services. In addition, contextua
factors may have contributed to the program's success. In particular, it worked with a less
disadvantaged welfare casdoad (relative to the other studied programs) and operated within a good
labor market with ardatively high sate minimum wage.

ES-17



The remainder of this summary details these findings. First, however, it describes the key
welfare-to-work program approaches contrasted in the analysis and explains the evauation's research
design and samples.

. Program Approaches and | mplementation Features

As noted above, the evauation’ s Sites implemented very different programs; in fact, the research
designs in saverd of the Stes were set up to rigoroudy compare the effects of specific program
approaches. This section discusses the two key implementation features used in this report to define four
broad program approaches. In addition, for context, other mgjor program dimensions are described.

A. Employment- or Education-Focused

Since the late 1960s welfare-to-work programs seeking to incresse welfare recipients self-
aufficiency have emphasized one of two drategies. One drategy emphasizes quick employment,
reflecting the bdief that individuads can best build their employability, and eventudly achieve sdf-
sufficiency, through actua work, even if thar initia jobs are minimum wage and without fringe bendfits.
The other strategy emphasizes skill-building, particularly in the education areq, reflecting the view that
individuds should firgt invest in education or training to enable them to eventudly obtain higher-wage,
longer-lasting jobs with hedlth insurance coverage. The 11 NEWWS programs blend eements of both
srategies to varying degrees.

As shown in Exhibit ES-1 four programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde LFA and
Portland) were “employment focused.” They provided job search assstance to a large segment of their
caseload and encouraged enrollees to find work as quickly as possible. Further, both the Portland and
Riversde programs employed full-time job developers to help place program enrolless in unsubsidized
jobs.

The three LFA programs, however, differed from Portland's program in important ways. The
LFA programs routindly assigned individuas to job search assstance, usudly job club, as ther first
activity, whereas Portland’s program offered GED preparation classes to those deamed by case
managers to have a good chance of ataining a GED cetificate relatively quickly. (Activitiesinitidly
assigned are an important clue to the “treatment” experienced by welfare recipients, as many people
leave wdfare or become exempt or temporarily excused from welfare-to-work programs prior to being
assigned to a second program activity.) Further, Portland case managers encouraged enrollees to hold
out for jobs that paid well above the minimum wage and offered the best chance for long-lagting and
gtable employment. In contrast, case managers in the LFA programs, especidly in Riversde, stressed
the value of garting off with any job, even a low-paying one, and then advancing toward more stable
and better-paying jobs in the future.

Seven programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde HCD; Columbus Integrated and
Traditiond; and Detroit and Oklahoma City) can be characterized as “education-focused.” (See Exhibit
ES-1.) A large percentage of enrollees in these programs were initidly assigned to some type of skill-
building activity. The types of activities to which enrollees were firgt assigned depended, in part, on the
level of educationa atainment that individuals had achieved prior to enttering the program. Those who
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had not completed high school or received a GED certificate but who were assessed by case managers
as having high school-leve skills were assigned to GED preparation classes. Those with lower reading
or math levels were assigned to Adult Basic Education classes. In addition, non-English speakers could
be assgned to English as a Second Language (ESL) programs. Findly, those who had completed high
school or held a GED certificate could be assgned to vocationa training or employment-oriented skills
courses a locd community colleges. All in al, however, assgnments to GED preparation or basic
education courses were more common than assgnment to vocationd training programs in these
education-focused programs, primarily as a result of welfare recipients low levels of educationd
achievement; enrollment in college played an even smdler role.

Some differences existed among the seven educationfocused programs. The three HCD
programs usudly assigned enrollees to education or training programs as thar first activity. Case
managers in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma had more discretion over activity assgnments, but, in
practice, mogt program enrollees were initiadly assigned to education or training activities in these Stes as
well. Riversde’'s HCD program was aso unique among this group in thet it did not serve high school
graduates and GED holders who, at program entry, scored above minimum levels in reading and math
tests.

B. High or L ow Enforcement of the Participation M andate

The degree to which a program enforces a participation mandate can be viewed as a product of
three factors. how wide a cross section of the welfare casdoad is enrolled in a program; how closdly a
program monitors individuds participation; and how swiftly and congstently a program imposes
financia sanctions, that is, reductions in monthly welfare grants, on those who do not participate.

All four employment-focused programs, and five of the seven education-focused programs, can
be conddered high enforcement programs; the remaining two education-focused programs, Detroit and
Oklahoma City, can be consdered low enforcement programs. While technicaly requiring enrollment
from a cross section of their “mandatory” caseloads, these latter two programs put a priority on working
with those individuds who expressed interest in participating in the program. In addition, resource
condraints kept staff in these stes from closely monitoring individuas participation in program activities.
Finaly, saff in these two Stes rardy invoked financid sanctions. In contragt, program gaff in the other
programs generdly enrolled and worked with a cross section of the welfare gpplicants and recipients
who were required to participate; monitored participation more closdy; and, epecidly in Columbus
and Grand Rapids, frequently invoked sanctions for nonparticipation.

C. Other Key Program Features

Other implementation features, beyond those discussed above, can dso potentidly influence a
program'’ s effectiveness. Two of them — the leve of child care support provided and the structure of
program case management — are described here.

All 11 studied programs offered child care assstance to wefare recipients who needed it while
they were participating in program activities or employed. Oklahoma City, Portland, and Detroit
provided the strongest staff support for arranging child care. Staff in these programs helped to make
child care arrangements and aso helped those who found jobs to obtain transitiond child care
assstance. In contrast, case managers for both Riverside programs did not provide much assstancein

ES-19



setting up child care arrangements, encouraged enrollees to use low- or zero-cost informa child care
while they were participating in program activities, and did not actively promote the use of trangtiond
child care benefits.

The programs dso differed in their case management strategies. Columbus Integrated, Portland,
and Oklahoma City implemented an “integrated case management” daffing arangement. That is, case
managers in these stes combined responghilities normally performed by ncome maintenance staff
(determining welfare digibility, caculating wefare grants, invoking financia pendties, and arranging for
trangtiond benefits) with responghilities usudly assgned to wefare-to-work program staff (assigning
enrolless to employment-reated activities, arranging for child care, and monitoring participation).
Columbus Integrated and Portland staff had sufficient resources and smal enough caseloads to perform
both of these roles, enabling them to promote a consstent sdlf-sufficiency message. In contrag, in
Oklahoma City limited resources and large casdloads led case managers to put most of their overdl
emphads on the financid functions of their job.

The Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde LFA and HCD, Columbus Traditional, and Detroit
programs dl used a traditional case management dructure, in which each wdfare recipient had two
different case managers. Commonly, income maintenance workers knew little about the wefare-to-
work program in their ste. Among these sites, the saffing division was most pronounced in Detroit.

1. Research Designs and Samples

In Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside welfare recipients were randomly assigned to ether an
LFA or an HCD program group or to a control group. (See Exhibit ES-2.) Both types of programs
operated Smultaneoudy in these three stes. In Columbus a three-group random assgnment design was
used as well. Here, the two program groups represented two case management models. integrated and
traditiond. The remaining three Stes in the evauaion — Oklahoma City, Detroit, and Portland — used
random assgnment to test the effectiveness of established programs, as opposed to programs designed
to meet research protocols, individuas were randomly placed in either a group that entered the program
or anonprogram control group. Note that control group members were digible for child care assistance
amilar to that offered to program group members if they were participating in nonprogram activities in
which they had enrolled on their own.

Individuas were randomly assigned to research groups over approximately atwo-year period in
each dte. Random assgnment for the evaduation began in June 1991 in Riversde and ended in
December 1994 in Portland. Thus, the results presented in this report cover the caendar period from
June 1991 (the first sample member’s entry into the study) through December 1996 (the last month of
the two-year follow-up for the last sample member randomly assigned in Portland).

Differences in research design and random assgnment procedures affected the compostion,
and thus comparahility, of the samples across sites. (See Exhibit ES-2.) In five of the seven stes AFDC
gpplicants and recipients were randomly assgned while attending a program orientation; in the other two
gtes (Columbus and Oklahoma City) individuas were randomly assigned before they were referred to a
program. Since some individuds typicaly exit welfare for employment or other reasons before attending
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a program orientation, the samples in Columbus and Oklahoma City include a larger share of individuds
who quickly left welfare.?

The programs dso differed in how broadly or narrowly they targeted enrollment. Most notably,
Oklahoma City randomly assigned only welfare gpplicants (that is, persons in the process of applying
for wefare), including those whose application for assstance was not yet goproved. Additiondly,
Detroit, Grand Rapids, Oklahoma City, and Portland extended their program coverage to motherswith
children as young as age 1, whereas the remaining programs exempted parents whose youngest child
was under age 3. Riversde limited enrollment in its HCD program to individuas determined by program
regulations to need basc education because they lacked a high school diploma or GED certificate,
attained low scores on areading or math exam administered at program entry, or had limited proficiency
in English. Findly, other pro-grams limited enrollment (and thus those digible for random assgnment) by
capping casdoads for program staff and establishing waiting lists for enrollees (Atlanta) or by excluding
those who, in the judgment of program staff, had serious barriers to participation (Portland).

Because of these and other factors, the research samples differed across the seven sitesin key
background characteridtics likely to affect individuds chances of finding employment and leaving
welfare. For ingtance, excluding the Riversde HCD program, the proportion of sample members who
had completed high school or attained a GED certificate prior to random assgnment ranged from 55
percent (Oklahoma City) to 66 percent (Portland); the proportion who had ever worked full time for at
least six months for the same employer ranged from 43 percent (Columbus) to 77 percent (Portland);
and, excluding Oklahoma City, between 28 and 50 percent of sample membersin the sites had received
welfare cumulatively for five years or more,

V. FEindings

A. Program Participation and Enfor cement

Many control group members took part in education and training activities on their own
initiative. All programs, however, were able to increase participation levels in employment-
related activities above the control groups rate of activity during the two-year follow-up. The
size of the increase was associated with the degree of enforcement of the participation
mandate, but not with the program approach.

“Riverside, Grand Rapids, and Portland implemented an additional random assignment study of the effects —
independent of participation in welfare-to-work program activities — of referring AFDC applicants and recipients to
awdfare-to-work program. Random assignment for this study took place at income maintenance offices. The results
of this supplemental study are not included in this report.
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Exhibit ES-2

Resear ch Designs and Samplesfor the Seven Evaluation Sites

Characterigtic

Type of random
assgnment

Point of random
assgnment

Type of study

Sample
composition (for
this report)

Ageof sample
members
youngest child

Atlanta

Three-way

(2 program
groups, 1
control group)

Program
orientetion

Differentid
impects of
HCD and
LFA
approaches

AFDC
gpplicants and
recipients

Grand
Rapids
Three-way

(2 program
groups, 1
control group)

Program
orientetion

Differentid
impacts of
HCD and
LFA
approaches

AFDC
gpplicantsand
recipients;
teen parents
(ages 18 and
19)

Riversde
Three-way

(2 program
groups, 1
control group)

Program
orientetion

Differentid
impects of
HCD and
LFA
approaches

AFDC
gpplicants and
recipients

Columbus

Three-way

(2 program
groups, 1
control group)

Welfare
application or
redeterminati
on

Differentid
impacts of
integrated and
traditiond
case

management
drategies

AFDC
gpplicants and
recipients

Detroit

Two-way

(1 program
group, 1
control group)

Program
orientation

Net impacts of
established
program

AFDC
gpplicants and
recipients;
teen parents
(eges 18 and
19)

Oklahoma
City
Two-way
(1 program
group, 1
contral
group)

Wefare
goplication

Net impacts
of established
program

AFDC
gpplicants,
teen parents
(ages 16 to
19)

Portland

Two-way
(1 program
group, 1
control
group)

Program
orientation

Net impacts
of established
program

AFDC
applicants
and recipients




Between 19 and 42 percent of control group members surveyed in each dte reported
participating during the two-year follow-up period in an employment-related activity, such as basic
education, skills training, post-secondary education, or forma job search. As shown in Exhibit ES-3, dl
programs increased participation beyond these levels of sdf-initiated activity, from 9 to 40 percentage
points above control group participation levels. Overdl, program participants were generdly involved in
activitiesfor at least severd months.

All but one of the programs with high enforcement of the participation mandate (including both
employment- and education-focused programs) produced large impacts on participation (above 20
percentage points). Participation impacts were much smaler for the two low enforcement programs
(Detroit and Oklahoma City). In these two sites the programs' efforts increased the number of welfare
recipients who participated in activities only dightly beyond what they would have done on their own, in
the absence of amandatory welfare-to-work program.

As expected, all of the employment-focused programs produced large
increases in participation in job search activities. Some also produced small
increasesin participation in education and training.

National Evaluation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-3

Impacts on Participation in Any Employment-Related Activity
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.
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The four employment-focused programs increased job search participation by 27 (Grand
Rapids LFA) to 32 percentage points (Portland and Riverside LFA), compared with control group
levels. (See Exhibit ES-4.) The programs achieved large gains for people who entered the program with
a high schoal diploma or GED certificate and for nongraduates. Enrollees in the employment-focused
programs could be assigned to short-term education or training if they completed job search without
finding employment (or, in Portland, a& program entry). The Atlanta LFA and Portland programs
produce smal increases in participation in education or training.

Most of the education-focused programs raised participation levels in
education or training. To a lesser extent, the programs also increased
participation in job search.

As shown in Exhibit ES-4, the education-focused programs increased participation in education
or training by 10 to 35 percentage points (Oklahoma and Riverside HCD, respectively) compared with
control group levels. (Detroit's increase in education or training participation was not datisticaly
sgnificant.)

While the increases for some programs were smal when dl sample members are consdered,
most of the education-focused programs achieved large increases in participation in education or training
for sample members lacking a high school diploma or GED certificate a random assgnment (not shown
in Exhibit ES-4). Mot of these increases are accounted for by participation in basic education.

When enrollees in the education-focused programs completed education or training, they were
often assigned to job search. As Exhibit ES-4 illudtrates, al of the education-focused programs raised
job search participation levels to some extent; impacts were smilar for high school graduates and
nongraduates.

Most programs produced only small increases in participation in work
experience or on-the-job training.

TANF participation requirements encourage states to enroll welfare recipients in unpaid work
or on-the-job training. None of the programs in the evaluation made extensve use of these activities, but
most were able to produce small impacts on participation in such activities because even fewer control
group members participated in them. (Participation impacts on these activities are not shown in Exhibit
ES-4.)

The 11 programs varied widely in their use of financial sanctions,or AFDC
grant reductions, to enforce mandatory participation requirements. Sanction
rates in most of the employment-focused programs were moderate, but
ratesin the education-focused programsranged from very low to very high.
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Exhibit ES-4
Impactson Participation in Job Search and Education or Training
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In three of the four employment-focused programs (Atlanta and Riversde LFA and Portland)
between 11 and 18 percent of program group members reported that they were sanctioned for
noncompliance with program participation requirements during the follow-up period. Three education
focused programs (Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Integrated and Traditiond) and an employment-
focused program (Grand Rapids LFA) had high sanction rates, ranging from 26 to 32 percent of
program group members. At the other extreme, dmost no program group member in the low
enforcement education-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City reported being sanctioned.

B. Recept of Education or Training Credentials

Some of the education-focused programs, as well as the Portland program,
produced reatively large impacts on GED certificate attainment among
sample members who entered the program without a high school diploma or
GED certificate.
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As noted above, most education-focused programs increased participation in basic education
among nongraduates, but only three of these programs (Grand Rapids and Riversde HCD and
Columbus Traditiond) increased GED certificate attainment for this subgroup. Impacts on GED receipt
ranged from 8 to 11 percentage points. Notably, Portland achieved smilar gainsin GED receipt. (The
other three employment-focused programs had no effect on GED attainment.)

For those entering with a high school diploma or GED, a few programs
increased the proportion who received a trade license or certificate. One
program increased the proportion of nongraduates who received a trade
credential.

Two education-focused programs (Atlanta and Grand Rapids HCD) and one employment-
focused program (Atlanta LFA) increased receipt of atrade license or certificate for sample membersin
the graduate subgroup. Impacts ranged from 5 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 11 percentage
points (Atlanta HCD). Portland increased receipt of a trade license or certificate by 12 percentage
points amnong those entering the program without a high schoal diploma or GED. (Only Portland's
program had this effect for the nongraduate subgroup.)

C. Employment and Earnings

Employment-focused programs produced larger gainsin employment over
thetwo-year follow-up period than most of the education-focused programs.

Six of the seven stes in the evaluation experienced economic growth and strong labor markets
during the firg years of follow-up; aided by these conditions, a mgority of control group members in
these sites (from 58 to 72 percent) worked for pay a some point during the two-year follow-up period.
Jobs were much harder to find in Rversde; only 45 percent of control group members were employed
during the follow-up period.

As shown in Exhibit ES-5, dl four employment-focused programs increased two-year
employment levels, from 5 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 15 percentage points (Riversde LFA).
(Exhibit ES-5 shows outcomes for both program and control groups and the differences between the
two groups outcomes, that is, the impacts, other exhibits present only the impacts for the various
outcomes discussed.) As described above, education-focused programs delayed job finding in the short
term. Not surpriangly, employment gains for most of these programs fel beow those of the
employment-focused programs. Three of the seven education-focused pro-grams produced no
datidicdly sgnificant increase in employment (Columbus Integrated and Traditiond and Oklahoma),
and the other education-focused programs increased employment between 3 and 9 percentage points
(Atlanta and Riversde HCD, respectively).

Employment-focused programs produced much larger gainsin earnings over
thetwo-year follow-up period than education-focused programs.

Earnings for control group members in the seven sites averaged between $3,133 and $6,892
(including zeroes for those with no earnings) over the two-year follow-up period. As Exhibit ES-6
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illustrates, Portland increased earnings by an average of $1,842 per program group member. This
earnings gain is much larger than that of the other three employment-focused programs and exceeds that
of dl previoudy evauated mandatory welfare-to-work initiatives, except

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-5

Program Impacts on Selected M easur es of
Earnings, Employment, and AFDC Payments and Receipt

Sample Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Ever employed in year lor 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 66.1 61.6 4.5 *** 7.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 o 70.1 7.6 ¥** 10.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 60.2 45.0 15.1 *** 335

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3,125 55.5 389 16.6 *** 42.7
Portland 5,547 72.1 60.9 11.2 *** 184
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3,881 64.4 61.6 2.8 ** 4.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2,997 75.4 70.1 5.3 *** 7.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3,135 48.2 389 9.3 *** 23.9
Columbus Integrated 4,672 739 722 17 2.3
Columbus Traditional 4,729 735 722 1.3 1.7
Detroit 4,459 62.3 58.2 4.1 *** 7.0
Oklahoma City 8,677 64.1 65.0 -0.9 -1.4

Averagetotal earningsin years1 and 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 5,820 5,006 813 *** 16.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 5,674 4,639 1,035 *** 22.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 5,488 4,213 1,276 *** 30.3
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3,125 4,124 3,133 992 *** 31.7
Portland 5,547 7,133 5,291 1,842 *** 34.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3,881 5,502 5,006 496 ** 9.9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2,997 5,219 4,639 580 ** 12.5
Riverside Human Capital Development 3,135 3,450 3,133 317 10.1
Columbus Integrated 4,672 7,565 6,892 673 ** 9.8
Columbus Traditional 4,729 7,569 6,892 677 *** 9.8
Detroit 4,459 4,369 4,001 367 * 9.2
Oklahoma City 8,677 3,518 3,514 5 0.1
(continued)
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Exhibit ES-5 (continued)

Sample  Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact) Change (%)

Averagetotal AEFDC payments
received in years 1 and 2 ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 4,553 4,922 -368.6 *** -75
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 5,944 7,347 -1,403.7 *** -19.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 8,292 9,600 -1,308.0 *** -13.6

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3,125 8,894 10,302 -1,408.4 *** -13.7
Portland 5,547 5,818 7,014 -1,196.3 *** -17.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3,881 4,634 4,922 -287.5 *** -5.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 2,997 6,512 7,347 -835.1 *** -11.4
Riverside Human Capital Development 3,135 9,253 10,302 -1,048.8 *** -10.2
Columbus Integrated 4,672 4,775 5,469 -693.7 *** -12.7
Columbus Traditional 4,729 4,939 5,469 -529.8 *** -9.7
Detroit 4,459 8,457 8,615 -157.5 0.0 -1.8
Oklahoma City 8,677 3,391 3,624 -233.0 *** -6.4

Ever received any AFDC payments
in final guarter of year 2

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 61.3 67.0 -5.7 *** -85
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 53.5 60.9 -7.4 *x* -121
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 50.0 56.4 -6.4 *** -11.3

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3,125 54.2 60.0 -5,9 *** -9.8
Portland 5,647 41.3 53.0 -11.7 *** -22.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3,881 63.6 67.0 -3.5 ** 5.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 2,997 54.3 60.9 -6.5 *** -10.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 3,135 56.0 60.0 -4,1 ** -6.8
Columbus Integrated 4,672 47.1 53.8 -6.8 *** -125
Columbus Traditional 4,729 49.3 53.8 -4.6 *** -85
Detroit 4,459 70.1 73.7 -3.6 *** -4.8
Oklahoma City 8,677 38.4 40.8 -2.5 ** -6.0

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.
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the Riversde GAIN program of the late 1980s (another employment-focused, varied first activity
program). Earnings gains in the other employment-focused programs in the evauation were moderate,
ranging from $813 to $1,276 (Atlanta LFA and Riversde LFA, respectively). Earnings gains in the
education-focused programs were smdler; datisticaly sgnificant gains ranged from $367 to $677
(earnings impacts in Riversde HCD and Oklahoma were not satidicaly sgnificant). Neither of the two
low enforcement programs (Oklahoma City and Detroit) produced substantial earnings increases.

National Evaluation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-6

Impactson Two-Year Earnings
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

Over time, the employment and earnings gains diminished in most of the
employment-focused programs, but increased in most of the education-
focused programs. By the end of the two-year follow-up period some of the
education-focused programs had “caught up” to the employment-focused
programs.

The earnings gains in two of the three LFA programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside) diminished
over time, as increasing numbers of control group members began finding jobs on their own. In the last
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quarter of year 2 the three LFA programs raised employment levels by only 4 percentage points and
increased average earnings by about $100. (Exhibit ES-7 shows employment levels over the follow-up
period, averaged across programs within each gpproach.)

In contrast, gains increased in most of the education-focused programs. By the last quarter of
year 2, impacts on employment and earnings for five education-focused programs (Atlanta and Grand
Rapids HCD, Columbus Integrated and Traditiond, and Detroit) were Smilar to or dightly larger than
impacts for the three LFA programs. employment gains ranged from 3 to 6 percentage points and
earnings gains ranged from $93 to $179. Overal, these results underscore the importance of tracking
the effects of education-focused programs over alonger period than two years.

Unlike the effects in other employment-focused programs, in Portland postive effects on
employment and earnings increased over time in the last quarter of follow-up the program group
employment level was 11 percentage points higher than the control group level, and the program group
earned on average $310 more. These impacts are far larger than those of any other program in the
evauation.

Portland’s program produced the largest, most consistent increases in
employment stability and job quality during the follow-up period.

Portland’ s employment-focused, varied first activity program increased the proportion of people
who worked dl four quarters of year 2 by 8 percentage points and who earned $10,000 or more in
year 2 by 6 percentage points. At the end of year 2 (as measured from survey responses) the program
increased the percentage of people working at full-time jobs and at jobs that offered health coverage. It
also increased average hourly pay for those working, but this finding, since it is based on a
nonexperimental comparison (different types of individuas in the program and control groups may have
been working) is more speculative. The Riversde LFA program dso increased full-time employment
with hedth benefits and higher hourly earnings, but to a lesser extent than the Portland program.
Contrary to expectations, the educationfocused programs increased job qudity to only a smal extent
or not & dl by the end of two years.

D. Public Assstance Receipt and Payments

All programs reduced AFDC receipt to some degree. On average,
decreases for the employment-focused programs were larger, but decreases
for some education-focused programs rivaled or exceeded decreases for
some employment-focused programs.

All programs lowered the proportion of welfare recipients who would have reached a two-year
welfare time limit, had one been in effect. Control group membersin dl but one ste received AFDC for
an average of 16 to 20 months during the two-year follow-up period. (The exception was Oklahoma
City, where the dl-gpplicant sample averaged 12 months of receipt.) The programs reduced the
average number of months of AFDC receipt by 0.48 to 2.41 months
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Exhibit ES-7

Quarterly Impactson Employment Over Two Years,
Averaged Across Sites by Approach
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

(or 2 to 16 percent). Two employment-focused programs, Grand Rapids LFA and Portland, produced
the largest decreases (2.21 months and 2.41 months, respectively). Decreases for the education
focused programs ranged from 0.48 to 1.58 months.

In the last quarter of follow-up between 41 percent (in Oklahoma City) and 74 percent (in
Detroit) of control group members received an AFDC check. Portland produced the largest reduction
in the proportion of sample members receiving AFDC at this point (12 percentage points). Among the
other programs, reductions in the proportion receiving AFDC &t the end of year 2 ranged from 6 to 7
percentage points for the three LFA programs and from 3 to 7 percentage points for the education
focused programs.

All programs but one decreased average AFDC payments over the two-
year follow-up period.
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Control group members received AFDC payments over the two years averaging between
$3,624 and $10,302 (including those who left welfare during the two-year follow-up period). Three
employment-focused programs (Grand Rapids and Riversde LFA and Portland) and one education
focused program (Riverside HCD) reduced payments by more than $1,000 (representing decreases of
10 to 19 percent, relative to payments to the control group). (See Exhibit ES-8.) Three other programs,
al education-focused (Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Integrated and Traditiona), aso reduced
two-year welfare expenditures per program group member by 10 percent or more. Detroit’s program
produced only adight, not Satisticaly sgnificant, decrease in AFDC payments over the two years.

Most programs reduced Food Stamp receipt and expenditures during the
follow-up period.

Eight of the 11 programs decreased average Food Stamp expenditures over the two-year
follow-up period and decreased the proportion of people who received Food Stampsin the last quarter
of year 2. Decreases in two-year expenditures ranged from 2 to 13 percent and decreases in receipt at
the end of follow-up ranged from 4 to 8 percentage points. One employment-focused program and two
education-focused programs had no effect on Food Stamp receipt (Atlanta LFA and HCD and
Oklahoma City).

E. Employment and Wdfare Status at the End of Two Years

In all programs a substantial proportion of enrollees were receiving AFDC
at the end of thetwo-year follow-up period.

Across dl programs as many as 7 in 10 program group members (in Detroit) remained on
welfare at the two-year mark. Even in programs that moved the largest proportion of sample members
off wdfare, a least 4 in 10 erollees remained on wefare. This offers a caution to states driving to
achieve very rgpid sdf-aufficiency for virtudly dl wefare recipients.

Most programs increased the proportion of people who were working and
not receiving AFDC at the end of the follow-up period.

In the last quarter of year 2 between 13 and 27 percent of control group members were
employed and receiving no AFDC payments. All programs but two (Riversde HCD and Oklahoma
City) increased the proportion of people in this satus. (See Exhibit ES-9.) Impacts were generdly
gmall, with two programs (Portland and Columbus Integrated) achieving moderate ncreases. The
impacts, which ranged from 2 to 9 percentage points, were not associated with program approach.

Several programs representing both approaches dightly increased the rate
at which individuals left welfare without a job.

The proportion of control group members who were not employed and not receiving AFDC in
the last quarter of year 2 ranged from 12 to 37 percent. All of the employment-focused programs and
three of the seven education-focused programs increased the percentage of sample members in this
datus at the end of two years. (See Exhibit ES-9.) Increases were smdl in every program, ranging from

ES-32



2 to 5 percentage points. The mgority of people in this status reported having some other source of
income and/or living with someone e'se who worked or who had another source of income.

National Evaluation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-8

Impacts on Two-Year Welfare Payments
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from state and county AFDC records.

F. Income and Poverty

Most programs had little or no effect on income.

In the second year of follow-up control group members averaged between $5,596 (Oklahoma
City) and $9,322 (Detroit) in combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. Few
programs substantialy atered these combined income levels, in generd, reductions in AFDC, Food
Stamps, and other benefits matched or exceeded earnings gains. However, in three programs — Grand
Repids and Riversde LFA (employment-focused) and Riversde HCD (education-focused) —
combined income in the second year of follow-up was reduced by $230 to $571, or 3 to 7 percent.
(See Exhibit ES-10.) In Portland (employment-focused) and Atlanta HCD (educationfocused)
combined income increased in the second year by $425 and $295, or 5 and 4 percent, respectively.
This combined income measure includes estimates of the EITC; when EITC estimates are not included,



losses and gains are somewhat smdler, the Portland and Atlanta HCD gains are no longer statistically
ggnificant, and asmadl lossin the Grand Rapids LFA program becomes statisticaly sgnificant.

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Exhibit ES-9

Impacts on Employment and Welfare Status at the End of Two Years

Site and Program Employed  Employed Not Employed  Not Employed
and off and on and on and off
AFDC AFDC AFDC AFDC
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 36 08 ns -6.5 21
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 2.8 13 ns -8.7 4.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 2.3 19 -8.3 4.1
Portland 9.3 16 -13.3 25
Atlanta Human Capital Development 34 2.7 -6.2 01 ns
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 4.1 -0.1 ns -6.4 24
Riverside Human Capital Development -0.7 ns 26 -6.7 48
Columbus Integrated 6.6 -16 ns -5.2 01 ns
Columbus Traditional 4.6 -1.1 ns -35 00 ns
Detroit 29 02 ns -38 0.7 ns
Oklahoma City -06 ns -05 ns -2.0 31

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: Ns = not statistically significant.

Because income changes were minor, few programs lifted many families out
of poverty. Some programs, however, had the effect of pushing a small
proportion of families deeper into poverty.

By design, the combined income from wefare and Food Stamp grants provides less than
poverty-level income. Only by working can people hope to attain enough income to escape poverty. In
the second year of follow-up between 11 and 26 percent of control group members had combined
income from earnings, AFDC, Food Stamps, and estimated EITC receipt that equaled or exceeded the
federal poverty leve. Five programs increased the proportion of people living at or above poverty by a
amdl amount. (See Exhibit ES-10.) Portland was the most successful, producing a 7.5 percentage point
gain; impacts for other programs were small, ranging from 2 to 3 percentage points. Program-control
differences for most of the other seven programs were postive but very smdl and not daidicaly
sgnificant.
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Exhibit ES-10

Impacts on Income and Poverty Statusin Year 2

Combined At or Above Below 50% of

Income Poverty Level Poverty Level

Site and Proaram ($ (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 246 ns 2.9 17 ns

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment -230 ns 15ns 47

Riverside Labor Force Attachment -283 24 49
Portland 425 7.5 21 ns
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 295 2.8 19 ns

Grand Rapids Human Capital Development -54 ns 0.0ns 31

Riverside Human Capital Development -571 0.6 ns 6.1

Columbus Integrated 47 ns 15ns 25
Columbus Traditional 91 ns 12ns 21 ns
Detroit 166 ns 25 -0.1 ns

Oklahoma City -153 ns -0.1ns 24

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: Ns = not statistically significant.
All impactsinclude EITC estimates.

In the second year of follow-up between 19 and 48 percent of control group members had
combined income, including estimated EITC, totding less than 50 percent of the poverty line. Six
programs (both employment- and education-focused) dightly increased the proportion of sample
members living below 50 percent of the poverty leve; they led to increases of between 2 and 6
percentage points in the proportion of individuds living deeply in poverty.

G. Health Care Coverage and Child Care Expenses

Some programs that increased employment levels and decreased welfare
receipt also decreased reported rates of health car e coverage.

At random assgnment, dmogt dl sample members in the evauation had hedth coverage
because they were receiving AFDC and were automatically covered under Medicaid. (In Oklahoma
City, applicants for assstance whose digibility was not yet determined were included in the sample, so
initial coverage rates there were lower.) Over time, coverage rates declined for both program and
control group members, as some people left AFDC and did not replace their Medicaid coverage with
coverage from employers or other sources. By the end of the follow-up period between 81 percent
(Columbus) and 88 percent (Detroit) of control group members reported having hedth coverage for
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themsdlves and their children. (This range covers dl stes except Oklahoma, where 68 percent reported
coverage for themselves and their children.)

Two employment-focused programs (Riverside LFA and Portland) and one education-focused
program (Columbus Integrated) that increased employment and decreased welfare receipt a the end of
follow-up period aso lowered hedth care coverage levels by 4 to 7 percentage points. (Impacts in
Portland were not gatigticaly sgnificant, but were just beyond the .1 level of Satigtica sgnificance used
as the standard throughout this report.) Although many program group members who left AFDC (and
automatic Medicaid coverage) found jobs that provided hedth insurance, received Trangtiond
Medicaid benefits, or obtained dternative sources of coverage, others were not able to replace the
coverage they had under Medicaid. Some of these respondents never received Trangtiona Medicaid,
and others had exhausted or had not restarted their benefits at the end of the two-year follow-up

period.

Program group members in Oklahoma City reported even larger decreases in coverage — 11
percentage points. This program decreased welfare receipt and appears to have increased short-term
employment — in jobs not reported to the states unemployment insurance sysem — that did not
provide hedth insurance, especidly for sample members children. The other seven programs in the
evauation did not affect hedth coverage rates for respondents or children.

Some programs increased child care use while employed and out-of-pocket
child care expenditures, an increase due to geater child care use among
those who found jobs aswell as an overall increase in employment levels.

Between 29 and 44 percent of dl control group members (including those who never worked)
used child care while employed a some point during the two-year follow-up period. Seven programs
— the four employment-focused programs and three of the seven education-focused programs —
produced moderate to large increases in child care use while employed, ranging from 4 to 13
percentage points. Impacts on paid child care use, that is, care paid for by ether the sample member,
the welfare department, the father of the child(ren), or the sample member’s employer, were found in
nine programs and were Smilar in magnitude.

The increases in child care use and in paid care use while employed are not entirdy explained
by the programs impacts on employment; in many programs, of those who worked during the follow-
up period, a greater proportion of program group members than control group members used child care
(or paid care) as wel. The likely explanation for this finding is that enployed program group members
required or preferred more stable child care arrangements than employed control group members. This
could be partly due to differences in the characteristics of the jobs acquired by program and control
group members (for example, program group members jobs were more likely to befull time). Itisaso
possible that program group members heeded the messages they were given by their caseworkers —
messages probably ddivered more frequently to program than control group members — concerning
the importance of obtaining paid, stable child care.

Reatively few program and control group members used trangtiond child care bendfits. Five
programs increased the use of such benefits, but these effects were large only in Atlanta LFA and



Portland, where increases of 7 and 11 percentage points in the receipt of these benefits, respectively,
were found.

H. Wdl-Being of Children

Some of the welfare-to-work programs affected children, although the
effects were not large or consistent across outcome measures or programs.
Notably, the found effects on children were both positive and negative.

The NEWWS Evduetion is one of the fird random assgnment evduations of mandatory
wdfare-to-work programs to examine programs effects on the well-being of children. The children of
sample members in the evauation were often quite young. As noted earlier, in three of the Stes women
with children as young as age 3 were required to participate in wefare-to-work programs, in the other
four Stes the mandate was extended to include women with children as young as age 1. Because many
of the child outcome measures used in the evauation pertained only to children of school age, however,
the child impacts discussed here are primarily for the subgroup of sample members who had no children
under age 6.

Control group members in the seven stes had, on average, two to three children. Across the
gtes an average of one-quarter of the control group members in the subgroup with no children under
age 6 reported that at least one of their children had been suspended from school at some point during
the two-year follow-up period. A smdler share of control group members — 8 percent to 23 percent,
depending on the Site — reported having a child who had repeated a grade in schoaol during the follow-
up period. A relatively small proportion of al control group members — less than 8 percent in any Ste
— reported that a child had been removed from their care during the two-year follow-up period.

On measures of children’s behaviord adjusment, such as suspension from school, eight of the
programs produced at least one satisticaly sgnificant effect on children among the subgroup of families
with no children under age 6. (See Exhibit ES-11.) Three programs decreased the incidence of at least
one behaviord problem, and five programs increased the frequency of at least one. Only two programs,
however, had an effect on more than one behaviord adjustment measure. Fewer program effects were
found on children’s progress in school, such as grade repetition, than on behaviora problems. Only two
programs had any effects in this areg, but, notably, these effects were favorable. Effects on children’s
hedth and safety were dso rare. Only two programs had any effect on children being removed from
their mother’s care (smdl increases in the incidence of this event) and no programs affected the
likelihood of children being taken to the hospital because of an accident, injury, or poisoning.

No explanations are clearly evident regarding the mechanisms through
which some of the programs affected children.

Program-specific differences in employment/education focus, sanctioning practices, and impacts
on adult educationd attainment, employment, and household composition could not be clearly linked to
the programs  effects on children. It could be that reductions in income played a role: some evidence
suggests that those few programs that raised earnings levels, but reduced welfare and Food Stamps
even more, resulted in adverse effects on children. In addition, child care policies may have made a
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Exhibit ES-11

Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroup of Familieswith No Children Under Age 6

Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety

Takento

Attends a Attends a Hospital

Specia Class Special Removed for

Behavioral or for Class for from Accident,

Emotional Behavioral Repeated Learning Mother's Injury, or

Site and Program Suspended Problems® Problems aGrade Problems Care Poisoning
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment -35ns -44 -4.0 -14 ns -1.2 ns -1.6 ns -1.9 ns
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 49 ns 19 ns 9.5 4.2 ns 35ns -0.2 ns -1.3 ns
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6.8 -2.3ns 3.7 -3.2 -0.5ns -0.2 ns 14 ns
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 22 ns -2.6 ns 39ns -39 ns 28 ns -0.1 ns -2.5 ns
Portland -9.4 ns -11.3 -2.5 ns -1.2 ns -0.2 ns -1.7 ns 3.0ns
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 0.1 ns -2.5 ns 11ns 0.1 ns 0.0 ns -0.7 ns 0.9 ns
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 19ns 3.7ns 8.7 -0.2 ns 4.8 ns 4.0 -1.7 ns
Riverside Human Capital Development 15ns 1.1ns 51 -1.8 ns 38 ns 1.4 ns -0.1 ns
Columbus Integrated -3.1ns -6.7 ns -5.9 -3.2 ns -10.1 1.2 ns 25ns
Columbus Traditional 3.7ns 2.7 ns -1.6 ns -3.6 ns -3.3 ns 6.0 4.8 ns
Detroit -21ns 16 ns 28 ns -19ns 0.8 ns 11ns 9.1 ns
Oklahoma City 11.1 ns 17.3 20ns 59 ns -3.3 ns 1.8 ns -0.3 ns

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: ®ncludes both respondents who reported that any of their children received help for behavioral or emotional problems and respondents who felt that any
of their children needed to get thiskind of help, if they were not already receiving it.

Ns = not statistically significant.



difference in the programs effects on children. Findly, the envi- ronments in which the programs
operated (for example, their labor markets) may have been important. Further research is needed to
decideif or how these factors mediate the effects of welfare-to-work programs on children.®

. Key Subagroups of Welfar e Recipients

Interestingly, employment-focused programs were more likely than
education-focused programs to achieve employment and earnings gains
over thetwo-year follow-up period for those who entered the study without a
high school diploma or GED certificate, but the difference in impacts
narrowed by the end of the second year.

Many programs produced employment and earnings gains for both those with and those without
ahigh school diplomaor GED at random assgnment. (See Exhibit ES-12.) Among non-graduates dl of
the employment-focused programs boosted two-year employment levds — by more than 10
percentage points in Riversde LFA and Portland — and increased average earnings per program group
member in year 2. In contrast, only three of the seven education-focused programs increased
employment levels over two years, and only two programs increased year 2 average earnings.

At the end of the follow-up, however, one education-focused program (Columbus Integrated)
was achieving the largest earnings gains of any program for nongraduates, and two others (Grand
Rapids HCD and Columbus Traditiond) attained larger earnings and/or employment impacts than two
of the employment-focused programs (Atlanta and Riversde LFA). These results suggest that additiona
follon-up will be necessary to determine which kind of program gpproach is more effective for
nongraduates in the long run.

Several programs produced moderate to large employment and earnings
gainsfor the“most disadvantaged” sample members.

Between 5 percent (Oklahoma City) and 28 percent (Riversde HCD) of the sample members
in each Ste were welfare recipients who at study entry did not have a high school diploma or GED, had
not worked in the prior year, and had received AFDC cumulatively for two years or more. Only a smdll
proportion of control group members in this most disadvantaged subgroup became employed on their
own during the two-year follow-up period (less than hdf in any Ste).

*The Child Outcomes Study, conducted by Child Trends as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, also examines the
effects of welfare-to-work programs on the children of LFA, HCD, and control group members in Atlanta, Grand
Rapids, and Riverside. This study uses a more comprehensive set of data about young children’s development, but
only for children aged 3 to 5 at random assignment. See Sharon M. McGroder et al., Impacts on Young Children and
Their Families Two Years After Enrollment: Findings from the Child Outcomes Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Education, 2000). For a synthesis of the child
research conducted thus far as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, see Gayle Hamilton, Do Mandatory Welfare-to-Work
Programs Affect the Well-Being of Children? A Synthesis of Child Research Conducted as Part of the National
Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and
U.S. Department of Education, 2000).

ES-39



Five programs (Grand Rapids and Riversde LFA and HCD and Portland) increased
employment and earnings for the most disadvantaged subgroup. (See Exhibit ES-13.) Each of these
programs increased the proportion who worked for pay during the follow-up period by more than 10
percentage points. Gainsin year 2 earnings were moderate ($800 or more) in two employment-focused
programs (Grand Rapids LFA and Portland) and smaller (between $605 and $667) in the three other
programs. These programs and two others (Detroit and Columbus Integrated) aso reduced the amount
of time that these most disadvantaged individuds received AFDC during the two-year follow-up period.

Overall, both program approaches were less successful in helping people
who had worked in the year before program entry, that is, a less
disadvantaged subgroup of the caseload.

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-12

Year 2 Earnings Impacts
for Subgroups Based on Educational Attainment at Study Entry

Without

With High School High School

Diplomaor GED Diploma or GED

Site and Program ($) ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 483 427

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 352 ns 728

Riverside Labor Force Attachment 795 375

Portland 1,371 881
Atlanta Human Capital Development 439 276 ns
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 574 312 ns
Riverside Human Capital Development n/a 121 ns

Columbus Integrated 383 ns 779

Columbus Traditional 513 412
Detroit 311 ns 279 ns
Oklahoma City 1ns -25ns

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: NS = not statistically significant.

Between 22 percent (Riverside HCD) and 55 percent (Oklahoma Gity) of sample membersin
each ste had worked for pay during the year prior to random assgnment; 63 to 89 percent of control
group members with this characteristic, depending on the Site, became employed a some point during
the two-year follow-up period.



Only two employment-focused programs (Grand Repids LFA and Portland) and one
education-focused program (Grand Rapids HCD) increased both employment and earnings beyond
what would have happened in the absence of the programs, for these sample members. Given the large
proportion of control group members in this subgroup with employment and earnings in the two-year
follow-up, impacts for this subgroup, when expressed as a percentage change, were rather small.

V. Conclusions

This evauation, which used a random assgnment experiment, provides solid information about
the effectiveness of various types of wefare-to-work program approaches. Its unusualy strong research
design isolates the effects of the programs themselves; the results reported above

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Exhibit ES-13

Year 2 Earnings Impactsfor Subgroups
Based on Leve of Disadvantage at Study Entry

Most Worked in
Disadvantaged Prior Year
Site and Program $) ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 380 191ns
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 800ns 682
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 613 387ns
Portland 838 631
Atlanta Human Canital Develooment 12ns 23ns
Grand Ranids Human Canital Devel onment 667 575
Riverside Human Canital Develooment 605 -122ns
Columbus Intearated 448 613
Columbus Traditional 279ns 340ns
Detroit 191ns 586
Oklahoma City -90ns 8ns

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: Ns = not datistically significant

thus can be confidently attributed to the programs operated in the seven Sites and not to improvements
inthe gtes labor markets, population changes, or other policy reforms.

The report’s findings, in conjunction with those of previous studies, suggest that strongly
employment-focused programs that offer a variety of employment services are more effective than
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programs that offer primarily job search or education and training. Portland’s employment-focused,
varied firg activity program stands out as unusually successful among the 11 programsin this evauation.
The Riversde GAIN (Greater Avenues for Independence) program of the late 1980s, often considered
the benchmark for other welfare-to-work programs, was also an amployment-focused, varied first
activity program. Both Portland and Riversde GAIN subgantidly increased employment levels,
produced the largest earnings gains ever found for mandatory welfare-to-work programs, and had large
impacts on welfare receipt. Both were successful for a wide range of subgroups, including the more
disadvantaged members of the caseload. Operationaly, the programs stressed the importance of finding
jobs and enforced program participation requirements, but they offered many different services,
including job search (along with job development), short-term education, and, in Portland, training. In
both programs people considered not ready to enter the labor market were first assgned to basic
education or, in Portland, to training or life skills classes. Although the 1996 welfare law encourages an
employment focus, the available research findings indicate that states can augment the success of their
programs by offering education and training as well asjob search.

The report dso illustrates, however, the limitations of even high-performing wefare-to-work
programs. Although al of the programs in this evduation had some positive effects, they generdly did
not produce large changes in peopl€e’s lives during the follow-up period. For example, the programs
helped a subgtantiad number of individuas replace income from AFDC and Food Stamps with income
from jobs, but had nat, as of two years, lifted many families out of poverty. (Additiond years of follow-
up may show income gains, partly because of the increase in the vaue of the EITC in recent years)
Also, dthough al programs reduced welfare dependency to some degree, many people were ill on
welfare at the end of the two-year follow-up period (between 38 and 70 percent of those subject to the
programs, depending on the Site).

Proponents of welfare time limits contend that the impending assistance cutoff will spur people
into the labor market and promote sdlf-sufficiency. The programs in this evaluation, which are Smilar to
many programs being run under the new wefare law, operated without such a wefare time limit. (In
addition, these programs did not try to meet the new law's participation goas, impose full-family
financid sanctions, or put in place the generous financia work incentives of many current programs.
They aso did not have available to them the recent and substantid incresses in federd funding for child
care or expanded digibility for hedth insurance through Medicad and the State Children’'s Hedth
Insurance Program.) Future research will indicate whether programs run in conjunction with time limits
or other recent welfare policy changes will be considerably more successful than the programs
previoudy operated. The present study does suggest, however, that strategies are needed to enable
newly employed individuds to keep working and to help them raise their earnings. Even in the very
successful Portland program, less than one-third of al program group members worked in al four
quarters of the second year of follow-up; less than onefifth of the total sample earned at least $10,000
in that same year. Future programswill need to produce more sustained employment impacts and much
bigger earnings impacts than those produced by any pre-TANF program that has been studied o far if
large numbers of people are to find employment that can adequately support their children kefore
reeching awdfare time limit.
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Chapter 1

I ntroduction

For the past 30 years, federd and state policymakers have been looking for new and better
ways to help welfare recipients go to work. Beginning in the late 1960s, in response to dissatisfaction
with the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, Congress began to reshape it, cre-
ating a program to encourage welfare recipients to get jobs. In 1988 the Family Support Act (FSA)
edablished a system of mutud obligation within the AFDC entitlement structure, under which govern-
ment was to provide education, employment, and support services to AFDC recipients who were, in
turn, required to participate in the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program. The
most recent federd reform effort, the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconcilia-
tion Act (PRWORA), replaced AFDC with a block grant program, Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF); limited mogt families to five years of federd TANF assistance (with some states hav-
ing shorter welfare ime limits); and created financid incentives for states to run mandatory, work-
focused wefare-to-work programs. PRWORA gives dates more flexibility than before in designing
their programs (which has encouraged, for example, more states to implement generous financid work
incentives) and more respongbility for moving the nation’s poor into the labor market.

This report contains the two-year results (within the overdl period 1991-96) from an evaduation
of 11 wdfare-to-work programs — the Nationd Evduation of Wefare-to-Work Strategies
(NEWWS) — begun under the FSA. The evauation is being conducted by the Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation (MDRC) under contract to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices (HHS), with support from the U.S. Department of Education. Child Trends, as a subcontractor, is
conducting the andyses of outcomes for young children (the Child Outcomes Study). The evauation
includes programs in seven Sites across the country: Atlanta, Georgia (Fulton County); Grand Rapids,
Michigan (Kent County); Riversde, Cdifornia (Riverside County); Columbus, Ohio (Franklin County);
Detroit, Michigan (Wayne County); Oklahoma City, Oklahoma (Oklahoma, Cleveland, and Pottawa-
tomie counties); and Portland, Oregon (Multnomah and Washington counties).” The strong random as-
sgnment design of the evauation provides solid information on the types of wefare-to-work program
gpproaches that can move subgtantid numbers of people into work and off welfare without adversdy
affecting their families' or children’ swell-being.

Two other reports should be viewed as “ companion” documents to this report: |mpacts on
Young Children and Their Families Two Years After Enrollment: Findings from the Child Out-
comes Sudy (McGroder et al., 2000), and Do Mandatory Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect the
Well-Being of Children? A Synthesis of Child Research Conducted as Part of the National
Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies (Hamilton, 2000).

The programs and individuals studied in this evaluation are drawn from the entire county (or counties) men-
tioned in parentheses after the city name; for ease of reference, in thisreport the siteswill be referred to by the name
of their corresponding urban area.



. A Framework for Understanding the Programs Results

The FSA gave program administrators a great ded of flexibility in desgning the 11 programs
Sudied in the National Evaudtion of Wefare-to-Work Strategies. That flexibility, combined with local
economic, poalitical, and funding environments, resulted in 11 programs that vary on several dimensions
of implementation. This report focuses on two of those dimensions: the sdlf-sufficiency gpproach used
and the leve of participation mandate enforcement.

While the overarching goa of programs run over the past 30 years — to foder the sdf-
aufficiency of recipients through increased employment and decreased wdfare receipt — has not
changed, there has been disagreement on how best to move individuas from wefare to work. One
drategy emphasizes quick employment, reflecting the belief that individuas can best build their employ-
ability, and eventudly achieve sdf-sufficiency, through actud work, even if their initid jobs are minimum
wage and without fringe benefits. The other strategy emphasizes skill-building, particularly in the educa-
tion areq, reflecting the view that individuds should firgt invest in education or training, to enable them to
obtain higher-wage, longer-lasting jobs with hedlth insurance coverage. Most programs have blended
the two strategies and emphasized e ements of both. Past research has shown that a program’s location
on the theoretical continuum between these two dtrategies, and the mix of services it provides to enrol-
lees, can have a didtinct effect on the patterns and magnitude of program impacts measured in the short
and long term.?

The programs in this report have been divided into those that use an employment-focused gp-
proach and those that use an education-focused approach to promote salf- sufficiency. The report builds
on and expands an earlier examination of three Stesin the evauation (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riv-
ersde) that smultaneoudy implemented a Labor Force Attachment (LFA) program and a Human Capi-
td Development (HCD) program, versons of employment-focused and education-focused programs
that magnified the differences between the two types of gpproaches. These six programs in these three
Sites provide the best test of the relative effectiveness of the two approaches.® Thefind site, Columbus,
was a0 asked to implement two different programs in a head-to-head test. One program used an “in-
tegrated case management” staffing structure, in which one worker assumes responghility for both digi-
bility and employment and training for her clients. The other program used a “traditional case manage-
ment” daffing dructure, in which separate workers handle the digibility and employment and training
duties. These programs are called the Columbus Integrated and Traditiona programs. Program adminis-
trators in the other four stes chose which sdf-aufficiency gpproach to implement based on their own
gods. Taken together, four programs (Atlanta LFA, Grand Rapids LFA, Riverside LFA, and Portland)
were employment-focused; the remaining seven were education-focused.

In the LFA versons d the employment-focused program, amogt al enrollees were first &
signed to job search. In Portland, the other employment-focused program, many, but not dl, individuds
were assigned to job search as afird activity. Some individuas, usudly those who were determined to
have more barriers to work than other members of the casedload, were first assgned to education or
training activities. In the three HCD education-focused programs, as well asin the four other education
focused programs, dmos dl individuas were first assgned to ether education or occupationd skills
training activities

Past research also suggests that the degree to which a program enforces a participation mandate
for the welfare casdload is a determinant of whether a program can have an effect.* High or low e

*See Friedlander and Burtless, 1995; Bloom, 1997; and Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994.

*Hamilton et al., 1997, presents two-year results for the six programs; future reports from this evaluation will
document how each fared in the long term.

“See Bloom, 1997, p. 51; Kemple, Friediander, and Fellerath, 1995, pp. ES-2 and ES-3; and Friedlander et al., 1987,
pp. Vii-X.



forcement of the mandate is a product of three factors. how wide a cross section of the welfare
casdoad is enrolled in a program; how closely a program monitors individuas participation; and how
swiftly and consstently aprogram imposes financid sanctions, that is, reductions in monthly welfare
grants, on those who do not participate. Nine of the NEWWS programs were high enforcement pro-
grams, Detroit and Oklahoma City were not, mostly because of limited program and saff resources.

Table 1.1 categorizes the 11 NEWWS programs according to their salf-sufficiency goproach
and leve of enforcement of the participation mandate. Chapter 3 discussesin greater detail these dimen-
sons of the programs, aswell as others that may have affected program impacts.

National Evaluation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies
Tablel.1

Categorizing NEWWS Programs, by Approach, First Activity, and Enforcement Level

Employment-focused approach Education-focused approach
Job search first Varied first activity Education or Training
High Enforcement High Enforcement High Enforcement Low Enforcement
Atlanta LFA Portland AtlantaHCD Detroit
Grand Rapids LFA Grand Rapids HCD Oklahoma City
Riversde LFA Riverside HCD
Columbus I ntegrated
Columbus Traditional

. Resear ch Questions and Design

Within the above categorization scheme, the report andyzes the programs effects for single-
parent welfare recipients, focusing on results for the two years after individuals entered the programs, an
important period in which to gauge whether programs moved recipients from wefare to work.
Presently, many dates and locdlities terminate wefare digibility after two years. In addition, prior
research has shown that many individuas on welfare for at least two years will likely remain on therolls
for a considerably longer time.> Under TANF, these individuals would be in jeopardy of reaching their
five-year limit on federd funding for wdfare benefits. Consequently, the two-year results for these 11
programs will serve as a benchmark for the next generation of welfare initiatives.

Specificaly, the report addresses the following questions:

Which welfare-to-work program gpproaches were most successful in helping
welfare recipients to receive the program services or atain the skills or credentids
that could enhance their chances of finding employment?

Which gpproaches were most successful in helping wefare recipients to find pad
work and leave welfare within the two-year follow-up period, and to remain off
welfare? Did any approach help individuas to get a“good” job, thet is, a full-time
job with hedlth benefits?

Which gpproaches were most successful in increasing welfare recipients income
and helping them move out of poverty?

®See Bane and Ellwood, 1983.



Did any approaches, as a result of he services provided to or the mandates
imposed upon parents, podtively or negatively affect the wel-being of their
children?

Which gpproaches were most successful in achieving self-sufficiency for those who
were & high risk for long stays on welfare?

The NEWWS Evauation uses an unusudly strong research design, a random assgnment ex-
periment, to estimate program effects. In each Ste individuals who were required to participate in the
program were assigned, by chance, to ether a program group, which had access to employment and
training services and whose members were required to participate in the program or risk areduction in
their monthly AFDC grant, or a control group, which received no services through the program but
could seek out such services from the community. This random assgnment design assures that there are
no systematic differences between the background characteristics of people in the program and control
groups when they enter the study. Thus, any subsequent differences in outcomes between the groups
can be attributed with confidence to the effects of the program. These differences, cdled impacts, are
the primary focus of this report.

Although this design assures that the impact estimates of each program are extremely relidble,
there are limitations to making cross-Site comparisons of program effects. Loca conditions, indluding
labor markets, prevailing wages, welfare grant levels, political environments, program funding levels, and
gaff adminigtration, can al have an effect on the magnitude of impact estimates. For this reason impact
differences among the 11 employment- and education-focused programsin this report are suggestive of
the rdative effectiveness of either approach in the short term. More definitive judgments on the relative
effectiveness of the two gpproaches will come from the results from the three Stes in this evauation that
are tegting versions of the two approaches side by side. Furthermore, two years is not enough time in
which to fully assess the effectiveness of ether gpproach. Theoreticaly, only the results in later years of
the follow-up period are expected to show a “payback” in the labor market from investments that par-
ticipants in education-focused programs made in education and training. Future NEWWS reports will
document these programs’ resultsin the longer term (for up to afive-year period).

The remainder of this chapter briefly describes the locditiesin which the programs operated and
concludes with a description of the contents of the report.

[11.  Program Environments

When planning this evauation, HHS and MDRC sought to include Sites that would demonsirate
operation in a diverse range of conditions, though they would not represent dl welfare-to-work pro-
grams in the country. As shown in Table 1.2, Stes varied dong severd dimensions, such as geographic
location, labor market, and welfare grant leve.®

®For a description of the site selection process, see Hamilton and Brock, 1994, Appendix A.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table1.2
Program Environments

Grand Oklahoma
Characteristic Atlanta Rapids Riverside  Columbus Detroit City Portland
Population, 1990 648,779 500,631 1,170,413 961,437 2,111,687 832,624 895,441
Population growth, 1990-1995 (%) 80 49 179 52 2.7 54 9.9
AFDC casel oad®
1901 18,507 7,660 23,325 23,192 87,992 12,305 11,234
1992 21,801 7,389 25,581 24,135 88,584 13,392 11,817
1993 23,113 7,508 27,775 24,739 89,083 14,259 11,961
194 23,121 7,137 32,044 24,807 88,337 14,257 11,981
1995 22,043 7,052 24,650 23,240 88,614 13,959 11,231
1996 19,620 5,836 25,076 19,474 74,051 12,488 10,097
Welfare-to-work program casel oad”
1991 4,808 n/a 6,558 n/a n/a n/a n/a
1992 3,500 (est.) n/a 5,584 n/a n/a n/a n/a
1993 3,919 n/a 5194 2,079 n/a n/a 2,868
1994 4374 n/a 6,564 1,953 n/a n/a 2,799
1995 5,996 n/a 9,449 1,642 n/a n/a 3,025
1996 6,897 n/a 9,998 3,576 n/a n/a 3,201
AFDC grant level for afamily of 3, 1993 ($) 280 474 624 341 459 324 460
Food Stamp benefit level for afamily of 3,
1993 ($)° 292 252 202 292 252 292 287
Unemployment rate (%)
1991 53 78 9.8 38 105 6.0° 54°
1992 74 75 11.6 4.6 105 55 73
1993 6.4 53 11.9 45 83 550 6.6°
194 58 42 105 37 6.7 5.0¢ 4.9°
1995 54 38 96 29 6.0 4.0° 4.1°
1996 49 40 82 29 55 36° 52¢
Employment growth, 1991-1996 (%) 14.8 15.9 119 77 54 91 151

(continued)



Table 1.2 (continued)

Grand Oklahoma
Characteristic Atlanta Rapids Riverside  Columbus Detroit City Portland
Income disregard policies Standard; Standard'  Extended; Standard Standard' Standard Standard
fill-the-gap fill-the-gap
Maximum that afamily of 3 could earn and
receive AFDC, January 1993 ($)
In months 1-4 of employment 756 831 1,175 632 809 606 810
In months 5-12 of employment 544 5A 823 461 579 444 580
After 12 months of employment 514 564 793 431 549 414 550

SOURCES: Hall and Gaquin, 1997; Hamilton and Brock, 1994; Hamilton et al., 1997; Scrivener et al., 1998; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics; Center for Law and Social Policy, 1994; Center for Law and Social Policy, 1995; site contacts.

NOTES: Data are for counties: Atlanta (Fulton County), Georgia; Grand Rapids (Kent County), Michigan; Riverside (Riverside County),
California; Columbus (Franklin County), Ohio; Detroit (Wayne County), Michigan; Oklahoma City (Oklahoma, Cleveland, and Pottowatomie
counties), Oklahoma; Portland (Multnomah and Washington counties), Oregon.

N/a stands for not applicable.

#Annual average monthly caseloads, as reported by the state or county. In Atlanta averages are for calendar years; in all other sites
averages are for state fiscal years.

Annual unduplicated counts of all individuals enrolled in program activities. In Atlantaand Columbus 1996 counts are for calendar years; in
all other sites counts are for state fiscal years.

“Assumes the receipt of the maximum AFDC payment.

dDataare for Oklahoma County. The unemployment rates for Cleveland County are: 1991, 4.4%; 1992, 3.5%; 1993, 3.5%; 1994, 3.5%; 1995,
2.9%; 1996, 2.6%. The unemployment rates for Pottowatomie County are: 1991, 7.6%; 1992, 5.9%; 1993, 5.8%; 1994, 5.7%; 1995, 4.5%; 1996, 4.8%.

*Dataare for Multnomah County. The unemployment rates for Washington County are: 1991, 4.5%; 1992, 6.1%, 1993: 5.3%, 1994: 3.7%; 1995,
3.2%; 1996, 3.9%.

fAlthough Michigan implemented nonstandard earned income disregards during the evaluation period through To Strengthen Michigan
Families, all sample membersin the NEWWS Evaluation were excluded from them.



To be included in the Nationd Evauaion of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies, sites needed large
enough welfare casdloads to meet the sample size requirements of the research design. Accordingly, all
of the saven sitesinclude urban aress. Detroit, with a population topping 2 million in 1990, is the largest
urban area sudied in the evauation, and the only site to lose population (by 3 percent) between 1990
and 1995, roughly the time period covered in this report.” Riverside, with a population of over 1 million
in 1990, experienced the most growth during this period, adding dmost 18 percent to its population by
1995. Population growth in other sites ranged from 5 to 10 percent.?

As population grew, so did labor markets. In four sites employment expanded significantly be-
tween 1991 and 1996: the employed labor force in Grand Rapids grew by 16 percent, in Atlanta and
Portland by 15 percent each, and in Riverside by 12 percent. The other three Sites experienced 5 to 9
percent gains.

Risng employment, particularly in localities with risng population, does not necessarily indicate
declining unemployment rates. Unemployment rates in al seven stes, however, decreased over this pe-
riod. Following nationd trends, in generd, unemployment rates peaked in 1992 and were lowest in
1996. At the end of the evaluation period unemployment rates in most sites were below the nationa av-
erage of 5.4 percent in 1996. Early in the eva uation period unemployment ratesin Detroit and Riversde
topped 10 percent. Although ratesin both localities Steadily declined, Riverside' s remained at 8 percent
in 1996, sgnificantly higher than the national average. Throughout the evauation period Columbus's la-
bor market was robust; its unemployment rate never exceeded 5 percent, even during the high point of
the national recession.

Because individudsin the program and control groups within each site were subject to the same
labor market, the qudity of the economy by itself should not affect impact estimates; program and con-
trol groups shared the same advantages of a tight labor market or disadvantages of a dack one. How-
ever, different economic environments can present new opportunities or challenges for welfare-to-work
programs. For example, in a good labor market programs focused on job development will have an
easier time locating and directing their clients to jobs to which control group members would not have
access. In adack labor market programs may choose to encourage recipients to invest in skills or edu-
cation.

The sze of AFDC casdoads varied with the sze of stes populations, ranging from about
7,500 in Grand Rapids to amost 90,000 in Detroit in 1991, the beginning of this evaluation. In generd,
stes wefare and program casdoads grew in the early part of the evauation period, peaked in 1993 or
1994, and declined to their 1991 levels or below by 1996. Although this information is not available in
dl dtes, a amal percentage of the entire casdoad actudly participated in the Stes wefare-to-work
programs. The program casdloads presented in Table 1.2, which represent annua unduplicated counts
of program participants, grew subgtantialy over the evaduation period.

"The time period covered by this report varies for each sample member; an inclusive calendar period is June 1991
through December 1996.

®Data presented in this chapter are for the entire county (or counties) from which each site draws its sample
members.



There was congderable variation in wefare grant levels among the sites. In 1993 maximum cash
payments for a family of three ranged from $280 in Atlanta to $624 in Riversde. Food Stamp pay-
ments, for which means standards are federally set, varied less, from $202 in Riverside to $292 in At-
lanta, Columbus, and Oklahoma City.® To some extent, low welfare grants are offset by higher Food
Stamp payments, but this does not change the overall rankings of Sites on benefit levels.

All gates were required to disregard some earned income when caculaing a family’s welfare
grant. For the first four months of employment $120 and an additiond one-third of the remainder were
disregarded. This $120 disregard includes both a $30 flat disregard and a $90 disregard for work ex-
penses. In months 5 through 12 of employment, the additiona one-third disregard is diminated, leaving
the total disregard at $120. After the first year of employment only the $90 work expenses disregard
was dlowed. In addition, individuals were dlowed to disregard child care expenses up to $175 per
child aged 2 or over and $200 per child under age 2.

Atlanta and Riversde applied nonstandard disregard rules that permitted employed recipientsto
keep more of their welfare check. Throughout the evauation period Georgia enployed “fill-the-gap”
budgeting. Under fill-the-gap, working welfare recipients can earn up to the sate-determined “standard
of need” beforelosing dl wefare benefits. For example, in 1993 Georgia s standard of need for afamily
of three was $424 (per month). A parent with three children could earn up to $756 in each of the firgt
four months of employment and till remain on AFDC, $544 in months 5 through 12, and $514 per
month thereafter.™* In California the state received awaiver at the end of 1993 to diminate the time limit
on the standard earnings disregard applied to the calculation of welfare benefits and aso ingtituted a ver-
gon of fill-the-gap.

Disregards and fill-the-gap budgeting affect the likdlihood that a sample member could work
while remaining on welfare. Table 1.2 shows the different amounts that afamily of three could earn from
ajobin dl evauation stes before losng al cash assstance. For example, though Atlanta has the lowest
maximum cash grant amount for a family of three, its use of fill-the-gap budgeting put the amount that a
family could earn before leaving welfare nearer to the median of the other sites maximums. In Riversde
use of fill-the-gap increases the difference between whet its welfare recipients and other Stes recipients
can earn before leaving welfare.™

Differences in wdfare grants, earnings disregard standards, and the use of fill-the-gap budgeting
may explain some variation in program impacts. Impacts on welfare payments in low-grant states are
likely to be somewhat lower than those in high-grant states, al other things being equal, because there
are fewer AFDC dollars to reduce. In addition, in low-grant states even low-paying jobs may be more
attractive than welfare, providing a grester incentive to work. At the same time, in Sates that have higher

*These amounts assume the receipt of the maximum welfare payment.

%Greenberg, 1992.

"An example of the calculation for fill-the-gap and disregard rules applied to earningsin the first four months of
employment is the following: standard of need = earnings — (work expenses disregard + standard disregard) — 1/3
(earnings — both disregards): $756 — $90 — $30 — 1/3($756 — $120) = standard of need: $424. These calculations do not
take into account child care payment disregards allowable under AFDC, if taken.

“In January 1993 Riverside's payment maximum was $624 and its need standard was $703. Applying standard
earnings disregards without fill-the-gap, Riverside residents could earn up to $1,056 in their first four months of em-
ployment. Applying fill-the-gap in conjunction with the earnings disregards, Riverside residents could earn $1,175.
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grant levels, or generous earnings disregards, it may be easer for individuas to combine work and wel-
farein away that will increasse totd household income and raise the family standard of living, particularly
after factoring in the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).

V. Contentsof the Report

The next two chapters, Chapters 2 and 3, lay out important background information about the
NEWWS Evduation, its participants, and the programs studied. Chapter 2 describes the random as-
sgnment research design used to test the effectiveness of the programs, the characterigtics of the sam+
ples included in this report, and the types and sources of data used. Chapter 3 describes some key im+
plementation features of the 11 programs that can provide an important context for interpreting the
impacts presented in the later chapters.

Chapter 4 describes the effects of the programs on increasing participation in work-related ac-
tivities. The chapter dso documents whether programs increased the percentage of ecipients who
earned GEDs or other education credentids after random assgnment; notes the fregquency with which
program group members incurred a sanction, or welfare grant reduction, for noncompliance with the
program participation mandate; and explores whether programs changed individuals attitudes toward
work and welfare.

Chapter 5 discusses the impacts of the programs on sample members employment, earnings,
job stability, and job quality. The chapter investigates whether employment- or education-focused pro-
grams fared better in the short term and what caused increases in average earnings. putting welfare re-
cipients to work who would not have found jobs on their own or improving job qudity for those who
would have been employed anyway, or both.

Chapter 6 presents impacts on AFDC and Food Stamp receipt and payments, determining
whether the programs achieved welfare savings and whether they did so by increasing the speed or fre-
quency of wefare exits or by decreasing average grants for those on public assistance.

Chapter 7 looks a earnings gains and welfare reductions from the perspective of sample mem:
bers and presents impacts on individuas combined income from earnings and benefits, levd of sdf-
aufficiency, and prospects for longer-term economic security.

Chapter 8 examines the ways that programs affect individuals use of noncash benefits or sup-
ports for work, including hedth care coverage, school food programs, and housing and energy assis-
tance.

Chapters 9 and 10 look at the effects of welfare-to-work programs on children, examining ef-
fects on enrollees work-related child care arrangements and on the hedlth status, school progress, and
emotiond adjusgment of wefare recipients children. In addition, these chapters explore whether pro-
grams were as effective for women with young children as for those with older children.

Chapter 11 determines the effects of aternative program strategies for different subgroups of
welfare recipients. It explores the degree to which programs helped groups of the welfare population
likely to have different capacities to find work on their own: those who had limited education credentials,



those who were more disadvantaged (without recent work experience and who had been on wefare for
two or more years), and those who were |ess disadvantaged.
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Chapter 2

Resear ch Design, Sample Characteristics, Data Sour ces,
and Analysis|ssues

The primary am of the Nationd Evduation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies is to test the
effectiveness of a variety of welfare employment program gpproaches in different locales. This chapter
describes the research designs employed, the characteristics of the individuals sudied, and the types of
data used in the report. The chapter concludes with some important reminders for interpreting the results
presented in the following chapters.

. Research Design

To test the effectiveness of wefare-to-work program drategies, this evauaion uses an
unusudly strong research design: a random assgnment experiment. In each evaudtion ste, individuds
who were required to participate in the program were assigned, by chance, to either a program group,
which had access to employment and training services and whose members were required to participate
in the program or risk a reduction in their monthly AFDC grant, or a control group, which received no
services through the program but whose members could seek out such services on their own from the
community. This random assgnment design assures that there are no systemétic differences between the
background characteristics of program and control group members when they enter the study. Thus,
any subsequent differences in outcomes between the groups (cdled impacts) can be attributed with
confidence to the effects of the program.

Four stes implemented a three-way random assignment research design in order to test the
reldive effectiveness of two different program approaches. In the three-way design, an individud is
assigned, by chance, to ether one of two program groups or a control group. Members of the two
program groups and the control group are subject to the same labor market conditions and other
environmentd factors, assuring that any differences in outcomes between the two program groups, or
between either program group and the control group, were caused by the programs design and
implementation.

Three of these four dtes (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde) ran two programs that
megnified the differences between employment-focused and educationfocused approaches, as
described in the previous chapter: a Labor Force Attachment (LFA) approach, which emphasizes that
the workplace is where welfare recipients can best learn work habits and skills and thus tries to place
people in jobs quickly, even at low wages, and a Human Capitd Development (HCD) approach, which
emphasizes education and training as a precursor to employment and invests in the *“human capital” of
welfare recipients to enable them to retain jobs and have a better chance of advancement.

In Riverside exigting satewide rules mandated that only individuas who were “in need of basic
education” — defined as not having a high school diploma or GED, having low scores on a wefare
department math or reading literacy test, or requiring Englishtas-a- Second-Language ingtruction —
could be assigned to the HCD group. The LFA group in that Ste, however, includes both those who
were determined to be “in need” and those “not in need.” For the measures included in this report,

-11-



results for the segment of the LFA group in Riversde who were determined to be in need of basic
education are included so that direct comparisons between the LFA and HCD groupsin that site can be
made." Further, direct comparisons between results of the Riverside HCD program and those of other
programs in this evauation can be made only with those who lacked a high school diplomaor GED in
the other programs.?

Columbus used a three-way random assgnment design to test the relative effectiveness of two
different case management modes. In the Traditiond modd the welfare department’ s employment and
training and income maintenance functions are handled by two different workers, both of whom maintain
relaively large casdloads; in the Integrated model one worker handles both the employment and income
maintenance functions. The integrated worker maintains a smaller casdoad than ether of the traditiona
workers and is expected to provide more intensive services.

The remaining three sites in the evauation (Oklahoma City, Detroit, and Portland) used random
assgnment to test the effectiveness of established programs. Ingtead of implementing a program
designed to meet research protocols, as in the three-way stes, program administrators determined their
welfare-to-work program gods and practices and randomly assigned individuds to ether a group that
entered the gogram or a non-program control group.* A summary of these designs is presented in
Table 2.1.

Individuas were randomly assigned to programs over gpproximately a two-year period in each
gte. Random assgnment for the evauation began in June 1991 in Riversde, California, and ended in
December 1994 in Portland, Oregon (see Table 2.2). Thus, the results presented in this report cover
the caendar period from June 1991 (the first month of thefirst sample member’s

The Riverside design has implications for calculating LFA impacts. The outcomes and impacts for sample
members in the other six sites are unweighted. In Riverside, however, outcomes are weighted averages of the
outcomes for both LFAs found to be in need and those found not to be in need of basic education at baseline. This
weighting scheme compensates for the overrepresentation of those determined not to need basic education among
the LFA and LFA -control groups.

Under the Riverside program design, impacts cannot be correctly calculated in an unweighted regression model
(that is, one that includes LFAs, HCDs, and controls and counts all observations with equal weight). Instead, the full
sample LFA impact is calculated as (W need * BiLraneed) T (Wiot* Biraney)- [N thisequation, B ganeed Fepresents the impact
for the “in need” LFAs and B ran the impact for the “not in need” LFAS. W g, the weight for the “in need” sample,
eguals the fraction of LFAs, HCDs, and controls who were classified by program staff as in need of basic education
at baseline, and Wy, the weight for the “not in need” sample, equals 1 - W ceq.

The Riverside LFA full sample impacts are generated in a regression that includes all Riverside sample members,
whereas the HCD full sample impacts are estimated in a regression that includes only sample members determined to
need basic education.

Because the Riverside HCD control group includes only those in need of basic education, the control group
level is excluded from the ranges that are presented in the following chapters. They are included, however, in the
discussion of those without a high school diploma or GED at random assignment in the subgroup chapter (see
Chapter 11).

?Some of those in Riverside’s“in need” subgroup, which appears with the other sites’ “no high school diploma’
subgroup, actually did have a high school diploma or GED. Specifically, 23 percent of the “no high school
diploma/GED” HCDs in Riverside did have such a credential but scored low on either the math or reading portion of
the appraisal test or required English remediation. See also Hamilton et al., 1997.

3See Hamilton and Brock, 1994, for amore detailed description of the research designsin the seven sites.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table2.1
Resear ch Designsfor the Seven Evaluation Sites
Grand Oklahoma

Characteristic Atlanta Rapids Riverside Columbus Detroit City Portland

Type of random Three-way Three-way Three-way Three-way Two-way Two-way Two-way

assignment (2 program (2 program (2 program (2 program (1 program group, (1 program (1 program
groups, 1 control  groups, 1 control  groups, 1 control  groups, 1 control 1 control group) group, 1 control  group, 1 control
group) group) group) group) group) group)

Type of study Differential Differentia Differential Differential Net impacts of Net impacts of Net impacts of
impacts of HCD impactsof HCD  impactsof HCD  impacts of established established established
and LFA and LFA and LFA integrated and program program program
approaches approaches approaches traditional case

management
strategies

Sample composition  AFDC applicants AFDC applicants AFDC applicants AFDC applicants AFDC applicants AFDC AFDC
and recipients and recipients; and recipients and recipients and recipients; applicants; teen  applicants and

teen parents teen parents parents (ages 16  recipients
(ages 18 and 19) (ages 18 and 19) to 19)

Age of youngest

child 3 1 3 3 1 1 1

Point of random Program Program Program Income Program Income Program

assignment orientation orientation orientation mai ntenance orientation mai ntenance orientation

office: office:
application only application or

redetermination
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Overview of Sample Sizes, by Site and Resear ch Group

Table2.2

Siteand Program

Impact
Sample

Client Survey
Sample

Atlanta
Random assignment period
Labor Force Attachment
Human Capital Devel opment
Control
Full sample

Grand Rapids
Random assignment period
Labor Force Attachment
Human Capital Development
Control
Full sample

Riverside
Random assignment period

01/07/92 - 01/27/94
1887
1935
1946
5768

09/25/91 - 01/31/94
1557
1542
1455
4554

06/18/91 - 06/30/93

03/12/92 - 01/27/94
804

1113

1086

3003

03/25/92 - 01/31/94
574

574

584

1732

09/03/91 - 05/27/93

Labor Force Attachment 3384 564
Human Capital Development 1596 621
Control 3342 1114
Full sample 8322 2299
Columbus
Random assignment period 09/21/92 - 07/29/94 01/04/93 - 12/29/93
Integrated 2513 371
Traditional 2570 366
Control 2159 357
Full sample 7242 1094
Detroit
Random assignment period 05/12/92 - 06/30/94 01/24/93 - 12/20/93
Program 2226 21C
Control 2233 216
Full sasmple 4459 426
Oklahoma City
Random assignment period 09/09/91 - 05/28/93 06/01/92 - 05/24/93
Program 4309 2569
Control 4368 252
Full sample 8677 511
Portland
Random assignment period 02/16/93 - 12/31/94 03/03/93 - 02/28/94
Program 3529 297
Control 2018 313
Full sample 5547 610
Full sample size 44,569 9,675

SOURCE: MDRC-created database.



entry in the program) to December 1996 (the last month of a two-year follow-up for the last sample
member randomly assigned in Portland).

The differences in procedures used to randomly assign clients in this evaluation affected the
sample composition and, thus, comparability of the Sites and programs.” In five of the seven sites AFDC
gpplicants and recipients who met the demographic criteria to be mandated to participate were
randomly assgned while atending a program orientation & the employment and training office. In
Columbus and Oklahoma City individuas were randomly assgned at the income maintenance office,
before they were assgned to an orientation.

Not dl individuds assgned to paticipate in wdfare-to-work programs actualy atend an
orientation; some individuals who do not attend may leave the AFDC rolls shortly after being referred to
the program, may have had their applications denied, or may not have a good reason for not attending.”
For example, long waiting ligts for orientation “dots’ can cregte a Stuation in which the more
employable individuas on the casdoad can find jobs on their own and exit AFDC before being
randomly assigned, leaving more “disadvantaged” individuas to enrall in the program. In three programs
for which these data are available (Riversde, Grand Rapids, and the Columbus Traditiona program)
about two-thirds of those required to attend an orientation actualy did so. The Columbus Integrated
program, however, compelled about five-sixths of sample members to attend an orientation.® Because
outcomes in this report are reported as averages for dl sample members in a group, the different
capacities of the Integrated and Traditiona groups to enroll individuds are reflected in their participation
and subsequent employment, earnings, and welfare outcomes.

Because Oklahoma City, unlike al other Stes randomly assgned only applicants, including
those whose application for assistance was not yet approved,” two points need to be considered. Firt,
the impact estimates include a larger proportion of people who never received an AFDC payment after
being randomly assigned for reasons unconnected to the welfare-to-work program’s effects. About 30
percent of the sample in Oklahoma City were denied cash assstance shortly after being randomly
assigned. Second, past research has shown that welfare-to-work programs work differently for recent
applicants, who tend to be less disadvantaged, than for individuals who were aready receiving AFDC2

*For adiscussion of the sites’ enrollment practices, see Chapter 3.

®See Hamilton and Brock, 1994, for a discussion of the implications of orientation attendance. Riverside, Grand
Rapids, and Portland also randomly assigned individuals before program orientation — when individuals were
determined to be mandatory for program enrollment by income maintenance workers— for a separate investigation of
the deterrence effects of a participation mandate and of reasons for nonattendance. The research groups analyzed in
this report from the three sites are “nested” within one of the research groups prepared for this deterrence analysis.
In the sites only those who were randomly assigned to a program or control group at a program orientation are
included in the this report’s analysis. Future documents from the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
will explore the impact of assignment to a mandatory welfare-to-work program.

®Brock and Harknett, 1998; MDRC calculations.

"Oklahoma City did include nonapplicants in its mandate to participate. MDRC did not include ongoing
reci pients because doing so would have required significant alterationsto existing welfare department procedures.

®Friedlander, 1988.

-15-



I. Sample Sizes and Char acteristics

Table 2.2 shows the dates of random assignment and sample sizes by data source, Site, and
research group. Throughout this report outcomes and impacts from two primary data sources will be
presented: adminigtrative records and a client survey (see the following section on data sources). The
adminigtrative records sample, composed of 44,569 individuds, is consdered to be this report’s full
“impact sample.”® The impact sample spans the full random assignment period for each Site and is larger
than the client survey sample, which includes 9,675 individuas sdected from the full impact sample and
gpans a shorter period of random assignment.

Ethnicity. The ethnic makeup of the samples in different Stes varies, reflecting generd
differences in the overdl ethnic compodtion of the counties from which the samples were drawn. In
Atlanta and Detroit dmost dl sample members are AfricanAmerican. About hdf of the sample
members in Grand Rapids, Riversde, Columbus, and Oklahoma City and two-thirds of those in
Portland are white. Only Riversde has a subgtantid portion (one-third) of Higpanic sample members
(see Table 2.3).

Family structure. The “average’ wefare-to-work program enrollee in this evduation is a
angle-parent 30-year-old femae with two children. More likely than not, she has a preschool-age child
and chances are rdlaively high that she had her firgt child as ateenager.

This portrait, however, brushes over the diversty of the families who were included in the
program mandate. Grand Rapids, Detroit, Oklahoma City, and Portland chose to include in ther
program mandate parents with children as young as age 1. In these four dtes just under haf entered the
program when their youngest child was under age 3. The remainder of the sample in the four sites and
the full samples in the other three Sites were divided between parents with a youngest child aged 3t0 5
and one aged 6 or over. In Grand Rapids, Detroit, and Oklahoma City teen parents are included in the
report’ s sample (see Table 2.1).

Educational attainment. Between 55 and 66 percent of enrollees had a high school diploma
or GED when they entered the program, and in dl gStes at least some enrollees had some college or
post-secondary schooling. On average, however, sample members had completed just 11 years of
school before enrolling.*°

Employment history. None of the welfare-to-work programs served a population with an
extensive work history, though the degree of labor market experience held by sample members varied
by dte. Fewer than hdf the individuas in dl stes but Oklahoma City had worked at some point during
the year before they enrolled (from 21 percent in Detroit to 46 percent in Grand Rapids). Oklahoma
City's dl-gpplicant sample, not surprisngly, was far more likely to have worked in the year before
entering the program; 69 percent had done so.

°In addition to these sample members, MDRC randomly assigned approximately 15,000 additional individuals,
who will be evaluated in future documents. Groups excluded from this report’s analysis are individuals randomly
assigned before they attended a program orientation as part of the deterrence study, two-parent (AFDC-UP) families,
and teen parentsin Riverside, who faced different program requirements than older sample membersin this site.

°As mentioned, Riversde's HCD program indudes only thosewho werein need of bisic education, defined aseither not having ahigh
schoal diplomaaor GED or having low scoreson awdfaredepartment math or reeding literacy tet.
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Table 2.3
Selected Characteristics of Sample Members

Grand Oklahoma
Characteristic Atlanta Rapids Riverside Columbus Detroit City Portland
Demographic characteristics
Gender (%)
Male 3.6 4.2 10.6 6.5 3.2 6.9 6.8
Female 96.4 95.8 89.4 93.t 96.7 93.1 93.2
Ade (%)
Under 19 0.0 5.4 0.9 0.2 2.8 9.8 0.0
19-24 10.2 34.2 155 12.¢€ 26.2 27.C 22.7
25-34 54.2 40.€ 49.7 55.7 43.2 42.9 52.1
35-44 29.8 16.5 27.8 26.8 22.7 17.3 21.€
45 or over 5.9 3.3 6.1 4.4 5.C 2.9 3.5
Average age (vears) 32.7 28.2 320 31.8 30.C 28.1 30.2
Ethnicity (%)
White 3.7 50.1 49.0 46.5 11.C 59.4 69.€
Hispanic 0.8 8.C 30.2 0.4 0.8 4.3 3.9
Black 94.9 39.2 16.7 52.C 87.2 28.9 20.2
Black Hispanic 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.C 0.C 0.3 0.3
Native American/Alaskan Native 0.1 1.5 1.4 0.1 0.2 6.4 2.9
Asian/Pecific Islander 0.2 04 2.7 0.8 0.2 0.6 2.1
Other 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.€ 0.1 1.2
Family status
Marital status (%)
Never married 59.7 57.¢ 325 50.2 68.C 34.3 47.¢
Married, living with spouse 1.4 3.3 8.1 8.2 2.7 3.8 1.6
Separated 20.8 184 314 22.3 15.8 35.7 21.2
Divorced 16.7 19.3 26.5 18.€ 12.2 25.2 28.€
Widowed 1.5 1.C 15 0.8 1.2 1.0 0.7
(continued)
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Table 2.3 (continued)

Grand Oklahoma
Characteristic Atlanta Rapids Riverside Columbus Detroit City Portland
Number of children (%)
1 374 46.¢ 38.6 40.C 43.7 50.6 39.¢
2 33.C 35.2 320 334 29.€ 30.5 33.E
3 or more 29.€ 17.¢ 29.4 26.€ 26.7 18.9 26.€
Average number of children 2.1 1.8 2.0 2.C 2.C 1.7 2.0
Age of children (%)
Any child age 0-5 42.5 67.S 56.0 46.¢ 64.2 65.1 68.2
Any child age 6-11 62.2 38.3 56.2 57.3 443 40.5 47.7
Anv child age 12-18 45.2 26.2 37.0 39.4 34.C 23.9 25.5
Age of youngest child (%)
2 or under 0.3 46.3 6.2 1.8 39.2 414 40.5
3to5 42.2 21.€ 49.8 45.1 25.C 23.8 27.7
6 or over 57.5 32.1 44.0 53.1 35.7 34.9 31.8
Had a child as a teenager (%) 41.4 48.4 32.8 37.5 44.2 471 324
Labor force status
Worked full time for 6 months or more
for one employer (%) 72.6 63.8 71.0 42.5 48.1 68.8 77.C
Any earninas in past 12 months (%) 28.2 46.C 40.7 28.2 21.1 69.0 39.C
Currently employed (%) 7.5 11.4 11.2 4.C 6.8 8.6 9.4
Education status
Received high school diploma or GED (%) 60.8 59.C 56.2 57.4 56.5 55.1 65.¢
Highest degree/diploma earned (%)
GED” 5.5 8.2 9.2 7.C 10.7 11.3 21.€
High school diploma 47.2 45.¢ 41.8 44.€ 37.C 38.2 33.7
Technical/AA/2-year college 6.8 4.1 4.3 4.6 8.C 4.3 9.3
4-year (or more) college 1.8 0.¢ 0.9 1.€ 1.1 1.6 1.7
None of the above 38.7 40.¢ 43.8 42.3 43.2 44.6 33.7
Highest grade completed in school (average) 11.3 11.4 11.0 11.2 11.2 11.1 11.2

(continued)



Table 2.3 (continued)

Grand Oklahoma
Characteristic Atlanta Rapids Riverside Columbus Detroit City Portland
Enrolled in education or training in past
12 months (%) 13.3 39.2 19.6 9.5 20.C 23.7 20.7
Currently enrolled in education or training (%) 8.5 34.8 141 7.8 28.2 12.9 13.1
Public assistance status
Total prior AFDC receipt (%)’
None 0.3 0.1 1.0 10.C 2.8 44.4 1.2
Lessthan 1 year 24.C 22.1 33.8 8.3 13.7 18.8 20.2
1 year or more but less than 2 years 9.7 18.€ 11.3 9.C 9.1 12.5 16.2
2 years or more but lessthan 5 years 23.7 30.C 26.4 27.¢ 24.C 15.3 32.7
5 years or more but less than 10 years 20.9 16.4 15.6 22.7 22.E 6.5 21.2
10 years or more 21.4 12.8 11.8 221 27.S 2.5 8.5
Raised as a child in a household receiving AFDC (%) 26.1 32.8 195 27.C 40.1 21.7 25.C
First spell of AFDC receipt (%) 8.7 27.8 235 9.€ 4.1 42.0 7.2
Housing status
Current housing status (%)
Public housing 32.8 2.6 25 15.2 5.t 5.3 7.5
Subsidized housing 23.1 13.C 7.0 24.7 11 6.7 19.1
Emergency or temporary housing 14 2.4 1.4 1.4 0.8 14.4 34
None of the above 42.7 82.1 89.1 58.7 92.€ 73.7 70.1
Sample size 5,768 4,554 8,322 7,242 4,459 8,677 5,547

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from information routinely collected by welfare staff.
NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.
®The GED credential is given to those who pass the GED test and is intended to signify knowledge of high school subjects.

"This refers to the total number of months accumulated from at least one spell on anindividua's own or spouse's AFDC case. It does not include

AFDC receipt under a parent's name.

“This does not mean that such individuals are new to the AFDC rolls, only that thisistheir first spell on AFDC. This spell, however, may have lasted

several years.



In addition to having limited recent work experience, fewer than haf of the sample membersin
Columbus and Detroit had worked full time for sx months or more for one employer & some point
prior to entering the program; two-thirds to three- quarters in other sites had done so.

Past AFDC receipt. The mgority of sample members in dl stes but Oklahoma City had
dready received AFDC for a least two years cumulatively before entering the wefare-to-work
program. Just 24 percent of those in Oklahoma City, compared with 54 to 74 percent in the other Sites,
had received cash assistance for two years or more. Excluding Oklahoma, between 28 and 50 percent
had received welfare cumulatively for five years or more.

“Most disadvantaged” status. Sample members who lacked a high school diplomaor GED
(or werein need of basic education in Riversde), lacked any work higtory in the year prior to enrolling
in the wdfare-to-work program, and aready had received welfare for two years or more cumulaively
before entering the program are considered “most disadvantaged”; the proportion of sample membersin
al stes o defined ranges from 5 percent in Oklahoma City to 25 percent in Riverside and Detroit.

Housing status. The proportion of program enrollees living in public housing developments or
recelving hous ng assstance through such programs as the Section 8 renta assstance program is highest
in Atlanta (56 percent) and lowest in Detroit (7 percent). Federd housing policies have been cited asa
possible disncentive for employment; earnings increases mean rent increases for public or subsidized
housing residents, who pay rent on adiding scale. In addition, gross income limits for housing assstance
igibility could force anewly employed individua to lose her subsidy.

Compared with the other Sites, afairly large proportion (14 percent) of individuas in Oklahoma
City lived in emergency or temporary housing, which is defined as living in a shdlter or being homeless,
when they gpplied for AFDC. Less than 3 percent of the enrollees in other Stes were experiencing this
type of hardship when they entered the program.

[11. Data Sources

Enrollees characteristics at random assgnment. Standard client characteritics data, such
as educationd background and AFDC history, were collected by welfare saff during routine interviews
with individuds a the welfare-to-work program orientation and are available for al 44,569 heads of
sngle-parent AFDC casesincluded in this report sample.

Field research. MDRC daff observed the wefare-to-work programs and interviewed
enrollees, case managers, service providers, and program adminigtrators in each dte. Information was
collected about arange of issues, such as management philosophies and structure, the degree to which a
participation mandate was enforced, the nature of interactions between caseworkers and program
participants, the extent to which the program was able to work with al of those mandated to participate
in it, the availability of services, and the relationships that welfare-to-work program staff had established
with outside service providers and the sites' income maintenance (IM) staff. Materids gathered at these
vigts are used primarily in Chapter 3.

JOBS, income maintenance, and integrated staff surveys. Wefare-to-work program case
managers, IM workers, and their supervisors were surveyed about their welfare-to-work program,
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experiences administering the program, and attitudes toward dients** Results from these surveys are
used primarily in Chapter 3.

Unemployment insurance, AFDC, and Food Stamp adminigtrative records data. Most
employment, earnings, and public assistance impacts were computed using automated county and State
unemployment insurance (Ul), AFDC, and Food Stamp adminisirative records data. Two years of
follow-up data are available for dl 44,569 sample members.

Ul earnings are recorded statewide and can provide reasonably accurate and unbiased
measures of employment, including earnings that sample members obtained both within and outside each
dte'simmediate area. These data, however, are not available for out- of-state earnings or for jobs that
are not usually covered by the Ul system, such as salf-employment, domestic service, or informa child
care, work that may have been “off the books,” or for employers who do not report earnings. Some
earnings missed by the Ul syssem may be captured by sdalf-reported earnings and employment recorded
on the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

In al stes but Riversde AFDC and Food Stamp payments are also recorded statewide, and
payments are captured for sample members who moved within the state. In Cdifornia, however, AFDC
payments are recorded within each county. Zero AFDC dollars records are included in the analysis for
sample members who received AFDC outside Riversde County. Riversde's county system should not
bias impact estimates because there is no reason to expect differences between program and control
group moving patterns.

Ul earnings data are collected by caendar quarter: January through March, April through June,
and so forth. For the research these data have been reorganized so that the quarter during which a
sample member is randomly assigned is aways desgnated quarter 1, with quarter 2 following, and so
forth. These quarters are then grouped into “years.” In forming years quarter 1 is not included because it
contains some preprogram earnings, especidly for sample members randomly assigned near the end of
acaendar quarter. Thus, the firgt year of follow-up covers quarters 2 through 5, the second year covers
quarters 6 through 9, and so forth. AFDC payments were recorded monthly, but were grouped into
guarters and years covering the same periods as earnings quarters and years.

Two-Year Client Survey. This report examines the results of a survey administered to 9,675
individuds, a subsample of the program and control group members in al Stes, about two years after
they were randomly assigned.™® Survey respondents were asked about their participation in training and
education activities, if and when they received a high school diploma or GED; their opinions of work
and wdfare; and information about their employment history, income, receipt of noncash benefits such
as hedth coverage, child care use, living Stuations, and children’s school progress, hedth, and
behaviord and emationd wdll-beng.

The survey sample was randomly sdlected from the full impact sample, described above, and

"Response rates varied from 87 to 100 percent, averaging 95 percent. Surveys were administered between
August and December 1993. For sample sizes and responses to specific scales or items from the surveysin all sites,
see Scrivener et al., 1998.

?’Response rates ranged from 70 to 93 percent and did not vary widely across research groups (see Appendix
TableE.1).
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was drawn from a shorter period of random assgnment months (see Table 2.2). In Atlanta, Grand
Rapids and Riverdde certain subgroups were intentionaly oversampled to produce large enough
samples for specid anayses that will appear in later reports. Results from al programs in this report
have been weighted to reflect the overadl demographic characteristics of the larger sample.

For severa reasons, there may be some differences in results measured by the adminigirative
records and the survey data. Because not dl individuds in the full “impact sample’” were included in the
“client survey sample’ and the client survey sample was drawn from a shorter period of random
assignment months, the impact and client survey samples may be different in ways tha ae
unmessurable. In addition, the client survey depends on individuas ability to recall information about
events or jobs that they may have held up to two years prior to being interviewed, which can cause
discrepancies in dates of employment or amounts of income. Findly, the client survey was designed to
cgpture information not found in adminidrative records, such as off-the-books or short-term
employment. Appendix F compares Ul-recorded employment with salf-reported employment and
indicates the extent to which Ul records did not capture client-reported earnings and, conversely, the
extent to which survey reports did not capture Ul-listed earnings.

IV. Analysislssues

The bulk of this report presents impacts for each of the 11 programs studied as part of the
Nationd Evduation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies. These programs, as will be demondtrated in the
next chapter, employed a variety of Strategies and practices amed at increasing enrollees employment
and earnings and decreasing their reliance on welfare. Throughout this report outcomes are compared
for aprogram group, whose members were enrolled in awefare-to-work program and were digible for
its services, and a control group, whose members were not required to participate in the program and
were not digible for program services.

Past studies have shown that a portion of those targeted by welfare-to-work programs can be
expected to leave wdfare and find employment on their own, in the absence of a program intervention.
The control groups in this evauation represent expected outcomes in the absence of a specid welfare-
to-work program. Thus, program-control group differences are the effect, or impact, of each program.
Outcomes for each of the groups are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, contralling for
gndl pre-random assgnment differences in the characteridics of the sample members. Differences
between the two groups are consdered datigticaly sgnificant if there is less than a 10 percent
probability that the differences could have occurred by chance. The random assgnment experiment
implemented in each dte dlows any daidicaly sgnificant differences in outcomes between the program
and control groups to be attributed with confidence to the effect of the program. These differences, that
is, program impacts, are generdly noted in the report only if they are saidticaly sgnificant.

To capture programs  effects, impact estimates are based on the entire research sample of
participants and nonparticipants. Including dl sample members means that impacts must be interpreted
as the result of the wefare-to-work programs as a whole, and not just as a result of participation in
gpecific sarvices. In addition, earnings and AFDC payment averages include individuas who were not
employed or did not receive AFDC. These individuals were assigned zero dollar values. To the extent
that the program converts nonearners into earners or encourages AFDC recipients to leave AFDC,
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excluson of these zero vaues from both the program and control group estimates would lead to
serioudy biased underestimates of program impacts.

Some andyses in this report examine subsets of the entire sample that was randomly assigned.
One st of these andyses, found primarily in Chapter 11, separates individuas in the program and
control groups based on characteristics that they had at the time of random assignment. Comparisons of
these subgroups of individuas are experimenta, because they are based on characteristics collected
before individuds entered the program. The random assgnment process ensures that the only
difference, within a subgroup, between the program and control groups is exposure to the program.

Hence, any differences in outcomes between the program and control group members of a subgroup is
aresult of the program.

Other andyses in this report compare subsets of program and control group members who
differ according to characteristics acquired after random assignment. Comparisons of program and
control group members with these acquired characteristics are not complete measures of the effects of
the program because the individuds may differ on other persond, pre-random assgnment
characterigtics, differences in outcomes may be the result of these characteristics and not of the program
treetment. These nonexperimenta measures are included in the analyss in order to explore the

underlying trends in the experimenta impact esimates. Nonexperimentad comparisons should be
interpreted with caution.
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Chapter 3

Client-Experienced Program Features

This chapter describes the two implementation dimensions used to categorize the 11 NEWWS
programs — the sdlf-sufficiency gpproach used and the leve of participation mandate enforcement —
from the perspective of program enrollees. In addition, the chapter explores other implementation fea-
tures that provide an important context for interpreting the impact resultsin later chapters.

These two particular dimensions are discussed at length in this chapter because they clearly
demondrate the divison between the programs and provide a genera framework for thinking about
program results. It should be kept in mind, however, that these dimengons are only two of the features
that distinguish the 11 NEWWS programs from one another. The challenge of the NEWWS Evaution,
to be fully met in future documents, is to determine the combination of features associated with success-
ful outcomes and those connected to specific impacts.

. Salf-Sufficiency Approaches

As discussed earlier, welfare-to-work program srategies usualy emphasize either quick en
ployment or skill-building and skill-remediation, particularly in the education area. The 11 programs in
the NEWWS Eva uation blend elements of both strategies to varying degrees.

The kinds of messages that case managers send about education and work, the emphasis that
they place on different program activities, and the activities in which program enrollees actudly partici-
pate help to determine whether a client is more likely to get ajob shortly after she enters the program or
after she has tried to build her skills. The following program descriptions incorporate both the directions
that case managers gave and the activities in which enrollees were most likely to participate.” The ac-
companying box gives a brief description of the services dfered by the programs in this evaduation; the
next chapter discusses participation rates in program activities or servicesin more depth.

Four of the programs are categorized as employment-focused and seven as education-focused.
In the descriptions below programs within each of the two categories are listed in rough rank order,
from those that are most purdly education- or employment-focused to those that tend to blend the two
approaches. Table 3.1 shows the approach used by each program, and Table 3.2 summarizes, for all
programs, al of the implementation features discussed in this chapter.

A. Education-Focused Programs

The Oklahoma City program encouraged long-term education and training activities instead
of active job search dmogt universally. Case managers communicated to clients the importance of edu-
cation, even in job clubs, asaway to increase skills for later entry into the labor market.

'Also see Hamilton et al., 1997; Scrivener et al., 1998; and forthcoming Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City re-
ports from the NEWWS Eval uation.
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Structure and Content of Program Services’

In general, the welfare-to-work programs studied in this evaluation made available to their partici-
pants the following services and classes:

Job club: Programs ran assisted job search activities, including classroom instruction on techniques
for résumé preparation, job search, and interviewing, as well as a supervised “phone room” where
participants could call prospective employers and searchfor job leads. Some sites employed job devel-
opers on staff, who searched for job leads from the community.

Basic education: This activity encompassed three different types of classes: Adult Basic Education
(ABE) “brushtup” courses for individuals whose reading or math achievement levels were lower than
those required for high school completion or General Educational Development (GED) classes, GED
preparation and high school completion courses for individuals who did not have a high school diploma
but wanted to earn one or its equivaent; and English as a Second Language (ESL) classes, which
provided non-English speakers with instruction in spoken and written English.

Vocational training: Provided primarily thorough public schools, community colleges, and Job Train-
ing Partnership Act (JTPA) agencies, these classes included occupational training in fields such as
automotive maintenance and repair, nursing, clerical work, computer programming, and cosmetology.

College: Although not used widdy in the programs, some individuals could attend college to fulfill
their participation requirements.

Work experience: Participants could be assigned to three types of positions: unpaid work in the pub-
lic or private sector (in exchange for their welfare grant), on-the-job training in the private sector, and
paid work, usualy in the form of college work study positions.

Child care and support services. All program participants, and control group members who et
rolled in activities on their own, could be reimbursed for child care costs incurred as a result of partici-
pation. Also, if digible, sample members could be reimbursed for child care expenses incurred while
employed and no longer receiving cash assistance through the federa transitiona child care (TCC)
program. Programs also made funds available for work-related expenses, such as uniforms or books,
and for transportation costs, such as public transportation passes or per-mile automobile reimburse-
ment.

The Atlanta HCD, Grand Rapids HCD, and Columbus Integrated and Traditional pro-
grams emphasized increasing skills through formal education and training before entry into the labor
market. Because of the generdly low educationd attainment of participants in these programs, basic
education was a common firg activity, though Grand Rapids also encouraged participation in vocationa
training programs. Clients in these programs were given condderable latitude in choosing what kind of
education activity they wanted to pursue.

The Detroit program underwent a subgtantid shift in focus over the study period. Intidly, the
program emphasized long-term education and training assgnments before clients engaged in work

%For amore detailed description of service components in the 11 programs, see Hamilton et al., 1997; Scrivener et
al., 1998; and forthcoming NEWWS reports on Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City.
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search. About midway through the study period clients were referred to a program that required job
search firs.

The Riverside HCD program, which enrolled only individuds without a high school dploma
or GED, generdly assgned dlients to basic education as afirg activity. Short stays in these classes, and
active job search once a literacy benchmark was reached, were stressed by case managers throughout
clients participation. Job developers assisted HCD clientsin job club.

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table3.1

Self-Sufficiency Approaches, by First Activity

Employment-Focused Education-Focused
Job search first Varied first activity Education or training first
AtlantaLFA Portland AtlantaHCD
Grand Rapids LFA Grand Rapids HCD
Riverside LFA Riverside HCD

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional
Detroit
Oklahoma City

B. Employment-Focused Programs

Case managers and program gtaff in the Riverside, Grand Rapids, and Atlanta LFA pro-
grams emphasized that employment was the god of program participation and that job search should
be the firgt activity for participants. Clients were given very little choice in ther first program assgnment.
In Riversde participants were encouraged to take even part-time and low-paying jobs as afirst step up
a sdf-sufficiency ladder and were asssted by full-time job devel opers who searched for job leads and
followed up on job placements. While Grand Rapids staff stressed to clients the importance of finding
work, they beieved that it might be judtifiable for clients to turn down temporary or part-time jobs.
Those who wished to enrall in education programs were encouraged to do so — in addition to, not in-
stead of, working. Atlanta case managers indicated the availability of education and training services as
a second gtep after initia job search. Many Atlanta enrollees did, in fact, participate in education or
training if they completed job search without finding a job.

While Portland staff emphasized that employment was the god of program participation, not all
enrollees were assigned to job search fird. For individuds who first enrolled in education or training ac-
tivities, usudly those who were determined by case managers to be the more disadvantaged members of
the casdload, program staff communicated that improving employability was the god of their assgnment.
Portland aso employed full-time job developers to work with participants once they began actively
looking for a job, though, unlike other work-focused programs in this evaduation, developers encour-
aged participants to seek “good” jobs, thet is, higher-paying jobs with benefits.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table3.2

Client-Experienced Program Features

Sclf-Sufficiency Approach

Enforcement of the

Supports for Participation: Child Care

Participation Mandate |

[Partner ship Between]
Eligibility and Self-

Program Employment Education | Enrollment Monitoring _ Sanctioning Message Availability Sufficiency Staff
Atlanta LFA High Moderate Broad- Moderate High Encouraged use; No shortage Limited
delayed licensed care only
Atlanta HCD Low High Broad- Moderate High Encouraged use; No shortage Limited
delayed licensed care only
Grand Rapids LFA High Low Broad High Very high Suggested use; No shortage Limited
choice of provider
Grand Rapids HCD Low High Broad High Very high Suggested use; No shortage Limited
choice of provider
Riverside LFA High Low Broad High High Encouraged low- Occasiona Limited
cost, informal care shortage
Riverside HCD Moderate High Broad High High Encouraged low- Occasional Limited
cost, informal care shortage
Columbus Integrated Low High Broad Moderate Very high Suggested use; No shortage Strong
choice of provider
Columbus Traditional Low High Broad Low Very high Suggested use; No shortage Limited
choice of provider
Detroit Low High Sdlective Low Low Organizational emphasison  No shortage Very limited
providing assistance;
choice of licensed or
approved provider
Oklahoma City Low High Sdlective Low Low Organizational emphasison  No shortage Limited
providing assistance; licensed
care only
Portland High Moderate Moderately High Moderate Emphasis on necessity No shortage Strong
selective of arrangements; choice of

provider
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. Degr ee of Participation M andate Enfor cement

In addition to the messages about work and education that case managers send to clients and
the rlative mix of sarvices that a program provides, the degree to which a program enforces a partici-
pation mandate has aso been shown to affect program impacts® The three elements of enforcement
include the broadness with which a program enrolls from its casdoad, how well it monitors participants
progress, and how dgrictly the participation requirements are enforced. In other words, a high or low
ranking indicates the likdlihood that a client would be told to participate, the likelihood that her case
manager would know if die had not been participating, and how swiftly or surely she would be sanc-
tioned for not participating. Nine of the 11 NEWWS programs did provide “high enforcement”; that is,
they were rated the equivdent of “high” on a least two of the three dements. Two programs, Detroit
and Oklahoma City, were rated the equivaent of “low” on dl three dements of enforcement. (See Ta-
ble3.3)

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 3.3

Enforcement of the Participation Mandate

High Enfor cement L ow Enfor cement

AtlantaLFA Detroit
AtlantaHCD Oklahoma City
Grand Rapids LFA
Grand Rapids HCD
Riverside LFA
Riverside HCD
Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional
Portland

The rest of this section describes how each program was rated regarding the enforcement of the
participation mandate. Within each dement of enforcement sites are listed in a rough rank order, from
high to low.* A number of factors can contribute to a program’s overal ranking on an dement; a Site
may be high on one but low on others, but no specific weighting of these factors has been made.

A. Broadness of Enrollment

How likely was it that an individual would have been required to participate in the wel-
fare-to-work programs?

3See Bloom, 1997, p. 51; Kemple, Friediander, and Fellerath, 1995, pp. ES-2 and ES-3; and Friedlander et al., 1987,
pp. Vii-X.

*More detailed implementation analyses of each program’s features can be found in Hamilton and Brock, 1994;
Hamilton et a., 1997; Scrivener et al., 1998; and forthcoming NEWWS reports on Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma
City.

°Also see Hamilton and Brock, 1994, pp. 51-55, for amore detailed description of the sites’ enrollment practices.
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Single parents with children aged 3 or over were required to participate in al programs studied
in this evauation, with some programs requiring participation of women with children as young as age 1.
Individuals who had hedlth barriers, were pregnant, or were aready working 30 hours per week could
be exempted from this mandate.

At a number of points administrator and case manager discretion, combined with funding and
resource congraints, could affect a welfare gpplicant’s or recipient’s chances of enrolling in a wefare-
to-work program. Firg, five of the programs required women with children as young as age 1 to enroll.
Since over 40 percent of the welfare cases nationwide include a child under age 3,° expanding the man-
date to this group sgnificantly increases the proportion of the casdload that could be served by the pro-
gram. Second, case managers might not tell al of those who meet the demographic criteria to enroll.
Third, individuals might not show up for the program orientation because they do not wish to participate
or they become exempt or go off of welfare in the period between referrad and orientation date, espe-
dadly if the period is long.” Finaly, even recipients who attend an orientation could be deferred from fu-
ture activities at case managers discretion.

The Grand Rapids L FA and HCD, Columbus I ntegrated and Traditional, and Riverside
LFA and HCD programs enrolled broadly, including virtualy their entire mandatory casdload. Both of
the Grand Rapids programs included parents with children as young as age 1 in their participation mar-
date.

The Atlanta LFA and HCD programsamed to enroll their entire mandatory casdoads; how-
ever, budget limitations created a waiting list, sometimes as long as sx months, before those who had
been referred to the program could actudly enroll. During a waiting period welfare recipients with the
fewest barriersto work are able leave the rolls on their own; thus, the clients who actudly enroll may be
dightly more disadvantaged than they would be if there were no waiting list? Indeed, Atlanta's sample
comprises more long-term recipients than most other sites samples. (See Table 2.3.) Because the At-
lanta programs did refer virtudly al members of their mandatory population to the program, and ax
rolled dl those who were |€ft after the delay, their enrollment istermed “broad-delayed” in Table 3.2.

The Portland program extended its mandate to parents of very young children (as young as
age 1), but sdlectively enrolled from its mandatory population. Some individuas determined “hard-to-
sarve” that is, less employable, either would not be referred for enrollment in the program or, after at-
tending a program orientation, would not be assigned to further activities. For these reasons Portland
can be considered moderately sdlective.

The Detroit and Oklahoma City programs aso extended their mandate to women with very
young children, but were more selective than other programs. Like Atlanta, Detroit had awaiting list for
“dots’ in the program. Guided by the principle that the program would rather spend scarce resources
on those who wished to participate than on cgoling those who might never participate, saff tended to
give priority to “mandatory” clients who volunteered for the program. In addition, case managers spent
alarge proportion of their time authorizing child care and support service payments, leaving little time to

®U.S. Congress, 1996, Table 8-32. Dataare for 1994. Percentage of all AFDC households with a child under age 3.

"Future MDRC analyses will examine the length of time between referral to and enrollment in welfare-to-work
programs and the reasons for orientation nonattendance.

8See Bane and Ellwood, 1983; Pavetti, 1992; Gueron and Pauly, 1991; and Hamilton and Brock, 1994.
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focus on individuas who were not eager to enroll. Oklahoma City referred dl those digible to its pro-
gram;however, snceit was dso limited by resources and rising caseloads, much of the responghility for
enrolling in program activities fell on the dlient. Case managers assisted dients in finding appropriate ser-
vices, but the sdlf-directed enrollment allowed more resstant individuas to avoid the mandate. As men-
tioned in Chapter 2, this evauation examines only the experiences of applicants in the Oklahoma City
program; its treetment of recipients may have been different from the Stuation described in this chapter.

B. Closeness of Participation Monitoring

How often or how quickly would an enrollee be contacted by her case manager if she
was not participating?

Once clients begin participating, they may drop out of activities or atend irregularly because
they have a new job, have new problems with child care or transportation, or no longer want to partici-
pate. Close monitoring can help case managers maintain and increase participation among thelr
casdload, facilitate the authorization of trangtional benefits for individuals who leave welfare for work, or
gpeed case closures for individuads who become indigible. In order to monitor participation closdly,
case managers must learn about attendance problems from activity providers, determine the reasons for
them, contact clients about their options or the consegquences of nonparticipation, and then inform the
income maintenance branch of a case's outcome. How closely an individua will be monitored depends
on the level of information that case managers get from the activity indructors and providers and on the
time that case managers have to devote to this task.

The Riversde and Grand Rapids LFA and HCD and Portland programs al intensvey
monitored their participants progress. Overal, more case managers in these sStes indicated receiving a
lot of information about attendance from providers than those in most other Sites. In addition, case man-
agers reported that it took them between one and two weeks to both hear about attendance problems
from providers and contact clients about their attendance, the shortest in the range of time among the
programs.

The Atlanta LFA and HCD and Columbus Integrated programs engaged in moderate
monitoring of their clients. Information sharing between providers and case managers was not as regular
in these programs as in the intensve-monitoring programs, and it took between two and a half and three
and a half weeks to get information from providers. These programs did, however, contact clientsin less
than two weeks once they learned of attendance problems.

The Oklahoma City, Detroit, and Columbus Traditional programs engaged in less inter+
sve monitoring of their clients than the other programs. Regular protocols for obtaining atendance in-
formation from providers were not in place for a least two of the programs. It took a little longer, on
average, for dl three programs to get information from providers than it did for the moderate-monitoring
programs. Moreover, it took between two and three weeks for case managers to contact clients about
their attendance problems; on average one week longer than for the moderate-monitoring programs.



C. Level of Mandatoriness

How much would an individual be encouraged, or coerced through financial sanctions,
to participatein a program if shedid not want to?

The great mgority of welfare recipients who are required to participate in welfare-to-work pro-
grams believe, prior to hearing details about the program, that they will have trouble participating, citing
barriers such as alack of child care or trangportation, or having a health or emotiona problem.® All the
programs in this evauation provided monetary assistance to help participants with child care and trans-
portation, but they also relied on case managers to work with clients to remove participation barriers or
to coerce paticipation through the impodtion of a financid sanction. Most of the programs were
strongly committed to enforcing the participation mandate for their welfare caseload, though the degree
to which clients were more likely to be cajoled or coerced differed. Individuasin Detroit and Oklahoma
City were ot aslikely to be coaxed into participating if they did not want to, though this was largely the
consequence of limited program funding and staffing.

The Grand Rapids LFA and HCD and Columbus Integrated and Traditional programs
were very highly committed to the enforcement of clients participation obligation. Case managers sent
strong messages about the consequences of nonparticipation and, in instances of noncompliance, im-
posed financia sanctions swiftly on alarge percentage of their caseloads.

While ather programs informed clients of the necessity of program participation, they gave them
more chances to comply than Grand Rapids or Columbus. Atlanta LFA and HCD case managers
were somewhat less comfortable with enforcing participation requirements through financid sanctions,
though they did so on aregular bass. More clients were sanctioned in Atlantal's HCD program than in
its LFA program, though the messages that case managers sent about requirements were not different.

Riversde LFA and HCD d&ff tended to view sanctions as one tool to get clients to atend
activities and initidly emphasized to dlients the importance of persond respongbility. Riverside staff did
not delay requests for or impositions of sanctions; the process, however, took longer then in most other
programs because of extensve state-mandated due process procedures. In Portland staff dso emphe-
szed ways to solve problems related to nonparticipation rather than reductionsin clients grants. In Riv-
ersde and, to a greater extent, in Portland saff were more willing to defer individuas from participation
requirements than in either Columbus or Grand Rapids. Staff in Portland did, however, ultimately sanc-
tion noncompliant individuas.

In Detroit and Oklahoma City the mandatory participation requirements were communicated
lessintensvely to clients. As aready mentioned, staff in these two Sites focused on those who wanted to
participate. Resource condraints kept staff from following up on nonparticipation, and staff tended to
delay imposing sanctions.

9See Hamilton and Brock, 1994.
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[1l1. Other Program Features

A. Child Care Supportsfor Participation and Work

How much support in the form of child care assstance could an individual expect for
her participation in a program or subsequent employment?

For many wefare recipients with young children the mgor obstacle to working or attending an
education or job training program is child care. All 11 programs studied in the evauation provided this
assstance to participants in the program (and to control group members who erolled in activities on
their own in the community) aswell astrangtiond child care (TCC) for those who left welfare for work.
However, the relative emphasis that the programs placed on making this assstance available and the
messages that case managers sent to clients about the type of care they should choose varied.

Participation-related child care. Inthe Atlanta LFA and HCD, Oklahoma, Portland, and
Detroit programs child care assstance was emphasized either by ste staff or by the welfare depart-
ment's organizationd structure. In both Atlanta programs case managers actively promoted the avail-
ability of child care rembursement as a benefit of program participation and even used it as an induce-
ment for noncompliant clients to participate. In Oklahoma state-wide emphasis on access to child care
made assstance to clients readily available while they were in the program and after they |eft welfare for
work. Oklahoma had no set caps on the amount of child care assistance that clients could receive. At-
lanta and Oklahoma reimbursed only for care given by licensed providers.

In Portland caseworkers told clients that not having child care arrangements was not an accept-
able reason for not participating in program activities. Staff often encouraged clients to have backup ar-
rangements in case their regular provider fell through. Although case managers did not push specific
types or locations of providers, they did emphasize the necessity for clients to make arrangements and
assisted clients who were unable to make arrangements on their own.

In Detroit case managers reported that they spent much of their time on child care payment au
thorizations and that the priority placed on making child care payments took time away from employ-
ment and training counsdling. Detroit staff would make referrds to licensed providersin the areaon re-
quest, but the choice of provider (including choosing licensed child care or unlicensed care gpproved by
the welfare department) was | eft to the client.

Both the Grand Rapids and Columbus programs would reimburse expenses from child care
in licensed aswdl as unlicensed care, but expected clients to make their own arrangements. Referrals to
licensed providersin the area could be made for clients a their request.

Child care providers were not difficult to come by in any of the Nationd Evauation of Wefare-
to-Work Strategies sites except River side, where case managers noted that some area providers did
not like working with the program or its participants because they did not gpprove of the reimbursement
rates or procedures. In Riversde, case managers encouraged clients to use low-cost, more informal
arrangements, both to contain program costs and because case managers beieved that clients would be
more able to afford such arrangements after program or other government supports expired. Clients and
case managers often clashed about the providers they wished to use, especidly if clients chose more
expendve care.
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Trangtional child care. Research inthisareaisnot yet complete, but preiminary dataindicate
that in Detroit, Portland, Columbus, and Oklahoma City authorization for TCC payments did not
appear to be difficult. Some of the ease in Portland, Columbus Integrated, and Oklahoma may be are-
ault of their use of integrated case managers, who are more likely to know both the AFDC and en+
ployment information needed to determine if aclient isdigible for TCC.

In the Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde LFA and HCD programs few dients who
began working received TCC; case managersin dl three Stes cited alack of information about clients
welfare status when authorizing child care payments.

B. Cultureof Eligibility to Culture of Sdf-Sufficiency — | ntegr ated
Case M anagement

How likely was a welfare recipient to get a unified self-sufficiency message from the
welfar e department?

The digibility-compliance culture of the welfare system, in which contact between a client and
an agency is focused soldy on determining digibility for staying on welfare, has been hardhly criticized.
Implementing a mandatory welfare-to-work program was one way that welfare offices hoped to change
from an digibility-compliance culture to a sdf-sufficiency culture, which would structure interactions and
expectations around leaving welfare for work and preparation and supportsfor it. Yet thistask isform-
dable; it requires the income maintenance and employment services saffs of the welfare offices to work
together to send a unified message of the sdlf-sufficiency god to the client. If the sole responghility for
delivering the sdIf-sufficiency message is remanded to the employment and training program, programs
can be interpreted by clients and workers as requirements for continued receipt of assistance, or ar
other dement of compliance, instead d an overhaul of the philosophy of the welfare department. Im-
plementing an integrated case management gpproach, in which one worker is responsible for both the
dighility determination and employment services functions, is one way that has been suggested to
achieve a more unified culture.™® Three of the programsin the NEWWS Eval uation used integrated case
management, but they and the other eight programs met with different levels of successin coordinating
the messages between ther digibility and employment preparation staffs and in refocusing the welfare
department’ sinteractions with clients on the road toward sdf-sufficiency.

As pat of a gpecialy formulated research experiment, the Columbus Integrated program
used integrated case management. Staff had sufficient resources and low enough casdoads that they
were able to perform both their income maintenance and sdf-sufficiency roles. Thus, an individud’s
case manager could both monitor her progress in becoming self-sufficient and verify her credentids for
daying on wdfare. This program had the largest effect on changing clients minds about whether they
agreed that the welfare office tried hard to get recipients employed or enrolled in school . **

The Portland program was marked by a strong partnership between welfare-to-work staff
(eligibility workers and integrated case managers) and case management staff contracted by Portland's
welfare department. The divison of labor was flexible between contractor staff and welfare department
integrated case managers, with responsibility for case management services such as reassgnment to ac-

19See Bane and Ellwood, 1994, p. 127.
"See Table 4.2.



tivities and attendance monitoring, as well as a misson of promoting sdf-sufficiency, shared by both.
Moreover, digibility workers in Portland were among the most knowledgeable about the program and
gpent more time discussing the program with recipients than those in most other programs. These results
suggest that together digibility workers, integrated case managers, and contractor staff were able to
send a unified salf- sufficiency message to welfare recipients.

Oklahoma City aso used integrated case management. However, limited resources and large
casdloads led case managers to put little overal emphasis on the employment services function of ther
pasition; in fact, their performance eva uation benchmarks were primarily related to the accuracy of their
eigibility duties. Like Portland, Oklahoma City supplemented its integrated case managers with some
caseworkers who focused on employment-related services. However, owing to Saffing congtraints, not
al clients recaived this added case management. The result was a program with little overal emphass
on Hf-aufficency.

The Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde LFA and HCD, and Columbus Traditional
programs dl used a separated, or “traditiond,” case management structure, in which a client had two
different case managers, one who specidized in determining digibility and processing payments and an+
other who focused on her participation and progress in awelfare-to-work program. Although the differ-
ent gaffs did not report any mgor problems in their working relationship, they mentioned thet there was
alack of partnership between the two. Income maintenance workers knew little about the programs and
most often discussed with clients the pendties for nonparticipation in the program, not the services it
provided, suggesting that participation was cast as a compliance requirement and not a route to self-
uffidency.

In Detroit the separation between the two staffs of the welfare department was even more pro-
nounced. Income maintenance workers knew little about the program and had amost no contact with
clients regarding their participation; the welfare-to-work program case managers in Detroit handled
some income-related functions related to program participation, such as child care payments, that in-
come maintenance workers were responsible for in the other traditiona Stes. Staff mentioned that this
separaion was intentiond, so that the welfare-to-work case managers would be able to communicate
congstent messages and information. In short, the priorities of the two staffs were so dissmilar that an
individua was likely to experience very different cultures during her contact with the department.

IV. Conclusion

The remainder of this report presents the impacts, or effects, that the 11 programs in the Na-
tiond Evauation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies had on outcomes such as employment, earnings, wel-
fare receipt, and child and family well-being. This chapter isintended to provide a context for interpret-
ing the results that follow by showing the range of programs on key implementation dimensions and
demondtrating thet there is no typica “package’ of wefare-to-work program features. For example, the
most work-focused programs are not necessarily the toughest; those that use integrated case manage-
ment do not necessarily monitor their enrollees progress more effectively than others. Given this infor-
mation, it is important to interpret each program’s impacts as a result of its entire “bundl€’ of services
and features.



Chapter 4

| mpacts on Use of Employment-Related Services, Sanctions,
Attitudes Toward Work and Welfare, and Degree Receipt

This chapter examines whether employment- and education-focused programs increased sam-
ple members participation in employment-related activities. It dso compares the frequency with which
program group members incurred a sanction — a reduction in their welfare grant for noncompliance
with program requirements — and explores the extent to which different welfare-to-work approaches
changed sample members' attitudes toward work and welfare. Findly, the chapter discusses whether
education-focused programs increased the percentage of sample members who attained GED certifi-
cates or other educationd credentias after random assignment, a key impact measure for these types of
programs. Results are presented for the full sample and for subgroups defined by whether or not mem-
bers had attained a high school diplomaor GED certificate before random assgnment.

. Key Questions

Did particular self-sufficiency gpproaches increase sample members overal use of
employment and training services compared with what they would have attained on
their own initiative?

Did employment-focused programs produce large gains in participation in job
search? Did education-focused programs produce large gains in participation in
education and training activities?

How frequently did case managers use sanctions to enforce mandatory participation
requirements? Were employment- or education-focused programs more likely ©
use sanctions?

Were employment- or education-focused programs more likely to change sample
members views on work and welfare, decreasing the likelihood of therr viewing
welfare as along-term support?

Did programs emphasizing education and training activities increase the percentage
of recipients who received a GED after entering the program? Did these programs
aso increase the percentage of sample members who received a trade certificate?

Il. Analysislssues

This andyss of sample members levels of participation and degree attainment extends the dis-
cussion of program dimensions summarized in Chapter 3. Participation levels for program group mem:
bers demondrate how successfully employment- and education-focused programs implemented their
grategies for promoting sdlf-sufficiency. Differences across programs in sanction rates and in program
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group members atitudes toward work and welfare dso suggest how intensely program staff enforced
mandatory participation requirements and communicated a message promoting work over welfare.

The main purpose of this chapter, however, is to determine how consistently employment- and
education-focused programs increased participation levels or degree receipt beyond what recipients
would be expected to attain had they never enrolled in a mandatory welfare-to-work program. Results
for control group members represent these aternative outcomes, and program:-control group differences
indicate the effect, or impact, of each program. It should be stressed that a program’ s effect on partici-
pation depends on the levels attained by members of both the program and control groups. In previous
welfare-to-work evauations from 20 to 40 percent of control group members enrolled in education and
training programs on their own initiative.* Thus, two programs that achieved the same level of participa-
tion for program group members may have very different impacts, depending on how frequently their
respective control group members attended employment-reaed activities on their own initiative.

Although programs differed in employment-preparation strategy, al are expected to ncrease
overdl levds of participation in employment-related activities. Program group members were usudly
assigned to activities when they entered the program and most program staff worked actively — some
by persuasion, others by enforcement — to facilitate participation. Control group members, on the other
hand, enrolled in activities only if they wanted to and were not subject to financid pendties for nonat-
tendance. Programs may adso shift participation patterns, for example, by assigning recipients who
would likely have atended vocationd training activities on their own initiative to job search or basic
education activities?

These comparisons provide an important context for interpreting program effects on employ-
ment and welfare receipt discussed in succeeding chapters. For instance, it would be expected that pro-
grams attaining large increases in job search participation would likely move large numbers of program
group members into the labor market quickly, producing an immediate impact on employment. In con
trast, programs that increase attendance in education and training ectivities will likely delay the sart of
many program group members search for employment, reulting in little or no impact on employment
during the first year of follow-up, or perhaps longer. (Employment gains may occur later in the follow-
up, however.) Further, differences in the experiences, skills, and attitudes that program and control
group members acquired could affect the kinds of jobs they were able to find and whether they were
willing to accept a rdatively low-paying job (or one without hedth benefits) or wait until they could find
a better employment opportunity.

Participation levels are estimated from survey responses. The analys's includes dl instances of
participation after random assignment, including activities that occurred outside the program.® Sample

!See, for example, Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 2.4, p. 39; Kemple, Friedlander, and Fellerath,
1995, Table 3.5, p. 58; Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989, Table 3.1, p. 38.

?See Hamilton et al., 1997, Table 2.2, p. 31, on welfarerecipients’ limited interest in basic education.

%As with any self-reported data, respondents may have omitted some instances of participation, particularly
short-term activities like job search, or reported participating in activities that probably occurred before random as-
signment.



members are consdered to have participated in an employment-related activity if they atended for at
least one day. Many participants attended for alonger period.*

Program-control group differences, or impacts in participation levels of 20 percentage points
or more are conddered “large’; differences of 10 to 20 points, “moderate’; and differences below 10
points, “small.” Except where indicated, al impacts discussed below were satistically sgnificant. Im-
pacts of at least 10 percentage points in degree receipt are considered “large.”

[11. Key Findings

Mos employment- and education-focused programs achieved large increases (at
least 20 percentage points) in basic education participation for sample members
who participated in an employment-related activity during the two-year follow-up.

As expected, the four employment-focused programs produced large gains in job
search participation — between 27 percentage points (Grand Rapids LFA) and 32
percentage points (Portland) — compared with control groups. These programs at-
tained large increases in job search participation for sample members with a high
school diploma or GED certificate at random assgnment, as well as for nongradu-
ates.

Most education-focused programs achieved large increases in basic education par-
ticipation for sample members lacking a high school diploma or GED certificate a&
random assgnment. But educationfocused programs had little effect on participa-
tion in employment-related training for high school graduates and GED holders.

Three of the seven education-focused programs, as well as Portland’ s employment-
focused, varied firg activity program, produced moderate to large increases in a-
tanment of a GED certificate among welfare recipients who lacked these credentias
a random assgnment.

To what extent did welfare recipients participate in employment-related activities in the ab-
sence of a mandatory welfare-to-work program?

As shown in the firs panel of Appendix Table A.1, a rdaively large percentage of control
group members took part in employment and training activities on their own initiative during the two-
year follow-up. In Grand Rapids, Detroit, Oklahoma City, and Portland about 40 percent of control
group members reported participating for at least one day in an employment-related activity. Participa-
tion rates were lower for control group members in Atlanta, Columbus, and Riverside, ranging from
18.9 to 29.3 percent.

“See Hamilton et a., Tables 5.5 and 6.5, pp. 128-29, 155-56; and Scrivener et a., 1998, Table 3.4, p. 63, for informa-
tion on total hours of participation in seven of the 11 programs. As shown, program group members who atended
job search activities averaged more than 100 hours of participation, and program group participants in education and
training activities averaged more than 400 hours over atwo-year period.

® These impact levels are informed by results of previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs that used an
experimental design. See note 5.
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These dte-by-ste variations resulted partly from differencesin availability of low-cost education
and training programs in each community, but aso from differences in the background characteristics of
control group members. For ingtance, in Grand Rapids and Detroit about a third of the sample entered
the program having aready enrolled in community education and training programs prior to random as-
sgnment, and many in the control group continued attending after assgnment. Further, as discussed in
Chapter 2, in Oklahoma City and Portland a relatively high percentage of sample members had a high
school diploma or GED certificate and prior work history. Participation levels in sdf-initiated activities
are generdly higher for these more “advantaged” groups within welfare populations, as community edu-
cation and training programs often require a high school diploma and related work experience for ad-
mission.®

Control group members participated most often in education and training activities and least of-
ten in job search, work experience, or on-the-job training.” As shown in Appendix Table A.1, about a
fifth to a quarter of control group membersin al Sites except Atlanta and Columbus participated in em-
ployment-related post- secondary education or vocationa training courses. Relatively few control group
members attended basic education courses. attendance rates varied between 5 and 13 percent in dl
Stes, except Detroit, where just under 20 percent participated.

What were the participation patterns of program group members in employment- and educa-
tion-focused programs?

As shown in Appendix Table A.1, about haf of program group members in most Sites partici-
pated in an employment-related activity during the two-year follow-up. Levels for the 11 programs are
comparable to participation rates attained by most welfare-to-work programs studied in previous
evauations®

®See Hamilton and Brock, 1994, pp. 44-50, and associated Appendix D tables, pp. 132-63, for adiscussion of dif-
ferences in pre-random assignment participation patterns and frequency of reported barriersto participation for sub-
groups within the NEWWS Evaluation sample. See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Tables 2.7 and 2.8, pp.
44-45, for a comparison of post-random assignment participation patterns in California s GAIN Evaluation among
subgroups of control members defined by their determined need for basic education. See Friedlander and Hamilton,
1993, Table 6.1, pp. 70-71, for subgroup differences in participation patterns of control group members in the SWIM
Evaluation. See Hamilton et a., 1997, p. 43.

"As shown in Appendix Table A.1, between 4 and 8 percent of control group respondents reported participating
in job search activities. About half of these control group members reported receiving job search assistance from
one of the following institutions: JTPA Private Industry Council, state Job Service or Unemployment Insurance
agency, community college, adult education school, church or community organization, or private technical or voca-
tional school. the other half reported participating in a job search activity operated by the welfare department. It is
likely that these individual s are recalling attendance in job club prior to random assignment.

8See Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989, Table 3.1; Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 2.1, p. 26; Kemple,
Friedlander, and Fellerath, 1995, Table 3.5, p. 58; and Friedlander and Burtless, 1995, Table 3.1, p. 51, for participation
rates of previous welfare-to-work programs evaluated by MDRC. Participation levels for program group respondents
estimated from survey responses differ somewhat from those estimated from program case files (for the two Colum:
bus programs and Oklahoma) or from a combination of case file records and survey responses for a smaller sample
(for Portland and for the LFA and HCD programs in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside). Participation levels were
noticeably higher in both Atlanta programs and lower in Oklahoma and Detroit when recorded from these alternative
sources and samples. For these alternative estimates see Hamilton et al., 1997, Table 5.1, p. 110 (Atlanta LFA), and
Table 6.1, p. 138 (Atlanta HCD); Scrivener et a., 1997, Table 3.1, p. 50 (Portland); Brock and Harknett, 1998, pp. 12-14

(continued)
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There is no clear association between a program’s focus and its overal participation rate. For
ingtance, the four programs with the highest participation rates include two education-focused programs
(Grand Rapids and Riverside HCD) and two employment-focused programs (Grand Rapids LFA and
Portland).

As expected, employment-focused programs recorded the highest levels of participation in job
search — between 31.9 and 40.4 percent. As shown in Appendix Table A.1, few members of em+
ployment-focused programs participated in basic education. Participation in employment-oriented pro-
grams a community colleges or vocationd training centers was more common in three of these pro-
grams, however, with levels ranging from 19.3 percent (Riverside LFA) to 28.7 percent (Portland). As
noted in Chapter 3, employment-focused programs sometimes assgned to short-term education and
training programs enrollees who completed job search without finding employment. Case managers in
some of these programs, notably in Grand Rapids, aso permitted program group members to continue
participating in education and training programs that they had begun prior to random assgnment. As a
result, more than a third of Grand Rapids LFASs participated in some type of education or training pro-
gram. Portland's program group members aso reported relatively high levels of attendance in any type
of education or training — nearly 40 percent (not shown). The use of on-the-job training and unpaid
work experience was limited, even in employment-focused programs. (See Appendix Table A.1.)

Conversdly, fewer than 20 percent of members of education-focused programs participated in
job search activities. The notable exception was the Riversde HCD program, where more than 25 per-
cent of group members reported participating in job search. As discussed in the previous chapter, more
case managers in Riversde’'s HCD program than in the other education-focused programs shared in the
gte's employment-focused philosophy and emphasized rapid entry into the |abor market.

As aso expected, the largest percentage of program group members in the seven education
focused programs reported participating in some type of education and training activity, including basic
education, post-secondary educeation, and vocationd training. Participation levels varied a grest ded
across these seven programs, however, ranging from about a third of program group members in the
Columbus Integrated and Traditional programs to nearly 60 percent in the Riversde HCD program.
The Grand Rapids HCD program aso attained participation levels in education and training above 50
percent, partly because the program randomly assigned a high percentage of recipients who were d-
ready participating in an education or training program at random assignment. About 40 percent of pro-
gram group members in Atlanta, Detroit, and Oklahoma City reported participating in an education or
training program. (Results not shown.)

Most education-focused programs assigned persons lacking a high school diploma or GED cer-
tificate to basic education courses. As noted in previous chapters, Riversde assgned only recipients
determined to need basic education to its HCD program. As indicated in Appendix Table A.1, partici-
pation levelsin basic education were much higher for Riversde HCDs

(Columbus Integrated and Traditional); and Hamilton and Brock, 1994, Table 4.1, pp. 86-87 (Detroit and Oklahoma
City).
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(nearly 50 percent) for program group members esewhere. (See Appendix Table A.2 for direct com+
parisons.) Elsawhere among education-focused programs, about a fifth to a quarter of program group
members participated in basic education, when graduates and nongraduates are considered together
(see Appendix Table A.1).

These programs aso assigned graduates (and some nongraduates who completed basic educa
tion) to vocationd training or employment-oriented courses at community colleges, proprietary schools,
or fadilities run by community-based organizations. About athird of the entire Grand Rapids HCD sam-
ple participated in one of these training classes; levels were nearly as high in Detroit and Oklahoma, but
much lower among Atlanta and Riversde HCDs and members of the two Columbus programs.

Did any welfare-to-work approach produce especially large increases in participation in any
employment-related activity?

Most employment- and education-focused programs achieved large increases in participationin
any employment-related activity during the two-year follow-up. As shown in Figure 4.1, eight programs
recorded gains of more than 20 percentage points (the threshold leve for alarge increase) above con
trol group participation levels. Notably, impacts were much smdler for the two low enforcement educa
tion-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City: 8.8 and 11.0 percentage points, respectively.
Grand Rapids LFA produced a moderate increase. Relatively high levels of participation by control
group members — about 40 percent — helped limit the Size of the impacts of these three programs.

Did employment-focused programs produce large gains in participation in job search? Did
any education-focused programs also increase job search participation?

As expected, the four employment-focused programs produced large gains in participation in
job search activities — between 27 percentage points (Grand Rapids LFA) and 32 percentage points
(Portland) — compared with control group levels. (See Figure 4.1.) As shown in Figures 4.2 and 4.3,
these four programs produced large gains in job search participation (above 20 percentage points) for
sample members who entered the program with a high school diploma or GED certificate, as well asfor
nongraduates.

Education-focused programs may increase participation in job search, often by assgning to job
search enrollees who complete education activities without finding a job.® Only the Riverside HCD pro-
gram, which excluded most high school graduates and GED recipients, produced large gains in job
search participation. All other education-focused programs also raised job search participation levels,
but to a much smdler extent. Impacts were smilar across educationa attainment subgroups for these
programs. (See Figures 4.1-4.3).

Did any program increase participation in unpaid work experience or on-the-job training?

TANF participation requirements encourage states to enroll wefare recipients in unpaid work
experience or on-the-job training (OJT). None of the 11 programs in the eva uation made extensve use
of these activities: even among the four employment-focused programs no more

See Hamilton et al., 1997, Figure 3.2, p. 41, and pp. 42-43, for a discussion of the sequencing of activitiesin edu-
cation-focused programs.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Figure4.1
Impactson Participation in Employment-Related Activitiesfor All Sample Members
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTE: A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Figure 4.2

Impacts on Participation in Employment-Related Activities

for Sample M embers Without a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment
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for Sample MembersWith a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Figure 4.3
Impacts on Participation in Employment-Related Activities
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than 10 percent of program group members took part in work experience or OJT. (See Appendix Ta-
ble A.1.) Most employment- and education-focused programs achieved small gains in participation in
work experience and OJT, however, because close to zero control group members ever participated.

Did education-focused programs produce large gains in participation in education and train-
ing activities?

Effects on participation in education and training were small to moderate, when al sample mem-
bers are considered together. But most education-focused programs achieved large increases in partici-
pation for sample members lacking a high school diploma or GED certificate a random assgnment.
(SeeFigures4.1 and 4.2.)

Most education-focused programs produced large gains in attendance in basic education activi-
ties for sample members who had not completed high school or received a GED certificate before ran-
dom assgnment. The Grand Rapids HCD, Detroit, and Columbus Traditiond programs aso atained
amall increases in participation in post-secondary education or vocationd training activities for non-
graduates. (See Appendix Table A.2.)

In contragt, only the Atlanta HCD program achieved even a moderate increase in participation
in any type of education or training among high school graduates and GED recipients. The smal changes
in participation for graduates occurred partly because participation levels were lower for program group
members in this subgroup than for nongraduates. In addition, a relatively large percentage of control
group members in the graduate subgroup enrolled in post-secondary education or vocationa training
courses on their own initiative. (See Appendix Table A.2.)

How frequently did case managers use sanctions to enforce mandatory participation require-
ments? Were employment- or education-focused programs more likely to impose sanctions?

Use of financid sanctions can affect enrallees in many ways. Most immediatdly, a sanction re-
duces a family’s wefare grant. Sanctions or threat of sanctions may aso encourage some enrollees to
complete employment-related activities, thereby strengthening the program’s “treatment” effect. (Pro-
gram adminigtrators often Sate thet thisis the primary goa of imposing sanctions.) Programs that impose
sanctions frequently may aso encourage enrollees to leave welfare sooner, perhaps by taking a job that
they would not have otherwise accepted, or even to forgo welfare without employment.

In theory, programs, whether employment- or education-focused, can respond in a number of
ways to enrollees who do not participate when required — from taking no action to persuasion and
counsdling to imposing financid sanctions. To some extent, however, enrollees in education-focused
programs have a greater chance of incurring a sanction, Smply because education and training activities
usudly take longer to complete.

As shown in the bottom pand of Table 4.1, members of educationfocused programs were
somewhat more likely to incur a sanction. Three educationfocused programs (Grand Rapids HCD and
Columbus Integrated and Traditional) and one employment-focused program (Grand Rapids LFA) re-
corded high sanction rates, ranging from 26 to 32 percent of program group members. At the other ex-
treme, few program group membersin the low enforcement edu-



National Evaluation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies
Table4.1

Program Impacts on Sanctioning

Sample Progran  Control Difference
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact)

Ever informed of possibility that welfare
grant would bereduced for non-compliance

with program reguirements (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 68.0 443 23.6 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 68.7 44.3 24.3 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 80.9 56.4 245 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 82.6 56.4 26.2 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 69.7 47.4 22.3 *x*

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 71.1 50.2 209 ***
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 71.7 50.2 21.4 ***
Columbus Integrated 728 68.0 29.6 384 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 69.1 29.6 395 ***
Detroit 426 57.7 44.3 134 ***
Oklahoma City 511 44.5 233 21.2 ***
Portland 610 67.3 35.5 31.8 ***

Ever sanctioned (%)?2

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 10.9 37 7.2 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 20.7 37 17.1 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 320 8.5 235 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 304 8.5 22,0 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 141 45 9.6 ***
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 16.3 4.7 11.6 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 20.3 4.7 15.6 ***
Columbus Integrated 728 26.1 4.2 21.9 **x*
Columbus Traditional 723 30.9 4.2 26.7 ***
Detroit 426 34 22 12
Oklahoma City 511 3.8 21 17
Portland 610 184 4.4 14.0 ***
(continued)



Table 4.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and
Portland represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research
purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are weighted by the
inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control
group members in the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus,
Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics did not affect their
chances of selection.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause dlight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

aSanctioned between date of random assignment and date of survey interview.



cation-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City had their welfare grant lowered for noncompli-
ance. The remaining programs sanctioned between 11 and 21 percent of their program group mem-
bers.*®

Some program administrators and staff assert that imposing a sanction or even threatening to
reduce recipients welfare grants for noncompliance can convince them to participate in employment-
related activities. As one adminigtrator from Grand Rapids put it, “ The message is strong: it isimportant
to atend regularly. . . . The purpose of sanctions is to inflict enough harm so that [clients] will cooper-
ae”

Results for these 11 programs, however, do not show a clear association between a program’s
level of sanctioning and the percentage of program group members who attended at least one program
activity. For ingance, Riversde HCD and Portland, in the middle level of programs on frequency of in-
voking a sanction, recorded the highest levels of participation for program group members among the
programs. The association between a program’ s frequency of sanctioning and its program:-control group
difference, or impact, on participation is Smilarly unclear. The Detroit and Oklahoma City low enforce-
ment programs attained only smal impacts on participation in any employment-related activity, as did
the Grand Rapids LFA program, which sanctioned the largest percentage of program group members.
On the other hand, programs with moderately high sanction rates (Portland, Atlanta LFA, and both Riv-
ersde programs) attained large gainsin participation.

As noted above, program group members who never incurred a sanction could also have
changed their employment or welfare behavior in response to their program’s enforcement practices.
No data are available on how frequently program group members received a warning from program
gaff thet they risked an imminent reduction in their grant for noncompliance; nor is it known how often
program group members heard a more generd message that staff would use sanctions to enforce pro-
gram requirements. The Two-Year Client Survey did, however, ask program and control group mem:
bers if they were ever informed by the welfare department that they could incur a sanction. The per-
centage of program group members who answered affirmatively to this question suggests how many of
them fdlt at least potentidly at risk of incurring a sanction.

As shown in Table 4.1, in nine programs at least two-thirds of program group members re-
ported being informed of the possibility of being sanctioned, suggesting that these programs succeeded
in communicating to enrollees that the participation requirement was real and could be enforced. Pro-
gram group respondents in the low enforcement education-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma
City reported less often that they knew they could be sanctioned.*?

%sanction rates were higher for both programs in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Columbus and lower for both pro-
grams in Riverside when recorded from case files. The difference is greatest for the Atlanta HCD program: 40.6 per-
cent when recorded from case files, but only 20.7 percent when recorded from survey responses. See Hamilton et al .,
1997, pp. 114-16 and 142-44; and Brock and Harknett, 1998, p. 13.

"Quoted in Hamilton et al., 1997, pp. 89-90.

“Interestingly, about 90 percent of program group members surveyed in five counties for California’s GAIN
Evaluation answered affirmatively to a similar question. Fewer than 10 percent of program group membersincurred a
sanction, however. See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Tables 2.11 and 2.12 and pp. 59-61.
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At least 30 percent of control group membersin al sites except Oklahoma City also answered
affirmatively to this question. These responses are harder to interpret. Possibly they were describing
ther interactions with income maintenance staff who handle grant caculations and can ddlay or reduce
grants if recipients miss deadlines for submitting necessary documentation on earnings or other income.
Control group members may aso have been recdling enforcement messages from IM or NEWWS
program staff related to assgnment to a program orientation, prior to random assignment. Or they may
have been rdating what they learned about the enforcement practices from rdatives or friends who en
rolled in these programs.

Irrespective of why control group members reported knowledge of a possble sanction, it may
be assumed that at least some of them responded similarly to program group members. That is, some
control group members may have become more diligent at reporting earned income to the welfare de-
partment, thereby reducing or terminating their welfare grant or, dternatively, may have started working
sooner or |eft welfare sooner than they might have otherwise. For this reason, it isimportant to estimate
the program-control group difference, or impact, on this and other questions concerning perceptions
of the welfare department (discussed below). Mogt likely, these differences, and not the levels for pro-
gram group members, provide the most accurate gauge of the potentia effects on employment and wel-
fare receipt of program staff’ s efforts to enforce a mandatory participation requirement.

As shown in Table 4.1, dl programs except Detroit's increased the proportion reporting being
informed of a possible sanction for noncompliance by at least 20 percentage points — alarge increase,
but, again, smdler than suggested by the program group levels done. Both Columbus programs (which
aso recorded high levels of sanctioning) attained the largest program-control group difference on being
informed about sanctions — nearly 40 percentage points — followed by Portland (moderate level of
sanctioning).

Was any self-sufficiency approach more likely to change sample members' views on work and
welfare?

Programs had less effect on changing respondents’ attitudes about staying on welfare. As shown
in the top pand of Table 4.2, between 46.9 percent (Oklahoma City) and 64.8 percent (Atlanta LFA)
of program group members strongly disagreed that it is easy to stay on welfare and not try to get off.
There was little variation in this measure between employment- and education-focused programs.

Interestingly, about the same proportion of control group members responded smilarly. Only
two employment-focused and two education-focused programs increased the percentage of sample
members who disagreed with the statement. The Riverside HCD program produced the largest pro-
gram-control group difference: 8.6 percentage points. Possbly the amilarities in responses between
program and control group members reflect their shared experiences with reporting earnings and child
support to information maintenance workers or with trying to make ends meet on welfare and Food
Stamp benefits — or perhaps their smilar encounters with messages about welfare and work in the me-
diaor in conversations with family and friends

On the other hand, most programs produced small to moderate increases (that is, under 20 per-
centage points) in the proportion of sample members who strongly agreed that the welfare department
tries hard to make people ook for ajob and also go to school to get training. The Columbus Integrated
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program (education-focused) increased levels by a larger percentage. Only the Detroit program de-
creased the proportion who strongly agreed with each of these statements (see Table 4.2).

Did education-focused programs increase the proportion of sample members who attained a
GED or trade certificate during the two-year follow-up?

It is important to kegp in mind a program’s impacts on degree attainment when andyzing its
subsequent effects on recipients labor market and welfare behavior. Sample members who receive a
GED or trade certificate may delay entry into the labor market while attending school. Later in the fol-
low-up, however, those attaining new education credentias may have a better chance of finding ajob or
advancing to higher- paying and more stable employment.

As noted above, most education-focused programs increased participation in basic education
among nongraduates. Only three of these programs, however (Grand Rapids and Riversde HCD and
Columbus Traditiond), increased attainment of a high school diploma or GED certificate for this sub-
group. (See Table 4.3.) Impacts on high school diplomaor GED certificate receipt ranged from 8 to 11
percentage points, a relatively large increase compared with results from previous evauations of wel-
fare-to-work programs.® Notably, Portland’s employment-focused, varied first activity approach
achieved smilar gains in degree receipt. The other three employment-focused programs had no effect
on attainment of a GED. Portland aso increased receipt of atrade license or certificate by 12 percent-
age points for sample members who lacked a high school diploma or GED cettificate a random as-
sgnment. No other program, education- or employment-focused, produced a datistically sgnificant gain
in atainment of atrade license or certificate for this subgroup.

For sample members with a high school diploma or GED at random assignment, the two Atlanta
programs and the Grand Rapids HCD program increased receipt of a trade license or certificate. Im+
pacts ranged from 5 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 11 percentage points (Atlanta HCD). (See
Table4.4))

3See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 2.9, pp. 47-49; and Kemple, Friedlander, and Fellerath, 1995,
Table 3.7, p. 62.
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Table4.2

Program Impacts on Attitudes Toward Work and Welfare

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group _ (Impact) Change (%)
disagreethat it's easy just to sta
and not try to get off (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 64.8 60.3 45 ** 7.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 58.8 60.3 -1.5 -25
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 56.0 50.8 52 * 10.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 55.9 50.8 51* 10.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 48.6 45.9 2.8 6.0
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 51.6 47.2 45 95
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 55.8 47.2 8.6 *** 18.2
Columbus I ntegrated 728 53.9 52.4 15 29
Columbus Traditional 723 57.9 524 55 104
Detroit 426 60.4 58.9 1.6 2.7
Oklahoma City 511 46.9 45.1 1.8 4.0
Portland 610 55.0 51.7 33 6.4
Strondly agree that the welfare department
- look f P
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 395 343 5.2 ** 15.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 2.7 34.3 8.4 *** 24.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 54.9 431 11.8 *** 274
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 52.8 43.1 9.8 *** 22.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 46.7 317 15.0 *** 475
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 50.4 33.2 17.2 *** 51.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 479 33.2 14.6 *** 44.0
Columbus I ntegrated 728 531 295 23.7 *** 80.3
Columbus Traditional 723 42.6 295 13.1 *** 4.4
Detroit 426 42.8 49.6 -6.9 -13.8
Oklahoma City 511 41.2 32.6 86 * 26.3
Portland 610 52.6 40.6 12,0 *** 29.5
(continued)



Table 4.2 (continued)

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control Difference

Group

(Impact)

Percentage
Chanage (%)

Site and Program

Stronaly agree that the welfare department tries

| L

1890
2199

1158
1158

1678
1012
1350

728
723

426

511

610

46.2
51.2

60.1
64.0

371
44.0
48.6

64.6
47.7

52.3

47.3

42.9

40.6
40.6

50.1
50.1

27.0
30.7
30.7

38.0
38.0

54.3

371

37.7

56 **
106 *k*k

100 *kk
139 *k*k

lol *kk
133 *kk
179 *k*k

266 *kk
96 *k*k

-2.0

10.2 **

52

13.8
26.2

19.9
27.8

37.2
43.2
58.2

70.0
253

-3.7

27.3

13.8

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus I ntegrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCES: MDRC cdculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 4.1.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times the "difference” divided by the "control group.”
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Two-Year Impacts on Education or Training Credentials

Table4.3

for Sample Members Without a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

Site and Program

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control Difference

Group

(Impact)

Percentage

Change (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus I ntegrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

. . i 0

8%
1092

453
481

1012
1350

301
292

8

B

1012
1350

301
202

&

3.6
36

51
17.7

15
10.6

8.8
131

15.6

11.8

15.6

2.6
22

4.0
8.0

55
4.9

26
6.3

15.1

7.1

154

2.0
20

6.5
6.5

24
24

3.6
3.6

10.4

8.7

4.8

20
20

53
53

6.6
6.6

4.0
4.0

8.0

57

31

16
16

-14
11.2 ***

-0.9
8.3 * k%

53
95 * k%

51

30

10.8 **

0.6
0.2

-1.3
2.7

-11
-18

-14
2.3

7.1

14

12.3 **

82.6
80.3

-22.0
1720

-38.6
349.3

147.0
265.4

49.2

34.7

224.9

30.7
101

-24.7
51.6

-16.5
-26.9

-34.9
57.1

89.0

24.7

400.2

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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Table4.4

Two-Year Impactson Education or Training Credentials
for Sample Members With a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

Site and Program

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control Difference

Group

(Impact)

Percentage
Change (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Received any education or_training credentials (%)

995
1107

705
677

666

425
430

8

11.8
18.2

111
21.2

12.6

9.3
10.2

13.4
17.9

145

7.6
7.6

16.7
16.7

113

12.6
12.6

12.6

16.5

114

4.2 **
10.6 ***

-5.7 **
4.5

13

-3.2
-2.3

0.8

14

31

55.2
139.9

-33.8
26.7

116

-25.7
-18.6

6.1

8.6

26.8

ived . ifi 0

995
1107

705

415

10.6
16.6

8.8
17.2

9.0

57
7.3

116

14.4

10.4

6.1
6.1

111
111

8.7

9.8
9.8

9.3

12.6

7.0

4.6 * %
10.5 ***

-2.3
6. 1 * %

0.3

-4.1
-2.6

2.2

18

35

75.1
173.6

-20.8
55.1

38

-41.8
-26.0

23.9

14.7

49.7

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 4.2.



Chapter 5

| mpacts on Employment and Earnings

This chapter presents program impacts on employment, earnings, and indicators of employment
gability and job qudity by time period: for the full two years of follow-up, for the second year, or for
the end of the second year. Impacts at the two-year mark are particularly important in light of the new
welfare law, which requires states to plan for how they will require recipients to work after two years of
assistance. Further, some gtates place two-year time limits on cash assstance. Finaly, results at the end
of year 2 suggest future trends. Findings in this chapter are based on data from unemployment insurance
(UI) records for the full sample and from the Two-Y ear Client Survey for a subsample of respondents.

Key Questions

Did the employment- or education-focused approach produce larger employment
and earnings gains over two years?

Did employment-focused programs boost employment levels quickly? If so, did
they sustain (or increase) positive results through the end of the follow-up period,
thereby hinting at future success, or did employment and earnings gains diminish?

Did education-focused programs begin to increase employment and earnings im-
pacts by the end of year 2? If s0, did gains for education-focused programs match
or exceed those for employment-focused programs?

Did earnings gains for ether approach occur smply because more people were
working? Or did ether gpproach adso increase employment duration and average
earnings for those who worked?

Did either approach increase the percentage of people employed at relatively good
jobs, providing full-time employment and health benefits by the end of year 2?

[I. Analysis|ssues

All 11 programs in the National Evauation of Wefare-to-Work Strategies sought to increase
employment levels and earnings and to help recipients find or advance to full-time jobs that pay above
minimum wage and offer hedth and other benefits. The programs pursued three different Strategies to
attain these gods. The three employment-focused, job search first programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids,
and Riversde LFA) encouraged rapid entry into the labor market in the hope that recipients would
work their way up to better jobs. These programs are expected to boost employment and earningsin
the firgt year of follow-up. Initid employment gains may persst or increase in year 2 if program group
members retain their jobs or move quickly to new jobs. Earnings increases may grow larger in year 2 as
program group members attain experience and skills on the job. Program group members, especidly
those who gtarted working early in the follow-up, may begin receiving sdary increases or advance to a



higher- paying pogtion with therr initid employer or at adifferent job. Alternatively, job search assstance
may not help some welfare recipients who face severe barriers to employment. Further, impacts for em+
ployment-focused programs often grow smadller over time, as control group members begin finding work
on their own, and may disgppear entirely if program group members work at low-quality and unstable
jobs that they quickly lose.

In contrast, the education-focused programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde HCD; Co-
lumbus Integrated and Traditiond; Detroit; and Oklahoma City) am to increase enrollees sills and
credentias before they seek employment. Employment and earnings gains may be delayed while recipi-
ents participate in education and training activities. (For this reason, cumulative effects should be smaler
than for employment-focused programs, at least in the short term.) Toward the end of follow-up, how-
ever, impacts for education-focused programs may catch up to and even surpass impacts for employ-
ment-focused programs, as program group members make up for forgone earnings by obtaining more
jobs or higher-quality jobs than control group members. Employment and earnings gains may never oc-
cur, however, if enrollees drop out of education and training activities or if area employers have little
demand for the skills and credentids that enrollees obtain.

Employment-focused, varied first activity programs (as exemplified by Portland) try to combine
the best features of each gpproach. Consstent with other employment-focused programs, varied first
activity programs am to move most enrollees into jobs rdatively quickly. Case managers, however,
have more discretion to assign some enrollees to skill-building activities as their firgt activity, dthough
these activities are short term and aimed at increasing employability. If this Srategy is successful, boosts
in employment should occur early in the follow-up, as job search participants find employment. (Initid
gains may be smdler than for employment-focused, job search first programs because some enrollees
participate in education or training activities before looking for work.) These programs could achieve
epecidly large gains in anployment and earnings later in the follow-up from moving alarge portion of
the casdload into higher-qudity jobs. Specifically, job search participants who found work quickly are
expected to advance to better jobs during year 2, as are education and training participants who more
recently entered the labor force. If neither dement of the employment-focused, varied firgt activity go-
proach is effective, however, or if activities are targeted a the wrong persons, employment and earnings
should not increese.

For this andysis a large impact on employment is defined as a datidticdly sgnificant program:
control group difference in employment levels of 10 percentage points or more; moderate impeactsfdl
within the 5 to 10 percentage point range and small impacts below 5 percentage points. Large earnings
gains are considered to be in excess of $900 per year, or $1,800 over two years. Moder ate increases
average between $300 and $900 per year, and small impacts average less than $300 per year. These
benchmarks are based on ranges of impact findings from previous experimenta evauations of welfare-
to-work programs.



1. Key Findings

As expected, employment-focused programs produced the largest gans in
employment and earnings over two years. Only Portland’'s employment-
focused, varied firgt activity gpproach increased earnings by a large amount,
averaging more than $900 per year above control group levels. Severd
education-focused programs generated more moderate gains over two years.
Oklahoma City, one of the two low enforcement education-focused programs,
had no effects.

Severd programs, both education and employment-focused, increased earn
ings by about $400 to $700 in year 2. Except for Portland, positive results for
employment-focused programs grew smaller toward the end of year 2, whereas
impacts for severd education-focused programs grew larger.

At the two-year mark Portland continued to produce the largest employment
and earnings gains of any type of program. By then, some education-focused
programs were producing larger increases than those attained by the three LFA,
or job search firgt, programs.

For dl four employment-focused programs increases in job finding account for
the great bulk of the increase in earnings over two-years, as expected. Two
employment-focused programs, Riverside LFA and Portland, helped welfare
recipients move to jobs providing full-time work with heath berefits by the end
of year 2, however.

Contrary to expectations, for most education-focused programs two-year earn-
ings gains are due in large part to increased job finding. Only the two Columbus
programs raised earnings mogtly by increasng employment duration and aver-
age earnings on the job. Severa education-focused programs increased one or
more, but not al, measured aspects of job quaity — average weekly hours,
working full time, average hourly wages, access to hedth nsurance — at the
end of two years.

V. ImpactsOver Two Years

This section presents program effects on employment and average earnings over two years and
compares these impacts with impacts for previoudy evauated welfare-to-work programs. It dso exam-
ines the causes of the factors involved in earnings gains — increased job finding, more quarters of em:
ployment for those employed, and higher quarterly earnings for those employed — and how much each
contributed to program impacts. All measures presented in this section are estimated from Ul earnings
data

Did employment-focused programs raise employment levels more than education-focused pro-
grams?



As shown in Table 5.1, between 45 percent (Riverside) and 72 percent (Columbus) of control
group members worked for pay at some point during the two-year follow-up. Employment-focused
programs produced more condgtent gains in job finding: All four programs increased the percentage
ever employed over control group leves. In contrast, three of seven education-focused programs did
not increase employment over two years (Columbus Integrated and Traditionad and Oklahoma City),
and two others produced only smdl gains. Among employment-focused programs, however, only Riv-
ersde LFA and Portland boosted employment levels by more than 10 percentage points — the thresh
old for a“large” increase. The other two employment-focused programs, however, achieved moderate
or smdl gains tha fdl short of the impacts of some education-focused programs, particularly Riverside
HCD (9.3 percentage points).

Another way to analyze program effects on employment isto estimate how much each program
reduced joblessness. Once again, employment-focused programs produced the most consistent effects
over two years. About 1 in 4 jobless control group members would have found employment with the
help of the Grand Rapids LFA, Riverside LFA, or Portland program.* For the other five programs with
impacts on employment, the proportion ranged from about 1 in 6 (Grand Rapids HCD) to 1 in 14 (At-
lanta HCD).

Did employment-focused programs raise average earnings more than education-focused pro-
grams?

As expected, two-year earnings impacts for the employment-focused programs exceeded im+
pacts for the education-focused programs. Portland’s varied firgt activity program increased earnings
more than any other program in the NEWWS Evaduation.

Over two years control group members earned between $3,514 (Oklahoma City) and $6,892
(Columbus) on average. (See Table 5.1.) A variety of factors, such as the cost of living, the loca 1abor
market, and the casdoad’ s level of advantage, contributed to these differences.

Only Portland produced a large gain ($1,842). The three LFA programs boosted earnings by
moderate amounts (between $813 and $1,276). Most education-focused programs (except the Co-
lumbus programs, which had moderate gins) generated small increases of less than $600 over two
years. Program group members in Oklahoma City did not earn more on average than control group
members over two years.

How do two-year employment and earnings gains compare with those of previously evaluated
welfare to-work programs?

San Diego SWIM, Riverside GAIN, and the Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP)
attained the grestest success in raising two-year employment levels anong mandatory

!Among controls who remained jobless over the two-year follow-up period, the proportion who would have be-
come employed with the help of a program is estimated by first subtracting the percentage of program group members
who remained without employment from the percentage of jobless control group members. This differenceis divided
by the percentage of jobless control group members. In Portland, for example, 27.9 percent of program group mem-
bers (100 percent - 72.1 percent) and 39.1 percent of control group members (100 percent - 60.9 percent) did not work
for pay during the two-year follow-up. The difference between these two numbers, 11.2 percent, divided by 39.1 per-
cent equals 28.6 percent, whichisalittlemorethan 1in 4.

*See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994; Friedlander and Burtless, 1995; and Miller, 1997.
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Table5.1

Program Impacts on Employment and Earningsin Years1 and 2

Sample  Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Ever employed in year lor 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 66.1 61.6 4.5 *** 7.3
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 64.4 61.6 2.8** 4.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 7.7 70.1 7.6 *** 10.9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 75.4 70.1 5.3 *** 7.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 60.2 45.0 15.1 *** 335
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3125 55.5 38.9 16.6 *** 2.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 48.2 389 9.3 *** 239
Columbus Integrated 4672 73.9 722 1.7 2.3
Columbus Traditional 4729 735 722 13 17
Detroit 4459 62.3 58.2 4,1 *** 7.0
Oklahoma City 8677 64.1 65.0 -0.9 -1.4
Portland 5547 72.1 60.9 11.2 *** 184

Averagetotal earningsin years1 and 2 ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 5820 5006 813 *** 16.2
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 5502 5006 496 ** 9.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 5674 4639 1035 *** 22.3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 5219 4639 580 ** 125
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 5488 4213 1276 *** 30.3
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 4124 3133 992 *** 317
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 3450 3133 317 10.1
Columbus Integrated 4672 7565 6892 673 ** 9.8
Columbus Traditional 4729 7569 6892 677 *** 9.8
Detroit 4459 4369 4001 367 * 9.2
Oklahoma City 8677 3518 3514 5 0.1
Portland 5547 7133 5291 1842 *** 34.8
(continued)



Table 5.1 (continued)

Control
Group Difference

Program
Group

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

Average number of guarters employed
for those employed in vear 1 or 2

4.59 4.43 0.16 3.5
4.54 4.43 0.10 2.3
4.37 4.03 0.34 8.5
4.13 4.03 0.10 2.5
4.33 4.22 011 2.7
4.07 4.01 0.06 14
3.77 4.01 -0.25 -6.2
4.88 4.76 0.12 2.6
491 4.76 0.15 3.2
3.71 3.78 -0.07 -1.9
3.66 3.72 -0.07 -1.8
4.63 4.28 0.36 8.3

Average earnings per guarter employed
inyears1and 2 (%)

1919 1834 85 4.6
1884 1834 50 2.8
1671 1643 28 1.7
1678 1643 A 21
2105 2215 -110 -5.0
1826 2006 -181 -9.0
1900 2006 -107 -5.3
2098 2006 92 4.6
2099 2006 93 4.6
1893 1820 73 4.0
1501 1452 49 3.3
2136 2032 104 5.1

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

(continued)



Table 5.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levelsareindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown initalics) for "Average
number of quarters employed for those employed in years 1 and 2" and "Average earnings per quarter employed in
years 1 and 2" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.



welfare-to-work programs evaluated experimentally. Riversde LFA and Portland were the only pro-
gramsin this evduation to achieve a comparable employment gain.

Two-year earnings gains for three employment-focused NEWWS Evauation programs (Port-
land and Grand Rapids and Riversde LFA) can be counted among the largest ever found; however,
none of these programs increased earnings more than Riverside GAIN (athough Portland came close)

What contributed most to earnings impacts for employment- and education-focused pro-
grams?

Earnings impacts can result from more job finding (represented by the two-year employment
impact), longer employment duration (represented by the average number of quarters employed for
those employed), and higher earnings on the job (represented by average earnings per quarter amn-
ployed).* For employment-focused programs more job finding is expected to contribute amgjor portion
of the earnings impact, whereas for education-focused programs this effect should play less of arole
than higher earnings on the job. Figure 5.1 shows the relative contribution of each effect. Note that pro-
gram group members could have experienced an increase in employment duration because they found
jobs earlier in the follow-up (and hence worked more dbserved quarters) than control group members
rather than because they obtained longer-lagting jobs. Also, higher earnings on the job could have re-
sulted from more hours worked per quarter rather than higher hourly wages®

As expected, increases in job finding account for the largest portion — from 45 percent (At-
lanta LFA) to 111 percent (Riversde LFA) — of the two-year earnings impact among amployment-
focused programs (see Figure 5.1).° To a lesser extent, these programs aso lengthened average em-
ployment duration (among employed sample members) and, except for Riverside LFA, increased aver-
age earnings on the job by modest amounts.

Contrary to expectations, most education-focused programs aso raised earnings primarily by
getting more program group members than control group members into jobs. The two Colunbus pro-
grams were the only exceptions their earnings gains resulted mainly from higher earnings on the job. In
other words, they raised average total earnings by enabling program group members who would have
been employed anyway to obtain better jobs.

3Asindicated in Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Riverside GAIN boosted two-year earnings by $2,103.
Because of inflation, however, a dollar increase for Riverside GA IN has a higher value than a dollar increase for the
NEWWS Evaluation programs. Consequently, their earnings gains cannot be directly compared with total precision.

“This decomposition is approximate, because it does not consider interactions among the three components.

®*Measures of employment duration and earnings on the job are nonexperimental because they include only sam
ple members who were employed during the two-year follow-up. Employed program group members may differ from
employed control group members in both observed and unobservable pre-random assignment characteristics. Con-
sequently, statistical significance tests were not performed.

®For Riverside LFAs and HCDs the relative contribution of job finding exceeded 100 percent because these pro-
grams had negative effects on other factors.
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Figure5.1
Relative Contributions of Employment Duration, Earnings on the Job,
and Job-Finding to the Two-Year Earnings | mpact
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(continued)
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Figureb5.1 (continued)

Decrease Increase Decrease Increase
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

NOTES: Relative contributions were determined by dividing the percentage change in each contributing factor by the
percentage change in total earnings. The resulting percentage contribution was then multiplied by the total earningsimpact and,
in this manner, converted into adollar value. The "Other" category represents interactions among the other three contributing
factors.

Program-control differencesin "Employment duration” and "Earnings on the job" (converted hereinto relative
contributions to the total earnings impact) are not true experimental differences.

Dollar values of each contributing factor may not sum to the total earnings impact because of rounding.
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V. Impactsin Year 2

This section examines whether employment and earnings gains increased, decreased, or re-
mained the same over time and presents program effects on four measures of employment stability: the
percentage of those employed at any point in the follow-up who also worked in the last quarter of year
2, the percentage earning $10,000 or more in year 2, the percentage employed in dl four quarters of
year 2, and the percentage employed full timein dl 12 months of year 2.” Findly, the discussion
moves to monthly impacts on job quality as measured by the percentage working full time in jobs that
provided hedth benefits. To provide context for this discusson, monthly impacts on employment in any
job are dso included. Some of the measures presented in this section are estimated from Ul earnings
data and others are based on survey responses.

Were initial impacts for employment-focused programs sustained in the second year of follow-
up?

As expected, al four employment-focused programs increased employment and earnings in
year 1, but gains for Atlanta LFAs were smal (cumulative year 1 impacts are not shown in tables).
Among employment-focused programs, the proportion of program group members who worked for
pay in year 2 ranged from 45 percent in Riverside to 67 percent in Grand Rapids. (See Table 5.2.) The
three LFA programs attained moderate employment and earnings gains in year 2. They boosted amn+
ployment rates by 4.6 percentage points (Atlanta) to 8.4 percentage points (Riverside) and increased
average year 2 earnings by $468 (Atlanta) to $556 (Riverside).

In the second year of follow-up impacts for these programs did not follow a particular trend.
Initia gains of Grand Rapids and Riversde LFAS declined in year 2 as control group members found
jobs on their own. Year 2 results were more postive for the Atlanta LFA program: impacts on amn+
ployment were sustained and earnings gains were dightly higher. Quarterly trends for Atlanta, however,
suggedt that earnings gains may have peaked early in year 2 and then declined somewhat. See Figure
5.2 for adepiction of earningsimpacts over time,

Unlike the LFA programs, Portland sustained large employment gains (above 10 percertage
points) during each of the firg two years of follow-up. Moreover, earnings impacts in Portland -
creased condderably in year 2. In fact, year 2 impacts (13 percentage points in employment and
$1,192 in earnings) exceeded those of al other programs by awide margin. It should also be noted that
these results — initid employment gains, large and growing earnings gans — follow the pattern ex-
pected of employment-focused, varied firg activity programs.

Did employment and earnings impacts for education-focused programsincrease in year 2?

Only two education-focused programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside HCD) produced first-year
employment impacts, but they were small (not shown in tables).? Congistent with expectations, impacts
for most education-focused programs either increased or first ppeared in year 2. (See Figure 5.2.)

"Stable employment does not necessarily mean employment in the same job.
®The Grand Rapids HCD program increased only employment, and not earnings, in year 1.
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As shown in Table 5.2, aout one-hdf to two-thirds of control group members in Stes with
education-focused programs worked for pay during the second year of follow-up. Average control
group earningsin year 2 ranged from $2,127 (Oklahoma City) to $3,978 (Columbus).

In Atlanta HCD-control employment and earnings differences first achieved datigticd signifi-
cance in year 2 (with a 4.2 percentage point employment gain and a $388 earnings increase). For
Grand Rapids HCDs the employment gain remained about the same (4.8 percentage points), but the
earnings difference ($470) grew to dtatistical sgnificance. For both Columbus programs and Detroit
employment and earnings gains increased roticesbly in year 2.°

Two programs did not follow the expected pattern for education-focused gsrategies. The River-
sde HCD employment gain decreased dightly in year 2 (to 5.8 percentage points), and the program:
contral difference in average earnings lost satistical significance. Oklahoma City till had no employment
or earnings impacts in the second year of follow-up.

Did impacts for education-focused programs converge with impacts for employment-focused
programsin year 2?

For some education-focused programs employment and earnings gains were Smilar in year 2 to
those attained by the three LFA programs. No program came close to the year 2 increases achieved by
Portland.

As shown in Table 5.2, employment impacts for the three HCD programs (4.2 to 5.8 percent-
age points) were comparable to those for Atlanta and Grand Rapids LFA (4.6 and 6.3 percentage
points, respectively). Both Columbus programs and Grand Rapids HCD raised earnings about as much
asthethree LFA programs.

Did either program approach increase the ability of welfare recipients to obtain stable em-
ployment in year 2?

All employment-focused programs and most education-focused programs produced postive
effects on some measures of employment stability. Outcomes for dl programs suggest, however, that
gtable employment, especidly in full-time jobs, remained relaively uncommon.

One measure of employment stability is the percentage of those employed at any point during
the follow-up period who aso worked in the last quarter of year 2. According to this measure, both
program and control group members experienced a substantial amount of job loss. For control group
members across dl seven gtes the median two-year employment rate — which occurred in Atlanta—
was 61.6 percent (see Table 5.1). In quarter 9, however, just 38.5 percent of Atlanta control group
members worked for pay (see Table 5.2). Therefore, only 62.5 percent of those who worked at any
point during follow-up could retain their employment through the end of follow-up (38.5, 61.6). Simi-
larly, 66.1 percent of Atlanta LFAS (representing the median of al 11 programs) were employed at
some point during the study period, but only 42.8 percent had a job at the end of follow-up. Therefore,
just 64.8 percent of Atlanta LFAs who worked had relaively stable employment. This proportion is
dightly higher than that for employed Atlanta control group members. As the comparison is nonexperi-
mental, however, astatistica significance test was not performed.™

*The Columbus Traditional program’simpact on employrment in year 2 fell short of statistical significance.
1°See footnote 5 for an explanation of nonexperimental measures.
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Tableb.2
Program Impacts on Employment and Earningsin Year 2
Sample  Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Ever employed in year 2 (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 57.3 52.7 46 *** 8.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 56.9 52.7 4.2 **x 79
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 66.9 60.6 6.3 *** 104
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 65.4 60.6 4.8 *** 79
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 45.3 36.9 8.4 *** 22.7
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 40.9 31.8 9.1 *** 28.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 375 31.8 5.8 *** 18.2
Columbus Integrated 4672 65.2 62.9 24 * 3.7
Columbus Traditional 4729 64.5 62.9 16 26
Detroit 4459 54.2 515 26 * 51
Oklahoma City 8677 50.9 51.6 -0.7 -14
Portland 5547 62.0 494 12,6 *** 254
Employed in last quarter of year 2 (%)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 3833 42.8 385 4.4 *** 114
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 44.6 385 6.1 *** 15.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 47.2 431 4.1 ** 95
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 47.1 431 39 ** 9.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 313 271 4.2 *** 155
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3125 26.3 231 32 ** 141
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 25.0 231 19 82
Columbus Integrated 4672 51.7 46.7 5.0 *** 10.8
Columbus Traditional 4729 50.2 46.7 35 ** 75
Detroit 4459 38.6 355 3.1 ** 8.7
Oklahoma City 8677 33.2 343 -11 -3.2
Portland 5547 46.2 35.3 10.9 *** 30.8
(continued)



Table 5.2 (continued)

Program Control Difference Percentage
Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Site and Program

Averagetotal earningsin year 2 ($)

3493 3026 468 *** 155 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

3414 3026 388 ** 12.8 Atlanta Human Capital Development

3385 2881 504 *** 175 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
3351 2881 470 *** 16.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
3028 2472 556 *** 225 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

2258 1883 375 ** 19.9 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
2004 1883 121 6.4 Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
4571 3978 592 *** 14.9 Columbus Integrated

4470 3978 492 *** 124 Columbus Traditional

2971 2660 311 ** 117 Detroit

2117 2127 -10 -04 Oklahoma City

4374 3183 1192 *** 374 Portland

Averagetotal earningsin last quarter of year 2 ($)

932 824 108 ** 13.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
947 824 123 *** 14.9 Atlanta Human Capital Development
963 867 %6 * 111 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
973 867 106 ** 12.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
777 670 108 *** 16.1 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
568 518 50 9.6 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
520 518 2 0.3 Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
1251 1073 179 *** 16.7 Columbus Integrated
1225 1073 153 *** 142 Columbus Traditional
879 785 93 * 11.9 Detroit
613 613 0 0.1 Oklahoma City
1155 845 310 *** 36.8 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC cadlculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

NOTES:. Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference" divided by "control group."

Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels areindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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Figure5.2

Quarterly Impactson Earningsby Siteand Program

Atlanta

2 3 4 5 7
5@ Q Q Q Q Q6 Q ——  FA
Quarters —#% —HCD
Riverside
350 T
300 T
D50 1
7
200 T
=150 +
1)
£100 T
0 } } } } } : : ~u
2 7 o) faYe
50 Q Q3 4 Q5 Q6 Q ——FA
Quarters i} == CD

Grand Rapids
350 T
300 T+
& 250 +
@
@
o
£
%
c
S
3
L
Columbus
350 T
300 T
& 250 T
@
g 200 T
(o
E st
2
o
‘= 1 + e
3
w 50T
0 i = : : : : : |
1 0 6 oz Aa A
50(1 Q @ o @ Q =t |ntegrated
Quarters Traditional
(continued)



Figure5.2 (continued)
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which random assignment occurred. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random

assignment, may contain some earnings from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures. Thus, "year 1" is quarters 2 through
5, and "year 2" is quarters 6 through 9.



Employment stability can aso be measured by the percentage of recipients earning $10,000 or
more in year 2. Sample members in this category probably worked for a substantial part of the year.
Also, this level of earnings, as opposed to a lesser amount, would have provided grester incentive for
job retention. As shown in Table 5.3, a smal proportion of control group members across dl stes
earned $10,000 or more in year 2: between 4.8 percent (Oklahoma City) and 15.1 percent (Colum-
bus). (These percentages include zeros for those not employed in year 2.) Portland produced the largest
impact of any program on the percentage earning $10,000 or more: 5.7 percentage points. All other
programs increased levels only dightly or had no effect.

The percentage of recipients employed in dl four quarters of year 2 is yet another estimate of
employment stability. As shown in Table 5.3, between 12.3 percent (Oklahoma City) and 27.9 percent
(Columbus) of control group members fell into this category. Once again, Portland atained the largest
effect on this measure of employment gability, a gain of 7.9 percentage points. Seven other programs
increased employment during al four quarters by about 2 to 4 percentage points. One low enforcement
program, Oklahoma City, dightly decreased employment stability, by 1.4 percentage points. Across dl
11 programs, no more than half of those ever employed in year 2 worked in al four quarters (see pane
B of Table 5.3). In other words, most employed program group members did not work continuoudly.

The definition of stable employment can be further redtricted to full-time employment in dl 12
months of year 2. (This measure can be estimated only from survey responses.) According to survey
data, between 10.1 percent (Riverside) and 18.8 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents
met this definition. (See Table 5.4.) Only the Riverside LFA program increased the percentage of re-
dpients with full-time employment in dl months of year 2.

How did each program approach affect the likelihood of respondents’ holding a good job in
the second year of follow-up?

For each month of follow-up Figure 5.3 shows the proportion of program and control group
respondents who were employed in any job and the proportion who were employed in a good job,
defined as a full-time job that provides health insurance. Only two employment-focused programs (Riv-
ersde LFA and Portland) and one education-focused program (Riversde HCD) increased the percent-
age of wdfare recipients employed in a good job during any month of year 2. Portland produced the
largest monthly impacts on this measure. Patterns over time suggest that two education-focused pro-
grams (Columbus Integrated and Detroit) may increase the percentage with agood job in the future.

In al stes but Portland the percentage of control group respondents who were employed inany
job grew steadily throughout the follow-up period. At the beginning of year 2 between 27 percent (De-
troit) and 40 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents worked for pay. At the end of two
years between 35 percent (Riversde LFA and Portland) and 52 percent (Grand Rapids) had a job.
Control group respondents in Portland experienced a dight drop in employment at the end of two years.

A lot fewer control group respondents had a good job than were employed in any type of job.
Trends over time for these two measures were smilar, however: the proportion of control group re-
spondents with agood job gradualy increased over the follow-up period. In the beginning of the second
year between 5.8 percent (Riverside) and 14.9 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents
had a good job. At the end of two years the proportions increased to between 8.2 percent (Riverside)
and 20.5 percent (Grand Rapids). Control group outcomes in most Sites either leveled off or decreased
dightly toward the end of follow-up, suggesting that there is a limit to how many welfare recipients can
find (or keep) agood job on their own.

Impacts of the Riversde LFA program on the percentage with a good job were small but sta-
ble, fluctuating between 4 and 6 percentage points in each month of year 2. Unlike overal employment
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gains, they did not decline toward the end of follow-up.** Portland and Riverside HCD gains in good
employment increased during year 2 to 3.3 and 8.1 percentage points, respectively, & the end of fol-
low-up. Columbus Integrated and Detroit also produced larger increases at the end of two years than
early in year 2 (asthey did in overdl employment); however, these increases were not atistically Sg-
nificant.

VI. Impactsat the End of Year 2

This section presents program impacts on employment and earnings in the last quarter of year 2
(quarter 9) according to Ul data, predicts how programs will fare in the third year of follow-up based
on these quarter 9 results, and discusses impacts on the survey-based measure of employment in the last
month of follow-up. The remainder of the section examines four survey-based measures of job qudity in
the last month of year 2: the percentage employed full time (at least 30 hours per week), the percentage
with employer-provided hedth insurance, average hourly pay, and average weekly pay.

Did employment and earnings gains of education-focused programs catch up to those of em-
ployment-focused programsin the last quarter of year 2?

In the last quarter of year 2 the earnings and employment gains for most education-focused pro-
grams either came close to or surpassed gains for the three LFA programs. Portland' s impacts il far
exceeded impacts for al other NEWWS Evaluation programs.

Between 27.1 percent (Riverside) and 46.7 percent (Columbus) of control group members had
ajob in quarter 9, and average earnings for control group members ranged from $613 (Oklahoma City)
to $1,073 (Columbus). (See Table 5.2.) All but Riversde HCD and Oklahoma City increased these
levels. Gains for each of the three LFA programs were about 4 percentage points and $100. Portland
raised employment by 11 percentage points and earnings by $310. Impacts for educationfocused pro-
grams ranged from 3 to 6 percentage points and from $93 to $179.

What do results in the last quarter of year 2 indicate about how each approach will farein
year 3?

All three LFA programs were dill producing satisticaly sgnificant employment and earnings
gains in quarter 9, suggesting that impacts should continue nto year 3. However, impacts for Grand
Rapids and Riversde LFAs were declining toward the end of follow-up and may grow smdler in year
3. In Atlanta, on the other hand, impacts for LFASs leveled off a about $100 per quarter during year 2
and may continue a moderate levelsin year 3.

Only Portland’s employment-focused program produced large quarter 9 gains. the employment
increase of 10.8 percentage points remained near the program’s quarterly peak, and

"For Riverside LFASs the decline in impacts on any employment stemmed from control group “catch-up,” which
happens when control group members find jobs at a faster rate than program group members, after the latter’ sinitial
boost in employment.
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Table5.3
Program Impacts on Employment Stability and Earning $10,000 or Morein Year 2
Sample  Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%
A. For All Sample Members

Employed in all four quarters (%)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 3833 26.9 232 3.7 *** 16.1
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 26.2 23.2 3.1 ** 13.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 21.6 185 32 ** 17.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 20.8 185 23 12t
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 18.9 15.2 3.7 *** 24.¢
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3125 15.1 11.8 3.2 *** 27.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 13.3 11.8 15 12t
Columbus Integrated 4672 32.2 27.9 4.2 **x 15.2
Columbus Traditional 4729 31.9 27.9 4.0 *** 144
Detroit 4459 17.1 15.0 2.1 ** 14.1
Oklahoma City 8677 10.8 12.3 -1.4 ** -11.€
Portland 5547 28.7 20.9 7.9 *** 37.7

Earned $10,000 or more (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 12.8 11.0 18 * 16.2
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 11.9 11.0 09 8.
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 104 8.6 17 * 20.C
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 104 8.6 18 * 20.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 11.0 9.3 1.8 ** 19.2
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3125 7.3 6.5 0.9 137
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 7.0 6.5 05 7.1
Columbus Integrated 4672 18.1 151 3.0 *** 20.1
Columbus Traditional 4729 17.7 151 2.6 ** 17.C
Detroit 4459 10.2 8.3 1.9 ** 238
Oklahoma City 8677 5.3 4.8 05 10.2
Portland 5547 18.1 124 5.7 *** 46.2
(continued,
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Table 5.3 (continued)

Program Control Difference Percentage
Group Group Change (%) Site and Program

B. Among Those Employedin Year 2

Employed in all four quarters (%)

47.0 440 30 6.8 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

46.1 44.0 22 49 Atlanta Human Capital Development

32.3 305 19 6.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
31.8 305 13 4.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
41.8 41.1 0.7 16 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

36.8 37.2 -04 -1.0 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
35.4 37.2 -1.8 -4.8 Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
49.3 44.4 49 11.0 Columbus Integrated

49.5 444 51 115 Columbus Traditional

31.6 29.1 25 85 Detroit

21.3 23.7 -25 -10.3 Oklahoma City

46.4 422 4.1 9.8 Portland

Earned $10,000 or more (%)

22.3 20.8 15 7.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

20.9 20.8 0.1 04 Atlanta Human Capital Development

15.5 14.3 12 8.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
15.9 14.3 16 115 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
24.4 25.1 -0.7 -2.8 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

18.0 20.3 -2.3 -115 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
185 20.3 -1.8 -8.9 Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
27.8 24.0 338 15.7 Columbus Integrated

27.4 24.0 34 14.0 Columbus Traditional

18.8 16.1 28 17.3 Detroit

104 9.3 11 11.7 Oklahoma City

29.2 25.1 41 16.5 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records.

NOTES: See Table 5.2.

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for "Employed
in all four quarters' and "Earned $10,000 or more" among those employed in year 2 are not true experimental
comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Table5.4

Program Impactson Full-Time Employment in Year 2

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

A. For All Respondents

Employed full-time in
all 12 monthsin year 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 14.2 144 -0.2 -14
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 13.0 144 -1.4 -9.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 19.6 188 0.8 4.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 16.4 188 -25 -13.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 159 10.1 5.8 *** 57.8
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 13.2 7.6 56 *** 73.0
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 10.2 7.6 26 33.9
Columbus Integrated 728 19.6 184 13 7.0
Columbus Traditional 723 185 184 0.1 0.6
Detroit 426 125 124 0.1 0.6
Oklahoma City 511 18.1 16.7 14 82
Portland 610 16.2 15.3 0.9 5.9
(continued)



Table 5.4 (continued)

Program  Control Percentage
Group Group Difference Change (%) Site and Program

B. For Those Emploved in Year 2

Employed full-timein
all 12 monthsin vear 2 (%)

26.4 27.3 -0.9 -3.4 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

238 27.3 -3.6 -13.0 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

25.6 27.8 -2.2 -7.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
237 27.8 -4.2 -15.0 Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment
26.8 21.4 5.4 25.3 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

24.8 20.3 4.5 22.1 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
21.6 20.3 1.3 6.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
30.8 32.7 -1.9 -5.8 Columbus Integrated

31.2 327 -1.5 -4.7 Columbus Traditional

22.3 26.5 -4.2 -15.9 Detroit

26.9 27.0 -0.1 -0.5 Oklahoma City

23.0 26.5 -3.4 -13.0 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland
represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes)
among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are weighted by the inverse of their
probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group membersin the
full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma
City, because sample members’ background characteristics did not affect their chances of selection.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times the "difference” divided by the "control group.”

Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those
Employed in Year 2" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Figure5.3
Proportions Employed and Employed Full-Time with Health Insurance, by Program and Month of Follow-Up

L Employed program group = Employed full-time with employer-provided health insurance for program
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Figure 5.3 (continued)
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Figure 5.3 (continued)

L Employed proaram aroup = Employed full-time with employer-provided health insurance for program
group
_——— A — — Emploved control aroup A Employed full-time with employer-provided health insurance for control
group
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program group members earned $310 more than control group members on average. (See Table 5.2.)
These results suggest that impacts in Portland will remain strong in year 3.

No single pattern can be predicted for education-focused programs. Impacts for Atlanta HCD,
both Columbus programs, and Detroit grew larger toward the end of follow-up, suggesting that they will
continue into year 3 and perhaps even increase. In Grand Rapids HCD-control differencesremain farly
gable at the end of year 2, so gains should be sustained in the third year of follow-up. Riversde HCD
and Oklahoma City program group members are not likely to work more or earn more than their con-
trol group counterpartsin year 3.

Which approach was more effective in raising employment in the last month of year 2?

Survey data show that two employment-focused programs (Riverside LFA and Portland) and
three education-focused programs (Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit) increased em-
ployment in the last month of year 2 by datidticaly sgnificant amounts. These five programs aso in-
creased full-time employment by nearly as much as, if not more than, they increased overal employ-
ment.*

No consstent pattern by gpproach was found: athough Portland's gain was the largest of all,
the gains of the three education-focused programs exceeded the Riversde LFA gain. Between one-
third (Detroit) and one-haf (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents reported being employed in
the last month of follow-up. (See Table 5.5.) Excluding Portland, these gains ranged from 6.2 percert-
age points (Riversde LFA) to 8.1 percentage points (Detroit). Portland raised employment by 14.9
percentage points, an unusudly large increase.

Did both program approaches improve job quality as of the last month of year 2?

Only two of the 11 NEWWS Evauation programs, both of them employment-focused, im
proved al measured aspects of job qudity: Riversde LFA and Portland. A higher percentage of pro-
gram group members were holding full-time jobs with health benefits. Program group members aso
earned more per hour and per week on average than their counterparts in the control group. The At-
lantaand Grand Rapids LFA programs, however, produced few positive effects on job qudity.

Of dl education-focused programs Columbus Integrated achieved the best results. It raised full-
time amployment and average wages but did not increase the proportion of recipients with employer-
provided hedlth insurance. Two other education-focused programs (Riversde HCD and Detroit) n+
creased the percentage with full-time jobs but decreased average wages among those amployed.™
(They did not increase the percentage with employer-provided hedlth insurance.)

2The impact of the Riverside LFA program on full-time employment exceeded the impact on overall employment,
indicating that the program reduced the percentage employed part time. Detroit’s gain in full-time employment was
not statistically significant.

BThese programs helped find work for recipients who would have remained jobless on their own. These recipi-
ents may have been less skilled and, therefore, more likely to find lower-wage jobs than control group respondents
who became employed without the program intervention. If so, they would have brought down the average wages of
program group respondents.
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Table5.5
Program I mpacts on Employment, Based on Survey Data

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Ever employed during two-year follow-up period (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 60.0 58.1 19 32
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 59.6 58.1 14 25
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 81.3 73.0 8.4 x** 115
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 76.5 73.0 36 49
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 721 56.2 16.0 *** 284

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 65.9 46.7 19.3 *** 41.3
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 56.1 46.7 9.4 *** 20.1
Columbus Integrated 728 70.3 62.1 8.2 ** 131
Columbus Traditional 723 65.1 62.1 3.0 4.8
Detroit 426 61.6 54.0 75 13.9
Oklahoma City 511 78.4 70.6 7.7 ** 11.0
Portland 610 75.8 65.1 10.7 *** 16.5

Employed at the end of two years (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 374 36.6 0.8 22
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 36.5 36.6 -0.2 -04
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 54.1 49.8 4.3 8.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 48.6 49.8 -12 -24
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 40.9 34.6 6.2 *** 18.0

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 34.9 265 8.4 *** 317
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 34.6 26.5 8.1 *** 305
Columbus Integrated 728 48.6 1.1 75 ** 18.3
Columbus Traditional 723 43.9 1.1 28 6.9
Detroit 426 41.7 33.6 81* 24.2
Oklahoma City 511 47.6 455 21 45
Portland 610 49.6 A7 14,9 *** 42.8

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 5.4.



The remaining four education-focused programs had mixed effects on wages and lacked Statisti-
cdly dgnificant effects on full-time employment and the percentage with employer-provided hedth in-
surance.

In the last month of follow-up between 19.9 percent (Riverside) and 36.9 percent (Oklahoma
City) of al control group respondents worked full time (see the third page of Table 5.6), and between
9.7 percent (Riversde) and 23.1 percent (Grand Rapids) held jobs that provided hedlth insurance (see
Table 5.7). Employed control group respondentsin al programs earned more, on average, than the fed-
ed minimum wage (see the second page of Table 5.6). Their hourly wages ranged from $5.86
(Oklahoma City) to $6.78 (Detroit), and their weekly pay averaged between $207 (Oklahoma City)
and $239 (Grand Rapids and Portland).

The Riversde LFA and Portland programs produced the largest increases in the percentage of
wedfare recipients with full-time jobs: 8.4 and 13.0 percentage points, respectively. Additiondly, River-
sde LFA and Portland respondents who were employed at the end of year 2 were more likely to
work Il time, by 11.7 percentage points and 2.9 percentage points, respectively, than their control
group counterparts. (See the last page of Table 5.6.)

Only the Riversde LFA and Portland programs increased the proportion of respondentsin jobs
with hedth insurance, with impacts of 4.4 and 10.1 percentage points, respectively. These effects were
only two-thirds as large as the impacts on employment, indicating that not dl Riverside LFA and Port-
land program group respondents who became employed found a job that provided hedlth benefits.™
Nevertheless, the proportion of employed persons covered was greeter in the program group than in
the control group. For example, 24.4 percent of Portland program group respondents were covered out
of the 49.6 percent who were employed, so 49.2 percent (24.4 + 49.6) of employed persons were
covered; 14.3 percent of control group respondents were covered out of the 34.7 percent who were
employed, so 41.2 percent of employed persons were covered. Therefore, Portland raised the propor-
tion with employer-provided hedlth insurance among those who worked by 7.9 percentage points. The
corresponding Riverside LFA gain was 6.6 percertage points. (See pand B of Table 5.7.)

Not surprisingly, most jobs that provided hedth benefits were dso full time. Thus, asmilar pro-
portion of program and control group members across al sites who had jobs with health benefits aso
had jobs that were full time and provided hedlth insurance. Impacts were dso relatively smilar: an 8.3
percentage point increase in Portland and a 5.0 percentage point gain for Riverside LFAs™ (See pandl
A of Table5.7)

Portland produced the largest impacts on hourly and weekly pay at the end of two years. Its
employed program group members earned $0.86 more per hour and $21 more per week, on average,
than their control group counterparts. The Riverside LFA hourly wage increase was small ($0.15) and
surpassed by increases of some education-focused programs, yet its weekly wage increase was more
subgtantia: $19.

“For the Riverside LFA program, the impact on the percentage covered by employer-provided health insurance,
4.4, divided by the impact on overall employment, 6.2, equals .71. For the Portland program the corresponding equa-
tionis10.1+ 14.9=.68.

These impacts differ slightly from the month 24 impacts presented in Figure 5.3 because they apply to jobs held
at thetime of interview. Respondents were interviewed around month 24 and not necessarily in month 24.
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Tableb.6

Program Impactson Job Characteristics at the End of Two Years

Sample Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group  Group (Impact) Change (%)

A. For All Respondents

Aver age weekly pay ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 84.37 76.08 8.29 109
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 82.01 76.08 5.92 7.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 121.75 118.77 2.97 25
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 110.76  118.77 -8.01 -6.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 94.17 73.27 20.90 *** 285

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 73.75  52.35 21.41 *** 40.9
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 63.38  52.35 11.03 21.1
Columbus Integrated 728 11547  94.59 20.88 ** 221
Columbus Traditional 723 101.73  94.59 7.13 75
Detroit 426 86.24  79.65 6.59 83
Oklahoma City 511 97.32  94.35 2,97 31
Portland 610 128.80 83.04 4576 *** 55.1

Average hourly pay ($)

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1890 2.39 2.23 0.16 7.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 2.29 2.23 0.06 2.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 3.44 3.24 0.20 6.3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 3.08 3.24 -0.16 -5.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 2.75 2.28 0.47 *** 20.7
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 2.17 171 0.47 ** 274
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 2.04 171 0.34* 19.8
Columbus Integrated 728 3.21 2.65 0.56 ** 21.3
Columbus Traditional 723 2.95 2.65 0.30 114
Detroit 426 2.49 2.28 0.21 9.3
Oklahoma City 511 2.74 2.67 0.07 25
Portland 610 3.64 2.25 1.39 *** 61.7
(continued)
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Table 5.6 (continued)

Program
Group

Control

Group Difference

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

B. For Those Emploved at End of Two Years

225.34
224.78

225.08
228.09

230.30
211.32
183.37

237.37
231.57

206.94

204.49

250.77

6.38
6.27

6.36
6.34

6.72
6.23
591

6.60
6.71

5.97

5.75

7.34

207.64
207.64

238.60
238.60

211.50
197.60
197.60

230.13
230.13

237.35

207.23

239.14

6.07
6.07

6.51
6.51

6.57
6.44
6.44

6.44
6.44

6.78

5.86

6.48

17.70
17.14

-13.53
-10.51

18.80
13.72
-14.23

7.24
144

-30.41

-2.73

20.63

0.30
0.19

-0.14
-0.17

0.15
-0.21
-0.53

0.16
0.27

-0.81

-0.11

0.86

8.5
8.3

5.7
-4.4

8.9
6.9
-7.2

31
0.6

-12.8

-1.3

8.6

5.0
3.2

-2.2
-2.6

2.3
-3.3
-8.2

25
4.2

-12.0

-1.9

13.2

Average weekly pay ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Average hourly pay ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

(continued)



Table 5.6 (continued)

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
A. For All Respondents

Average hoursworked per week
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 129 12.6 0.3 2.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 129 12.6 04 30
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 189 183 0.6 35
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 17.0 183 -1.3 -6.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 14.0 10.7 3.4 *** 314
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 12.0 8.0 4.0 *** 50.1
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 10.7 8.0 2.7 *** 341
Columbus Integrated 728 17.3 145 2.8 ** 194
Columbus Traditional 723 15.3 145 0.9 59
Detroit 426 14.3 116 2.7 23.3
Oklahoma City 511 16.4 16.2 0.2 1.2
Portland 610 175 126 49 *** 38.6

Emploved full-time (%)

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1890 275 284 -0.9 -30
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 28.3 284 -0.1 -0.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 404 36.5 38 105
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 36.1 36.5 -04 -1.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.3 19.9 8.4 *** 421
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 230 154 7.6 *** 494
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 21.2 154 59 ** 38.1
Columbus Integrated 728 38.0 31.9 6.1* 19.2
Columbus Traditional 723 32.6 31.9 0.8 24
Detroit 426 28.7 221 6.6 29.9
Oklahoma City 511 37.0 36.9 0.1 0.2
Portland 610 39.9 26.9 13.0 *** 48.1
(continued)



Table 5.6 (continued)

Progran  Control Percentage
Group Group Difference Change (%) Site and Program

B. For Those Employed at End of Two Years

Average hoursworked per week

34.4 34.3 0.2 0.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

35.4 34.3 12 34 Atlanta Human Capital Development

35.0 36.7 -1.7 -4.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
35.1 36.7 -1.7 -4.5 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
34.3 30.8 35 114 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

34.3 30.1 4.2 13.9 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
31.0 30.1 0.8 2.7 Riverside Human Capital Development
35.5 35.2 0.3 0.9 Columbus Integrated

34.9 35.2 -0.3 -0.9 Columbus Traditional

34.3 345 -0.2 -0.7 Detroit

344 355 -1.1 -3.2 Oklahoma City

35.3 36.4 -1.1 -2.9 Portland

Employed full-time (%)

735 77.5 -4.0 -5.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

77.6 77.5 0.1 0.2 Atlanta Human Capital Development

74.7 73.4 13 1.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
74.4 73.4 10 14 Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment
69.3 57.6 11.7 20.4 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

65.8 58.1 7.8 134 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
61.5 58.1 34 5.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
78.0 775 05 0.7 Columbus Integrated

74.3 77.5 -3.2 -4.2 Columbus Traditional

68.9 65.8 30 4.6 Detroit

77.8 811 -3.3 -4.1 Oklahoma City

80.4 77.5 2.9 3.7 Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 5.4.
Differences between program group members and control group members (shown initalics) "For Those
Employed at End of Two Years' are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Table5.7

Program Impacts on Employer-Provided Health Insurance at End of Two Years

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

A. For All Respondents

Covered by employer-provided
health insurance (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 11.6 12.3 -0.7 -55
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 13.0 12.3 0.7 59
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 23.6 231 05 22
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 22.8 231 -0.3 -1.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 141 9.7 44 *** 457

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 10.6 5.9 4.7 *** 789
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 8.6 59 2.6 4.7
Columbus Integrated 728 20.1 174 2.7 155
Columbus Traditional 723 194 174 20 114
Detroit 426 14.3 116 2.7 23.3
Oklahoma City 511 21.3 194 18 94
Portland 610 24.4 14.3 10.1 *** 70.3

Employed full-time and covered by
emplover -provided health insurance (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 10.6 115 -0.9 -8.0
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 11.8 115 0.3 29
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 21.6 209 0.7 35
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 21.1 209 0.2 11
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 134 84 5.0 *** 59.1
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 10.3 52 5.1 *** 97.5
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 7.0 52 18 354
Columbus Integrated 728 19.1 16.3 28 175
Columbus Traditional 723 18.0 16.3 18 10.9
Detroit 426 13.8 8.8 5.0 56.1
Oklahoma City 511 19.2 18.7 05 28
Portland 610 22.4 14.1 8.3 ** 59.0
(continued)



Table 5.7 (continued)

Progran  Control Percentage
Group Group Difference Change (%) Site and Program

B. For Those Employed at End of Two Years

Covered by employer -provided
health insurance (%)

31.0 33.6 -2.5 -7.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

35.7 33.6 2.1 6.3 Atlanta Human Capital Development

43.5 46.3 -2.8 -6.0 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
46.9 46.3 0.6 1.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
34.5 27.9 6.6 235 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

30.3 22.3 8.0 35.8 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
24.8 22.3 24 10.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
414 42.4 -1.0 -2.4 Columbus Integrated

44.2 42.4 18 4.3 Columbus Traditional

34.3 34.5 -0.2 -0.7 Detroit

44.7 42.7 20 4.7 Oklahoma City

49.2 41.2 7.9 19.3 Portland

Emploved full-time and covered by
employer-provided health insurance (%)

28.3 314 -3.1 -9.9 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

325 314 1.0 33 Atlanta Human Capital Development

40.0 42.0 -2.0 -4.8 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
43.5 42.0 15 3.6 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
32.8 24.3 85 34.8 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

29.4 19.6 9.8 49.9 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
20.4 19.6 0.7 3.8 Riverside Human Capital Development
39.3 39.6 -0.3 -0.7 Columbus Integrated

41.1 39.6 15 3.7 Columbus Traditional

33.1 26.3 6.8 25.7 Detroit

40.4 41.1 -0.7 -1.6 Oklahoma City

45.2 40.6 4.6 11.3 Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 5.4.
Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those
Employed at End of Two Years' are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Nether Atlanta LFA nor Grand Rapids LFA increased full-time employment or the percentage
with employer-provided hedlth insurance. The former program did, however, raise average hourly and
weekly pay for those employed by $0.30 and $18. Grand Rapids LFAs experienced a decrease in av-
erage wages in the last month of follow-up. (See Table 5.6.)

The Columbus Integrated program raised the proportion employed full time by 6.1 percentage
points and increased average hourly and weekly pay for those employed by $0.16 and $7. Other edu
cation-focused programs produced larger gains in the individud measures — for example, the Atlanta
HCD impact on weekly pay was $17 — but none of them was as congstent across measures as the
Columbus Integrated program.



Chapter 6

| mpacts on Public Assistance

This chapter presents impacts on AFDC and Food Stamp receipt and payments estimated from
automated state and county payment records, according to the time period under analysis: the full two
years of follow-up, the second year of follow-up, and the last quarter of year 2.

It is criticd to examine whether employment- and education-focused programs attain large re-
ductions in AFDC receipt, in light of the new five-year federd time limit on cash assstance for most re-
cipients and more stringent limits on digibility adopted by many states. Although the NEWWS Evdua
tion programs did not set time limits during the follow-up period, the degree of self-sufficiency achieved
by their enrollees at the end of two years can shed light on how these gpproaches might fare in the new
wefare environment. Further, for states that maintain digibility longer than two yearsimpacts a the two-
year mark provide important information on future trends. Past studies have shown that recipients on
cash assgtance at the end of year 2 are likdly to remain on welfare for severd more years! Under
TANF, many of these recipients will eventuadly be in danger of losing federd digihility. On the other
hand, programs that reduce AFDC receipt a the end of year 2 will likely decrease assstance in future
years. It is aso important to study program effects on Food Stamp receipt because the poor will be-
come more dependent on thisform of aid astime limits force them off cash assstance.

K ey Questions

Did employment-focused programs, which produced the largest cumulative em-
ployment and earnings gains, aso produce the largest reductions in AFDC re-
ceipt and average AFDC payments? Did Portland’ s reductions surpass those of
al other programs?

Which wefare-to-work approach achieved the largest decreases in the per-
centage of recipients who would have reached a two-year time limit had one

been imposed?

How much of the two-year AFDC savings was due to recipients leaving welfare
and how much was due to lower average monthly grants for those till on assis-
tance? Did programs that frequently imposed financid sanctions increase the
proportion of savings because of lower monthly grants?

Petterns in employment and earnings gains over time showed that severa edu-
cation-focused programs were producing impacts Smilar to those of some em+
ployment-focused programs by the end of year 2. Did AFDC mpacts aso
converge over the course of follow-up?

'See, for example, Riccio and Freedman, with Harknett, 1995, p. 38.
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Did any program achieve large reductions in the amount of Food Stamps re-
ceived over two years and in the percentage receiving Food Stamps at the end
of year 2?

[I. Analysis|ssues

As explained in Chapter 5, earnings gains for employment-focused programs are expected to
be large initidly but may dedine later in the follow-up, whereas education-focused programs are not
expected to show effects immediately but should produce alarger pay-off in year 2 or beyond. Impacts
on AFDC payments should follow asmilar pattern because, in generd, the higher arecipient’s earnings,
the lower her AFDC grant. Earnings gains may not lead to welfare reductions, however, if they mainly
occur for persons who have adready |eft the rolls. Generous earnings disregards, such as those provided
in Atlanta and Riversde (see Chapter 1), could aso cause an increase in employment and earnings
without a corresponding decrease in AFDC payments. Contrariwise, sanctions for nonparticipation or
other factors may lower average grant amounts without arise in employment. Also, some people may
exit welfare for reasons other than employment, such as marriage or an out-of- state move.

Earnings gains affect Food Stamp receipt less predictably than they affect AFDC receipt. Food
Stamp grant caculations count a dollar of earnings less than a dollar of AFDC, so a person who re-
places welfare dollars with earnings may experience a net increase in Food Stamps.? On the other hand,
aformer welfare recipient may experience a decresse in (or complete loss of) Food Stamps if earnings
gansaerdativdy large.

As indicated in Chapter 1, maximum AFDC and Food Stamp grant levels vary consderably
across the NEWWS Evduation sites. These differences could affect the size of AFDC and Food Stamp
reductions that programs achieved. For instance, savingsin AFDC expenditures may be larger in ahigh-
grant state Smply because there are more dollars to save. On the other hand, reductions in months on
AFDC may be larger in alow-grant Sate, because earnings from full-time jobs often disqudify a person
from assstance. Site-by-gite differences in background characteristics of sample members may aso &f-
fect impacts. Savings will likely be greater in Stes where most sample members face significant barriers
to employment and long stays on welfare than in Sites where a large percentage of sample members are
likely to find work and leave wefare quickly.

To make comparisons more meaningful, reductions in public assstance dollars or month of re-
ceipt can be converted to a uniform measure that isless sengtive to Ste varigtions in maximum grant lev-
elsor in sample member characterigtics. One such measure, the per centage change in public assstance
dollars or months of receipt (a program’s impact divided by the control group mean), will be presented
throughout this chapter.

For this andlysis reductions in months of receipt or in tota expenditures of 10 percent or more
are considered large; moder ate reductions range from 5 to 10 percent, and small reductionsfall below

*The Food Stamp benefit level equals the maximum benefit level minus 30 percent of a household’s countable in-
come. Countable income includes 100 percent of AFDC payments but only 80 percent of earnings, so a sample mem-
ber who replaces AFDC with earnings could lower her countable income and thusincrease her Food Stamp payments
(Ohls and Beebout, 1993).



5 percent. A similar standard is applied to percentage point differences in levels of AFDC and Food
Stamp receipt: impacts of 10 percentage points or more are considered large, 5 to 10 percentage
points are consdered moderate, and less than 5 percentage points are consdered small. These
benchmarks are based on ranges of impact findings from previous experimenta evaluations of welfare-
to-work programs.

1. Key Findings

Over two years, three of the four largest reductions in average months of AFDC re-
ceipt and in average AFDC payments were achieved by employment-focused pro-
grams. Grand Rapids LFA and Portland produced especialy large decreases. Sev-
eral education-focused programs also generated large reductions in totd AFDC
expenditures. Savings were smdl to moderate for low enforcement education+
focused programs.

All programs generated welfare savings mainly from people leaving assstance and
less from reduced grants for those till on welfare. With some exceptions, lower av-
erage monthly grants made a greater contribution to welfare savings for education-
focused programs than for employment-focused programs.

All programs aso lowered the proportion of recipients who would have reached a
two-year time limit had one been imposed. Neither approach produced consistently
larger impacts on this measure. The two largest impacts, however, occurred in em-
ployment-focused programs. Grand Rapids LFA and Portland. Even in these pro-
grams, though, the clock would have run out for about a quarter to a third of wel-
fare recipients.

Regardless of their welfare-to-work approach, al programs reduced AFDC receipt
and payments in the last quarter of year 2. Portland's reduction of 11.7 percentage
points far exceeded dl others. The other employment-focused programs did not
consgently lower the percentage on welfare a the end of follow-up more than
education-focused programs. Three of the four largest reductions in AFDC pay-
ments (both dollar and percentage reductions), however, were generated by
employment-focused programs.

Most programs produced smdl to moderate reductions in average two-year Food
Stamp payments and in the percentage recelving Food Stamps in quarter 9. No ap-
proach produced consistently larger impacts. As expected, programs produced
smaller impacts on Food Stamp receipt and payments than on AFDC.
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V. ImpactsOver Two Years

This section presents two-year impacts on months of AFDC receipt, the percentage who re-
ceived AFDC continuoudy for 24 months, and AFDC expenditures. It discusses the relative contribu-
tions to welfare reductions of two factors: the decresse in average months of receipt and the decreasein
average monthly grants for those gill on welfare. Findly, it examines program effects on tota Food
Stamp payments.

Did employment-focused programs produce larger reductions in the length of time that re-
cipients spent on welfare over two years than education-focused programs?

Since each month of welfare recaipt brings an individua closer to atime limit, reducing months
of receipt, as opposed to only grant amounts, will be a primary god of welfare-to-work programs under
TANF. Over the two-year follow-up, control group members received cash assistance for an average
of 12 months (Oklahoma City) to 20 months (Detroit). (See Table 6.1.)

Employment-focused programs shortened the average length of time on welfare by just over a
month (Atlanta), or 6 percent, to about two and a half months (Portland), or 16 percent. In generd,
employment-focused programs produced somewhat larger reductions than education-focused pro-
grams. Portland’s program impact exceeded that of al the other programs in the evauation, dthough
Grand Rapids and Riversde LFA aso ranked among the top four programs in reducing total months of
AFDC receipt.

For education-focused programs reductions in average months of AFDC receipt ranged from
about half a month (Detroit), or 2 percent, to a little more than a month and a haf (Columbus Inte-
grated), or 10 percent. (Columbus Integrated decreased months on AFDC more than two employment-
focused programs.,) The low enforcement program in Oklahoma City produced a small reduction de-
spite a lack of employment and earnings impacts during most of the follow-up. Possibly, participation
requirements deterred some Oklahoma City program group members from the rolls before they found a
job. Also, because of closer monitoring case managers may have been more likely to discover thet pro-
gram group members (as opposed to control group members) dready received income from employ-
ment that would render them indligible for AFDC.

Which approach achieved larger decreases in the percentage of recipients who would have
reached a two-year time limit had one been imposed?

Neither gpproach produced consistently larger impacts on the percentage of recipients who got
a welfare check 24 months in a row. The two largest impacts, however, were produced by employ-
ment-focused programs. Grand Rapids LFA and Portland.

Between 22.2 percent (Oklahoma City) and 63.4 percent (Detroit) of control group members
received AFDC in every month of the follow-up period (not shown in tables). Portland and Grand Rap-
ids LFA decreased control group levels the most, by 13.9 and 12.9 percentage points, respectively.
The other two employment-focused programs achieved moderate reductions. For education-focused
programs impacts fell between 3.9 percentage points (Oklahoma) and 9.8 percentage points (Columbus
Integrated).
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Did employment-focused programs produce larger reductionsin AFDC expenditures over two
years than education-focused programs?

As shown in Table 6.1, two-year AFDC expenditures for the typica control goup member
ranged from $3,624 (Oklahoma City) to $9,600 (Riverside). All employment-focused programs gener-
ated wdfare savings over two years. For the most part, these savings exceeded the savings of educa
tion-focused programs. Portland and Grand Rapids LFA produced unusudly large decreases of 17 and
19 percent, respectively. The Riversde LFA impact was aso large (14 percent), whereas Atlanta LFA
produced a moderate reduction (about 8 percent).

Four education-focused programs (Riverside and Grand Rapids HCD and both Columbus pro-
grams) aso decreased welfare expenditures by large amounts (between 10 and 13 percent), which sur-
passed the Atlanta LFA impact. Among the other three education-focused programs, reductions ranged
from 2 percent (Detroit, not statisticaly sgnificant) to 6 percent (Atlanta HCD).

Did fewer months of receipt or lower average monthly grants contribute more to welfare sav-
ings? Were lower average monthly grants a greater factor for education-focused programs?

A wdfare-to-work program can reduce AFDC expenditures by decreasing the number of
months that recipients remain on welfare (discussed above) or by reducing average monthly grants for
those gtill on welfare. Regardless of program approach, fewer months of receipt made a greater contri-
bution to two-year wdfare savings. With some exceptions (Columbus Integrated and Oklahoma City)
lower average monthly grants made a greater contribution to welfare savings for education-focused pro-
grams than for employment-focused programs.

Table 61 presents program-control differences in average AFDC payments per month of re-
ceipt over two years of follow-up.® For control group members the average monthly welfare check to-
taled between $268 in Atlanta and $598 in Riverside. (These two sites aso form the low and high ends
of the maximum AFDC benefit levels. $280 in Atlanta and $624 in Riversde for a family of three, as
discussed in Chapter 1.)

All programs except the two low enforcement education-focused programs (Detroit and Okla-
homa City) decreased average grants. Effects were smdl in most programs, and neither gpproach pro-
duced consgtently larger program-control differences on this measure. Percentage ieductions were
largest for both programsin Grand Rapids and Riverside: 4.7 to 7.3 percent. In the remaining programs
they ranged from 1.3 percent (Atlanta LFA) to 3.6 percent (Columbus Traditiond).

For each of the employment-focused programs fewer months of receipt, as opposed to lower
average monthly grants, contributed between about two-thirds (Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA) and
nine-tenths (Portland) of the impact.* The corresponding range for education-

*This measure is nonexperimental because it includes only program and control group members who received
AFDC payments (in other words, zeros for those without payments are not averaged in). For this reason, program-
control differences were not tested for statistical significance.

*“The average monthly payment amount for controls multiplied by the reduction in number of months of AFDC
indicates what the AFDC savings would have been if average monthly payment amounts were the same for program
and control group members who remained on welfare. In Portland, for example, this calculation ($452 times 2.41
months) yields $1,089, which represents 91 percent of the $1,196 two-year AFDC savings. The remainder of the im
pact on two-year AFDC payments may have come from reductions in grants imposed by sanctions or from employ-
ment while still on welfare. Alternatively, the overall reduction in months of receipt may have fallen primarily on cases
with above-average monthly grant amounts. Decompositions of this sort are only approximations, since they ignore
interactions between grant level and case closure.
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Table6.1

Program Impactson AFDC Receipt and Payments

Sample Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Sze Group Group (Impact) Change (%)

Average number of monthsreceiving AEDC in vears1 and 2

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 17.20 18.35 -1.15 *** -6.3
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 17.78 18.35 -0.57 ** -31
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 15.19 17.41 -2.21 *** -12.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 16.19 17.41 -1.22 *** -7.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 14.59 16.05 -1.46 *** -9.1

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3125 15.37 16.74 -1.37 *** -8.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 15.78 16.74 -0.96 *** -5.7
Columbus Integrated 4672 14.83 16.41 -1.58 *** -9.6
Columbus Traditional 4729 15.38 16.41 -1.03 *** -6.3
Detroit 4459 19.23 19.71 -0.48 ** -24
Oklahoma City 8677 10.93 11.71 -0.78 *** -6.7
Portland 5547 13.12 15.53 -2.41 *** -155

Ever received any AFDC paymentsin last quarter of year 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 61.3 67.0 -5.7 x** -85
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 63.6 67.0 -35 ** -5.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 535 60.9 S74 *** -12.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 54.3 60.9 -6.5 *** -10.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 50.0 56.4 -6.4 *** -11.3
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 3125 54.2 60.0 -5.9 *xx -9.8
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 56.0 60.0 4.1 ** -6.8
Columbus Integrated 4672 47.1 53.8 -6.8 *** -12.5
Columbus Traditional 4729 49.3 53.8 4.6 *** -85
Detroit 4459 70.1 73.7 -3.6 *** -4.8
Oklahoma City 8677 384 40.8 -2.5 ** -6.0
Portland 5547 41.3 53.0 =117 *** -22.1
(continued)



Table 6.1 (continued)

Program Control  Difference Percentage
Group Group (Impact) Change (%) Site and Program
Averagetotal AFDC payments
received in years1 and 2 ($)
4553 4922 -369 *** -7.5 AtlantaLabor Force Attachment
4634 4922 -288 *** -5.8 AtlantaHuman Capital Development
5944 7347 -1404 *** -19.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
6512 7347 -835 *** -11.4  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
8292 9600 -1308 *** -13.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
8894 10302 -1408 *** -13.7  Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
9253 10302 -1049 *** -10.2 Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
4775 5469 -694 *** -12.7  Columbus Integrated
4939 5469 -530 *** -9.7  Columbus Traditional
8457 8615 -158 -1.8 Detroit
3391 3624 -233 *** -6.4  Oklahoma City
5818 7014 -1196 *** -17.1  Portland
Average AFDC payments per month
of receiptin years1 and 2 ($)
265 268 -4 -1.3 AtlantaLabor Force Attachment
261 268 -8 -2.8  Atlanta Human Capita Development
391 422 -31 -7.3  Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
402 422 -20 -4.7  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
568 598 -30 -5.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
579 615 -37 -6.0 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
586 615 -29 -4.7  Riverside Human Capital Development
322 333 -11 -3.4  Columbus Integrated
321 333 -12 -3.6  Columbus Traditional
440 437 3 0.6 Detroit
310 309 1 0.3  OklahomaCity
443 452 -8 -1.8  Portland

(continued)



Table 6.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from AFDC records.

NOTES:. Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause dlight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Italicized estimates cover only periods of AFDC receipt. Differences between program group members and
control group members (shown initalics) for "Average AFDC payments per month of receipt in years 1 and 2" are
not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.



focused programs is just over hdf (Atlanta HCD) to al (Oklahoma City) of the impact. Across al pro-
grams the median contribution of fewer months of receipt, represented by Grand Rapids and Riversde
LFA, was about two-thirds.

On average, lower average monthly grants made the larger contribution to wefare savings
among high enforcement education-focused programs. This resut is not surprisng: these programs
tended to keep recipients on cash assstance a little longer than employment-focused programs (at least
over ardaivey short follow-up period). Also, as indicated in Chapter 4, high enforcement education+
focused programs tended to sanction more.®

Did either approach achieve large reductionsin Food Stamp receipt over two years?

The average control group member received between $2,725 (Riverside) and $4,934 (Atlanta)
in Food Stamps over two years. (See Table 6.2.) On average, control group membersin al Stes except
Atlanta received more AFDC dollars than Food Stamps over years 1 and 2. The ratio of AFDC to
Food Stamps, however, varied considerably across sites, from 1.0 in Atlanta and Oklahoma City to 3.5
in Riversde.

All but three NEWWS Evduation programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Oklahoma City) re-
duced average two-year Food Stamp payments. Neither of the two main welfare-to-work approaches
achieved consigtently larger reductions in two-year Food Stamp payments. Riverside LFA produced
the largest reduction in Food Stamp payments (13 percent), but one other employment-focused pro-
gram (Portland) and two education-focused programs (Columbus Integrated and Riverside HCD) re-
duced expenditures between 9 and 10 percent over two years. Other employment- and education+
focused programs produced small to moderate effects.

It is not surprising that percentage reductions in Food Stamp expenditures tended to be smaller
than percentage reductions in AFDC payments. As discussed above, both earnings and welfare dollars
are counted as income in Food Stamp grant calculations. Programs that increased earnings decreased
welfare dollars, so the two effects were at least partially “ canceled out.”

V. |mpactsin Year 2

This section explores trends in impacts on AFDC payments over time by comparing impactsin
year 2 with those in year 1 for both employment- and education-focused programs.

Did impacts on AFDC payments for employment-focused programs become larger or smaller
in the second year of follow-up? Did Portland’s year 2 welfare reductions grow as substan-
tially asits earnings gains?

®Within each of the three sites with side-by-side comparisons of education- and employment-focused -
proaches (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside), enrollees in the education-focused (HCD) program spent slightly
more time on cash assistance than enrollees in the employment-focused (LFA) program. (See Table 6.1.) High max-
mum benefit levels (as in Riverside) and generous earnings disregards (as in Atlanta and Riverside), both of which
raise the chances of working while staying on welfare, should also increase the relative contribution of lower average
monthly grants.
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For dl employment-focused programs percentage reductions in AFDC payments grew larger in
year 2. Portland’ s patterns of AFDC savings over the course of follow-up were as promising asits pat-
terns of employment and earnings gains.

In the firg year of follow-up control group members across dl seven sites averaged between
$2,125 (Oklahoma) and $5,793 (Riversde) in AFDC. Not surprisingly, mean control group payments
became lower in year 2 as some control group members found jobs on their own. They ranged from
$1,499 (Oklahoma) to $4,509 (Riverside). (First- and second-year means and impacts are not shown
intables))

For the employment-focused programs year 1 impacts on AFDC payments followed a pattern
amilar to those on employment and earnings. Grand Rapids, Riversde, and Portland reduced expendi-
tures by large amounts (over 10 percent), whereas Atlanta's savings were moderate (5.3 percent). In
year 2 percentage reductions in Grand Rapids and Riversde became larger (rising to 21.0 and 17.1
percent, respectively), unlike earnings and employment impacts, which declined. Atlanta produced
higher welfare savings in year 2 (10.2 percent) than in year 1 as earnings gains also incressed. In Port-
land percentage reductions in AFDC grew larger with every quarter of the follow-up period, and the
program saved 24.3 percent in year 2, over twice as much asit did in year 1. (See Figure 6.1 for ade-
piction of impacts on AFDC payments over time.)

Did impacts on AFDC payments for education-focused programsincrease in year 2?

All education-focused programs except Detroit’ s reduced average AFDC payments by small to
moderate amounts in the first year of follow-up. In year 2 each of these programs lowered average
payments even further, and program-control differences in Detroit grew to statistica significance. (Firgt-
and second-year impacts are not shown in tables. See Figure 6.1 for a depiction of impacts on AFDC
payments over time.) Impacts ranged from a 3.5 percent decrease (Detroit) to a 16.5 percent decrease
(Columbus Integrated), and over haf were more than 10 percent (not shown in tables). The Riversde
HCD reduction of 12.8 percent in year 2 was surprising, kecause it was not accompanied by an in-
creasein eanings.

VI. Impactsat the End of Year 2

This section presents three measures of public assstance that apply to the last quarter of follow-
up (quarter 9): the percentage who received AFDC, average AFDC payments, and the percentage who
received Food Stamps.

Which program approach more effectively reduced the percentage of enrollees who were on
AFDC at the end of two years?

As shown in Table 6.1, between 40.8 percent (Oklahoma City) and 73.7 percent (Detroit) of
control group members received a welfare check in quarter 9. The median (Riverside) was 56.4. per-
cent. Portland’s employment-focused, varied first activity gpproach produced the largest reduction of all
programs in the proportion on wefare in quarter 9: 11.7 percentage points. The other employment-
focused programs aso reduced welfare receipt, by 6 to 7 percentage points, Smilar to decreases
achieved by two education-focused programs (Grand Rapids HCD and Co-
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Figure6.1

Quarterly Impacts on AFDC Payments, by Site and Program
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Figure 6.1 (continued)
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from AFDC records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which random assignment occurred. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random
assignment, may contain some AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures. Thus, "year 1" is quarters 2

through 5, and "year 2" is quarters 6 through 9.
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lumbus Integrated). The other education-focused programs produced small reductionsin AFDC recelpt.

It is noteworthy that a substantia portion of program group members were receiving welfare payments
at the end of two years, ranging from about 40 percent (Oklahoma City and Portland) to 70 percent (Detroit).
These results demondrate that heping recipients find employment and move off assstance remains aformida
ble chalenge for welfare adminigtrators.

How will the employment- and education-focused programs fare in year 3, based on the magnitude
and stability of AFDC payment impacts at the end of two years?

In the last quarter of year 2 the typicd control group member received between $340 (Oklahoma
City) and $955 (Riverside) in AFDC (not shown in tables). All employment-focused programs produced large
AFDC savingsin quarter 9, from 10 to 26 percent, and three of these programs ranked among the top four in
the evauation in reducing welfare expenditures. Savings for employment-focused programs remained fairly
stable relative to prior quarters (see Figure 6.1) and should continue to reduce average welfare payments in
year 3. Four of the seven education-focused programs aso decreased AFDC expenditures by a large per-
centege in the last quarter of follow-up. The other education-focused programs, including the two low e
forcement programs, produced moderate reductions. For most education-focused programs percentage re-
ductions in AFDC grew dightly at the end of follow-up, so they may become even larger in the future.
(Impeacts for the Grand Rapids HCD and Oklahoma City programs did not grow but were stable))

Did either approach produce large reductionsin Food Stamp receipt in quarter 9?

Table 6.2 indicates that between 54.4 percent (Riverside) and 81.7 percent (Detroit) of control group
members were recelving Food Stamps at the end of two years. In al Stes except Riverside these proportions
are higher than the proportion of control group members on AFDC (by 6.5 to 15.1 percentage points). Eight
programs decreased quarter 9 Food Stamp receipt by smadl to moderate amounts, between 3.5 percentage
points (Detroit) and 7.6 percentage points (Riversde LFA), with neither welfare-to-work approach producing
consstently larger reductions. The same three programs that did not significantly decrease Food Stamp pay-
ments over two years (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Oklahoma City) aso had no effect on Food Stamp receipt
at the end of follow-up.
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Table6.2

Program Impactson Food Stamp Payments and Receipt

Sample  Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact) Change (%)

Averagetotal Food Stampsreceived in years1 and 2 ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 4846 4934 -88
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 4931 4934 -3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 3416 3695 =279 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 2997 3592 3695 -103 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 2372 2725 -353 *¥**
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 2576 2929 -353 ***
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 2642 2929 -286 ***
Columbus Integrated 4672 4278 4710 =432 ***
Columbus Traditional 4729 4398 4710 -312 ***
Detroit 4459 4737 4829 -92 *
Oklahoma City 8677 3485 3554 -69
Portland 5547 3954 4359 -405 ***

Ever received Food Stampsin last quarter of year 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 75.7 76.9 -1.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 75.9 76.9 -1.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 61.5 67.3 -5.8 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 2997 63.5 67.3 -3.8 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 46.8 54.4 -7.6 ***
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 51.4 57.6 -6.1 ***
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 52.1 57.6 -5.5 ***
Columbus Integrated 4672 57.9 64.0 -6.0 ***
Columbus Traditional 4729 60.0 64.0 -4.0 ***
Detroit 4459 78.2 817 -3.5
Oklahoma City 8677 55.6 56.0 -0.4
Portland 5547 58.7 63.3 -4.6 ***

-1.8
-01

-7.6
-2.8

13.0
-12.0
-9.8

-9.2
-6.6

-1.5
-1.3

-8.6
-5.6

-14.0
-10.6
-9.6

-95
-6.2

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Food Stamp records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change” equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause dight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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Chapter 7

| mpacts on Self-Sufficiency and Income

This chapter describes program impacts on three indicators of sdf-sufficiency recorded at the
end of year 2: the proportion of sample members who combined welfare and work, the proportion who
left welfare entirely for employment, and the proportion who left welfare without a job. It then explores
the employment gtatus of dl adults in the sample members household to gauge sample members
longer-term prospects for economic security. The chapter examines program impacts on severa mees-
ures of income for sample members and their household, estimated from the administrative records and
survey responses. It concludes with a discussion about whether any of the programs helped lift families

out of poverty.

Promoting sf-aufficiency is an important god for wdfare-to-work programs, particulaly in the
new welfare environment. Programs that increase employment and raise income reduce the likelihood
that families will return to welfare and/or experience long-term joblessness and hardship — a posshility,
under time-limited wefare, if families exhaust their digibility for assstance. Further, as discussed later in
the report, the amount of income available to mothers can affect the materid and emotiond resources
available to children and can thereby influence children’ swell-being.*

Key Questions

Did either gpproach (employment- or education-focused) consistently produce in+
pacts on a series of measures of self-aufficency?

How effective were the gpproaches in moving people off wefare and into jobs a
the end of two years?

Did either gpproach successfully increase sample members reliance on earnings as
opposed to welfare?

Did ether gpproach encourage sample members to leave welfare without employ-
ment? To what extent did these sample members have other sources of unearned
income or live with others who worked or received income from other sources?

Did ether gpproach increase income for sample members and their household?

Did ether approach help reduce poverty?

!See Chapter 10.
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[I. Analysis|ssues

All wefare-to-work drategies am to increase sdf-sufficiency to some degree. Although it is
often only loosdy defined, sdf-sufficiency has many dimensions, which can be thought of as part of a
continuum that ranges from long-term welfare dependency to complete independence from public assis-
tance and the economic security of working a a stable and well-paying job.

At aminimum, programs try to increase sdf-sufficiency by reducing recipients time on welfare
and AFDC payments, as discussed in the previous chapter. This result is not dways postive, as some
recipients leave welfare without employment. Programs gtrive to achieve a more pogtive sdf-suffidency
by helping recipients replace income from welfare and Food Stamps with earnings. They hope to move
recipients entirely off welfare through employment, but may encourage recipients to combine work and
welfare temporarily to hep them gain experience in the workplace and assure continuation of hedlth
coverage.? Programs intend for recipients and their children to attain at least the same leve of income
from work (and, possibly, from child support) as they received from welfare and Food Stamps. Some
programs may aso accomplish gill higher gods of increasing individuas' total income and lifting welfare
families out of poverty.

Wedfare-to-work programs, however, can dso have negative effects on income and on sdif-
aufficiency. They may encourage recipients to take jobs that pay less than wefare, enroll recipientsin
education or training programs that do not lead to employment, and/or implement case management and
sanctioning policies that lead some recipients to forgo welfare before they find a job. Further, it is im-
portant to keep in mind that programs may produce postive effects on measures of sdf-sufficency
dowly, perhaps after the two-year mark, when recipients have worked continuoudy for ayear or more
or have moved into better jobs.

For the mogt part, both the employment- and education-focused approaches are expected to
produce smilar results on measures of sdlf-sufficiency at the end of two years. As discussed earlier, at
this point some education-focused programs produced employment and earnings gains and welfare re-
ductions that were comparable to those for some employment-focused programs. For measures that
describe what happened in the second year of follow-up, employment-focused programs may show
stronger impacts than education-focused programs.

In this chapter, income is measured in several ways (see text box below) for different time peri-
ods and based on data from various sources. The measures may produce different results, however,
taken together, they present a more complete picture that isimportant for understanding program effects
and for informing policy.

*The four programs in Riverside and Atlanta operated in states that employed financial incentives to make it eas-
ier for recipients to stay on welfare while working.
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M easur es of | ncome

Combined income includes income from AFDC, Food Stamps, and earningsin
the second year of follow-up and is based on administrative records data. A sec-
ond measure of combined income adds estimated Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) receipts to the first measure.

Total measured respondent income is estimated from survey data for the last
month of follow-up and includes income from all sources. earnings from regular
or “odd” jobs (i.e., casual, short term, or “off-the-books’), AFDC, Food Stamps,
child support, alimony, Supplemental Security Income (SSl), Social Security, ur
employment insurance, worker's compensation, General Assistance, Refugee
Assistance, foster child payments, Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Pro-
gram (WIC), any money from family or friends outside the household, and any
other sources of income.

Total measured household income is estimated from survey data for the last
month of follow-up and includes income for al household members from the
same sources listed above.

Total measured respondent net income is estimated for the last month of fd-
low-up and includes average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child care pay-
ments in addition to total measured respondent income.

Total measured household net income is estimated for the last month of fa-
low-up and includes average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child care pay-
ments in addition to total measured household income.

NOTE: Estimates of “total measured income” are recorded on survey responses only and
may be incomplete. Some respondents may have received additional income from eam-
ings or from public assistance that was only recorded on state or county administrative
records. (See Appendix F for further discussion.) Also, respondents or other household

Key Findings

Mosgt employment- and education-focused programs produced impacts on some
but not al measures of sdf-sufficiency. Portland’ s employment-focused, varied first
activity approach produced the most consstent and largest impacts on these meas-
ures. It increased the proportion of recipients who were amployed and off welfare,
rased recipients reliance on earnings, and also modestly increased income and re-

duced poverty.
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Most programs produced smal increasesin the proportion of program group ment
bers who were employed and off AFDC &t the end of two years and also increased
recipients reliance on earnings as opposed to welfare.

Severd programs increased the rate at which recipients |eft welfare without a job.
The mgority of these recipients reported having another source of income and/or
lived with someone who worked or who had another source of income.

Most programs had little or no effect on income. Three programs, however, re-
duced combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in the second
year of follow-up, even when estimated EITC was added to combined income.
Only Portland and Atlanta HCD produced gains in combined income when EITC
was included, averaging 4.9 and 3.7 percent, respectively.

Most programs produced little to no reductions in poverty. Using the most indlusve
measure of combined income (including estimated EITC), six programs, in fact,
dightly increased the proportion of recipients living below 50 percent of the poverty
levd in the sacond year. Five programs increased the proportion of recipients living
above poverty by a smdl amount; Portland was most successful, producing a 7

percentage point gain.

Did either approach increase the proportion of sample members who combined work and wel -
fare at the end of two years?

Programs had little effect on the proportion of recipients who combined work and wefare at the
end of year 2. (See Table 7.1.) Across al stes between 10 and 20 percent of control group members
combined work and welfare in quarter 9 — as measured with adminigrative records. Four programs
(Atlanta and Riversde HCD, Riversde LFA, and Portland) increased this measure by 2 to 3 percent-
age points. Survey resultsin the last month of follow-up were generdly similar.?

Which approach was more effective in moving people off welfare and into jobs as of the end of
two years?

Both education and employment-focused gpproaches moved a reatively smdl portion — no
more than a third — of program group members off welfare into employment two years after study en
try. There was little difference in the magnitude of impacts between gpproaches; Portland’s program,
however, produced the largest effects.

As shown in Table 7.1, dl programs except Riversde HCD and Oklahoma City increased re-
cipients sdf-reliance. In the last quarter of year 2 between 14.0 percent (Detroit) and 26.6 percent

*According to survey data, control group respondents were less likely to indicate that they combined welfare
payments with work in the last month than in the last quarter. Impacts from the survey data were comparable to those
from the administrative records data, although no program-control differences were statistically significant, perhaps
because the sample sizes were sialler. These differences may result from the fact that the administrative records data
cover alonger period of time (one quarter) than the survey data (one month) or that quarterly data do not account for
sequential activities. For example, a sample member who receives welfare in the first month of a calendar quarter and
starts ajob and leaves assistance before the third month is still counted on administrative records-based measures as
combining welfare and work in that quarter.
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(Columbus) of control group members were employed and off AFDC — as measured with administra-
tive records. Only Portland (9.3 percentage points) and Columbus Integrated (6.6 percentage points)
attained moderate impacts on this measure. The remaining programs produced only small effects.

Program impacts from the survey were generdly consstent with those from the administrative
records. Survey records, however, show somewhat higher levels of being off AFDC and employed.’

Did either approach increase recipients’ reliance on earnings as opposed to welfare at the end
of two years?

Importantly, both approaches raised earnings as a share of total income two years after study
entry.> As shown in Table 7.2, for control group respondents earnings from regular or odd jobs ac-
counted for between 21.4 percent (Detroit) and 38.1 percent (Oklahoma City) of total income. All four
employment-focused programs and three educationfocused programs (Riversde HCD, Columbus In-
tegrated, and Detroit) successfully increased recipients earnings as a proportion of their tota income.
Portland produced the largest gain on this measure of salf-sufficiency: 12.2 percentage points. Impacts
for other programs ranged from 3.3 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 9.5 percentage points (Detroit).

Did either approach encourage recipients to leave welfare without employment?

Both approaches dightly increased the proportion of recipients who left welfare without ajob at
the end of two years. Sanctioning policies and program requirements across al programs may have en
couraged recipients to leave welfare without employment. Programs that had higher sanction rates,
however, did not produce larger increases on this measure. It should aso be noted that some sample
members could have origindly left wedfare for employment and then logt their job without returning to
assistance.

As shown in Table 7.1, between 12.4 percent (Detroit) and 36.8 percert (Oklahoma City) of
control group members left welfare and were jobless. All four employment-focused programs and three
of the education-focused programs increased the proportion of recipients who fdl into this category at
the end of two years. Impacts were smdl in every program, ranging from 2.1 percentage points (Atlanta
LFA) to 4.8 percentage points (Riversde HCD).

According to survey data, fewer programs produced impacts on this measure. Specificaly, be-
tween 10 percent (Atlanta) and 17 percent (Oklahoma City) of control group members had left welfare
without ajob as of the end of the two-year follow-up period. Only Riversde LFA and Oklahoma City
increased this group, by 3.4 and 7.9 percentage points, respectively. In

*Survey-based measures of employment and earnings discussed in this chapter include employment at regular
and “odd” (i.e., casual, short-term, or “off the books”) jobs. Few respondents reported working at odd jobs, however.
Earnings from these jobs made up less than 5 percent of total earnings for any research group.

°For this measure, persons with no reported income from any source are considered to have zero percent of their
income from earnings. This decision allows all sample members to be included in calculations of program and control
group levels and maintains the experimental validity of the findings.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table7.1

Program Impacts on Employment and Welfare Statusin Last Quarter of Year 2

Sample Program  Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Employed and not on AFDC (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 239 20.3 3.6 *** 17.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 23.7 20.3 3.4 *** 16.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 25.7 229 28 * 122
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 2997 27.0 229 4.1 *** 17.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 185 16.2 2.3 ** 14.1
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 14.4 132 12 9.1
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 12.5 132 -0.7 -5.3
Columbus Integrated 4672 33.2 26.6 6.6 *** 24.9
Columbus Traditional 4729 31.2 26.6 4.6 *** 17.3
Detroit 4459 16.8 140 29 **xx 205
Oklahoma City 8677 21.7 223 -0.6 -2.8
Portland 5547 33.3 24.0 9.3 *** 38.6
Employed and on AFDC (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 18.9 18.2 0.8 43
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 20.9 18.2 2.7 ** 149
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 215 20.2 13 6.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 20.1 20.2 -0.1 -0.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 12.8 10.9 19 ** 17.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 11.9 9.9 20 * 20.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 125 9.9 2.6 ** 26.0
Columbus Integrated 4672 185 20.1 -1.6 -7.9
Columbus Traditional 4729 19.1 20.1 -11 -5.3
Detroit 4459 21.8 21.6 0.2 1.0
Oklahoma City 8677 115 12.0 -05 -4.0
Portland 5547 12.9 11.3 16 * 14.2
(continued)



Table 7.1 (continued)

Program  Control Difference Percentage
Group Group (Impact) Change (%) Site and Program
Not employed and on AFDC (%)

24 48.9 -6.5 *** -13.3  AtlantaLabor Force Attachment
2.7 48.9 -6.2 *** -12.6  Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
32.0 40.7 -8.7 *** -21.4  Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
34.3 40.7 -6.4 *** -15.7  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
37.3 45.6 -8.3 *** -18.2  Riverside Labor Force Attachment
422 50.1 -7.9 *** -15.8 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
435 50.1 -6.7 *** -13.3  Riverside Human Capital Development
285 33.7 -5.2 *** -15.3  Columbus Integrated
30.2 33.7 =35 *** -10.3  Columbus Traditional
48.3 52.1 -3.8 *** -7.3  Detroit
26.9 289 -2.0 ** -6.9  Oklahoma City
284 41.7 -13.3 **x* -31.9 Portland

Not employed and not on AFDC (%)

14.8
12.7

20.8
18.7

315
315
31.6

19.7
19.6

131
39.9
254

12.6 2.1 ** 16.7
12.6 01 0.4
16.2 4.6 *** 28.3
16.2 24 * 15.0
274 4.1 *** 15.0
26.8 4.7 *** 17.4
26.8 4.8 *** 17.8
19.6 01 0.6
19.6 0.0 -0.2
124 0.7 5.7
36.8 3.1 *** 8.4
23.0 2.5 ** 10.7

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City
Portland

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels areindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.



National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table7.2

Program Impacts on Total Respondent Incomein the Last Month of Follow-Up

Site and Program

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage

Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Total measured respondent income ($)?

1890 691 669 2 33
2199 699 669 30 * 44
1158 791 828 -37 -4.5
1158 793 828 -35 -4.2
1678 879 860 19 22
1012 854 851 4 04
1350 845 851 -5 -0.6
728 770 778 -7 -0.9
723 793 778 15 20
426 782 764 18 24
511 671 706 -35 -5.0
610 891 834 57 6.8

Respondent ear nings as a per centage of

total measured income (%)

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1890 29.8 265 33* 124
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 27.9 26.5 14 53
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 42.0 36.3 5.7 ** 15.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 38.6 36.3 23 6.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 29.9 235 6.4 *** 27.1
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 25.6 18.7 6.9 x** 37.1
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 239 18.7 5.3 ** 28.3
Columbus Integrated 728 41.3 31.9 9.4 *** 294
Columbus Traditional 723 34.6 31.9 2.7 84
Detroit 426 31.0 214 9.5 *** 44.3
Oklahoma City 511 37.6 381 -05 -1.3
Portland 610 38.5 26.2 12,2 *** 46.6
(continued)
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Table 7.2 (continued)

Program  Control Difference Percentage

Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Site and Program

Total measured respondent net income ($)°
723 699 24 34 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
725 699 26 3.7 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
792 833 -42 -5.0 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
805 833 -28 -3.4 Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment
886 867 19 2.2 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
864 859 5 0.6 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
849 859 -10 -1.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
797 806 -9 -11 Columbus Integrated
823 806 17 2.1 Columbus Traditional
776 766 10 13 Detroit
697 737 -40 -5.4 Oklahoma City
902 843 59 7.0 Portland

Total measured respondent net income

at or abovethe poverty level (%)

21.1 19.9 12 6.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

205 19.9 0.6 3.1 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

317 314 04 12 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
313 314 -0.1 -0.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment
33.6 274 6.3 *** 22.8 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

30.6 232 7.4 *** 31.8 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
26.7 232 35 14.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
27.2 239 33 13.8 Columbus Integrated

284 239 45 18.9 Columbus Traditional

24.7 20.9 37 17.8 Detrait

253 26.0 -0.6 -2.4 Oklahoma City

35.6 29.2 6.4 21.7 Portland

(continued)
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Table 7.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measuresfor program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and
Portland represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research
purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are weighted by the
inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group
members in the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit,
and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics did not affect their chances of
selection.
Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.
"Percentage change" equals 100 times the "difference” divided by the "control group.”
Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levelsareindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
aThe survey asked about income in the month before interview from regular or odd jobs, Food Stamps;
AFDC,; child support; alimony; Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC); Supplemental
Security Income; Socia Security; unemployment insurance; Worker's Compensation; General Assistance;
Refugee Assistance; foster child payments; any money from family or friends outisde the household to help
pay living expenses; and other sources of income. This measure does not include average EITC receipts.

bOut-of-pocket child care payments are self-reported and are included to estimate total net income. EITC
payments are imputed based on reported earnings in the last month of follow-up and an 80 percent take-up
rate (see Scholz, 1996).
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al aher programs the proportion of program group membersin this status was smilar to that of control
group members®

To what extent did these recipients have other sources of unearned income or live with others
who worked or received income from other sources?

According to survey data, most program group and control group members who left welfare
and were not working had another source of income.” Moreover, the mgjority of these individuals re-
ported living with someone who had a source of income.

Across dl stes between 61 percent (Atlanta) and 77 percent (Columbus) of control group
members who left welfare and did not have a job reported having another source of income. The me-
dian across al sites was 68 percent. Differences between program and control group members dso
varied across programs. In Riversde and Atlanta LFA, program group members were more likely to
have another source of income, by 8 percentage points and 17 percentage points, respectively. In four
other programs the opposite occurred; that is, program group members were less likely to have another
source of income, by 6 percentage points (Oklahoma City) to 9 percentage points (Portland).

Program and control group respondents who left welfare without work more frequently re-
ported receiving Food Stamps than other types of income. In most Sites between a third and a haf of
control group members in this subgroup received Food Stamps. Fewer received child support pay-
ments, athough the proportion ranged from less than 10 percent in three Stes to more than 17 percent
in the other gtes. Additiondly, in most sites between 13 and 22 percent of control group respondents
received SS| payments.

There were no consstent patterns among program:-control group differences for these types of
income. Three programs increased the proportion of program group members who received Food
Stamps by at least 5 percentage points. Three other programs decreased Food Stamp receipt by about
the same amount. Four programs reduced the proportion who were receiving child support payments
by 10 to 13 percentage points and two programs increased it by up to 11 percentage points. There
were fewer program-control group differences for SSI payments, athough three programs lowered SSI
receipt by a least 6 percentage points.

Further, at least 87 percent of control group members who left welfare and were jobless re-
ceived income from some source or lived with others who had a source of income. Across dl program,
between 44 percent (Detroit) and 76 percent (Portland) of control group respondents had support from
others. In mogt Stes about haf of control group respondents who left welfare without employment re-
ported living with someone who was employed; the other half seemed to have doubled up with others
who were receiving some type of assistance.

Similar proportions of program and control group respondents lived with others who had in-
come from some source. Interestingly, in most programs program group respondents who were off

®Differencesin the results from the two data sources may be due to the fact that they cover slightly different time
periods and samples and that the survey data capture unreported and irregular employment.

"The following analysis is based on survey data and is nonexperimental; that is, it includes only respondents
who reported that they left welfare and were not working during the last month of follow-up. Program-control differ-
ences of 5 percentage points or greater are discussed.
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AFDC and jobless were less likdly to live with others who were employed by 6 to 17 percentage
points. Only Grand Rapids LFA and Portland increased the likelihood of this Situation, by 6 percentage

points and 18 percentage points, respectively.

In what ways is it possible for welfare-to-work strategies to affect the likelihood that recipi-
entslivein a household with at least one wage earner?

Wefare-to-work programs can affect the employment datus of adults in sample members
households and thereby influence recipients prospects for longer-term economic security. This section
describes four stuations that programs are likely to affect and that represent increasing levels of eco-
nomic security (see Table 7.3). They include the following combinations.

both the sample member and other household members are not employed
only other household members are employed

only the sample member is employed

both the sample member and other household members are employed

Households in which no members are employed are the most economicaly vulnerable and at
greatest risk of experiencing long-term hardship. Income from AFDC, Food Stamps, and other transfer
payments is typicaly not sufficient to lift recipients out of poverty. Households in which the sample
member does not work but others are employed may be somewhat better off than those in the firgt
category. This Situation, however, may reflect recipients need to resort to certain strategies to cope
with joblessness and low income. Specificdly, recipients who do not have a visible means of support or
have trouble meeting monthly expenses may have to move in with relatives or other individuds who are
employed or have a source of income.

More positively, households in which the sample member is employed have a grester chance of
ataining longer-term sdf-aufficiency and economic security. Although their situation may remain tenuous
unless their earnings are substantid, recipients in this category most likely have better prospects. Fami-
lies can only escape poverty if the recipient works or combines income from work with transfer pay-
ments and EITC receipts.

Findly, the chances of a household attaining long-term economic security improve dramaticaly if
the recipient is employed and lives with a second wage earner who helps provide for the children. Pro-
grams may only indirectly affect this pogtive outcome. For example, recipients who work may be more
likely to develop relationships with others who work or may be better able to find jobs for othersin their
household.

Did both approaches affect the likelihood that recipientslivein a household with at least one
wage earner?

Overdl, both gpproaches increased the likelihood that recipients live in a household with at least
one wage earner, indicating that both agpproaches may have improved recipients prospects for longer-
term economic security. At the end of two years several programs that represented both types of go-
proaches decreased the proportion of recipients in the most economically vulnerable situations and in-
creased the proportion in Situations that, over time, were more likely to be financialy secure.
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As shown in Table 7.3, at the end of two years between 40 and 60 percent of control group
members in most sites reported living in a household in which no member was employed and which are
a greatest risk of long-term hardship. Five programs in the evauaion (Grand Rapids and Riversde
LFA, Riversde HCD, Portland, and Columbus Integrated) decreased the proportion of households
with no income from employment, by 6.1 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 11.0 percentage points
(Portland).

In most programs between 10 and 24 percent of control group members reported living in
household in which someone ese was the only wage earner, representing, in some cases, the need to
“double up.” No program increased the proportion of sample members in this Stuation. Atlanta LFA
and Oklahoma City actudly reduced the incidence of recipients relying on others earnings, by 3.2 and

6.0 percentage points, respectively.

More pogtively, sx programs increased the proportion of households in which the sanple
member was employed, but was the only wage earner. The four employment-focused programs, aswell
as Columbus Integrated and Riversde HCD, produced the largest increases in these types of house-
holds. Impacts ranged from 41 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 7.4 percentage points (Riversde
HCD); two programs (Columbus Integrated and Portland) produced at least a 10 percentage point

gan.

As expected, in most of these programs increases in the percentage of households in which the
sample member was employed were accompanied by decreases in the percentage of households in
which no one was employed. In Atlanta LFA and, to alesser extent, in some other programs program
group members were dso more likely to be the only wage earner and lesslikely to live in ahousehold in
which only someone else worked for pay. These latter impacts could mean that once sample members
became employed, they no longer had to depend on ncome from others and so moved out of the
household.

Findly, programs generdly did not affect the likelihood of sample members being employed and
living with others who aso worked. Only Portland had a pogtive effect on the incidence of two-earner
households, but the difference was not datidticdly sgnificat. This 4.5 percentage point impact most
likely contributed to the dight increase in total household income, discussed below.

Did either approach increase combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in
the second year of follow-up?

As shown in Table 7.4, most programs did not raise combined income from three main sources
— AFDC, Food Stamps, and earnings — in the second year of follow-up. In fact, three programs rep-
resenting both approaches decreased combined income, making recipients, on average, somewhat
worse off. In contrast, Portland and Atlanta HCD and LFA produced small increases in combined in-
come, but the differences were not datistically sgnificant. Thus, in most programs program group memt
bers either replaced what they lost in public assstance with a smilar anount of earnings or forfeited
more in public assstance than they gained in earnings.

More specificdly, in the second year of follow-up control group members averaged between
$5,238 (Oklahoma City) and $8,892 (Detroit) in combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food
Stamps. Asshown in Table 7.4, Grand Rapids LFA and Riversde LFA and HCD lowered average
combined income by 3.9 to 8.0 percent ($303 to $619). At the sametime, Atlanta
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table7.3

Program Impacts on Employment Status of Respondent and
Other Household Membersin the Last Month of Follow-Up

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Only respondent employed (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 31.8 278 4.1 ** 14.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 28.2 278 0.4 15
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 37.7 32.8 49 * 15.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 33.9 32.8 11 32
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 284 224 5.9 *** 26.5

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 25.7 184 7.4 *** 40.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 25.7 184 7.4 **x 40.1
Columbus Integrated 728 37.6 274 10.2 *** 37.1
Columbus Traditional 723 315 274 4.1 14.9
Detroit 426 338 28.3 55 194
Oklahoma City 511 30.2 28.9 13 45
Portland 610 325 21.6 10,9 *** 50.5

Only other household members employed (%)

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1890 85 11.7 -3.2 ** -27.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 9.6 117 -21 -17.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 13.7 12.6 11 8.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 11.8 12.6 -0.8 -6.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 17.6 186 -11 -5.7
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 19.6 19.8 -0.2 -1.1
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 19.6 198 -0.2 -1.0
Columbus Integrated 728 10.8 144 -3.6 -25.0
Columbus Traditional 723 12.2 144 -2.2 -15.0
Detroit 426 45 8.6 -4.0 -47.1
Oklahoma City 511 15.2 212 -6.0 * -28.3
Portland 610 19.3 23.6 -4.4 -18.5
(continued)
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Table 7.3 (continued)

Program

Group

Control Difference

Group

(Impact)

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

Respondent and other household

7.6
8.9

18.8
19.2

142
11.8
11.2

14.3
145

9.7

18.6

17.6

members employed (%)

8.6
8.6

18.6
18.6

130
10.1
10.1

13.2
13.2

58

194

131

-0.9
04

0.2
0.6

12
17
11

11
13

39

-0.9

4.5

-11.0
4.3

11
3.5

9.2
16.7
10.6

8.5
10.2

67.8
-4.4

33.9

Respondent and other household

52.0
53.2

29.8
35.1

39.9
42.9
435

37.3
41.8

52.0

36.0

30.7

member s not employed (%)

52.0
52.0

36.0
36.0

46.0
51.7
51.7

45.0
45.0

574

305

41.6

0.0
13

-6.2
-0.9

-6.1
-8.9
-8.2

-1.7
-3.3

-5.4

56

-11.0

**

* k%%

*k*

*k*

* k%%

01
24

-17.3
-2.6

-13.2
-17.1
-15.9

-17.1
-7.3

-9.4

18.3

-26.4

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: SeeTable 7.2.
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Table7.4

Program Impacts on Total Income and Poverty

Sample  Program Control Difference Percentag
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%
Average combined incomein year 2 ($)?

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 7740 7549 191 2!
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 7784 7549 235 3.
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 7443 7746 -303 ** -3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 7655 7746 -91 -1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 7516 7874 -358 *** -4
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 7175 7768 -593 *** =74
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 7149 7768 -619 *** -8.(
Columbus Integrated 4672 8291 8332 -41 -0.!
Columbus Traditional 4729 8361 8332 29 0.
Detroit 4459 8992 8892 101 1.
Oklahoma City 8677 5101 5238 -137 -2
Portland 5547 8348 8110 238 2.

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Per centage at or above poverty level in year 2 (%)P

3833
3881

3012
2997

6726
3125
3135

4672
4729

4459

8677

5547

145
14.8

14.6
13.8

17.6
13.8
13.8

20.8
21.0

17.2

7.7

20.6

12.9
12.9

135
135

16.5
13.6
13.6

20.7
20.7

159

7.2

16.6

1.6
20~

1.2
0.3

1.0
0.2
0.2

0.0
0.3

12

0.5

4.0 ***

12!
15.

0.
1.

7.4

7.

24..

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: SeeTable7.1.

& Combined income" includes income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.

bThis measure is based on combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. It is not the official estimate of
poverty, because it includes Food Stamps, which are left out of official poverty estimates, and excludes other sources of income

that are typically counted.



LFA and HCD and Portland achieved positive gains of 2.5 to 3.1 percent ($191 to $238), but these
differences were not Satisticaly sgnificant.

Did including estimated Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) receipt increase program effects
on combined income?

The EITC is an important source of income for low-income families. As of 1996, EITC pro-
vided up to a 40 percent credit on dollars earned, with a maximum credit of $3,556.% Except in Port-
land, adding an estimate of EITC had little effect on program impacts on combined income, presentedin
the previous section.® For control group members across al seven sites estimated EITC in year 2
amounted to between $292 to $621, with a median of $466 (not shown). As discussed earlier, most
programs had earnings gains in year 2. Programs achieved amaler increases in EITC that ranged from
$37 to $88. Portland achieved the largest impacts on EITC, amounting to $188. Oklahoma City low-
ered EITC by $17 in year 2, dthough this estimate was not satigticaly sgnificant.

Although impacts on EITC were rdatively smdl, two programs increased this new measure of
combined income (EITC, earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps) by a datigticdly significant amount. In-
cluding estimated EITC raised year 2 combined income in Atlanta HCD and Portland by 3.7 and 4.9
percent ($295 and $425), respectively. In addition, the decrease in combined income in Grand Rapids
LFA was smdler and no longer satisticaly sgnificant when EITC was included.

Did any program increase individuals' total income at the end of two years?

Mogt programs did not increase individuas total income, as mesasured with survey data two
years after study entry.’® Atlanta HCD and Portland achieved some success (not statistically significant).
Regardless of the approach, however, increases in earnings were largely offset by decreases in welfare
payments for program group members across dl programs. Programs aso had little effect on other
sources of income. Thus, most of them did not make program group members financidly better off than
they would have been without a welfare-to-work program, perhaps because the two-year mark is not
long enough for earnings gains to exceed welfare reductions.

More specificaly, as shown in Table 7.2, control group members received, on average, ke
tween $669 (Atlanta) and $860 (Riverside LFA) in the last month of follow-up — equivaent to ayearly
income of between $8,028 and $10,320 — from &l sources of income™ Five programs produced
smdl gains, ranging from $15 (Columbus Traditiond) to $30 (Atlanta HCD). Portland achieved the

¥See U.S. Congress, 1996, p. 805.

°Actual EITC payments are unavailable from administrative records. They are estimated based on earnings in
year 2 and follow the rules for calculating EITC levels based on the tax year in which quarter 8 occurred for each sam-
ple member. EITC payments are also based on an 80 percent take-up rate (see Scholz, 1996). Program and control
groups are assumed to have the same take-up rate, although the actual rates may have differed between these
groups. These estimates al so assume that the credit is received in the same year as opposed to the following year.

The survey directly asked about income from regular or odd jobs, Food Stamps, AFDC, child support, alimony,
Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security, unem:
ployment insurance, worker’s compensation, General Assistance, Refugee Assistance, foster child payments, any
money from family or friends outside the household to help pay living expenses, and other sources of income. Esti-
mated Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) payments are not included in this measure.

"Estimates include imputed val ues for sources of income that were missing.
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largest gain, an average of $57. Only the increase in Atlanta HCD was datidticdly Sgnificant, how-
ever.”?

Similar impacts were dso found when average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child care
payments (a reduction of income) were included to estimate respondents’ total net income.*® The only
exception was that the program-control differencein Atlanta HCD was no longer statisticaly sgnificant.

How did both approaches affect the various components of recipients income?

Neither approach changed the composition of individuals income from sources other than earn-
ings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps to any extent. Further, no program increased receipt of child
support payments or SSI.

In most sites control group respondents received between 3 and 4 percent of their total income
from child support payments. SSI payments congtituted another 2 to 4 percent, on average. WIC and
money from reatives or friends outside the household each contributed about 1 to 2 percent to tota
income. Alimony, foster care payments, Socid Security, Generd Assistance, unemployment insurance,
worker’'s compensation, and Refugee Assistance condtituted less than 1 percent of control group re-
spondents totd income in mogt Stes. As noted, the compostion of income from sources other than
earnings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps for program group members was similar to that of con
trol group members.

According to survey responses, none of the programs successfully increased the proportion of
individuals who received child support payments (not shown). Between 11 percent (Riverside LFA)
and 22 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents received child support payments in the
last month of follow-up. Riverside LFA and Detroit actualy decreased the proportion of individuds re-
ceiving these payments by 3 and 5 percentage points, respectively. Moreover, Atlanta LFA program
group respondents received nearly $9 less in child support paymentsin the last month of follow-up than
control group respondents.

Wedfare programs in the evaluation dso did not increase the use of SSl for respondents. This
finding is of interest because shifting recipients who suffer from a chronic illness or disability from AFDC
to the federdly funded SSI program may become increasingly more common wnder TANF. Only a
smal proportion of control group respondents, however, received SSI payments at the end of two
years — between 2.2 percent (Portland) and 7.3 percent (Grand Rapids and Detroit). No program
increased the incidence of SS receipt. In fact, Detroit decreased the proportion of program group re-
spondents receiving SSI by 4.4 percentage points.

How effective were the two approaches in increasing total household income at the end of two
years?

“These findings are consistent with effects on the administrative records-based measure of combined income
from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. In quarter 9 only Atlanta HCD and Portland produced statistically signifi-
cant increasesin this measure ($88 and $86, respectively).

BEITC payments are imputed based on reported earnings in the last month of follow-up and an 80 percent take-
up rate (see Scholz, 1996). (See footnote 9.) Out-of-pocket child care payments are self-reported and are included to
estimate total net income.



Neither approach successfully increased total household income two years after study antry.
Portland’s approach achieved the largest increases, whereas Oklahoma's education-focused, low er
forcement approach produced the largest decreases.

As shown in Table 7.5, in the last month of follow-up total household income for control group
respondents ranged from $971 (Atlanta) to $1,442 (Portland) — equivaent to a yearly income of be-
tween $11,652 and $17,304. Most programs produced only small changes in household income that
amounted to less than a 5 percent difference from what would have happened in the absence of the

program.

Specificaly, three programs raised household income by $21 (Atlanta HCD) to $54 (Riverside
HCD) in the last month of follow-up and one program (Atlanta LFA) had no effect. Another five pro-
grams lowered household income by $8 (Columbus Traditiond) to $68 (Grand Rapids HCD). Two
programs produced larger effects. Oklahoma City decreased household income by $133, or 10.2 per-
cent, whereas Portland increased household income by $77, or 5.3 percent. None of these estimates
was datidicaly sgnificant, however. Additiondly, levels of household income and impacts for dl pro-
grams were Smilar when average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child care payments were included
to estimate household net income.

As aso shown in Table 7.5, no program increased individuals tota income as a percentage of
ther tota household income. In dl Sites sample members' total income accounted for the mgjority of
their tota household income. Between 65 percent (Oklahoma City) and 81 percent (Detroit) of control
group members total household income came from their own income.

Did either approach reduce poverty during the second year of follow-up?

Most programs produced little to no reductions in poverty.™ As expected, programs that raised
income aso had some success in reducing poverty; accordingly, Portland and Atlanta HCD lifted some
families out of poverty in the second year of follow-up. Three other programs dightly increased the pro-
portion of families above the poverty level when an estimate of EITC was added to combined income
from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. At the same time, severa programs that represented both
approaches increased the incidence of people living below 50 percent of the poverty line.

As shown in Table 7.4 and Figure 7.1, in year 2 between 7.2 percent (Oklahoma) and 20.7
percent (Columbus) of control group members had combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food
Stamps (excluding EITC) that equaled or exceeded the poverty leve. The median control group ou-
come (Detroit) was 15.9 percent. Only Atlanta HCD and Portland brought a statisticaly sgnificant pro-
portion of sample members out of poverty, producing impacts of 2.0 and 4.0 percentage points,
respectively.

In most programs adding an estimate of EITC to the above measure of combined income
dightly increased the proportion of families above the poverty levd. Acrossdl seven Stes between 11
and 26 percent of control group members income was above the poverty level. The median was 19
percent. Three of the four employment-focused programs (Atlanta LFA, River-

“Edtimates include imputed val ues (based on mean substitution) for sources of income that were missing.
>Comparisons of income levels to poverty are approximate. Official poverty estimates do not include Food
Stamps and EITC but include sources of income and exp enditures unavailable to this analysis.
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Table7.5

Program Impactson Total Household Incomein the Last M onth of Follow-Up

Site and Program

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Total measured household income ($)2

1890 972 971 01 0.0
2199 992 971 210 2.2
1158 1325 1356 -30.9 -2.3
1158 1289 1356 -67.7 -5.0
1678 1409 1431 -21.6 -1.5
1012 1381 1377 4.7 0.3
1350 1431 1377 53.7 39
728 1153 1219 -66.0 -54
723 1211 1219 -84 -0.7
426 1166 1124 423 38
511 1173 1307 -1334 -10.2
610 1519 1442 77.0 53

Total respondent income as a

per centage of total household income (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 815 794 20 25
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 80.0 79.4 0.5 0.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 69.5 69.9 -04 -0.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 70.3 69.9 04 0.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 72.8 712 16 23
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 72.6 72.2 04 0.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 70.7 722 -14 -20
Columbus Integrated 728 76.3 74.9 14 18
Columbus Traditional 723 74.0 74.9 -0.9 -1.2
Detroit 426 82.1 813 0.8 09
Oklahoma City 511 68.0 65.4 26 39
Portland 610 69.5 70.5 -1.0 -1.4
(continued)



Table 7.5 (continued)

Site and Program

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference

(Impact)

Percentage
Change (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Total measured household net income ($)P

1890
2199

1158
1158

1678
1012
1350

728
723

426

511

610

1005
1020

1327
1301

1417
1392
1435

1181
1242

1161

1201

1532

1003
1003

1363
1363

1438
1386
1386

1249
1249

1127

1338

1453

18
16.6

-355
-61.9

-21.1
59
491

-67.6
-7.0

339
-137.8

78.9

0.2
17

-2.6
-4.5

-1.5
04
35

-54
-0.6

30

-10.3

54

SOURCE and NOTES: SeeTable7.2.
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Figure7.1
Distribution of Sample Members According to Year 2 Combined Income and the Poverty Threshold
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Figure 7.1 (continued)
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records, AFDC and Food Stamp records, 1996 edition of Satistical Abstract of the United
Sates for 1992-1994 poverty levels, and the U.S. Census Bureau home page, http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/threshld/thresh95.html and thresh96.html, for 1995 anc
1996 poverty levels, respectively.

NOTES: Measures of poverty are based on combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. They are not the official estimates of poverty, because they incluc
Food Stamps, which are left out of official poverty estimates, and exclude other sources of income that are typically counted.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums.



sde LFA, and Portland) and two education-focused program (Atlanta HCD and Detroit) lifted some
families above poverty in the second year of follow-up. Impacts in four of these programs were smal,
however, amounting to less than 3 percentage points. Portland was more successful, increasing the pro-
portion of families with income above poverty by more than 7 percentage points.

At the same time, no program in the eva uation succeeded in reducing the proportion of sample
members in severe poverty — defined here as having year 2 combined income (excluding estimated
EITC) beow hdf the poverty line. In fact, Sx programs increased this proportion. Across al Stes the
proportion of control group members with year 2 combined income below haf the poverty line ranged
from one-fifth (Detroit) to one-haf (Oklahoma City), with a median outcome of about one-third. (See
Figure 7.1.) Impacts for these six programs were between 2.1 and 6.3 percentage points. Atlanta HCD
and Portland aso dightly increased this proportion, but the differences were not Satigticaly sgnificant.
Adding EITC to combined income did not affect these estimates.

If additional sources of income are included, did either approach move families out of poverty
at the end of two years?

Even if additiond sources of income are taken into account (as measured from survey e
sponses), only two employment-focused programs (Portland and Riverside LFA) achieved some suc-
cess in moving families out of poverty at the end of two years. As shown in Table 7.2, between 20 per-
cent (Atlanta) and 31 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents had a net income at or
above the poverty level a the end of two years.™® Riverside LFA and Portland lifted some families out
of poverty, boosting the proportion of program group respondents who escaped poverty by 6.1 and
6.4 percentage points, respectively.” (The impact in Portland was just above the 10 percent level of
datistical sgnificance.) Impacts for other programs ranged from -0.6 percentage points (Oklahoma
City) to 4.5 percentage points (Columbus Traditiond) but were not satistically sgnificant.

1*The estimate of total net income includes average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child care payments.

The Riverside LFA program did not increase individuals' net income but did boost some families out of pov-
erty. This apparent contradiction indicates that the program increased income for some, while decreasing income for
others.
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Chapter 8

I mpacts on Health Care Coverage and Other Noncash Benefits

This chapter looks a how employment- and education-focused programs affected several non-
cash benefits, including hedth care coverage, school food programs, and housing and energy assistance.
It presents program impacts on hedlth care coverage and the use of Transitional Medicaid and also ex-
plains how programs that successfully moved individuds from welfare to work can affect coverage for
recipients and children. The chapter aso discusses the extent to which sample members relied on other
noncash benefits and whether programs affected participation in school food programs and receipt of
housing and energy assistance.

Noncash benefits such as Trangtiond Medicaid can act as important employment supports that
help families make the trangtion from welfare to work. These benefits are a key component of a com-
prehensive welfare-to-work srategy and are particularly important under time-limited welfare. To be-
come sdf-aufficient, recipients must not only find jobs, but must dso keep them. These benefits may
make it worthwhile for individuals to accept low-wage and less stable jobs in order to gain entry into the
labor market. They may dso enable individuals to survive on low wages and keep families from return-
ing to welfare. As shown in the previous chapter, recipients who leave welfare often experience few, if
any, financid gains from working. Their total income may not be enough to support a family, which may
limit their ability to make ends meet. Noncash benefits can supplement recipients earnings and ensure
that families basic safety, hedth, and housing needs are met.

Key Questions

How did both employment- and education-focused approaches affect health care coverage
for recipients and their children a the end of two years?

Why did some programs that successfully moved individuas from welfare to work decrease
hedth care coverage?

Did both gpproaches increase the use of Transtiona Medicaid during the two-year follow-
up period?

How did both gpproaches affect individuas reliance on noncash benefits such as school
food programs and housing and energy assistance?

[I. Analysis|ssues

All impacts discussed in this chapter were estimated from survey responses. The most complex
measures presented below concern medica insurance coverage for sample members and their children.
For this analys's a sample member was considered to be covered if she reported having medica insur-
ance from any source during the month before interview. In addition, coverage was inferred for about 4
percent of the survey sample who indicated no coverage for the month before interview but did report
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working for an employer who provided hedth insurance. Persons reporting receipt of AFDC or SSl in
the month before interview were also considered to be covered (by Medicaid), even if they indicated no
coverage. Smilarly, sample members children were considered to be covered if sample members indi-
cated that all of their children had coverage or reported receiving AFDC or SSI. It was not assumed
that employer-provided coverage extended to sample members' children. Note that al program impacts
discussed in this chapter are statistically significant unless otherwise noted.*

Employment- and education-focused approaches may have somewhat different effects on hedth
care coverage under certain circumstances. Strongly employment-focused programs that stress working
at any available job may produce large losses in coverage because the jobs may not provide hedth in-
surance. (This problem may be worse in dtates that have low AFDC grants and full-time jobs provide
high enough earnings to make the recipient indigible for assstance and automatic coverage under Medi-
caid.) Losses in coverage may not occur if recipients advance into jobs that provide coverage or if pro-
grams encourage the use of Trandtional Medicaid. In contrast, education-focused programs intend to
increase employment in better jobs that may be more likely to offer hedth insurance. These programs
may therefore be lesslikely to decrease coverage. In addition, programs that have high sanction rates or
for other reasons encourage recipients to leave AFDC without employment may aso produce large re-
ductionsin coverage levels.

Employment- and education-focused approaches are less likely to differ in their effects on other
noncash benefits discussed in this chapter, except insofar as these programs affect income and poverty.
Programs that successfully raise income and lift families out of poverty are likely to decrease respon-
dents reliance on these supports. As recipients start to work and their earnings begin to rise, families
may not need further assstance or they may lose benefits or no longer meet program digibility require-
ments. In contrast, programs that boost employment but do not make respondents financialy better off
may increase respondents  use of noncash benefits. The additiona support may alow them to continue
to work and to survive on low wages. As discussed in the previous chapter, however, most programs
hed little effect on income and poverty.

[11. Key Findings

Severd programs decreased hedlth care coverage for adults and children at the end of two
years. Coverage rates for program group respondents and children combined dropped by

This measure may overstate employer-provided coverage for sample members. The survey asked if employers
offered medical insurance, but did not ask whether sample members accepted it. On the other hand, coverage may be
underestimated for some other sample members. Coverage was not assumed when sample members met none of the
criteria discussed above but reported incomes low enough to qualify their children for Medicaid or themselves and
their children for some state-provided medical insurance plans such as the Oregon Health Plan. Note that beginning
in 1986 Medicaid coverage was extended to groups of children and to pregnant woman not enrolled in AFDC. Per-
sons who are eligible under these circumstances have to apply for coverage, however, and would be expected to re-
member that they had done so. Finally, the survey asks about receipt of Transitional Medicaid for those who left
AFDC for employment. The chapter discusses program-control group differences in take-up rates for Transitional
Medicaid, but the measureis not used to construct the indicators of medical coverage for the month before interview.
Receipt of Transitional Medicaid is measured at any time during the follow-up and lasts up to 12 months; therefore, it
could not be assumed that recipients were still covered at the two-year point.
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3.9 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 10.9 percentage points (Oklahoma City) comt
pared with control group levels.

Decreases in hedlth care coverage generdly resulted from programs success in increasing
employment and welfare exits. Although many program group respondents who |eft welfare
(and automatic Medicaid coverage) found jobs that provided health insurance or dterndtive
sources of coverage, others were not able to replace the coverage they had under Medi-
cad.

Both employment- and education-focused approaches increased Transtiond Medicaid use
during the follow-up period, by 3 to 15 percentage points, compared with control group
levels. These increases in Trangtiond Medicaid use did not completdly offset the loss of
hedth coverage at the end of two years because of welfare departures. There are some in-
dications that Transtiond Medicaid could have been used more extensively, so that the de-
crease in coverage could have been smdler.

Nether welfare-to-work approach decreased the proportion of individuals who relied on
school food programs and on housing and energy assistance. A substantial proportion of dl
sample membersin al stes depended upon these supports to help meet their basic needs.

In the absence of any welfare-to-work programs, how many recipients and children had some
type of health care coverage at the end of two years?

At random assignment, in every program except Oklahoma City (where ungpproved welfare
gpplicants were included in the sample), dl respondents and their children had hedlth care coverage be-
cause they were receiving AFDC and were automaticaly covered under Medicaid. At the end of two
years, coverage rates for both program and control group respondents decreased as some recipients
left welfare and did not replace the coverage they had under Medicaid with coverage from employers or
other sources.

As shown in Table 8.1, in the absence of any wefare-to-work programs between 71 percent
(Oklahoma City) and 92 percent (Detroit) of control group respondents reported having some type of
hedth care coverage (employer-provided, Medicaid, or other) for themselves at the end of two years.
The median rate across dl sites was 86 percent. As adso shown, about the same proportion of control
group respondents had hedlth care coverage for dl children in ther household.

Not surprisingly, somewhat fewer control group respondents had coverage for themsel ves and
all children in their household. Combined rates of hedlth coverage among the control groups ranged
from 80 percent (Grand Rapids) to 88 percent (Detroit) in al stes except Oklahoma City, where only
68 percent had coverage for themselves and al dependent children.

How did the employment- and education-focused approaches affect health care coverage for
recipients and their children at the end of two years?

Severa programs decreased health care coverage for adults and children at the end of two
years. Program group members in four programs (Columbus Integrated, Oklahoma City, Riverside
LFA, and Portland) were less likdly to have hedth care coverage for themselves and their children than
control group members. Notably, al four of these programs successfully reduced welfare receipt a the
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end of two years, according to survey data. Three of these programs (excluding Oklahoma City) aso
produced employment gains a the end of the follow-up period. The remaining seven programs generaly
did not affect coverage rates.

For the most part losses in coverage for respondents and for children followed a smilar pattern.
As shown in Table 8.1, Columbus Integrated reduced heelth care coverage rates for respondents by
5.2 percentage points. Coverage rates for respondents dropped by 3.3 percentage points (not Statisti-
cdly sgnificant) in Portland, Grand Rapids LFA, and Oklahoma City.

Columbus Integrated, Portland, Oklahoma City, and Riversde LFA aso lowered hedlth care
coverage for respondents dependent children and for respondents and children combined. Reductions
for children ranged from 3.3 percentage points (Riversde LFA) to 9.0 percentage points (Oklahoma
City). Differences in coverage rates for respondents and children combined were even larger. Okla-
homa City lowered combined coverage by nearly 10.9 percentage points, followed by Columbus Inte-
grated (7.1 percentage points) and Portland (5.1 percentage points). (Program-control differencesin
Portland were just above the 10 percent leve of Satistical significance.)

Did loss of coverage result from recipients leaving welfare without employment?

None of the 11 programs decreased health care coverage among program group respondents
who were no longer receiving welfare benefits and not employed. Between 10.2 percent (Atlanta) and
16.9 percent (Oklahoma City) of control group respondents neither worked for pay nor received wel-
fare a the end of two years. (Seerow 8 in Appendix Table B.1.) According to survey data, only River-
sde LFA and Oklahoma City increased the proportion of sample members who fell into this category,
by 3.4 and 7.9 percentage points, respectively. In both of these programs program group respondents
who were off AFDC and not employed had coverage rates for themsalves and ther children that were
comparable to those of control group respondents in this stuation. (See row 10 in Appendix Table
B.1.) Thus, decreases in overdl coverage rates were generally not due to lower coverage rates among
recipients who left welfare without employment.

Why did some programs that successfully moved individuals from welfare to work decrease
health care coverage?

Decreases in hedlth care coverage generdly resulted from these programs successin incressing
employment and welfare exits. (As discussed above, programs did not decrease coverage among those
who left AFDC and were not working.) Importantly, programs that produce employment or welfare
effects can smultaneoudy increase the percentage of sample members who become employed and re-
place the coverage they had under Medicaid, while decreasing the overall percentage who have hedlth
care coverage. As shown below, if a program decreases AFDC receipt and automeatic coverage under
Medicaid to alarger degree than it increases health care coverage from employers or other sources, the
net effect isan overd| decrease in hedlth care coverage.

These counterbaancing effects explain the net decrease in coverage in Portland and Columbus
Integrated and, to a lesser extent, Riversde LFA. At the end of two years these three programs de-
creased AFDC receipt (and automatic igibility for Medicaid) by 8.8 percentage points (Riversde
LFA) to 14.0 percentage points (Portland) compared with control group levels. (See row 4 in Appen
dix Table B.1.) For no loss of coverage to occur these programs would need to offset these reductions
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with a amilar increase in the proportion of respondents who obtain coverage from a different source
such as their employer or Trangtiona Medicaid, which is available for up to one year to those who
leave AFDC for employment.

Many program group respondents who left welfare and lost autometic coverage under Medi-
cad did obtain coverage from a different source. In fact, these three programs increased the percentage
of respondents who were off AFDC and had coverage for both respondents and children by 4.9 per-
centage points (Riverside LFA) to 8.9 percentage points (Portland) compared with control group re-
spondents. (See rows 6 and 9 in Appendix Table B.1.) Nearly dl of this replacement of coverage oc-
curred because programs increased the proportion of respondents who were off AFDC, employed,
and had coverage from their job or other sources. 2 Not al of those who left welfare for work, how-
ever, were able to replace the coverage they had under Medicaid.®

This pattern is most clearly illustrated in Portland. At the end of two years 56.3 percent of pro-
gram group respondents had left welfare and lost automatic coverage under Medicaid — a potentid
14.0 percentage point decrease in coverage compared with control group levels. (See row 4 in Appen
dix Table B.1.) The Portland program increased the proportion of respondents who left welfare and
obtained coverage from a different source by 8.9 percentage points. (See rows 6 and 9.) Most of the
replacement in coverage was due to increases in the proportion of respondents who were off AFDC,
employed, and had coverage (a gain of 8.4 percentage points). The gap between the 14.0 percentage
point drop in coverage from leaving welfare and the 8.9 percentage point increase in coverage from
employers or other sources represents the overal 5.1 percentage point loss (just above the 10 percent
leve of datisticd sgnificance) in hedth coverage for respondents and children at the end two years.

The dynamics are somewhat different in Oklahoma City, which produced smdler impacts on
welfare receipt and no impacts on employment; it decreased hedlth care coverage only for dependent
children at the end of two years, perhaps because a greater proportion of program group respondents
than control group respondents were off AFDC and employed in jobs that provided coverage only for
themsalves but not for their children.

Did either approach increase the use of Transitional Medicaid during the two-year follow-up
period?

Both employment- and education-focused programs increased the use of Transtiond Medicaid
during the follow-up period. As discussed below, higher take-up rates by programs group members
resulted from different combinations of two factors: increased digibility and increased use among those
who were digible.

?In Riverside LFA, the decrease in coverage was limited to children because program group respondents most
likely found jobs that provided coverage for themselves but not for their dependents.

*Two of these programs (Columbus Integrated and Portland), as well as Oklahoma City, which is discussed later,
produced a statistically significant increase in the percentage of sample members who left welfare for work and did
not have health care coverage. (Seerow 7 in Appendix Table B.1.)
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Table8.1

Program Impacts on Health Care Coverage at the End of Two Years

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Respondent has health care coverage (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 83.6 86.0 -24 -2.8
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 83.8 86.0 -2.2 -2.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 82.8 86.0 -3.3 -38
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 84.3 86.0 -1.7 -2.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 85.6 87.3 -1.8 -20

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 87.2 875 -0.3 -0.3
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 86.7 875 -0.8 -0.9
Columbus Integrated 728 79.8 85.0 52 * -6.1
Columbus Traditional 723 85.9 85.0 0.8 10
Detroit 426 91.1 92.0 -0.9 -1.0
Oklahoma City 511 67.7 70.9 -3.3 -4.6
Portland 610 87.1 904 -33 -3.7

All dependent children have health car e coverage (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 86.1 85.6 05 05
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 84.8 85.6 -0.8 -1.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 84.3 85.7 -14 -1.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 86.2 85.7 05 0.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 85.1 884 -3.3 ** -3.7
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 854 88.8 -34 * -3.8
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 88.1 838.8 -0.7 -0.8
Columbus Integrated 728 80.1 86.3 -6.3 ** -7.2
Columbus Traditional 723 86.6 86.3 0.2 0.3
Detroit 426 90.3 90.9 -0.6 -0.6
Oklahoma City 511 63.5 725 -9.0 ** -124
Portland 610 83.7 88.6 -4.8 -55
(continued)
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Table8.1 (continued)

Program  Control Difference Percentage
Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Site and Program

Repondent and all children have
health care coverage (%)

79.8 80.7 -0.9 -1.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

79.7 80.7 -1.0 -1.2 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

77.3 80.4 -3.1 -3.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
79.3 80.4 -11 -1.4 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
80.8 84.7 -3.9 ** -4.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

81.8 85.4 -36 * -4.3 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
83.3 85.4 -2.1 -2.5 Riverside Human Capital Development
73.8 80.9 -7.1 ** -8.7 Columbus Integrated

81.8 80.9 1.0 1.2 Columbus Traditional

87.7 88.3 -0.6 -0.7 Detrait

56.7 67.6 -10.9 ** -16.1 Oklahoma City

80.5 85.6 -5.1 -5.9 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Health care coverage is the percentage covered by Medicaid, Medicare, or private medical
insurance.

Measures for program and control group members in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland
represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes)
among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are weighted by the inverse of their
probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group membersin
the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma
City, because sample members' background characteristics did not affect their chances of selection.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.
"Percentage difference” equals 100 times the "difference” divided by the "control group.”
Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levelsareindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.



Recipients who are employed and off welfare are digible for Trangtiona Medicaid, which ex-
tends hedlth care coverage to respondents and their children for up to one year. Recipients who are €li-
gible, however, do not automatically receive trangtiond benefits; they must request these benefits and
then casaworkers must approve them.*

As aresult, take-up rates varied widely by ste. As shown in Table 8.2, between 10.1 percent
(Detroit) and 25.3 percent (Grand Rapids) of al control group respondents reported being covered by
Trandtiona Medicad & some point during the follow-up period. Among those who were digible for
benefits, between 47.7 percent (Detroit) and 69.9 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respon
dents reported using these benefits. The median take-up rate across dl sites among those who were
eligible was 60 percert.

As dso shown, most programs increased the use of Trangtional Medicad among al sample
members. In five programs program group respondents were more likely use these berefits during the
follow-up period than control group respondents, by 3.1 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 8.1 per-
centage points (Riversde LFA). Portland and Columbus Integrated produced even larger gains that
amounted to 12.9 and 14.5 percentage points, respectively.

Different combinations of two factors were responsible for expanding the use of Transitiond
Medicaid. In four of these seven programs, higher take-up rates resulted from increased digibility and
increased use among those who were digible. In contradt, in Atlanta and Grand Rapids LFA higher
take-up rates were mainly generated by gainsin digibility, and in Columbus Traditiona by increased use
among those who were dligible.

More specificaly, as shown in pand A of Table 8.2, Sx of the seven programs (excluding Co-
lumbus Traditiond) increased digibility, thet is, the percentage of recipients who were employed and off
welfare and therefore digible for Trangitional Medicaid benefits. Two programs produced nearly a 5
percentage point gain, and four programs increased digibility by 9.7 percentage points (Riversde LFA)
to 14.1 percentage points (Columbus Integrated).

Four of the seven programs, as well as Columbus Traditional, increased the use of transitiond
benefits among those who were digible. As shown in the nonexperimental andysisin pane B of Table
8.2, in these five programs program group respondents who were employed and off welfare were more
likely to report being covered by Transitional Medicaid than their control counterpoints, by 9.2 percert-
age points (Riversde LFA) to 16.7 percentage points (Columbus Integrated). In the other two pro-
grams about the same (Atlanta LFA) or somewhat fewer (Grand Rapids LFA) digible program group
respondents used Transitiond Medicaid than control group respondents” It is aso noteworthy that
Oklahoma City substantially decreased the use of these benefits among those who were digible.

What role did Transitional Medicaid play in the overall decrease in health care coverage ex-
perienced by individuals in some programs at the end of two years?

*Recipients who find jobs and stop communicating with caseworkers forgo transitional coverage. Caseworkers
close these cases, and recipients are therefore not eligible for the benefits. Further, if recipients find a job, casework-
ers may closetheir case so that they do not have to track these persons or fill out additional paperwork.

®Thus, the larger impacts for the full sample in Columbus Integrated (14.5 percentage points) than in Columbus
Traditional (7.7 percentage points) were primarily due to employment gainsin the former program. In both programs a
similar percentage of program group respondents who were eligible for benefits used them.
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As evident from the discussion above, increases in the use of Trangtiond Medicad did not
completely offset losses in hedth coverage at of the end of two years because of welfare departures.
While there is some indication that Trangtionad Medicaid lessened the decrease, other evidence suggests
that these benefits could have been used more extensively, so that the decrease in coverage would have
been smdller.

As described above, increases in Trangitiona Medicaid use clearly show that it helped some
recipients and children retain hedlth care coverage during the follow-up period. It is more difficult, how-
ever, to determine itsrole at the end of two years because sample members reported only whether they
had ever used Trangtiona Medicaid during the follow-up. As mentioned, ndividuas who were off
AFDC, employed, and had health coverage had to replace the coverage they lost from Medicaid with
coverage from their employer, Trangtional Medicaid, or another source. Those who were not able to
replace the coverage they had under Medicaid may have never received trandtiond benefits or may
have exhausted or not restarted these benefitsif they lost ajob and then started a new one.

Mogt likely in the Columbus Integrated program many recipients who were employed and off
welfare replaced the coverage they lost under Medicaid with coverage from Trangtiond Medicaid. Co-
lumbus Integrated raised the percentage of respondents who were employed, off welfare, and had cov-
erage from Trangtional Medicaid and not from a job by 3.3 percentage points (datigicaly sgnificant,
not shown) compared with control group levels. This impact accounts for more than 70 percent of the
increase in the proportion of respondents who were employed, off AFDC, and had coverage.®

At the same time, in Portland and Oklahoma City Transtiona Medicaid could have been used
more frequently to prevent some recipients and children from losing coverage. In these programs pro-
gram group respondents who were employed and off AFDC and did not have coverage for themselves
and ther children were more likey to have never received Trandtiond Medicaid than their control
group counterparts, by 4.0 percentage points (Portland) and 6.2 percentage points (Oklahoma City;
gatidicaly sgnificant, not shown). In these two programs more than haf of the decrease in coverage
among those who were employed and off welfare was due to fewer program group respondents receiv-
ing Transitional Medicaid than control group respondents.”

In addition, between 4 and 6 percent of program group respondentsin most Stes were em-
ployed, off welfare, and did not have coverage but had received Trangtiond Medicaid at some point
during the follow-up. These respondents elther exhausted or did not restart their

®Columbus I ntegrated increased the percentage of respondents who were employed and off AFDC and had some
type of coverage for themselves and their children by 4.6 percentage points. (See row 6 in Appendix Table B.1.) As
stated, there was a 3.3 percentage point increase in the proportion of these respondents who had coverage, most
likely from Transitional Medicaid, at the end of two years. Dividing 3.3 by 4.6 yields 71.7 percent.

"In Portland, program group respondents who were employed and off welfare were more likely to not have cover-
age than control group respondents, by 7.0 percentage points (statistically significant). Program group respondents
who were employed and off welfare were also more likely to have never received Transitional Medicaid by 4.0 per-
centage points. Thus, about 57 percent (4.0 percentage points divided by 7.0 percentage points) of the decrease in
coverage among this group was due to fewer program group respondents never receiving Transitional Medicaid than
control group respondents. In Oklahoma City over 82 percent of the decrease in coverage among those employed
and off welfare can be accounted for similarly.
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Table8.2

Program Impactson Transitional Medicaid Benefits

Sample  Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
A. All Respondents
Ever employed and off welfare
during follow-up (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 34.1 29.3 48 ** 16.2
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 304 29.3 11 38
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 47.6 36.2 11.4 *** 315
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 39.7 36.2 35 9.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.2 185 Q.7 *** 52.5
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 21.7 135 8.2 *** 61.0
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 18.0 135 45 ** 334
Columbus Integrated 728 455 314 14,1 *** 449
Columbus Traditional 723 36.4 314 5.0 159
Detroit 426 23.4 212 22 10.2
Oklahoma City 511 39.1 38.3 0.8 21
Portland 610 47.7 37.3 10.4 ** 27.8
Ever covered by transitional medicaid
during follow-up (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 20.8 17.7 31+ 175
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 20.0 17.7 23
128
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 323 253 7.0 *** 21.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 26.8 253 15 6.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 185 104 8.1 *** 774
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 14.2 8.0 6.2 *** 78.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 12.6 8.0 47 ** 58.5
Columbus Integrated 728 29.9 154 14.5 *** 94.1
Columbus Traditional 723 232 154 7.7 ** 50.2
Detroit 426 14.3 10.1 4.2 415
Oklahoma City 511 19.7 234 -3.7 -15.7
Portland 610 37.2 24.3 12,9 *** 52.9
(continued)



Table 8.2 (continued)

Program
Group

Control

Group Difference

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

B. Those Ever Off Welfare and Employed

61.0
65.5

67.9
67.6

65.6
65.3
70.1

65.8
63.7

61.3

50.4

78.0

60.3
60.3

69.9
69.9

56.4
59.0
59.0

49.2
49.2

47.7

61.0

65.2

0.7
5.2

-20
-2.3

9.2
6.3
111

16.7
145

13.6

-10.6

12.8

11
8.7

-2.9
-3.3

16.3
10.7
18.8

33.9
29.6

284

-17.4

19.6

Ever covered by transitional
medicaid while employed (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCE: See Table 8.1.

NOTES: SeeTable8.1.

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for "Those
Ever Off Welfare and Employed" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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benefits at the end of two years. Riversde LFA and Columbus Integrated dightly increased the propor-
tion of respondents who were in this Situation, by 1.9 percentage points and 3.4, respectively.

Did either approach affect participation in school food programs during the follow-up pe-
riod?

Nether gpproach affected participation in school food programs, which dlow children to re-
celve meds at their school at a reduced price or for free. The mgority of respondents in both the pro-
gram and control groupsin dl sites participated in school food programs during the two-year follow-up.

As shown in Table 8.3, between 59.6 percent (Oklahoma City) and 86.2 percent (Atlanta) of
control group respondents had at least one child in their household who participated in the federa
school breakfast or school lunch program during the two-year follow-up period. The median rate across
al steswas 67.1 percent.

In most programs a Smilar percentage of program and control group respondents relied on
school food programs during the two-year follow-up period. Only Atlanta HCD produced an impact,
increasing participation among program group respondents by 3.4 percentage points. The high rates of
receipt among program group respondents in al programs indicate that recipients depend on these sup-
ports to help meet their children’s basic needs.

Did either approach affect the extent to which individuals relied on housing assistance at the
end of two years?

Neither approach affected the proportion of individuas who relied on housing assstance, which
varied condderably across dtes. As shown in Table 8.4, 36 percent of control group respondentsin
Columbus and Portland and 53 percent in Atlanta reported living in public or subsdized housng.
Among the other Sites the proportion of control group respondents who depended on housing assis-
tance ranged from 11 percent (Detroit) to 22 percent (Oklahoma City).

The type of housing assistance aso differed across Sites. In four Sites about the same percentage
of control group respondents lived in public housing as in subsidized housing. In the other three sites
more control group respondents depended on public housing than on subsidized housing. In Atlantaand
Columbus about one-third of &l control group respondents lived in public housng.

Differences between the proportion of respondents in the program and control groups who lived
in public housng were negligible. In dl but two programs the proportion of program and control group
respondents who lived in subsidized housing was dso no different. The two exceptions were Atlanta
HCD, which increased the percentage of program group respondents who lived in subsidized housing
a the end of two years by 4.4 percentage points, and Portland, which decreased the percentage of
program group respondents who lived in subsidized housing by 6.5 percentage points.

Did either approach affect the proportion of individuals who relied on energy assistance dur-
ing the second year of follow-up?

Neither approach affected the proportion of individuas who relied on energy assstance. The
percentage of respondents who reported receiving energy assstance during the second year of follow-
up varied across sites. As shown in Table 8.3, in most programs between 20 and 30 percent of control
group respondents received help paying for heeting and/or cooling costs. In Detroit nearly 40 percent of
control group respondents depended up this assstance. Five programs decreased receipt of these
benefits during the second year of follow-up by more than 2 percentage points. Only the impact in
Grand Rapids HCD, a decrease of 4.2 percentage points, was statistically significant, however.
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Table8.3

Program Impacts on Receipt of School Food Programs and Energy Assistance

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Ever participated in school food
program during follow-up (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 87.9 86.2 18 20
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 89.6 86.2 3.4 ** 39
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 68.3 67.1 12 18
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 65.6 67.1 -15 -2.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 76.3 781 -1.8 -2.2

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 80.8 814 -0.7 -0.8
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 81.9 814 04 05
Columbus Integrated 728 74.2 75.6 -14 -1.9
Columbus Traditional 723 74.7 75.6 -0.9 -1.2
Detroit 426 61.4 60.2 12 19
Oklahoma City 511 57.5 59.6 21 -36
Portland 610 64.6 66.1 -1.6 -24

Ever received enerqy
assistancein past year (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 18.6 20.1 -15 -7.2
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 20.9 201 0.8 39
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 235 26.0 -25 -9.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 21.7 26.0 4.2 * -16.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 15.6 174 -1.8 -104

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 16.2 15.9 0.3 22
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 17.2 159 13 81
Columbus Integrated 728 321 31.2 09 2.8
Columbus Traditional 723 338 312 26 84
Detroit 426 34.6 395 -5.0 -12.6
Oklahoma City 511 239 298 -6.0 -20.1
Portland 610 22.5 25.6 -3.1 -12.1

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 8.1.
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Table8.4

Program Impacts on Receipt of Housing Assistance at the End of Two Years

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Lived in public housing (%)

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1890 345 331 13 39
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 321 331 -1.0 -31
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 8.8 94 -0.7 -7.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 9.8 94 0.3 34
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 59 6.3 -04 -6.8

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 59 7.3 -14 -194
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 53 7.3 21 -28.2
Columbus Integrated 728 28.1 276 0.5 19
Columbus Traditional 723 27.1 276 -05 -1.7
Detroit 426 94 94 0.0 05
Oklahoma City 511 12.9 126 0.3 25
Portland 610 19.6 186 11 58

Lived in subsidized housing (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 205 194 11 58
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 238 194 4.4 ** 22.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 9.9 115 -16 -14.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 11.0 115 -05 -44
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 74 79 -0.5 -6.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 7.8 8.3 -0.5 -55
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 74 8.3 -1.0 -115
Columbus Integrated 728 7.2 82 -11 -13.2
Columbus Traditional 723 5.7 82 -25 -304
Detroit 426 20 18 0.2 13.1
Oklahoma City 511 9.3 95 -0.3 -2.6
Portland 610 10.5 17.0 -6.5 ** -38.1

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 8.1.



Chapter 9
| mpactson Child Care Use While Employed

This chapter examines the effects of both employment- and education-focused gpproaches on
the frequency, cogt, and rdiability of child care use by mothers while employed. Moving families on wel-
fare toward economic sdlf-sufficiency through increased mothers: employment is the main god of both
employment- and education-focused welfare-to-work programs. Affordable and good-qudity child
care can help welfare recipients attain salf-sufficiency by supporting their employment.

Both approaches may increase child care use by increasng employment and thus the number of
families who need child care. They may dso affect the child care choices made by working mothers.
For exampl ?, some programs (regardless of gpproach) may more actively help recipients find child care
than others.

Both gpproaches might affect the child care choices made by working program group members
for four mgor reasons. Fird, as a result of impacts on employment, the background characteristics of
mothers who are working and using child care while employed may be different in the program and con-
trol groups (for example, if the employment rate of women with preschool-age children was increased);
in essence, these newly employed mothers may have different child care needs than mothers who found
work without participating in a mandatory work program. Second, welfare-to-work programs may
change the jobs that recipients obtain; for example, programs may increase full-time employment, induc-
ing a higher percentage of program group members to seek out more forma child care arrangements.
Employed program group members may aso pay more on average for child care because they spend
more hours at work. Third, increases in mothers income can lead to different child care choices and
options. Enployed program group mothers might earn more on average than employed controls and
therefore be more likely to be able to afford both more and higher-qudity child care. Findly, the mes-
sages about the importance of child care and the benefits of various arrangements communicated by
program staff, probably heard more frequently by program group members than control group mem
bers, may encourage program group members to use child care of a different type than that used by
control group members who work at smilar types of jobs. (Keep in mind that practices related to child
care assstance — access to and alowable payments for child care — were the same for program and
control group members within each dte)) For example, some programs may stress the advantages of
licensed or center-based care, or, dternatively, may encourage program group members to use informal
or lower-cost care.

Key Questions

Did wdfare-to-work programs change child care use when mothers were em
ployed? Did the changes differ by approach?

Did welfare-to-work programs affect the cost of child care to sample members
while employed? Did costs differ by approach?

"While child care practices differed across the sites (and thus programs) in the evaluation, within each site both
access to and allowable payments for child care were the same for control and program group members. If a control
group member enrolled on her own in a community education or training activity or became employed, she would
have been entitled to the same type of child care assistance that a program group member in that site would have
received. If a state would only pay for licensed child care, for example, then only this type of care would be paid for
either control or program group members.
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Did program group members report more ingtances of unrdiable child care? Did
this problem occur more often for employment- or education-focused programs?

[I. Analysis|ssues

All of the results presented in this chapter are based on data collected through the Two-Y ear
Client Survey. Experimentd impact measures are caculated for dl sample members, including those
who worked for pay but did not use child care for employment, as well as persons who never worked
for pay. Nonexperimental measures are estimated only for persons who used child care while em
ployed.

Child care use for employment is defined as the use of aregular child care arrangement (for ex-
ample, day care center, nursery school, baby-gtters, or reatives) for any child under age 13 while the
sample member was employed at her current or most recent job. Only child care use while employed
is consdered throughout this chapter. Kindergarten, first grade, or higher grades were not included as
forms of child care under this definition; nor was child care that supported participation in program:
referred or self-initiated activities.

Child care can be ether paid or unpaid. Paid child care is defined as care paid for by the re-
spondent or by another source, such as the wefare department, the father of the child(ren), or the re-
spondent’s employer. If a respondent reported using child care but did not report such a source, child
care was conddered to be unpaid. With paid child care, a payment schedule is set up with the care-
giver, which suggests tha the care may be more rdiable than that of an unpaid caregiver. In addition,
paid child careis more likely to involve center-based care.?

The monthly cost of child care to the respondent — aso referred to as * out-of-pocket” child
care payments — is defined as the monthly payment made by arespondent for child care without a total
reimbursement.® This measure represents the cost of child care to the recipient alone and does not rep-
resent the total cost of child care, which could include payments from sources such as an agency or the
child's father along with the respondent’ s payment. If the recipient is partialy reimbursed, the remaining
child care codt isincluded in this measure as it till represents the cost that the recipient must bear. Child
care costs apply to all of arespondent’s children under age 13.

Two types of subsidized child care are examined. The firgt type is paid for, either in part or in
full, by a government agency, employer, or someone outside the respondent’s household. Levels of re-
ported subsidized care use may be underrepresented to the extent that respondents answered that nei-
ther they nor anyone ese paid for the care, when, in fact, their children were attending Head Start or
another government-sponsored child care program. The second type of subsidized care, transitional
child care bendfits, is offered by the wefare department when AFDC stops because of a job or in
creased earnings. Trangitional benefits last for one year after welfare benefits cease. Both measures refer
to use a any point during the two-year follow-up.

Detailed child care information obtained about focal children aged 3 to 5 at random assignment in three sites
(Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside) shows that it was more likely that formal child care arrangements (for exanple,
day care, preschool, before school care, summer camp) had been paid for, whereas informal arrangements (for exam:
ple, relative or nonrelative care in the child’ s home or a caregiver’ s home) were not more likely to be paid than unpaid.
Data come from the Child Outcomes Study (COS), which is being conducted by Child Trends.

®*Respondents who reported using paid child care during employment were asked how much they typically paid
per week; those who reported being reimbursed for all or part of their child care expenses were asked how much they
received back. The difference between these two measures represents the average monthly child care cost to respon-
dents. (Keep in mind that this is not the total cost of child care, only the amount that respondents paid.) Child care
costs to respondents are expressed as amounts per month (by multiplying weekly totals by 4.3), or the average
monthly child care cost paid by the respondent.
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Findly, the rdiability of child care is looked at in terms of the frequency with which sample
members employed a the end of follow-up reported having missed work or being late to work at least
one day because of problems with child care arrangements.

1. Key Findings

Wedfare-to-work programs changed mothers use of child care while enployed.
More program group members who worked used child care of any type and aso
used more forma care (that is, paid care). Severd programs increased full-time
work, resulting in grester need for stable child care. Programs also increased aver-
age earnings, providing employed program group members with greater resources
for child care.

Program group members who worked used, on average, dightly more of thelr
weekly earnings for child care than control group members who found jobs on their
own.

Mothers with young children paid more for child care than did those with older chil-
dren. Nether gpproach produced a consstent pattern of impacts on child care
costs among these subgroups.

Take-up rates for trangtiond child care benefits across dl sites were somewhat
lower than would be expected given the employment gains achieved by many pro-
grams.

Two employment-focused programs (Portland and Riverside LFA) and one educa-
tion-focused program (Riversde HCD) showed increased reports of uwdigble
child care being used by mothers while employed.

Did either approach increase respondents’ use of child care while employed?

All four employment-focused programs and three of the seven education-focused programs
(Riverside HCD, Detroit, and Oklahoma City) moderately increased respondents child care use while
employed. This finding confirms expectations that employment-focused programs would more likely
increase child care use while employed. (As discussed in Chapter 5, employment-focused programs
produced larger and more consstent employment gains over two years.) Interestingly, for each g-
proach, employment impacts were not dways found in conjunction with impacts on child care use while
employed. Thisfinding is addressed in more detall later in the chapter.

Asshownin Table 9.1, between 29 percent (Atlanta) and 44 percent (Oklahoma City), with a
median of 35 percent, of control group members used child care while employed & some point during
the follow-up period (al sample members are included in these averages). Impacts ranged from 4 per-
centage points (Atlanta LFA) to 13 percentage points (Riversde LFA), with a median impact of nearly
8 percentage points. Two employment-focused programs (Riverside
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Table9.1

Program Impactson Child Care Use
While Employed During the Two-Y ear Follow-Up Period

Site and Program

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Ever used child careduring most r ecent

or currentjob (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 33.2 29.0 4.2 ** 144
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 318 29.0 29 9.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 50.0 433 6.7 ** 155
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 425 433 -0.8 -1.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 425 294 131 *** 44.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 39.5 233 16.1 *** 69.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 30.1 233 6.7 ** 28.7
Columbus Integrated 728 38.3 36.0 23 6.4
Columbus Traditional 723 36.1 36.0 0.0 01
Detroit 426 40.6 33.2 75 * 225
Oklahoma City 511 53.3 436 9.6 ** 221
Portland 610 489 39.0 9.9 ** 25.3
Ever used paid child careduring most recent
or current job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 255 19.7 5.8 *** 294
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 239 19.7 4.2 ** 212
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 39.6 323 7.4 *** 228
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 32.0 323 -0.3 -0.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.8 209 7.9 *** 376
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 26.1 152 109 *** 721
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 21.7 15.2 6.6 *** 43.3
Columbus Integrated 728 28.1 227 55 * 24.2
Columbus Traditional 723 251 227 24 10.6
Detroit 426 35.9 229 13.0 *** 56.5
Oklahoma City 511 36.1 295 6.6 * 22.4
Portland 610 41.3 294 11,9 *** 40.6
(continued)
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Table 9.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC cadlculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measuresin thistable represent weighted averages. Measures for program and control group membersin
Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were
overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are
weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control
group membersin the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample membersin Columbus, Detroit, and
Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics did not affect their chances of self-selection.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause dight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.

Statistical significance levelsareindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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LFA and Portland) increased use the mogt, followed closely by two education-focused programs
(Oklahoma City and Detroit).

Did either approach increase the percentage of people who used paid child care while en-
ployed?

All but two programs increased the percentage of program group members who used paid child
care while employed, induding dl four employment-focused approaches, as well as five education
focused programs (Atlanta and Riversde HCD, Columbus Integrated, Detroit, and Oklahoma City).

As shown in Table 9.1, approximately 15 percent (Riversde HCD) to 32 percent (Grand Rap-
ids) of control group members used paid child care while employed. Impacts ranged from 4 percentage
points (Atlanta HCD) to 13 percentage points (Detroit). There is a moderately strong relaionship be-
tween approach and impacts on pad child care use: three employment-focused programs ranked
among the top four in sSze of impacts, whereas the four education-focused programs had the smdlest
effects. On the other hand, Detroit’s education-focused program produced the largest gain in paid child
care use for employment. Interestingly, Atlanta LFA and HCD did not have an impact on employment
rates and Columbus Integrated did not have an impact on child care use while employed — but al three
of these programs had an impact on paid child care use. This finding suggests that the case managersin
these programs encouraged people to use paid child care (most likely, center-based or licensed care)
while employed, and program group members probably heard this message more frequently than corn-
trol group members. For example, case managers in Atlanta promoted child care reimbursement as a
benefit of participating in the program. In Columbus expenses from either licensed or unlicensed care
were reimbursed and referras to licensed providers were made available to clients.

What portion of the impacts on child care use while employed is due to changes in employ-
ment levels? What portion is due to employed program group members' increased child care
use?

The effects that some of the programs had on the child care use and on paid child care use while
employed are not entirdly explained by the impacts on employment. Impacts were due to increased lev-
els of employment, but aso to the fact that a grester proportion of employed program group members
used child care (or paid child care). The findings suggest that employed program group child care users
required or preferred more stable child care arrangements while employed, because of ether research
group differences in ther background characteristics (for example, number or age of children) or the
features of the jobs they acquired (such as working nontraditiona hours or full-time employment). It is
aso possible that employed program group child care users heeded the messages they heard from
casaworkers during program orientations or one-on-one program-related meetings regarding the advan
tages of using center-based or licensed child care (usually paid care) once they found ajob. (While corn+
trol group members were digible for the same type of child care assistance as program group members,
they probably did not hear messages regarding the importance of child care or the advantages of par-
ticular types of child care as frequently as did program group members.)

Figure 9.1 depicts a decomposition analyss for the seven programs with impacts on child care
use while employed. This analyss reveds the rdative contributions from increases in employment and
from employed people being more likely to use child care while working. For example, in Atlanta LFA,
where employment impacts were not found, most of the impact on child care use for employment (about
76 percent) can be attributed to more employed program group members using child care while work-
ing than employed contrals. In Oklahoma City, however, about haf of the impact on child care is ex-
plained by increased employment levels, while the remainder is due to more employed program group
members using child care while working. For
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Figure9.1

Relative Contributions of Employment and Child Care Use to Impact on Child Care Use While Employed

Impacts on child care use while employed were not due to employment gains alone. A portion of the impact for seven

programs can be attributed to a greater percentage of people using child care while employed.

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 75.5 | 22.1 |
Grand Ranids Labor Force Attachment 232 | 74.1 |
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 28.3 63.6 |

Riverside Labor Force Attachment for 286 07 |
those who lacked a high school . -
dinloma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development 24.9 | 70.1 |
Detroit 336 61.7 |
Oklahoma City 455 | 49.6 |
Portland 29.8 65.3 |
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent Contribution
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the other programs that increased employmert, at least 60 percent of the impact found on overal child care use can be
attributed to employment impacts, with the remainder of the impact accounted for by more employed program group
members using child care while working.

Figure 9.2 provides a decomposition of the impacts produced by programs on paid child care use while en
ployed. The Columbus Integrated program produced only a small impact (not gatisticaly sgnificant) on the child care
use while employed, but had a fairly large impact on paid child care use while employed (see Table 9.1). Asshown in
Figure 9.2, the impact on paid child care use is not driven by an increase in child care use but by employed program
group members being more likely to use paid child care while working than their counterpartsin the control group. It is
aso partialy driven by increases in employment, as shown in the graph.*

In Atlanta LFA and HCD and Detroit the likelihood was greater that employed program group members would
use paid child care while working than their control group counterparts. This accounted for close to haf of the full sam+
ple impact found on paid child care for these three programs. One difference between these two dtesis that in Atlanta
(regardless of approach) a good portion of the impact on paid child care can aso be attributed to more employed pro-
gram group mothers using child care, wheress in Detroit employment effects condtituted the next largest share.

In Grand Rapids LFA, Portland, and Riverside HCD about 30 percent of the impact onthe paid child care use
was due to employed program group child care users being more likely than controls to use paid child care. In Okla-
homa City and Riversde LFA the impact on paid child care use was due to other factors.

What are some possible explanations for the changes observed in child care use among those employed?

An examingtion of program-control group differences in certain basdline characteristics anong employed sample
members showed no obvious pattern to explain increases in child care use for employment (results not shown). For in-
gance, it might be expected that mandatory wefare-to-work programs would increase the proportion of mothers of
preschool-age children among those working for pay. Without a mandate to participate, some control group members
might wait until their children are school-age to begin working. This effect did occur to some extent in Portland, but not
elsawhere.

Changes in child care use while employed could dso be partly explained by the characteristics of jobs held by
program group members, which may have required a greater percentage of them to use child care. For example,
more program group members may have obtained full-

“The decomposition of effects discussed in the text is based on the approximate mathematical equivalence of the “percentage
change” in paid child care use to the sum of the percentage differencesin “ever employed,” “use of child care if employed,” and “use
of paid child care if employed.” Thus, for example, the contribution of “use of paid child care if employed” may be obtained by dividing
its percentage change by the sum of the three component percentage changes. In Columbus (I ntegrated), the sum of the three compo-
nent percentage changes is 23.4, close to the actual 23.7 percent increase in use of paid child care. The contribution of “use of paid
child care if employed” is 16.4 divided by 23.4, which equals .70, the figure cited in the text. When examining the decomposition of fac-
tors that drive impacts, the factors involved in combination can account for more than overall percentage change of the impact. The
decomposition isinexact because it ignores interactions among the components.
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Figure9.2
Relative Contributions of Employment, Child Care Use, and Paid Child Care Use
to Impact on Paid Child Care Use While Employed

Impacts on paid child care use were not due to employment gains and increases in the overall child care use alone. A portion of the
impact for seven programs can be attributed to a greater percentage of people using paid child care while employed.

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 37.0 | 10.8 |
Atlanta Human Capital Development 34.1 [ 117 ]
. Paid child care use
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 158 | 50.3 |
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 33.6 | 75.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment for | | O Child care use
57.3

those who lacked a high school
diplomaor basic skills

Riverside Human Capital Development

O Employment
Columbus Integrated 54.3
Detroit 24.6 |
Oklahoma City 48.8 |
Portland 40.7 |
A:o -2=o (I) 2Io 4Io eio sio 1:30 1=20 1z=10

Percent Contribution

NOTE: Therelative contributions of paid child care use for those who lacked a high school diploma or basic skillsis 2.4 percent for Riverside Labor Force
Attachment and 1.2 percent for Oklahoma City.
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time jobs that are likely to be long term. In order to keep such jobs, child care arrangements would
likely be necessary.

For many of the programs increases in the demand for child care seem to be driven by program
group members using more child care when working in full-time jobs. Table 9.2 shows, for the full sam-
ple, the degree to which these increases occurred when program group members were working full time
and working part time. For instance, about 80 percent (that is, 3.4 percentage points divided by 4.2
percentage points) of the Atlanta LFA impact and 60 percent of the Grand Rapids LFA impact on child
care use is due to increased part-time employment. In both Riversde programs, however, increased
full-time employment explained about 84 percent of the impact on child care use. Findings for Detroit
and Oklahoma City were smilar: at least 70 percent of the child care impact is due to more program
group members usng child care while working full time. Findly, dl of the child care impact found for
Portland can be attributed to more program group members using child care while working full time.

Other factors that may influence recipients child care choices ssem from the child care mes-
sages that the various programs emphasized. Some programs placed a great ded of importance on wel-
fare recipients finding an appropriate and stable child care situation while employed.

The possible effect of such a message is best illusirated by the two programs implemented in
Atlanta. In this Ste case managers encouraged people to use child care and emphasized it as areason to
participate in the program, in part by strongly emphasizing the availability of reimbursement for child
care codts. (Agan, while both program and control group members were digible for reimbursement for
child care codts, to the same extent, program group members probably would have heard messages
about the importance of child care and the advantages of particular types of child care more frequently
than did control group members, due to program group members increased exposure to casaworkers
and other program-rlated staff.) Atlanta LFA changed the level of employment by only 2 percentage
points (not gatisticaly sgnificant), but changed the level of child care use while employed by 4 percent-
age points and raised paid child care use by nearly 6 percentage points (both impacts statidicaly sgnifi-
cant). Smilarly, Atlanta HCD did not increase employment levels but raised use of paid child care by 4
percentage points (datisticaly sgnificant). As discussed in Chapter 3, case managers in Detroit dso
placed a high priority on arranging child care. In Detroit, too, the increase in paid child care use (13
percentage points) far exceeded the program’s employment gains.

Did the two approaches affect the cost of child care to working mothers? Were there consis-
tent patterns across the various cost measures by approach?

Table 9.3 shows the average monthly cost to the respondent for child care use while employed
a the end of follow-up, among the full sample and among those employed. As shown, program:-control
group differences in these measures were relatively small and do not appear to be affected by a pro-
gram’'s employment or education focus. Across al control groups the median child care cost was $24,
within a range of cogts from $15 (Atlanta) to $48 (Grand Rapids). In two employment-focused pro-
grams (Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA) and three education-focused programs (Riversde HCD, Co-
lumbus Integrated, and Detroit) program group members paid dightly more for child care on average
than control group members. Increases in these five programs averaged from $10 to $19 per month.
(These amounts include zero payments for those who were not employed at the end of the two years,
did not use child care while employed, or used unpaid child care.)
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Table9.2

Program I mpacts on Employment Statusand Child Care Use
While Employed During the Two-Y ear Follow-Up Period

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Child care used for employment (%) 1890 33.2 29.0 4.2 ** 144
Worked full time and used child care 221 219 0.2 09
Worked part time and used child care 10.1 6.6 3.4 **xx 51.6
Atlanta Human Capital Development
Child care used for employment (%6) 2199 318 29.0 29 99
Worked full time and used child care 24.9 21.9 29 * 133
Worked part time and used child care 6.8 6.6 0.2 23
Grand Rapids L abor Force Attachment
Child care used for employment (%) 1158 50.0 433 6.7 ** 155
Worked full time and used child care 34.6 318 2.8 8.8
Worked part time and used child care 15.2 113 39 ** 34.9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
Child care used for employment (%) 1158 25 433 -0.8 -19
Worked full time and used child care 30.9 318 -0.9 -2.8
Worked part time and used child care 11.2 113 -0.1 -0.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Child care used for employment (%) 1678 425 29.4 131 *** 44.6
Worked full time and used child care 29.9 188 111 *** 58.7
Worked part time and used child care 12.6 105 21 195
Riverside L abor Force Attachment for those who
lacked a high school diploma or basic skills
Child care used for employment (%) 1012 395 233 16.1 *** 69.2
Worked full time and used child care 26.9 153 11.6 *** 76.1
Worked part time and used child care 12.6 81 45 ** 56.0
Riverside Human Capital Development
Child care used for employment (%) 1350 30.1 233 6.7 ** 28.7
Worked full time and used child care 20.9 153 5.6 ** 36.7
Worked part time and used child care 9.2 8.1 11 13.7
(continued)
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Table 9.2 (continued)

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Columbus|Integrated
Child care used for employment (%) 728 38.3 36.0 2.3 6.4
Worked full time and used child care 294 26.8 26 9.6
Worked part time and used child care 84 85 0.0 -0.5
Columbus Traditional
Child care used for employment (%) 723 36.1 36.0 0.0 0.1
Worked full time and used child care 25.8 26.8 -1.0 -3.6
Worked part time and used child care 10.0 85 15 17.7
Detroit
Child care used for employment (%) 426 40.6 332 75 * 225
Worked full time and used child care 28.1 231 50 215
Worked part time and used child care 125 10.0 25 24.9
Oklahoma City
Child care used for employment (%) 511 53.3 43.6 9.6 ** 221
Worked full time and used child care 40.8 334 74 * 221
Worked part time and used child care 124 99 2.6 26.0
Portland
Child care used for employment (%) 610 48.9 39.0 9.9 ** 253
Worked full time and used child care 39.5 217 11.8 *** 24
Worked part time and used child care 9.4 10.9 -1.5 -13.7

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table9.1. Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums.
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Employed program group members generdly had higher monthly work-related child care costs
than employed controls, as shown in Table 9.3. Monthly child care costs to employed control group
members a the end of follow-up ranged from about $41 (Atlanta) to $110 (Detroit), with a median cost
of about $67. Notable program-control group differences in monthly child care cogts, ranging from $13
(Riversde LFA) to $24 (Detroit) at the end of two years, were found for the same programs where
impacts were observed for the full sample. Grand Rapids HCD reduced monthly child care cogts for
employed program group members by $10 compared with child care costs for employed controls. (All
of these comparisons are nonexperimentd.)

Did both approaches increase the percentage of working mothers who paid out-of-pocket for
child care use while employed?

Table 9.3 shows the rates at which mothers used care that they paid for out-of-pocket when
working at the end of the two-year follow-up (this care was paid in full by the respondent or the re-
spondent received only a partid reimbursement). Rates are shown for the full sample and for those em+
ployed.

As shown, from 11 percent (Atlanta) to 22 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group members
paid out-of-pocket for child care use while employed at the end of the follow-up. Three education
focused programs (Riversde HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit), as well as Portland’s employ-
ment-focused program, increased the percentage of sample members who paid such costs. Impacts
ranged from 5 to 8 percentage points in these four programs. In contrast, Grand Rapids HCD reduced
the percentage of program group members who paid out-of-pocket for child care compared with cornt
trols by 4 percentage points. The remaining programs had no effect.

As shown in Table 9.3, about 30 percent (Atlanta) to 44 percent (Portland) of control group
members and 27 percent (Atlanta LFA) to 55 percent (Detroit) of program group members who were
working at the end of follow-up made out- of- pocket child care payments. Four educationfocused pro-
grams (Atlanta and Riversde HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit) increased the percentage of
employed program group members who pad out-of-pocket for child care compared with employed
controls. (Thisis anonexperimental comparison.) The differences ranged from 5 percentage points (Co-
lumbus Integrated) to 12 percentage points (Detroit).

Were employment- or education-focused programs more likely to change the portion of weekly
earnings spent by mothers for child care use while employed two years after random assign-
ment?

Two subsamples were used in this nonexperimental andyss. employed sample members who
used child care and employed sample members who paid out-of-pocket for child care.®

Employed at two-year point. In generd, reaively smdl differences were found in the per-
centage of weekly earnings that employed program and control group members spent on child care use
while employed a the two-year mark. Most changes, however, accurred for employed members of
education-focused programs. Employed control group members spent about 8 percent (Columbus) to
22 percent (Portland) of their total weekly earnings on child care (with a nedian of 16 percent). As
shown in Table 9.4, one employment-focused program and five education-focused programs increased

°Sample sizes are small for this|latter group, leaving estimates somewhat unreliable.
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the proportion of weekly earnings spent on child care from 3 to 5 percentage points, one employment-
focused program (Portland) reduced the proportion of weekly earnings that employed sample members
spent on child care.

Employed at two-year point and paid out-of-pocket for child care. If only those who were
employed and paid out-of-pocket for child care (not including those who used subsidized care or ur
paid care) are considered, program-control group differences were found for severa programs. (See
Table 9.4.) The percentage of weekly earnings used for child care among employed control group
members seemed to be quite high, ranging from about 26 percent (Columbus) to 51 percent (Portland),
with a median of 43 percent. Seven programs (five of them educationfocused) increased the percent-
age of weekly earnings that employed program group members used for child care. These increases
ranged from about 3 percentage points (Riversde HCD) to 10 percentage points (Oklahoma City) and
included Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Riversde LFA, Columbus Integrated and Training, and Okla-
homa City. Three programs decreased the percentage of weekly earnings that employed program group
members paid out-of-pocket for child care use while employed. The Atlanta and Detroit education
focused programs reduced the proportion of weekly earnings spent on child care by between 4 and 5
percentage points, and the Portland program reduced this percentage by nearly 18 percentage points.

Did impacts on child care costs for employment differ for mothers with a young child and for
motherswith a school -age child? Did a program’ s focus affect the relationship between age of
youngest child and impacts on child care costs for employment?

Table 9.5 shows impacts on average monthly child care costs for al women and for employed
women in three subgroups: those with a child aged 2 or under a random assignment, those with a child
aged 3 to 5, and those with achild aged 6 to 18. Sample members with a child aged 2 or under
a basdine in four gtes (Grand Rapids, Detroit, Oklahoma City, and Portland) were ncluded in the
evauation. There were no impacts on child care costs for this subgroup.

Across dl sites a median child care cost for employment of $62 per month was found for con-
trol group mothers with a very young child a random assgnment. Their child care costs ranged from
$28 (Oklahoma City) to $78 (Grand Rapids). Costs for program group members averaged about $10
more per month in mogt Sites, but the differences were not satidticadly sgnificant.

For employed control group members with a very young child the median child care cost was
$163 per month across al sites. Average costs ranged from $61 (Oklahoma City) to $194 (Detroit).
Notable program-control group differences were found for three programs. Grand Rapids LFA and
Portland reduced monthly child care costs to employed program group women with a very young child
at basdine by $10 and $40 per month, respectively. Grand Rapids HCD, however, increased monthly
child care costs by $26 per month for employed program group mothers in this subgroup. (See Table
9.5)

On average, control group mothers with a child aged 3 to 5 a random assgnment spent be-
tween $23 (Atlanta) and $70 (Grand Rapids) per month on child care use for employment (median
child care cost was $34). Only Riversde HCD and Columbus Integrated raised average monthly pay-
ments by a statidticaly significant amount for this subgroup — each by about $20 per month.
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Table 9.3

Program Impactson Child Care Costsfor Employment at I nterview
for All Sample Membersand for Those Employed at I nterview

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
A. For All Sample Members
Monthly cost of child care paid by respondent

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 13 15 -2 -16.3
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 18 15 3 20.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 62 48 14 ** 29.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 12 48 -6 -12.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 A 24 10 ** 409
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 25 17 8 47.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 30 17 13 ** 715
Columbus Integrated 728 A 23 1= 47.7
Columbus Traditional 723 28 23 5 23.0
Detroit 426 56 37 19 * 51.7
Oklahoma City 511 23 24 -1 -4.3
Portland 610 51 35 17 485

Out-of-pocket child care paid by respondent (%)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1890 10.2 109 -0.7 -6.3
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 129 10.9 20 18.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 255 220 35 16.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 18.0 220 -40 * -18.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 14.0 116 23 20.0
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 105 8.4 21 25.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 131 8.4 47 ** B55.7
Columbus Integrated 728 17.8 132 46 * 35.0
Columbus Traditional 723 145 132 14 104
Detroit 426 22.7 145 8.3 ** 574
Oklahoma City 511 185 16.7 18 10.7
Portland 610 21.5 15.3 6.2 * 40.7
(continued)
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Table 9.3 (continued)

Program
Group

Control

Group Difference

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

B. For Those Employed at | nterview

34
50

115
87

82
72
87

69
64

134

48

104

272
353

47.1
371

341
30.1
37.8

36.5
331

54.6

38.9

43.4

41
41

97
97

69
64
64

56
56

110

53

100

29.7
29.7

44.2
44.2

33.6
31.7
31.7

32.0
32.0

431

36.7

44.1

-7
9

19
-10

13
8
23

14
8

24
-4

4

-2.5
5.7

3.0
-7.0

0.5
-1.6
6.1

45
11

11.5

22

-0.6

-18.1
211

194
-10.1

194
11.7
36.0

248
151

221

4.0

-8.3
19.2

6.7
-15.9

1.6
-5.0
19.3

141
3.3

26.7

59

-1.5

{ child id lent ¢

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: SeeTable9.1.

Differences between program group and control group members (shown initalics) "For Those Employed at
Interview" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Table9.4

Program-Control Group Differences on Weekly
Portion of Earnings Used for Child Carefor Those Employed and
for Those Who Paid Out-of-Pocket for Child Care While Employed at I nterview

Program  Control Percentage
Site and Program Group Group Difference Change (%)

A. For Those Employed at | nterview

Total portion of weekly earnings used for child care (%)

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 82 8.7 -04 -51
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 8.7 8.7 0.0 04
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 21.2 17.0 4.2 25.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 16.8 17.0 -0.2 -0.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 189 16.7 22 13.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 22.3 154 6.9 45.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 195 154 4.1 26.8
Columbus Integrated 11.7 8.3 34 41.0
Columbus Traditional 11.3 83 29 351
Detroit 25.3 21.7 36 16.4
Oklahoma City 14.6 10.1 45 4.7
Portland 14.6 225 -79 -35.2

B. For Those Emploved at | nterview
Who Paid for Child Care

Total portion of weekly earnings used for child care (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 30.2 29.2 1.0 35
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 24.6 29.2 -4.6 -15.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 45.0 384 6.6 171
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 45.3 384 6.9 17.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 55.4 49.8 5.6 11.2
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 74.1 48.5 25.6 52.8
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 515 48.5 30 6.2
Columbus Integrated 322 26.0 6.1 236
Columbus Traditional 341 26.0 8.0 30.8
Detroit 46.4 50.5 4.1 -8.1
Oklahoma City 37.7 27.6 10.1 36.6
Portland 33.6 51.1 -17.5 -34.2
(continued)
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Table 9.4 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: SeeTable9.1.

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed
at Interview" and "For Those Employed at Interview Who Paid for Child Care" are not true experimental comparisons;
statistical tests were not performed.
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Table9.5

Program Impactson Child Care Costsin Dollarsfor Employment at I nterview
for Selected Subgroupsand for Those Employed at I nterview in the Subgroups

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

A. For All Sample M ember s

Sample memberswith a child aged 2 or under

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 326 79 78 2 20
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 344 88 78 1 13.8
Detroit 161 80 65 15 234
Oklahoma City 200 33 28 5 17.6
Portland 226 65 59 6 95
Sample memberswith achild aged 3t0 5
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 949 21 23 -1 -49
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1082 24 23 2 79
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 462 90 70 20 28.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 447 60 70 -10 -14.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 751 43 32 1 345
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 464 31 23 8 37.1
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 618 44 23 21 ** 935
Columbus Integrated 321 53 3 20 * 61.9
Columbus Traditional 308 41 3 8 249
Detroit 163 60 55 5 8.6
Oklahoma City 178 34 35 -1 -1.8
Portland 251 63 45 18 40.8
Sample memberswith a child aged 6to 18
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1548 11 12 -2 -12.4
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1813 15 12 3 22.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 762 54 A 20 *** 60.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 762 23 A -11 -335
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1341 35 22 12 ** 54.1
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 812 28 16 12 ** 73.0
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1075 27 16 10 * 63.8
Columbus Integrated 586 25 19 7 37.3
Columbus Traditional 594 25 19 7 36.0
Detroit 269 53 23 30 ** 131.9
Oklahoma City 277 17 12 5 36.8
Portland 389 42 28 15 52.5
(continued)
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Table 9.5 (continued)

Program
Group

Control
Group Difference

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

B. For Those Employed at | nterview

146
182

193
69
131

57
67

167
123

106
89
127

108
92

143
72
127

29
41

100
46

85
8l
77

52

126
35
86

156
156

194
61
170

62
62

141
141

93
86

79
79

163
77
129

34
34

68
68

65
62
62

45
45

68
27
80

-10
26

32
-22

20
19
16

12
59

-6.1
16.6

-0.7
125
-23.3

-7.0
8.3

18.5
-12.5

14.0
4.0
48.3

36.8
16.9

-12.5
-6.0
-14

-14.3
22.5

47.2
-31.8

30.6
31.3
25.5

16.0
27.2

86.7
30.9
6.8

Sample memberswith a child aged 2 or_ under

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Detroit

Oklahoma City

Portland

Sample member s with a child aged 3to 5

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit

Oklahoma City

Portland

Sample memberswith a child aged 6 to 18

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City
Portland
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Table 9.5 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: SeeTable9.1.

Sample sizes vary because some individuals are excluded from the analysis. Not al sitesincluded sample
members with children under age 3.

Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed at
Interview" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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As shown in Table 9.5, employed mothers with a child aged 3 to 5 spent somewhat less per
month for child care, for the four Stes where mothers with very young children were included. Among
employed women with a child aged 3 to 5, control group members paid between $62 (Atlanta) and
$163 (Detroit) per month for child care use while employed &t the two-year mark (the median monthly
child care cost was $90). Monthly child care costs increased for employed program group members of
this subgroup in Grand Rapids LFA, Riverdde LFA, Riversde HCD, and Columbus Integrated and
Traditiona by $13 to $41. Grand Rapids HCD and Detroit reduced monthly child care costs by $18
and $20, respectively.

As expected, average monthly child care costs for employment were smadler ill for mothers
with at least one child aged 6 to 18. As shown in Table 9.5, across dl stes monthly child care costs to
control group members with an older child ranged from $12 (Atlanta and Oklahoma City) to $34
(Grand Rapids), with amedian cost of $21. Grand Rapids LFA, Riverside LFA and HCD, and Detroit
increased monthly child care codts to program group mothers with an older child by $10 (Riversde
HCD) to $30 (Detroit).

Grand Rapids and Riversde LFA, Riversde HCD, Columbus Traditional, and Detroit i
creased monthly child care costs to employed program group mothers with an older child by $12 (Co-
lumbus Traditiond) to $59 (Detrait). Grand Rapids HCD reduced monthly child care costs for am+
ployed program group mothersin this subgroup by $22.

Did either approach influence rates of subsidized child care use by working mothers?

The four employment-focused and three education-focused programs increased the use of sub-
sdized care (that is, paid by another party) while employed from 1 to 6 percentage points. Rates were
relativey low among the program and control groups, however, averaging less than 10 percent in dl
gtes. As shown in Table 9.6, among control group members who used paid care between about 2 per-
cent (Grand Rapids) and 17 percent (Oklahoma City and Columbus) used some form d subsdized
child care when they worked during the follow-up period (median rate of use was about 10 percent).
Six programs increased the level at which program group members (who used pad child care) used
subsidized child care by at least 6 percentage points. The largest gains were for Atlanta LFA and HCD
and Portland. Columbus Integrated, however, reduced the leve a which these program group members
used subsidized care by 10 percentage points.

Was either approach more likely to influence the percentage of mothers who used transitional
child care while employed?

Rdatively few program and control group members used trangtiond child care benefits. This
finding is vdid for mogt stes and programs, even when only sample members digible to receive these
benefits are considered.

Five programs increased the use of trangtiond child care benefits, as shown in Table 9.7, d-
though effects were small (below 3 percentage points) for three of these programs. The rate a which
trangtiond child care was used ranged from about 1 percent (Riversde HCD) to 14 percent (Okla-
homa City) across al control groups (the median was 3 percent). Larger effects were dtained by At-
lanta LFA (7 percentage points) and Portland (11 percentage points).

Among those who were digible for trangtiond child care benefits (because ther AFDC
stopped owing to increased earnings or acquisition of anew job), a median of about 11 percent of
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Table9.6

Program Impacts on Subsidized Child Care Use While Employed During Follow-Up Period
for All Sample Membersand for Those Who Used Paid Care

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

A. For All Sample Members

Used subsidized child care for most recent job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 8.8 26 6.2 *** 237.9
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 55 2.6 29 x** 111.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 21 0.6 14 * 231.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 2.6 0.6 19 ** 311.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 38 15 2.4 *** 158.3

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 33 0.7 2.7 *** 407.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 14 0.7 0.8 1199
Columbus Integrated 728 1.9 38 -1.9 -50.3
Columbus Traditional 723 3.7 38 -0.1 -33
Detroit 426 31 0.7 24 * 360.5
Oklahoma City 511 55 5.0 05 9.2
Portland 610 9.1 37 54 ** 147.3

B. For Those Who Used Paid Child Care

Used subsidized child care for most recent job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 345 13.2 21.3 161.1
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 231 13.2 9.9 74.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 52 19 33 169.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 8.0 19 6.1 314.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 13.3 71 6.2 87.7
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 12.7 4.3 8.4 195.0
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 6.6 4.3 2.3 534
Columbus Integrated 6.7 16.8 -10.0 -59.9
Columbus Traditional 14.6 16.8 21 -12.6
Detroit 8.7 29 57 194.2
Oklahoma City 15.3 17.1 -19 -10.8
Portland 21.9 12.7 9.2 71.8
(continued)
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Table 9.6 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.
Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Who Used Paid
Child Care" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Table9.7
Program Impactson Transitional Child Care Benefits During the Two-Y ear Follow-Up Period

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

A. For All Sample Members

Informed of transitional child care benefits (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 9.3 5.0 4.3 *** 84.8
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 6.4 5.0 14 26.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 6.9 29 4,0 *** 135.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 4.2 29 13 44.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 104 32 7.1 *** 219.7

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 74 19 55 *** 286.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 4.6 19 2.7 ** 142.0
Columbus Integrated 728 10.8 5.0 5.9 *** 118.0
Columbus Traditional 723 7.1 5.0 22 437
Detroit 426 37 34 0.3 9.2
Oklahoma City 511 10.2 117 -1.6 -13.2
Portland 610 20.2 135 6.7 ** 49.9

Used transitional child car e benefits (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 121 53 6.8 *** 129.0
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 7.7 53 2.4 ** 45.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 51 21 29 x** 135.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 31 21 0.9 423
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 34 15 1.9 *** 128.8
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 29 1.0 18 ** 179.0
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 13 1.0 0.2 229
Columbus Integrated 728 54 39 15 37.7
Columbus Traditional 723 49 39 1.0 26.1
Detroit 426 45 21 25 1195
Oklahoma City 511 115 140 -24 -17.4
Portland 610 23.5 125 11.0 *** 87.5
(continued)
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Table 9.7 (continued)

Program  Control Percentage
Group Group Difference Change (%) Site and Program

B. For Those Eligible for Transitional
Child Care Bene€fits

Informed about transitional child car e benefits (%)

273 17.2 10.1 59.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

21.0 17.2 3.8 22.1 Atlanta Human Capital Development

145 8.1 6.4 78.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment

10.7 8.1 2.6 31.9 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
36.7 17.5 19.2 109.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

341 14.2 19.9 140.1 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
25.8 14.2 11.6 81.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
238 15.8 8.0 50.4 Columbus Integrated

19.6 15.8 3.8 24.0 Columbus Traditional

15.7 15.9 -0.1 -0.9 Detroit

26.0 30.6 -4.6 -15.0 Oklahoma City

424 36.2 6.2 17.2 Portland

Used transitional child care benefits (%)

354 18.0 17.4 97.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
251 18.0 7.2 40.0 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
10.6 5.9 4.7 78.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
7.7 5.9 18 29.8 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
122 8.1 4.1 50.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
131 7.6 55 73.3 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
7.0 7.6 -0.6 -7.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
118 125 -0.6 -5.0 Columbus Integrated
136 125 11 8.8 Columbus Traditional
194 9.7 9.7 99.3 Detroit
294 36.4 -7.0 -19.1 Oklahoma City
49.3 33.6 15.7 46.7 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: SeeTable9.1.

Differences between program group and control group members (shown initalics) "For Those Eligible for
Transitional Child Care Benefits' are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed. Sample
members became eliaible for Transitional Child Care benefits when thev became emploved and left AFDC.
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controls across al sites used transitiona child care® Across al control groups this use ranged from
about 6 percent (Grand Rapids) to 36 percent (Oklahoma City). Five programs (Atlanta LFA and
HCD, Grand Rapids LFA, Detroit, and Portland) increased the rates a which digible program group
members used trangtiond child care over digible control group rates, from 5 to 17 percentage points.
Most notable are the differences produced by Atlanta LFA (17 percentage points) and Portland (15
percentage points). Oklahoma City reduced the rate a which éigible program group members used
trangtiona child care by 7 percentage points. (See Table 9.7.)

Did either approach help to improve thereliability of child care use while employed?

The overdl work attendance rates related to problems with child care arrangements were gen-
erdly low, indicating that problematic child care was usualy not the reason for missng work. There was
no real pattern according to program approach. Two employment-focused programs and one educa-
tion-focused program increased child care-related problems (see Table 9.8).

Across dl gtes the median rate at which unréeliable care was reported among controls was 9
percent. Between about 4 percent (Riverside HCD) and 11 percent (Grand Rapids) of al control group
members reported having child care problems that interfered with their job at the end of the follow-up
period. Riversde LFA and HCD increased the proportion of program group members who reported
unreliable child care by 3 and 4 percentage points, respectively. Portland aso increased the proportion
of program group members who reported unreliable child care by 7 percentage points.

Surprisingly, pogram group members in Riversde LFA and HCD reported more often that
they missed or were late to work at least once a month owing to problems with child care, but they dso
experienced the greatest impact on the amount they paid for child care. One possible explanation for
these results is that Riversde steered clients toward unlicensed in-home care or family day care, partly
to minimize program cods. Riversde staff also reported that they believed these lower-cost arrange-
ments would work out better in the long run for clients, who might not be able to afford center-based
care ater leaving welfare and losing their child care subsdy.

In Portland, where strong employment-focused programs produced large employment gains,
child care demand may have exceeded supply.

The rates of missing or being late to work because of problems with child care arrangements
among employed control group members & the end of follow-up ranged from 14 percent (Riversde
HCD) to 34 percent (Detroit), with a median rate of 22 percent. Program-control group differences of
at least 5 percentage points were noted for Riversde HCD (9 percentage points), Oklahoma City (6
percentage points), and Portland (7 percentage points). Employed program group members in these
programs were more likely than employed control group members to experience unreliable child care.
(See Table 9.8.)

®For several programs rates of transitional child care use tended to be slightly higher than the rates seen for the
percentage of people informed about transitional care. Thisis likely due to the fact that some states and programs
fund post-employment child care.
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Table9.8

Program Impacts on Child Care-Related Work Attendance for
Employment at Interview for All Sample Membersand for Those Employed at Interview

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
A. For All Sample Members

Missed or latefor work at interview (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 5.6 6.9 -1.2 -18.0
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 8.0 6.9 11 16.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 12.7 10.9 18 16.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 10.3 10.9 -0.5 -5.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 8.6 5.8 2.8 ** 48.3
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 7.6 36 3.9 *** 109.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 7.8 36 4.2 *** 116.9
Columbus Integrated 728 109 10.2 0.7 6.5
Columbus Traditional 723 10.2 10.2 0.0 -0.1
Detroit 426 14.6 11.2 34 304
Oklahoma City 511 13.3 9.8 35 35.9
Portland 610 14.3 177 6.7 ** 87.3

Missed or latefor work at interview (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

B. For Those Employed at | nterview

15.0 18.7 -3.7 -19.7
22.0 18.7 32 17.2
234 21.8 16 72
21.3 21.8 -0.6 -2.7
211 16.8 4.3 256
21.6 13.6 8.0 59.1
22.6 13.6 9.0 66.3
22.3 24.8 -25 -10.0
232 24.8 -1.6 -6.6
351 335 17 50
279 215 6.4 30.0
28.9 22.1 6.9 31.2

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.

Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed at
Interview" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.

-169-



Chapter 10

| mpacts on Children’sWell-Being

This chapter examines the effects of the 11 welfare-to-work programs on the well-being of
sample members children. The andysis is performed on the sample of survey respondents. Program
effects are presented for the behaviora adjustment and school progress of school-age children and on
the hedth and safety of dl children in the family. These findings are afirs sep toward an understanding
of the relationship between mandatory welfare-to-work programs and children’s well-being.

The well-being of children was important to the debate preceding passage of the Family Sup-
port Act and creation of the federd JOBS program. Policymakers argued varioudy that welfare-to-
work policies or programs would not affect children because most aspects of the policies are directed at
adult behavior; that changes in adult behavior caused by program participation and employment might
affect children; that children of working mothers would benefit through improvement in mothers sif-
esteem and ability to be a strong role model; or that mandatory participation requirements for families
with young children might affect children negatively through changes in their home environment as par-
ents work and through early nonmaternd child care. For example, there may be less materna supervi-
son, a higher incidence of laich+key children, or inadequate child care. However, very little empirica
evidence informed these viewpoints' While most mandatory welfare-to-work programs before JOBS
required participation dmost exclusvely for families with children aged 6 or over, evauations of these
programs did not include measures of children’s well-being.

The present evauation is one of the first random assignment evaduations of mandatory wefare-
to-work programs to examine the well-being of children in families who received Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC).? Evauating children whose parents are in mandatory welfare-to-work
programs is important because the primary goa of AFDC was to provide government support for poor
children. While the introduction of mandatory wefare-to-work programsin the mid 1980s began afun-
damental shift in how this support was provided, it was not until the 1990s that there was serious et
forcement of this mandate, especidly for parents of younger children. Through mandatory welfare-to-
work programs guaranteed public assstance is replaced for some families by assstance provisond
upon work and participation requirements. These findings provide some evidence and suggest directions
for further research that can inform policies that am to baance the gods of increesng adult sdlf-
aufficiency and protecting children’ s well-bang.

'See Wilson, Ellwood, and Brooks-Gunn, 1995; Zaslow et a., 1995.

*The Child Outcomes Study (COS), conducted by Child Trends as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, also examines
the effects of welfare-to-work programs on the children of LFA, HCD, and control group respondents in Atlanta,
Grand Rapids, and Riverside. The COS uses a more comprehensive set of data about young children’s development,
but only for children aged 3 to 5 at random assignment. See McGroder et al., 2000. For a synthesis of the child re-
search conducted thus far as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, see Hamilton, 2000.
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Key Questions

Do mandatory welfare-to-work programs affect children?

Which of the three areas of children’s well-being (hedth and safety, behaviora ad-
justment, or school progress) were affected by welfare-to-work programs?

Do the effects differ by program approach?

Can effects on children be linked to particular program practices or to a program’s
particular effects on mothers?

[I. Analysis|ssues

The measures of children’'s wel-being andyzed in this chapter are referred to as child out-
comes. They were collected as part of the Two-Year Client Survey and include measures of children’s
wedl-being likely to be affected by parents enrollment in mandatory welfare-to-work programs. Parents
were asked about ther children’s development and well-being in three areas: behaviord adjustment,
school progress, and hedth and safety.® Behaviora and emotiond adjustment was measured by asking
parents if any of ther children had been suspended from schoal, received or needed other help for be-
haviord or emotiona problems, or were attending a specid class or school for behaviora problems.
School progress was measured by asking parents if any of their children had repesated a grade or were
attending a class for learning problems. Health and safety was measured by asking parents if any of their
children had been removed from their care or if any of their children had been taken to a hospitd emer-
gency room or a clinic as a result of an accident, injury, or poisoning. Parents were asked about their
children in genera, not about one specific child.

The eva uation uses child outcome measures from nationa surveys about children that have been
shown in previous studies to be reliable and vdid indicators of child development. Thus, the findings
presented below alow for cross-project comparisons.

These measures provide important information but have limitations: they cover only broad as-
pects of children’s development, and the parent was not asked to identify the children to which she re-
ferred in her responses. Therefore, these measures cannot be used to compare differences between
younger and older children in afamily. Also, severa of the measures ask about school behavior and are
vdid only for children who have entered school. Questions about hedth and safety, however, are rele-
vat to dl the children in afamily.

The ages of respondents children varied, both within and across sites. It should be recdled that
programs in Detroit, Grand Rapids, Oklahoma City and Portland required participation of parentswith
children as young as age 1, whereas Atlanta, Columbus, and Riverside limited participation to parents
with children age 3 or over.*

*The terms “well-being” and “ development” are used interchangeably throughout this chapter.
*At random assignment, among survey respondents approximately 12 percent of familiesincluded a child aged 2
or under, 44 percent included a child aged 3 to 5, 56 percent included a child aged 6 to 11, and 39 percent included a
(continued)
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Because certain questions pertain only to children of school age, the child impacts are presented
for two groups of families: al respondents (sometimes referred to as the respondent sample or, Smply,
respondents) and a subgroup of respondents caled “families with no children under age 6" (sometimes
referred to as subgroup families or families with school-age children).” The respondent sample includes
families with preschool-age as well as school-age children, and in some cases families had only pre-
school-age children. Impacts on behaviora adjustment and school progress for al respondents may be
“diluted” because these younger children were not generaly at risk of experiencing school-related prob-
lems®

To get aclearer view of the impact of welfare-to-work programs on school-age children, results
are presented for families with no children under age 6; this subgroup consists of gpproximatdy haf of
al familiesin the sample. Members of the subgroup tended to be somewhat older on average and more
likely to have been married at an earlier point in their lives than other respondents whaose youngest child
was under age 6 at random assgnment. Moreover, in most Sites respondents with no children under age
6 were more likdly to have worked for pay. Adult and child outcomes for this subgroup may differ from
those estimated for all respondents because of these and other differences in background characteris-
tics.

[11. Key Findings

There is evidence that welfare-to-work programs can affect children, athough the
effects were not large or consistent across outcome measures or programs. These
early findings indicate that reforms directed a increasing adult saif-sufficiency can
indirectly influence children’ s wdll-being.

The effects on children were both positive and negative, dthough neither effect was
congistent or pervasive across programs or areas of children’ swell-being.

There were no clear-cut differences in effects on child outcomes between employ-
ment- and education-focused programs. Neither approach consistently benefited or
harmed children. There were some differences in the child effects between the two
approaches within stes, but the patterns are not consistent enough to draw conclu-
sons’

The direction of the child effects tended to be ether postive or negative within a
program, but there were inconsstencies. The pattern is stronger in the sample with

child aged 12 to 18. These percentages sumto more than 100 because many parents had children in more than one
age group.

*This subgroup represents families with no children under age 6 at random assignment. It is also possible for
families with a preschool-age child to contain school-age children. During the follow-up period, however, asmall per-
centage of respondents in this subgroup will have had additional children. Also, some children will have moved out
of the respondents’ home after random assignment. See Appendix C for more information about changes in house-
hold composition and about the well-being of preschool-age children.

®Attendance at a special class for behavioral problems or for learning problems may include some responses
about preschool-age children.

"There may be differences in effects on children who have not yet entered school. This issue will be addressed
by the data from the NEWWS Five-Y ear Survey and the NEWWS Children’s School Progress Survey.
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no children under age 6, but there was little conastency of results within the dl re-
spondent group. This pattern suggests that variations in program practices and poli-
cesmay have different effects on families depending on ages of their children.

Child effects aso tended to be in the same direction across programs within Stes,
especidly for families with no children under age 6, which suggests that Site poli-
cies, such as child care and sanctioning, may be important in determining child &-
fects, especidly for school-age children. Although such ste-specific policies could
not be clearly linked to child effects, the patterns do suggest thet this is an area
worth pursuing in further research. Other factors, such as the labor market, may
aso be important.

There is no clear-cut explanaion of how programs affect children. Although defini-
tive conclusions could not be drawn, the degree of association among program fea-
tures, children’s ages, adult impacts on education, employment and household com-
position, and child outcomes suggests potentid pathways for further research. The
findings suggest thet the two mogt interesting aress for further research are child
care policies and income changes. In addition, further research will need to take ac-
count of the environments (for example, labor markets) in which these programs
operated.

V. Why Might Mandatory Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect Children?

This section presents the rationde for studying children in adult-focused welfare-to-work pro-
grams. The most prevaent theory hypothesizes that mandatory welfare-to-work programs may affect
the resources importart to children’s development ether positively or negatively.® The resources avail-
able to children shape the dally experiences that contribute to their health, safety, and development.
These resources can be materid (for example, the housing in which they live) or socid (for example, the
interactions between mothers and children).® Thus, welfare-to-work programs that raise incomes might
dlow families to afford better and safer housing, or employment may improve a mother’s self-esteem,
enhancing her ability to be a role modd for her children.” On the other hand, a working mother’s re-
duced time a home may decrease her child care activities.

Figure 10.1 is a diagram of the theoreticd model described above™ The pivotal center box
represents impacts on adult outcomes targeted by wefare-to-work programs and hypothe-

8See, for example, Wilson, Ellwood, and Brooks-Gunn, 1995; Zaslow et al., 1995.

°See Haveman and Wolfe, 1995.

10See, for example, Zaslow and Emig, 1997.

"The pathways in this model are shaped primarily from three sources: correlational studies of the relationship
between income, employment, child care, and child outcomes; previous work by MDRC and others on interventions
and their effects on income and employment; and the underlying “theories’ about how welfare-to-work or employ-

(continued)
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szed to affect the mediating materid and socid resources (the box to the immediate right of the center
box) that are important to children’s wel-being (the far right box). It is dso expected that these re-
sources and subsequent child outcomes will be influenced by the program features appearing in the box
to the immediate left of the adult outcomes box.

In the context of thismodd it will be important to first establish that there are program effects on
adults in the survey samples before determining whether there are effects on children’s well-being. If
impacts are not found on adult outcomes thought to be key to children’s development, then child im+
pacts found need to be interpreted with caution. Findly, the process through which the child impacts
occur can be demongtrated by synthesizing the links between adult and child effects. The research de-
sgn does not alow firm causa inferences to be made about the process through which mandatory wel-
fare-to-work programs may affect children’s well-being. The degree of association found among pro-
gram features, adult impacts, and child outcomes found in this evaluation may, however, help develop
hypotheses about these pathways that can be investigated through further research.

A. Client-Experienced Program Features

The four dient-experienced program features that may be indirectly important to children ac-
cording to this theoreticad moded are outlined in Figure 10.1. They are the gpproach to sdf-aufficiency
(employment or education focus), monitoring (the amount of review and contact between program staff
and parents), enforcement (the degree to which participation is enforced wsing financid sanctions), and
supports for participation (the availability of child care subsdies and messages about which child care
arrangements are most appropriate). As discussed in previous chapters, these four features differ across
programs and may affect adult outcomes differently. Differences in impacts for adults may, in turn, affect
the levels of materia and socia resources available to children and, ultimately, affect children’s well-
being. (The availability of child care may more directly influence mediators of children’s well-being than
the other features.) In addition, dl of these features occur in alocd context. For example, the availability
of jobs may differ across regions, which may interact with programs effects.

B. Adult Impacts

As discussad above, it is important to first establish if there are any adult impacts for the survey
samples used in the child analyss. As shown in Tables 10.1 and 4.1, there were program effects mainly
on employment, earnings, income, and education. These effects will be discussed briefly here, and their
likdy influences on estimated child impacts will be discussed at the end of the chapter.

Employment. In this evduation, changes in employment are the main pathway through which
welfare-to-work programs could influence children. As shown in Table 10.1, among al respondents six
programs increased the percentage of mothers who were employed over the two-year follow-up. In-
creases in employment were largest for Riversde (LFA) and Portland, both employment-focused pro-
grams. Five programs increased employment for families with no children under age 6. Across the 11
programs, employment decreased dightly only in Atlanta LFA and HCD (not gatigticdly significant).
Furthermore, in most programs employment increases were smdler for those in this subgroup.™

“The Two-Year Client Survey did not ask about some aspects of mothers employment that may have affected
children, such as whether mothers worked in the evening or whether their hours changed frequently. Further, the
analysis does not test for effects of job loss or job turnover on children.
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Table10.1

Program Impacts on Adult Outcomes Theoretically Linked to Children's Well-Being
for the Full Sample and for Familieswith No Children Under Age 6°

Full Sample
Household
Education Employment Earnings and Income Composition Child Care
Ever
Received a Employed Average Used Paid
High School  During Two- ~ AverageTotal  Combined  Incomeator  Single Parent  Child Care
Diplomaor  Year Follow-  Eamningsin Incomein  AbovePoverty  Ljving Only While
GED Up Years1and 2 Year2®  Level inYear2° with Children Employed
Site and Program (%) (%) (%) ©) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 0.9 19 813 *** 191 1.6 42 * 5.8 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1.0 14 496 ** 235 20* 29 42 **
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment -1.8 8.4 *** 1035 *** -303 ** 1.2 -0.7 7.4 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 25 ** 36 580 ** -91 0.3 -0.2 -0.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment -0.3 16.0 *** 1276 *** -358 *** 1.0 24 7.9 ***
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills -0.9 19.3 *** 992 *** -593 *** 0.2 22 10.9 ***
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 8.3 ¥** 9.4 *** 317 -619 *** 0.2 -05 6.6 ***
Columbus Integrated 2.1 8.2 ** 673 ** -41 0.0 -0.1 55*
Columbus Traditional 3.3 ** 3.0 677 *** 29 0.3 -4.4 24
Detroit 15 75 367 * 101 1.2 15 13.0 ***
Oklahoma City 34 7.7 ** 5 -137 0.5 55 6.6 *
Portland 4.3 ** 10.7 *** 1842 *** 238 4,0 *** -6.7 11,9 ***
(continued)
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Table 10.1 (continued)

Familieswith No Children Under Age 62

Household
Education Employment Earnings and Income Composition Child Care
Ever
Received a Employed Average Used Paid
High School ~ During Two- ~ AverageTotal  Combined  Incomeator  Single Parent  Child Care
Diplomaor  Year Follow- Earningsin Incomein  AbovePoverty  |Ljving Only While
GED Up Years1and 2° Year2°  LevelinYear2° with Children Employed
Site and Program (%) (%) (©) ($) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1.3 -0.7 914 *** 258 22 54 * 35
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 0.5 -0.1 667 ** 275 2.2 4.4 38*
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment -2.2 4.6 624 -608 ** -0.5 0.3 4.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 14 35 151 -430 -0.9 -4.2 -4.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment -1.2 12,9 *** 963 *** -602 *** -0.7 21 34
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills -1.7 17.4 *** 986 ** -689 ** -11 5.4 7.7 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 6.1 *** 8.2 ** 168 -832 *** -1.1 16 23
Columbus Integrated 13 84 * 414 -196 -0.5 05 43
Columbus Traditiona 34* 4.6 a77 -14 -0.6 4.7 34
Detroit -2.3 15.3 ** 539 -63 2.7 14 11.2 **
Oklahoma City 0.8 59 -54 =341 ** -0.2 16.6 ** -1.2
Portland 1.6 14.4 ** 1378 *** 107 1.7 -7.4 12.8 **
(continued)
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Table 10.1 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey and from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: Measuresin thistable represent weighted averages. Measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland
represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the
client survey sample are weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group membersin
the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background

characteristics did not affect their chances of self-selection.
Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.

Statistical significance levelsareindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

aThe subgroup includes families in which al of the children were at least age 6 at random assignment. Post-random assignment families may have had
additional children and some children may no longer be in the household.

bAdministrative records-based; all other measures are survey-based. In addition, the sample for these measures includes all individuals in the full impact

sample and not just those in the client survey sample.
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Earnings. As discussed in Chapter 5, nine programs increased total earnings in year 2 among
al respondents. Smilar to the impacts on employment, two-year earnings gains were generdly smaler
for the families with no children under age 6.

Total income. These earnings increases were offset by decreases in welfare receipt, reuitingin
little improvement (and even some decreases) in total income (see Table 10.1). In other words, across
severd programs earnings from work replaced lost public assistance but did not exceed these losses. In
addition, Grand Rapids LFA, Riversde LFA and HCD, and Oklahoma City produced moderate to
large reductions (of 6 to 10 percent) in average combined income from earnings, welfare payments, and
Food Stamps for families with no children under age 6 that exceeded the decreases for the full sample.™®

AFDC grants can aso be reduced because of the imposition of financia pendties for individuas
who do not comply with the participation requirements. As discussed in Chapter 4, both programsin
Columbus and Grand Rapids were very enforcement-oriented, issuing sanctions for noncompliance to
about 30 percent of the program group members. At the other extreme, the two low enforcement edu-
cation-focused programs (Detroit and Oklahoma City) sanctioned dmost no program group members.
Sanction rates of between 10 and 20 percent were recorded for the remaining programs. (See Table
4.1.) Families headed by a welfare recipient who received a sanction experienced a direct loss in in-
come from reductions in their welfare grants. In addition, sanctions or the threet of sanctions may have
affected familiesindirectly — for example, by inducing a mother to search harder for ajob, to accept a
job offer she might otherwise have passed up, or even to leave wdfare in advance of employment.

Educational attainment. In severd programs there were increases in receipt of a high school
diploma or GED. Such impacts on educationd atainment may change the educationa environment in
the home or dlow parents to be strong role models for their children.* Increases in the percentage of
parents who had received a high school diploma or GED were smdl to moderate among al respon-
dents.” For the subgroup of familieswith no children under age 6, increases were somewhat smdler. As
expected, the program effects on educational attainment were larger in the education-focused programs,
which may create differences in child effects between education and employment-focused programs.
(The exception is Portland, an employment-focused program that had an impact comparable to some of
the education-focused programs.)

How well were children doing whose parents were not assigned to a mandatory welfare-to-
work program?

As shown in Appendix Tables C.1 and C.2, mogt children were living done with asingle parent
at the two-year follow-up. Their families tended to be smadl (approximately two to three children on av-
erage). Only 11 percent of respondents, on average, had another child since random assgnment.

The makeup of children’s households differed across sites and reflect the differences in popula-
tions served. For example, in Atlanta and Detroit, where there was a large African- American commu-
nity, many children were living with their mother and extended family. In Grand Rapids the pattern of

BThese measures are for the larger impact sample.

“See Haveman and Wolfe, 1995.

BFindings for several programs also include large increases in participation and moderate to large increases in
degree attainment for sample members without high school diplomas or GED certificates at the time of random as-
signment (see Chapter 4).
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living with extended family was rddivey rare. “Doubling up,” or children living with their mother and
nonrelated people, was uncommon across programs. A number of children were no longer living with
their mother, but not al of these children had been removed from her care.

Table 10.2 summarizes the child outcomes for children whose mother was in the control group.
This table includes summary measures for dl respondents and for families with no children under age 6.
Compared with children across the nation, the children of control group membersin the full sample were
progressing less well in school. The nationa average for repesting a grade is gpproximately 10 percent
for those aged 5 to 18.*° Across mogt of the Sites the percentage of children who had repeated a grade
was higher than the nationa average. (Portland was an exception with only 6.5 percent of the children

repesting agrade.)

Among families with no children under age 6, 16 percent of the children had repesated a grade.
In addition, the suspension rates among this sample were high. On average, 25 percent of the school-
age children across the sites had been suspended from school over the two-year follow-up period. Sus-
pension from school isameasure of children’s overall emotiona and behaviora adjustment.

V. Did Mandatory Wefare-to-Work Programs Affect Children?

Table 10.3 summarizes the impacts of the 11 welfare-to-work programs on the well-being of
respondents  children on health and safety, behaviord adjusment, and school progress. Impacts are
presented separately for two samples: dl respondents and the subgroup of families with no children un
der age 6. All impacts discussed are atigticaly significant unless otherwise noted. As discussed above,
program effects on behaviord adjustment and school progress are presented for al children but redly
pertain only to children who attended kindergarten or a higher grade during the follow-up.

What were the program effects on children’s health and safety?

Across the 11 programs there were very few effects on children’s hedlth and safety. As shown
in Table 10.2, the proportion of control group families among al respondents who had a child removed
from care was relatively low (gpproximately 4 percent, on average). About athird of al control group
respondents had taken a child to a hospital emergency room or clinic for an accident, injury, or poison
ing.

Table 10.3 shows that there was a smdll increase in the percentage of al respondents whose
children were removed from mother’s care in the Columbus Traditional program (2.5 percentage
points). Among families with no children under age 6 the child effect on remova from care was a nota-
ble 6 percentage points in Columbus Traditiond and 4 percentage points in Grand Rapids HCD.
Across both samples there were no statistically significant program effects on the percentage of families
who had used an emergency room to obtain medica care for their children.

*The national statisticsin this paragraph are from U.S. Department of Education, 1997.
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Table 10.2

Child Outcomes®
for Control Group Families
in the Full Sample and for Familieswith No Children Under Age 6

Full Sample
Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety Composite

Attends a Taken to 3to7

Special Class Attends a Removed  Hospital for  Indicators Were

Behavioral or for Special Class from Accident, True for

Emotionad  Behavioral Repeateda for Learning Mother's Injury, or  Children Within

Sample Suspended  Problems® Problems Grade Problems Caef Poisoning Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Atlanta 1086 231 17.2 85 19.3 125 2.6 215 145
Grand Rapids 584 182 31.2 14.6 12.1 289 4.8 33.6 20.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1114 156 225 5.0 105 216 38 30.7 13.9
Riverside Human Capital Development 729 185 214 6.0 12.6 22.8 39 285 15.8
Columbus 357 27.6 26.5 117 16.9 27.4 33 335 25.8
Detroit 216 209 119 4.1 125 121 13 18.1 8.4
Oklahoma City 252 16.1 19.8 53 16.5 22.3 3.8 36.7 16.7
Portland 313 20.0 35.6 13.2 6.5 28.0 7.7 34.4 21.9

(continued)
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Table 10.2 (continued)

Familieswith No Children Under Age 6°

Behaviora Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety Composite
Attends a Takento 3to7
_ Special Class Attends a Removed  Hospital for Indicators
Behavioral or for Special Class from Accident,  Were Truefor
Emotional  Behavioral Repeated a  for Learning Mother's Injury, or Children
Sample Suspended  Problems®  Problems Grade Problems Care® Poisoning Within Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta 549 29.6 19.7 9.3 19.2 14.2 32 209 17.0
Grand Rapids 253 25.7 34.4 138 144 31.6 45 320 23.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 592 216 251 6.1 114 23.6 36 290 16.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 385 26.4 214 6.4 144 20.8 4.1 24.3 16.2
Columbus 187 35.1 274 14.1 220 31.2 19 28.3 29.8
Detroit &4 34.7 16.1 6.2 19.0 17.1 14 125 129
Oklahoma City 83 26.4 17.5 82 22.6 32.5 4.5 331 22.3
Portland 118 33.7 44.5 16.6 7.7 29.2 9.3 29.9 24.9
(continued)
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Table 10.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC cdlculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measuresin thistable represent weighted averages. Measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland represent
weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are
weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group members in the full impact sample. Weighting
was not required for sample membersin Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics did not affect their chances of self-

selection.

3Families are asked broad questions about any of the children in their family. The answers are not linked to a particular child within the family.

b"Behavior or Emotional Problems" includes both respondents who reported that any of their children received help for behavioral or emotional problems and respondents
who felt that any of their children needed to get this kind of help, if they were not already receiving it.

‘Respondents were asked if their child was removed from their care because they couldn’t care for or handle them.

91 ncludes familiesin which all the children were at least age 6 at random assignment. Post-random assignment families may have additional children and some children
may no longer be in the household.
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Table10.3
Program Impacts on Child Outcomes®

for the Full Sample and for Familieswith No Children Under Age 6

Full Sample
Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Hedlth and Safety Composite
Attends a Taken to 3to7
_ Special Class Attends a Removed  Hospital for  Indicators Were
Behavioral or for Special Class from Accident, True for
Emotionad  Behavioral Repeateda for Learning Mother's Injury, or  Children Within
Sample Suspended  Problems® Problems Grade Problems Caref Poisoning Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 2.7 -28 * -3.3 *** 21 0.3 -0.6 04 -3.0 **
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 0.7 -24 -0.1 -31* -05 -05 -0.2 -1.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 21 -0.3 13 30 -1.5 -0.6 -04 37
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 -04 04 0.7 05 04 1.0 -31 34
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 6.6 *** 24 3.0 *** 23 * 10 -0.6 -0.3 21
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 34 -0.6 20 -31 -0.9 -0.2 -2.8 -14
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 -0.7 -11 19 -0.9 -2.3 -04 -0.6 -1.3
Columbus Integrated 728 -20 -1.3 -2.8 0.1 -8.3 *** 0.6 -38 -6.3 **
Columbus Traditiona 723 19 13 -0.3 -04 0.1 25 % -24 -04
Detroit 426 -29 29 0.2 -30 -0.8 0.7 14 33
Oklahoma City 511 -0.9 38 -0.3 -1.8 -31 05 22 -1.2
Portland 610 -4.3 -6.3 -2.8 -0.7 -2.1 -2.3 -0.6 -3.4
(continued)
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Table 10.3 (continued)

Families with No Children Under Age 6¢

Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety Composite
Attendsa Takento 3to7
Specia Class Attends a Removed  Hospital for Indicators
Behavioral or for Special Class from Accident,  Were True for
Emotional  Behavioral Repeateda for Learning Mother's Injury, or Children
Sample Suspended  Problems? Problems Grade Problems Care* Poisoning Within Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 941 -35 -4.4 * -4.0 ** -14 -1.2 -1.6 -1.9 -5.1 **
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1117 0.1 -25 11 0.1 0.0 -0.7 0.9 -0.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 520 49 19 9.5 *** 4.2 35 -0.2 -1.3 12,7 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 514 19 3.7 8.7 ** -0.2 4.8 40 * -1.7 9.2 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 927 6.8 ** -2.3 3.7 ** -32 * -0.5 -0.2 14 24
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 548 22 -2.6 3.9 -39 2.8 -0.1 -25 2.4
Riverside Human Capital Development 732 15 11 5.1 ** -1.8 38 14 -0.1 17
Columbus Integrated 393 -31 -6.7 -59 * -3.2 -10.1 ** 12 25 -95 **
Columbus Traditiona 400 37 27 -1.6 -36 -33 6.0 *** 48 -1.0
Detroit 160 21 16 2.8 -1.9 0.8 11 91 71
Oklahoma City 182 111 17.3 ** 2.0 5.9 -33 18 -0.3 6.5
Portland 221 -9.4 -11.3 * -2.5 -1.2 -0.2 -1.7 3.0 0.7
(continued)
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Table 10.3 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES:. Measuresin this table represent weighted averages. Measures for program and control group members in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland represent
weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are
weighted by theinverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group membersin the full impact sample. Weighting
was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members background characteristics did not affect their chances of self-

selection.
Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause dight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Families are asked broad questions about any of the children in their family. The answers are not linked to a particular child within the family.

b*Behavior or Emotional Problems" includes both respondents who reported that any of their children received help for behavioral or emotional problems and respondents
who felt that any of their children needed to get this kind of help, if they were not already receiving it.

Respondents were asked if their child was removed from their care because they couldn't care for or handle them.

4 ncludes familiesin which all the children were at least age 6 at random assignment. Post-random assignment families may have had additional children and some
children may no longer be in the household.
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What were the program effects on school -age children’s behavioral adjustment?

Table 10.3 aso presents program effects on the behaviora adjustment and school progress for
the two samples (al respondents and families with no children under age 6). Although the effects were
not pervasive across programs or outcomes, there were more effects on school-age children’s behav-
ioral adjustment than would have been expected due to chance.”

Specificaly, among dl respondents, only Atlanta and Riversde LFA produced Setiticdly sig-
nificant effects on the incidence of adverse behavioral outcomes, and the effects were in opposite direc-
tions for those two programs. Atlanta LFA produced small reductions in the proportion of familieswith
a child who required help for behaviord or emotiona problems (2.8 percentage points) and in the pro-
portion of families with a child who attended a specia class for these problems (3.3 percentage points).
Riversde LFA produced an increase (3.0 percentage points) in attendance in a specid class for behav-
iord problems.

As discussed earlier, any effects on school-based behavioral measures that do occur are more
likely to be observed for families with no children under age 6. In fact, eight programs produced at least
one datidicaly sgnificant effect for this subgroup. Three programs decreased the incidence of some
behaviord problems, and five increased their frequency (see Table 10.3).

Some of these effects on families with no children under age 6 represent improvements in chil-
dren’s well-being. Atlanta LFA reduced the proportion of subgroup families with a child who required
help for behavioral or emotiona problems by 4.4 percentage points and the proportion who attended a
gpecid class for behaviora problems by 4.0 percentage points. Columbus Integrated reduced the pro-
portion with a child who attended a specia class for behaviora problems by 5.9 percentage points, and
Portland decreased the proportion with a child who required help for behaviord or emotiona problems
by 11.3 percentage points.

Other effects on families with no children under age 6 were unfavorable. Grand Rapids and Riv-
ersde (both employment- and education-focused programs in those sites) produced smal to moderate
increases in the proportion of subgroup families with a child who attended a specid classfor behaviora
problems (effects ranged from 3.7 to 9.5 percentage points across these four programs). Riversde LFA
aso increased the proportion of subgroup families with a child who was suspended by 6.8 percentage
points. Oklahoma City produced a 17 percentage point increase in the proportion of subgroup families

"The Tippet and Fisher tests, developed in the literature on research synthesis (Cooper and Hedges, 1994), were
utilized to determine whether any child impact estimates could be considered statistically significant in view of the
large number of programs examined. These tests were applied to all 11 program estimates for a single child outcome
(excluding the Riverside LFA estimate for sample members lacking a high school diploma or basic skillsto avoid du-
plication). A statistically significant result on one of these tests indicates that at least one impact on that child meas-
ureis statistically significant, even with the large number of programs involved. These tests tend to be quite conser-
vative in indicating statistical significance. Nevertheless, for all respondents statistically significant results were
found for “Suspended,” “Attends a Special Class for Behavioral Problems,” “Attends a Special Class for Learning
Problems,” and the final composite measure. For the families with no children under age 6, statistically significant
results were found for “Behavioral or Emotional Problems,” “Attends a Special Class for Behavioral Problems,” “Re-
moved from Mother’s Care,” and the final composite measure.
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with a child who required help for behaviord or emotiona problems. (Although it was not Setidicaly
ggnificant, Oklahoma City produced an 11 percentage point increase in the proportion of subgroup
families with a child who was suspended from schoal.)

What were the program effects on school -age children’s school progress?

Fewer program effects were found for school progress than for behaviora adjustment, but all
were favorable (shown in Table 10.3). Among al respondents Atlanta HCD decreased the proportion
of families with a child who repesated a grade during the follow-up by 3 percentage points. Smilarly,
there was a small reduction (2.3 percentage points) in grade repetition for Riversde LFA. In Columbus
Integrated there was a moderate improvement in the percentage of families with a child who attended a
classfor learning problems.

Among families with no children under age 6 Riversde LFA and Columbus Integrated pro-
duced larger effects on school progress outcomes than were seen for al respondents. Riverside LFA
reduced grade repetition by 3.2 percentage points, Columbus Integrated reduced the proportion of
families with a child who attended a specid class for learning problems by 10.1 percentage points.

V1. Do Program Effects for Children Differ by Approach?

This section examines child effects from different programs using the dassification outlined ear-
lier in the report (high enforcement employment-focused, high enforcement education-focused, and low
enforcement education-focused). The theoreticadl model presented in Figure 10.1 will be used to de-
velop hypotheses about the factors contributing to the pattern of program effects. As discussed earlier,
these hypotheses can suggest drections for further research, but causdity should not be strongly i+
ferred.

A. High Enforcement Employment-Focused Approaches

Across the four employment-focused programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA,
and Portland) there were child effects, athough impacts were not large or widespread across programs
and outcomes. Six of 12 possible behavioral adjustment outcomes (three outcomes for each of four
programs) were found for children in families with no children under age 6. The direction of the effects
on school-age children's behaviord adjustment was mixed among the four programs. some improve-
ments and some declines. As will be discussed below, these effects tended to appear in the same direc-
tion within programs, however.

Improvements were noted in children’'s behaviord adjustment in Atlanta LFA and Portland.
Specificaly, among al respondents Atlanta LFA produced a small decrease (approximately 3 percert-
age points) in the proportion of families with a child who required help for behaviord or emotiond prob-
lems and a smilar reduction for families with a child who atended a specid class for behaviord prob-
lems. These effects were dightly larger among families with no children under age 6 (gpproximatdy 4
percentage points). Also, among this subgroup of families Portland produced a large decrease (11.3
percentage points) in the proportion of families with a child who required help for behaviora or emo-
tiona problems.
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The opposite pattern (adverse effects on behaviord adjustment) was found for Grand Rapids
and Riversde LFA. Among dl respondents no effects on behaviord adjustment were found for Grand
Rapids LFA. In the subgroup of families with no children under age 6, however, Grand Rapids LFA
produced a moderate increase (9.5 percentage points) in the proportion of families with a child who
attended a specid classfor behaviord problems. Riverside produced moderate increases in the propor-
tion of families with a child who had been suspended (nearly 7 percentage points for both groups) and
small increases for families with a child who attended a specid class for behaviora problems (about 3 to
4 percentage points for both groups).

Across the four employment-focused programs there was only one effect on children’s school
progress. in Riversde LFA a smdl decrease in the proportion of familieswith a child who had repested
agrade (about 2 to 3 percentage points for both groups).

There were no impacts on children’s hedth and safety (measured as remova from the home or
vigits to the emergency room) found among the four employment-focused programs.

B. High Enforcement Education-Focused Approaches

Among these five programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids and Riversde HCD, and Columbus Inte-
grated and Traditiond) child effects for al respondents were few. Specificdly, out of 10 possible ou-
comes on school progress, two produced impacts. Atlanta HCD reduced the proportion of familieswith
a child who repeated a grade (3 percentage points) and Columbus Integrated decreased the proportion
of families with a child who attended a specid class for learning problems (8.3 percentage points). Out
of the 10 measures of hedth and safety only one child effect was found: the Columbus Traditiond pro-
gram dightly increased the proportion of families with a child who was taken from the mother’s care
(2.5 percentage points).

In the subgroup of families with no children under age 6 an impact was found on one of the 10
possible school progress measures. Columbus Integrated reduced the proportion of familieswith achild
who attended a special class for learning problems by 10 percentage points. Impacts were also noted
for two out of 10 possible hedth and safety outcomes. Both Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Tradi-
tional increased the proportion of subgroup families with a child who was removed from the mother’s
care (4 and 6 percentage points, respectively). Findly, out of 15 possible behaviora adjustment out-
comes across these five programs, three produced impacts. Grand Rapids and Riversde HCD each
increased the proportion of subgroup families with a child who attended a specid class for behavior
problems (8.7 and 5.1 percentage points, respectively). Columbus Integrated, however, reduced the
proportion by 5.9 percentage points.

C. Low Enforcement Education-Focused Approaches

Among al respondents no child effects were found for Detroit and Oklahoma, the two low en+
forcement education-focused programs. In the subgroup of families with no children under age 6, there
was only a angle daidicaly sgnificant impact out of 15 possible behaviord adjusment outcomes; no
other effects were found in any area of children’s development for this subgroup. Specificaly, Okla-
homa City increased the proportion of families with a child who was getting or needed to get help for
behaviora problems by 17.3 percentage points. This program also increassed the incidence of suspern+
son by 11 percentage points (though this was not statisticadly sgnificant).
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Oklahoma City was somewhat of an anomaly. Although there were no employment impacts on
“on-the-book” jobs in Oklahoma City, there seemed to be increases in short-term or “off-the-book”
jobs (see Chapter 5).* The program message of self-sufficiency may have pushed more familiesto teke
these types of jobs. One possible explanation for the relatively large increase in behaviora problemsin
Oklahoma City is the possibility of job ingability from the types of jobs described. Thereis evidencein
the child development literature that children may be affected by ingtability in employment.”

VIl. AreProgram Effects on Children Similar Across Programs
Within Sites?

There is some evidence that effects on children may be smilar across two programs run in a
gngle ste. In this evauation four Stes ran two programs. Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Colum-
bus. Smple corrdation coefficients were calculated between the seven child outcomes for both pro-
gramsin each gte. Corrdation coefficients may vary between -1.00 and +1.00. A moderate correlation
coefficient in this ingance would exceed 0.30, and a large one would exceed 0.50.% A positive and
large correation coefficient would indicate that most child impacts are in the same direction for both
programs in a site. Among al respondents these correlations were positive but mostly smal, the largest
being about 0.41 (in Riversde).* For the families with no children under age 6, the correlations were
larger: 0.30 in Atlanta, 0.65 in Grand Rapids, 0.91 in Riversde, and 0.71 in Columbus. These findings
suggest that Ste policies, such as child care and sanctioning, may be important in determining child €-
fects, especidly for school-age children. The next section discusses this posshility.

¥The employment impacts estimated in Table 5.2 use statewide unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records,
which capture only earnings reported to the government by employers (on-the-book jobs). As shown in Table 5.2,
there was no employment impact in Oklahoma City according to this measure. On the other hand, the employment
impacts in Table 5.5 are estimated using the Two-Y ear Client Survey, in which respondents were asked to report on
any jobs, including self-employment and casual or short-term work not reported to the Ul system (off-the-book jobs).
The employment impact estimate according to the Two-Year Client Survey differs from the Ul impact measure in
Oklahoma City; thereis a 7.7 percentage point increase.

¥SeeMcLoyd et al., 1994.

“See Cohen, 1977, for discussion of small, moderate, and large correlations. Only the correlation coefficient for
Columbus was statistically significant.

ZAs discussed elsewhere, in Riverside existing statewide rules mandated that only individuals who were “in
need of basic education,” defined as not having a high school diploma or GED, having low scores on a welfare de-
partment-administered math or reading literacy test, or lacking proficiency in English, could be assigned to the HCD
group. The LFA group in that site, however, includes both those determined to be “in need” and “not in need.” For
the measures included in this section, results for the segment of the Riverside LFA group who were determined to be
in need of basic education are included so that direct comparisons between the LFA and HCD groupsin that site can
be made. Therefore, in Riverside the reported correlations are estimated on the “in need” subgroup in the LFA and
HCD programs. Further, direct comparisons of results between the Riverside HCD program and those of other pro-
gramsin this evaluation can be made only with those who lacked a high school diplomaor GED.
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VIll. Did Differences Emergein Child Effects Across Programsin Atlanta,
Grand Rapids, and Riverside?

There were no clear differences in child effects between the Labor Force Attachment and Hu-
man Capita Development gpproaches in the three stes (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside) that a-
lowed for direct comparison of the two program approaches. Although the patterns appeared in some
cases to differ across approaches, the differences were not systematic enough to draw firm conclusions.
For example, in Atlanta improvements in children’s behaviora adjustment occurred for the LFA pro-
gram only. The dfferences between the two approaches, however, were not large enough to conclude
that one approach was better than the other. Moreover, the same pattern did not occur in Grand Rapids
or in Riversde. In these two sites moderate increases in behaviora problems occurred across both ap-
proaches.”

Did any programs produce positive or negative effects across different types of child out-
comes?

As shown in Table 10.3, program-control group differences in severd programs tended to run
in the same direction, ether postive or negative. (These results include differences that did not attain
datistica sgnificance) This pattern gppears more often for families with no children under age 6. For
example, Atlanta LFA outcomes for this subgroup show a series of small decreases in the percentage of
families who have a child with a problem in every one of the sslected areas of children’s development.
More generdly, one can test (dbeit informally) whether differencestend to run in the same direction by
noting which programs had at least five program-control group differences of at least 1 percentage point
that ran in the same direction (positive or negetive), irrespective of datistica sgnificance. As shown in
Table 10.3, seven programs meet this test. For three of the programs (Atlanta LFA, Columbus Inte-
grated, and Portland), these differences congtituted improvement in child outcomes (that is, lower inci-
dence of outcomes detrimentd to children). The opposite pattern occurred for Grand Rapids LFA and
HCD, Riversde HCD, and Oklahoma City.

What might explain the observed child effects?

A number of program features and adult impacts have been suggested as possible contributors
to effects on children. The evidence from this evauation does not support any one of these features or
impacts as a primary explanation of child impacts, but two of the most interesting aress for further inves-
tigation are child care policies and income changes. Note that the following discusson compares, in al
cases where the measures permit it, adult impects for the full impact sample to child impacts for the cli-
ent survey sample.

Program approach: employment-focused ver sus education-focused. As discussed earlier,
the evidence does not indicate whether an employment- or education-focused program gproach

ZFor Riverside, the most relevant LFA-HCD comparison is between the LFA nongraduate group and HCDs, who
were mostly nongraduates. For these two groups, no child effects were found for the full sample. For the familes with
no children under age 6, there was one adverse effect for Riverside HCD (on attendance in a special class for behav-
ioral problems); the effect for the LFA nongraduate group was in the same direction but was not statistically signifi-
cant.
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achieves more favorable impacts on children. One reason for the absence of pronounced and systematic
differences across approaches may be that particular festures of programs may differ within asngle
gpproach. For example, among the four employment-focused programs the message about the kind of
initia job that parents should teke differed. Riversde LFA and Portland were at elther end of the con-
tinuum. Riversde LFA encouraged parents to take a part-time or temporary job, whereas Portland en-
couraged parents to wait to get a “good” job.” Future research may benefit from examining program:
matic differencesin greater detall.

Site child care policy. Most programs produced an increase in the use of paid child care, but
varied to the extent that it was a function of employment. In some programs increased use of child care
was due amogt entirely to the fact that more people were employed. In other programs use increased
because employed program group members used paid child care more often than employed control
group members.

At the same time, sites differed in their messages about supports for participation-related child
care. Although the differences in these messages could not be conclusively linked to child effects, the
evidence suggests that child care policies may be a determinant of child outcomes for some programs
and warrant further study. For example, in Atlanta and Portland child care assistance was a high priority
for program daff. Atlanta, however, offered reimbursement only for care given by licensed providers,
Portland did not emphasize specific kinds of child care arrangements. Notwithstanding these differences,
in both programs effects on children’s behaviord adjustment were mostly in the “favorable’ direction,
dthough not dl effects were Satidticaly significant.

In contragt, clientsin Grand Rapids were encouraged to make their own arrangements and were
told that a variety of child care arangements would be reimbursed, and clients in Riversde were et
couraged to use low-cogt child care arrangements. Some adverse child effects on behaviord adjustment
were observed in these Sites.

On the other hand, as noted in Chapter 3, case managers in the low enforcement education+
focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City aso placed a high priority on securing child care for
enrollees. These programs, however, produced no positive outcomes for children.

Enforcement and sanctioning. There is no obvious relationship between the frequency with
which programs imposed sanctions and the pattern of child outcomes. Grand Rapids and Columbus
sanctioned mogt heavily. Some adverse child impacts on attendance in a specid class for behaviora
problems were found for Grand Rapids, especidly for the families with no children under age 6, but the
opposite effect was found for the same subgroup in Columbus Integrated. There were, however, in
creases in remova of achild from the mother’s care for both Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Tradi-
tiona. It should aso be noted that adverse effects on children were found in both Riverside programs
(moderate level of sanctioning) and in Oklahoma City (low leve of sanctioning). Further, two programs
that recorded a moderate level of sanctioning (Atlanta LFA and Portland) atained generdly postive
effects on child outcomes.

For results on Riverside see Hamilton et al., 1997, p. 65, and Appendix Table C.1. For Portland see Scrivener et
al., 1998, p. 29.
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Adult educational impacts. For al respondents, and for families with no children under age 6,
impacts on parents receipt of a high school diploma or GED certificate appear not to be associated
with favorable effects on children (compare Tables 10.1 and 10.3). The largest impacts on diplomaand
GED attainment in the survey sample were found for Riversde HCD, for dl respondents and for the
families with no children under age 6. Both of these subgroups failed to show any beneficid and Satisti-
cdly sgnificant effects on children. Other programs and subgroups that showed smaller but still tatisti-
cdly sgnificant impacts on diploma or GED attainment aso failed to show any beneficid and Satidticaly
sgnificant effects on children. This finding remains vaid even when the sample is limited to respondents
without a high school diplomaor GED certificate a random assignment (results not shown).

Employment impacts. Programs with larger employment impacts did not appear to have con
gdently beneficia or adverse effects on children (compare Tables 10.1 and 10.3).* For al respondents
the large employment impact for Riverside LFA corresponded to some adverse child effects on behav-
iord adjustment, but the large employment impact for Columbus Integrated corresponded to improved
child outcomes in behaviora adjustment and school progress. The other four programs that showed
employment impacts for al respondents showed no Satigticaly significant child effects. For the families
with no children under age 6 the large employment impacts in the Riversde LFA and HCD programs
corresponded to adverse effects on child behaviora adjustment, but the large employment impacts for
Columbus Integrated and Portland corresponded to improved child outcomes in child behaviord ad-
jusment and, for Columbus Integrated, a reduction in attendance in a specid class for learning prob-
lems. Also, for families with no children under age 6, the Detroit program showed a large employment
impact but no gatisticdly sgnificant child effects.

Impacts on income. Some relationship may exist between income and child effects in these
data. In particular, ingtances in which increases in earnings do not fully compensate for lossesin welfare
payments may produce adverse effects on some child outcomes (compare Tables 10.1 and 10.3). This
relationship is not clearly evident among al respondents. For that sample, there were Setidticdly sgnifi-
cant decreases in average combined income in year 2 for three programs, but only one of these (River-
sde LFA) showed any adverse child effects. The relationship is more evident in the subgroup of families
with no children under age 6 Grand Rapids, Riversde LFA and HCD, and Oklahoma City showed
datigticdly sgnificant decreases in average combined income in year 2, and dl of them showed at least
one adverse effect on a child outcome. No programs showed a satisticaly sgnificant increase in the
combined income measure for either subsample, so it is not clear whether grester income might be as-
sociated with improved child outcomes. These results do suggest, however, that improved job qudlity,
which is linked to greater earnings and thereby to greater tota income, may be an important area to in-
vedtigate in connection with improved child outcomes. For instance, Portland's program, which i
creased employment, earnings, job qudity, employment stability, and income above poverty levels dso
produced generdly beneficid outcomes for children.

Impacts on household composition. As shown in Table 10.1, there are very few impacts on
household composition, suggesting that other adult outcomes affected child outcomes more. It is worth
noting, however, that alarge increase in single parents living only with their children was found in Okla-

#Note that this analysis compared client survey-based employment impacts to child impacts for the client survey
sample.
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homa City for families with no children under age 6, and the same subgroup showed a large negative
effect on behaviora or emotional problems (Table 10.3). On the other hand, a change in household
compostion in the same direction, dthough much smaler, was found for this subgroup in Atlanta LFA,
aswel as some positive child effects.
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Chapter 11

Two-Year Impacts by L evels of Disadvantage

Which types of programs work best for whom is one of the most important questions about
welfare-to-work programs. So far, this report has primarily assessed the results of dternative welfare-
to-work strategies for all sample members. This chapter looks a whether welfare-to-work programs
produced consstent results across a variety of subgroups who represent different levels of disadvan
tage. It aso provides a more detailed discussion of program impacts for specific subgroups, focusng
first on program effects for recipients who did not have a high school diploma or GED at study entry
versus those who did. The chapter then examines program impacts for the “most disadvantaged” seg-
ment of the research sample, recipients who face multiple barriers to work. This subgroup is defined as
those who (@) did not work in the year prior to random assgnment, (b) and had been on wdfare for
two years or more prior to random assignment, () and did not have a high school diplomaor GED at
study entry. The section then explores program impacts for recipients who did not have any recent work
experience, who are consdered “moderately disadvantaged.” The section then assesses whether pro-
grams helped recipients who had worked in the year prior to sudy entry and who were therefore more
likely to find work on their own. Subgroups based on age of child are addressed earlier in Chapter 10.

Subgroup impacts have important policy implications. Recipients who are more disadvantaged
and who are likdy to have the mogt difficulty finding a job will be particularly at risk of income reduc-
tions if they lose digibility for benefits under TANF. Programs that show positive effects for these re-
cipients serve as good models under time-limited welfare, whereas programs that produce only modest
effects for these recipients may be problematic. At the same time, programs that produce impacts, es-
pecidly on long-term earnings, for recipients with a wide range of background characteritics should be
consdered particularly successful and may have fegtures that are worth emulating.

Results for more job-ready recipients are aso of interest. It is an open question as to whether
wefare-to-work programs can help recipients who are likdy to find employment on their own without
program assstance. Programs may only be able to assst these individuals in securing jobs more quickly
than they would have otherwise, which would not be a long-term program effect. Consequently, poli-
cymakers disagree as to whether programs should target and spend scarce resources on these individu-
as as opposad to those with greater disadvantages in the labor market. On the other hand, it is quite
possible that programs might help job-ready recipients find higher-quality jobs, which could very well
have substantiad positive effects on long-term earnings. The results for job-ready subgroups can inform
this debate, which islikely to become more heated as Sates try out different strategies under TANF.

l. Key Questions

Did either the education or employment-focused approach consstently produce
results across subgroups that represent different levels of disadvantage?

How effective were both approaches in asssting recipients who had no high school
diplomaor GED certificate a program entry?
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Did ether gpproach help recipients who were “mogt disadvantaged,” that is, who
faced multiple barriers to employment?

How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had no recent work ex-
perience?

How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had worked in the year
prior to program enrollment?

[I. Analysis|ssues

This chapter evaluates impacts on key outcome measures for severa important subgroups of the
welfare population. These subgroups are not mutualy exclusive; rather, they represent severa ways that
policymakers can classfy recipients based on prior educationd attainment, work experience, and wel-
fare receipt.

All wefare-to-work programs aim to increase employment and earnings and reduce welfare re-
ceipt for recipients a dl levels of employability. As stated, educationfocused programs intend to build
recipients skills and credentias in the hope that they will find better employment than they would on
their own. In contrast, employment-focused programs encourage recipients to enter the labor market
quickly in the hope that they will work their way up to better jobs. Both dSrategies are expected to
benefit recipients who have multiple barriers to work as well as those who face fewer obstacles and
who are more likdly to find work on their own.

Subgroups based on different preprogram education credentids are particularly important to
sudy and offer further ingght into which strategies are more effective for whom. Recipients in these sLb-
groups are typicaly assgned to and receive different types of services. As discussed in Chapter 4, edu-
cation-oriented programs generaly produced large impacts on participation in basic education for re-
cipients without a high school diploma or GED & program entry. These programs aso increased par-
ticipation in education and training for recipients who had a high school diploma or GED. In contragt,
employment-focused programs increased participation in job search activities for sample members in
both of these subgroups to alarger extent than education-focused programs.

The subgroups discussed in this chapter are identified using information collected just before
the individua was randomly assigned. Because these groups are defined by pre-existing characteristics
observed at study enrollment, and not by outcomes occurring during the follow-up period, impacts are
unbiased, true experimental estimates.

The number of program and control group members in each subgroup is smaller than the num-
ber in the full sample, which makes the subgroup impact estimates less rdliable and less likely to be sa-
tigicdly sgnificant than those for the full sample. Additionally, because the survey sampleis smdler than
the sample for which administrative records deta are available, survey results are less rdliable than those
based on administrative records data. For certain subgroups impacts based on survey data are not pre-
sented because the sample sizes are too small to provide reliable estimates.

The chapter focuses on severd key outcome measures that take into account different time pe-
riods. “Ever Employed in Year 1 or 2” is the measure most representative of reductions in the total
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number of completely jobless and dso may be closely associated with employment exits from welfare.
“Number of Months on AFDC in Years 1 and 2’ is the measure most representative of totd time on
AFDC. Earnings, AFDC payments, and other outcomes are measured in year 2 to be more representa-
tive of longer-term program impacts. Outcomes from the survey focus on the end of two years to pro-
vide a sngpshot of recipients status two years after random assignment. Additionaly, unless otherwise
dated, dl impacts discussed in this chapter are Satistically significant.

[11. Framework

Table 11.1 presents the proportion of the research sample in each program thet is represented
by each subgroup. To smplify the discussion the subgroups are placed in three tiers that loosdy corre-
gpond to increasing levels of employability: most disadvantaged, moderately disadvantaged, and less
disadvantaged. Leve s for control group members, which capture what happened in the absence of wel-
fare-to-work programs for sample members with these specified characteristics, were used to catego-
rize the subgroups. Table 11.2 presents the control group levels for severa key outcome measures that
were used to categorize the subgroups. The text box below lists the subgroups according to level of
relative disadvantage, which, as shown, may be defined in different ways using different kinds of pre-
program information about enrollees. Two tiers in the table therefore show severd overlapping sub-
groups, illugtrating aternatives available to program operators for defining those tiers. A brief description
of the subgroups within each tier and their corresponding control group levelsis provided in the follow-

ing paragraphs.

Tier 1. Most Disadvantaged (one group)

did not have a high school diplomaor GED at random assignment, did not
work in the year prior to random assignment, and had been on welfare
for two years or more prior to random assignment

Tier 2: Moderately Disadvantaged (three overlapping groups)

did not have a high school diplomaor GED at random assignment
did not work in the year prior to random assignment
had been on welfare for two years or more prior to random assignment

Tier 3. Less Disadvantaged (four overlapping groups)

had a high school diploma or GED &t random assignment

had been on welfare for less than two years prior to random assignment
had worked in the year prior to random assignment

had earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random assignment

(the very least disadvantaged)
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table11.1
Sample Sizesfor the Most Disadvantaged, M oder ately Disadvantaged, and L ess Disadvantaged

M ost
Disadvantaged M oder ately Disadvantaged L ess Disadvantaged
No High
School Welfarefor 2 High School Welfare for
Not Employed Diplomaor  Yearsor More Diplomaor Lessthan2 Employedin  Earned $3,000
inYear Prior GED at Prior to GED at YearsPrior Year Prior to or Morein
Most to Random Random Random Random to Random Random Year Prior to
Full Disadvantaged Assignment Assignment Assignment  Assignment  Assignment  Assignment Random
Site and Program Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)  Assigment (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 221 61.4 39.0 65.1 61.0 33.6 38.6 145
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 3881 225 61.8 39.1 65.5 60.8 329 38.2 14.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 15.2 50.7 415 59.5 58.4 40.5 49.3 17.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 2997 15.1 49.7 40.3 59.2 59.6 40.5 50.3 17.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 20.2 59.6 46.5 52.2 535 46.1 404 20.8
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 4938 27.6 41.8 63.5 37.3 na 251 21.7 9.8
Columbus Integrated 4672 195 45.9 425 72.6 56.9 17.3 54.1 27.0
Columbus Traditional 4729 19.1 457 42.3 72.2 57.2 16.8 54.3 275
Detroit 4459 251 66.8 435 74.3 56.5 228 33.2 9.5
Oklahoma City 8677 4.9 451 445 239 54.7 30.9 54.9 224
Portland 5547 16.2 57.9 337 61.7 65.3 36.0 42.1 16.8

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from information routinely collected by welfare staff and from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings and AFDC records.

NOTES: The "Most Disadvantaged" subgroup contains sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED at random assignment, who did not work for pay in the
year prior to random assignment, and who received AFDC for more than two years prior to random assignment.

N/aindicates not applicable.
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Tier 1 includes one subgroup of individuds who have multiple barriers to work and who are
considered the most disadvantaged. As shown in Table 11.1, between 5 percent (Oklahoma City) ad
28 percent (Riversde HCD) of sample members in each program were most disadvantaged, with most
stes ranging between 15 and 23 percent.

As shown in Table 11.2, control group members in this subgroup had lower employment rates
and earnings than control goup members in al other subgroups. Specificaly, only about a quarter to
amog a haf were employed a some point during the follow-up period. Control group membersin this
subgroup, in dl stes except Oklahoma, were aso on wdfare the longest and had the highest average
AFDC payments. In most sites they spent between 18 and 21 months on welfare during the follow-up.

Tier 2 includes three overlapping subgroups, defined by the tier 1 components, who are consid-
ered moderately disadvantaged.’ Sample membersin two of these moderately disadvantaged subgroups
condtituted the largest portion of the sample. For example, in most sites between 45 and 62 percent of
sample members were not employed in the year prior to random assgnment.

As shown in Table 11.2, control group members in the moderately disadvantaged subgroups
were generally better off than those in tier 1. In most Sites between 47 and 67 percent of control group
members were employed a some point during the follow~up. In generd, control group membersin
these subgroups received welfare for between 16 and 19 months during the follow-up.

Tier 3 includes four subgroups of the more job-ready: those who had a high school diploma or
GED, had been on wdfare less than two years, and had worked in the year prior, as well as those who
earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random assgnment. As shown in Table 11.1, these sub-
groups represented different proportions of the research samples. For example, in most Sites between
38 and 55 percent had worked in the year prior to random assgnment. At the same time, in al dtes
more sample members had a high school diploma or GED at random assignment than did not have these
credentials. The only exception was the Riversde HCD program in which al sample members were
nongraduates. Further, between 10 percent and 28 percent of sample members across al sSites earned
$3,000 or morein the year prior to random assgnment.

As shown in Table 11.2, levels of employment and earnings for control group membersin these
subgroups indicate that these sample members were less disadvantaged than those in the other two tiers.
To some degree the subgroups within this tier also represent different levels of employability. For exam-
ple, employment rates for control group members who had a high school diplomaor GED and for those
who were on welfare for less than two years ranged from 65 to 77 percent in most sites. Control group
members in both of these subgroups typicaly depended on welfare for 14 to 17 monthsin most Sites.

!t isimportant to note that the subgroups considered moderately disadvantaged do not exclude individuals who
face multiple barriers who are categorized as most disadvantaged. Each of the moderately disadvantaged subgroups
includes individuals who are the most disadvantaged, as well as sample members who face a specific barrier to em
ployment. Therefore, overall, recipients in each of the moderately disadvantaged subgroups are somewhat less dis-
advantaged than those in tier 1.
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Table11.2

Average Employment, Earnings, AFDC, and Income of Control Group Members
for Yearsland 2

Ever Average
Employedin Total  Number of Months
Sample Yearlor2 Earningsin onAFDCinYears
Site and Program Size (%) Year2(9) land?2
Most Disadvantaged
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 432 39.6 1159 20.8
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 432 396 1159 20.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 223 437 751 20.4
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 223 437 751 204
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 669 239 670 18.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 669 239 670 18.7
Columbus Integrated 433 474 1309 18.8
Columbus Traditional 433 474 1309 18.8
Detroit 561 42.3 1253 21.3
Oklahoma City 236 40.8 742 13.1
Portland 351 38.6 1169 185
M oder ately Disadvantaged

Did not work in year prior to random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1203 482 1838 19.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1203 482 1838 19.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 732 55.5 1910 184
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 732 55.5 1910 184
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 2002 313 1366 17.0
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1031 26.5 1020 175
Riveside Human Capital Development 1031 26.5 1020 175
Columbus Integrated 1004 52.7 2101 174
Columbus Traditional 1004 52.7 2101 174
Detroit 1499 47.3 1881 20.4
Oklahoma City 1984 483 1313 111
Portland 1188 46.0 2015 16.9
(continued)



Table 11.2 (continued)

Ever Average
Employedin Total  Number of Months
Sample Yearlor2 Earningsin  on AFDCinYears
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2(9) land?2
Without a high school diploma
or GED at random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 759 52.6 1836 19.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 759 52.6 1836 19.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 596 63.5 1732 18.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 596 63.5 1732 18.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1539 389 1883 16.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1539 389 1883 16.7
Columbus Integrated 915 66.5 2629 17.6
Columbus Traditional 915 66.5 2629 17.6
Detroit 972 52.2 1805 205
Oklahoma City 1945 61.1 1478 12.6
Portland 718 52.2 2021 16.6
On welfare 2 years or more
prior torandom assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1281 547 2109 199
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1281 54.7 2109 19.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 874 66.8 2496 18.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 874 66.8 2496 18.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1734 389 1666 17.7
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 905 332 1186 18.1
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 905 332 1186 18.1
Columbus Integrated 1571 70.0 3487 175
Columbus Traditional 1571 70.0 3487 175
Detroit 1688 56.6 2400 20.2
Oklahoma City 1052 66.0 1965 13.6
Portland 1274 56.9 2484 17.0
(continued)
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Table 11.2 (continued)

Ever Average
Employedin Total  Number of Months
Sample  Yearlor2 Earningsin  on AFDCin Years
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2(9) land?2
L ess Disadvantaged
With a high schoal diploma
or GED at random assignment

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1187 67.3 3800 175
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1187 67.3 3800 175
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 859 74.8 3676 16.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 859 74.8 3676 16.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1803 531 3245 151
Columbus Integrated 1230 76.7 5009 155
Columbus Traditional 1230 76.7 5009 155
Detroit 1260 63.0 3332 19.1
Oklahoma City 2381 68.1 2664 11.0
Portland 1278 65.4 3741 15.0

On welfarelessthan 2 years

prior to random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 643 74.4 4809 15.3
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 643 744 4809 15.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 579 74.5 3416 15.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 579 74.5 3416 15.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1541 514 3356 14.2
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 609 45.8 2840 149
Riveside Human Capital Development 609 458 2840 14.9
Columbus Integrated 351 795 5481 139
Columbus Traditional 351 795 5481 139
Detroit 478 63.0 3494 18.3
Oklahoma City 1332 67.4 2269 12.0
Portland 639 67.0 4231 13.3
(continued)
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Table 11.2 (continued)

Ever Average
Employedin Total  Number of Months
Sample Yearlor2 Earningsin  on AFDCinYears
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2($) land 2
Worked in year prior to random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 743 828 4919 16.1
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 743 828 4919 16.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 723 84.4 384 16.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 723 84.4 384 16.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1340 66.2 4186 14.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 508 62.7 3552 152
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 508 62.7 3552 152
Columbus Integrated 1155 88.7 5535 15.6
Columbus Traditional 1155 88.7 5535 15.6
Detroit 734 804 4229 184
Oklahoma City 2384 78.7 2793 12.2
Portland 830 814 4774 13.6
Earned $3,000 or morein year prior to random
assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 281 89.1 6712 14.2
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 281 89.1 6712 14.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 258 87.8 5460 14.3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 258 87.8 5460 14.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 701 727 5625 134
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 224 70.2 5206 13.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 224 70.2 5206 13.7
Columbus Integrated 579 92.2 7355 14.1
Columbus Traditional 579 92.2 7355 14.1
Detroit 191 82.7 5944 17.2
Oklahoma City 944 845 3594 11.6
Portland 335 85.8 6622 12.2

SOURCES: MDRC cadl culations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES. The"Most Disadvantaged" subgroup consists of sample memberswho did not have a high school diploma
or GED at random assignment, did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment, and had received AFDC
for two years or more (cumulatively) prior to random assignment.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.



Control group members who had worked in the year prior to study entry and those who had
earned $3,000 or more had even higher rates of employment and earnings than those in the first two
subgroups in this tier. In most Sites more than 80 percent of control group members in these two sLb-
groups worked for pay during the follow-up period. Generaly, they dso spent less time on welfare,
about 13 to 16 months in most dtes, than those in the first two subgroups in this tier. These two sub-
groups are considered to be the least disadvantaged.

IV. KeyFindings

Mos employment- and education-focused programs produced welfare savings for
awide variety of subgroups, representing different levels of employability.

Severd programs achieved a least moderate gains in employment and/or earnings
for nearly dl subgroups studied; for these programs impacts were not concentrated
in one segment of the research samples.

Portland’'s employment-focused, varied first activity approach achieved large im
pacts on employment and earnings for nearly dl subgroups. At the other extreme,
Oklahoma City’s low enforcement education-focused approach did not produce
any pogtive impacts on employment or earnings for any subgroup.

Interestingly, employment-focused programs were more likely than education
focused programs to achieve employment and earnings gains within the two-year
follow-up for sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED at
sudy entry. The difference in impacts, however, narrowed by the end of the second
year.

Severd employment- and education-focused programs produced moderate to large
gans in employment and earnings for individuas facing multiple barriers to work.
Employment-focused programs may have produced somewhat larger labor market
effects within the two-year follow-up, but the evidence is not strong or definitive.

Both approaches were successful for sample members who did not have any recent
work experience and were consdered moderately disadvantaged. A greater num-
ber of programs produced impacts on employment and earnings for these recipients
than for those who were the most disadvantaged or the least disadvantaged.

Both gpproaches were less successful in heping sample members who had been
employed in the year prior to random asgnment and thus considered less disad-
vantaged. Only two employment-focused programs and one educationfocused
program produced gains in both employment and earnings for these sample mem-
bers.



V. Program Impacts Across Subgroups

This section looks at program mpacts for key outcome measures across the complete set of
subgroups spanning al leves of disadvantage. Of primary interest is the congstency with which different
program approaches did or did not produce impacts for al the subgroups they served. The adility to
produce impacts on dl or dmost al large subgroups under a program purview may be an important
prerequisite for producing sizable impacts on the full program-eligible population. Impacts on particular
subgroups of policy interest, as described in the text box earlier in the chapter, are discussed in the suc-
ceeding section. Tables 11.3-11.7 and Appendix Tables D.1-D.3 present program impacts on key out-
come measures for each of these subgroups.

Did both employment- and education-focused approaches consistently produce results across
subgroups who represent different levels of disadvantage?

Severd employment- and education-focused programs achieved at least moderate gainsin em-
ployment and/or earnings for dl or nearly al subgroups who were studied. Decreases in time spent on
welfare and in AFDC payments were more prevaent than employment and earnings increases across al
subgroups in most programs.

Employment and earnings. Five programs (Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Riversde LFA
and HCD, and Portland) achieved at least moderate employment impacts for subgroups, representing
different levels of disadvantage. Other programs achieved fewer subgroup impacts on employment, and
they were generdly concentrated among individuals in moderatdly disadvantaged subgroups. In fact, in
most programs the magnitude of employment impacts was larger for the moderately and most disadvan-
taged subgroups than for the less disadvantaged subgroups. Only Oklahoma City did not produce any
positive impacts on employment or earnings for any subgroup.

Impacts on earnings followed a smilar subgroup pattern that was generdly not associated with
the type of approach. Severa programs successfully increased earnings in the second year for most
subgroups. Portland achieved moderate to large impacts for al subgroups except for those who earned
$3,000 or more in the year prior to random assgnment. Grand Rapids LFA and HCD and Columbus
Integrated achieved at least moderate earnings impacts for nearly al subgroups. Widespread impacts on
year 2 earnings were aso evident in the Columbus Traditiond and Riversde LFA programs, dthough
gans were not dways datigicaly sgnificant. In contrast, Detroit had the largest impacts on earnings in
the second year for the two least disadvantaged subgroups, that is, those who worked at al in the year
prior to study entry and those who earned $3,000 or more during that period. Both programsin Atlanta
achieved gains primarily for moderately disadvantaged subgroups.

Few programs produced impacts across al subgroups on employment stability, defined as the propor-
tion of sample members employed in dl four quartersin year 2. Only two employment-focused pro-
grams were relatively successful: Portland and Riverside LFA achieved impacts for nearly al subgroups.
Other programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD, and both Columbus Integrated and Traditiond, Detroit, and
Grand Rapids LFA) produced impacts for fewer subgroups, mainly those in the moderately disadvan
taged tier. Interestingly, achieving impacts on employment stability for the least disadvantaged appeared
problematic. Severd programs achieved effects for the large subgroup “Employed in Y ear Prior to
Random Assignment,” but when the category was
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Table11.3

Program I mpacts on Selected M easur es
for Sample Members Who Were Most Disadvantaged Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Tota
Sample inYear 1or2 4 Quarters of Earningsin
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 849 4.6 4.2* 380 *
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 872 18 24 12
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 458 11.3 ** 5.8 ** 800 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 453 104 ** 4.0 667 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1362 217 *** 5.5 x** 613 ***
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1362 135 *** 4.2 *x* 605 ***
Columbus Integrated 911 0.9 25 448 **
Columbus Traditional 901 38 3.2 279
Detroit 1119 6.0 ** 0.0 191
Oklahoma City 429 -2.7 -0.4 -90
Portland 897 14.3 *** 8.5 *** 838 ***
Number of Average AFDC Average Combined
Months on AFDC Paymentsin Incomein Year 2
Site and Program inYears1and2 Year 2 ($) ($p
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment -04 -162 ** 205
Atlanta Human Capital Development 0.0 -54 0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment -2.3 *** -868 *** -300
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment -2.1 *xx -820 *** -418
Riverside Labor Force Attachment -2.0 *** -1049 *** =721 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development -08 * -635 *** -234
Columbus Integrated -1.2 ** -385 *** -233
Columbus Traditional -04 -194 * -28
Detroit -0.9 *** -256 ** -224
Oklahoma City -0.9 -227 -469
Portland =15 *** -615 *** 83
(continued)



Table 11.3 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings and AFDC records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics
of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance
levels areindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

The "Most Disadvantaged" subgroup consists of sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED at random
assignment, did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment, and had received AFDC for two years or more
(cumulatively) prior to random assignment.

@ Combined income" isincome from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.
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Table11.4

Program I mpacts on Selected M easur es
for Sample Members Not Employed in the Year Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Tota
Sample inYear 1or2 4 Quarters of Earningsin
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 2353 6.1 *** 4.7 *** 633 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2398 4.3 ** 4.8 *** 635 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1527 10.2 *** 18 340 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1489 7.0 *** 3.0* 362 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 4010 18.3 *** 4.3 *** 659 ***
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 2074 18.7 *** 3.2 ** 373 **
Riverside Human Capital Development 2065 10.9 *** 11 238
Columbus Integrated 2143 40* 4,9 *** 597 ***
Columbus Traditional 2160 4.3 ** 5.6 *** 695 ***
Detroit 2978 45** 0.4 169
Oklahoma City 3912 -0.4 -0.8 -27
Portland 3214 17.3 *** 10.9 *** 1627 ***
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample  Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)? [nsurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1187 0.36 04 15
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1376 0.35 0.6 16
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 534 -0.55 2.8 9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 506 -0.27 3.3 18
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1047 0.38 4.6 *** 27
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 680 0.03 3.9 ** 30
Riverside Human Capital Development 890 -0.36 0.7 28
Columbus Integrated 352 -0.14 31 -10
Columbus Traditional 354 0.30 6.7 * 26
Detroit 297 -0.37 2.3 17
Oklahoma City 235 -0.41 -3.8 -182 **
Portland 361 0.31 79* 1
(continued)



Table 11.4 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC '
on AFDCin Years Paymentsin Combined Income
land?2 Year 2 ($) inYear 2 ($° Site and Program
-1.1 *x* -228 *** 323 * Atlanta L abor Force Attachment
-0.8 *** -176 *** 414 ** Atlanta Human Capital Development
-2.2 *** -683 *** -513 *** Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.3 *** -526 *** -266 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
=15 *** ST73 *** -326 ** Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.6 *** -846 *** =701 *** Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-0.8 ** -539 *** 472 ** Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
-11 -328 *** 28 Columbus Integrated
-0.9 *** -298 *** 220 Columbus Traditional
-04 -114 9 Detroit
-0.6 ** -45 -60 Oklahoma City
S2.7 xx* -894 *** 451 ** Portland
. Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket
Child Have Health Problemsin Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)¢ Interview (%) Site and Program
-45 ** -3.8 ** 13 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-15 -1.3 19 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
-2.0 1.6 2.8 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-38 12 -0.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-2.8 2.4 6.3 *** Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-04 -1.0 5.3 ** Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
-1.6 -0.1 46 ** Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
0.7 -8.8* 0.7 Columbus Integrated
71* -25 -0.1 Columbus Traditional
16 4.1 4.8 Detroit
-85 0.0 27 Oklahoma City
-6.1 -5.8 6.0 Portland

(continued



Table 11.4 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings and AFDC records (upper panel), and Two-Y ear
Client Survey (lower panel.)

NOTES:. Survey measures for program and control group members in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland represent
weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be
surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to
replicate the proportion of program and control group members in the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for
sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members’ background characteristics did not affect
their chances of selection.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of
sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in cal culating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance
levelsareindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

aDifferences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for "Average Hourly Pay" are
not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.

bThe survey asked about income in the month before interview from regular or odd jobs; Food Stamps; AFDC; child
support; aimony; Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC); Supplemental Security Income; Social Security;
unemployment insurance; Worker's Compensation; General Assistance; Refugee Assistance; foster child payments; any money
from family or friends outside the household to help pay living expenses; and other sources of income. This measure does not
include average EITC receipts.

¢'Combined income" isincome from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.
dThis measure represents at |least three academic, behavior, and/or health-related problems reported for any child in afamily.
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narrowed to “Earned $3,000 or More in Year Prior to Random Assgnment,” only Detroit and Grand
Rapids LFA achieved successin increasing employment sability.

Additiondly, few programsincreased job quality for any subgroup. Only Portland and Riversde
LFA produced impacts for severd subgroups. Both programs raised the proportion of program group
members who had full-time jobs that provided health insurance at the end of two years for both moder-
ady disadvantaged and less disadvantaged subgroups:?

Welfare receipt. Riversde and Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Columbus Integrated and Tra-
ditiond, and Portland decreased time on wefare and AFDC payments for al or most subgroups. Four
programs (Portland, Riversde LFA, and Grand Rapids LFA and HCD) decreased both of these wel-
fare outcomes by a smilar magnitude across dl subgroups. Columbus Integrated and Traditiond, At-
lanta LFA, Riversde HCD, and, to some extent, Detroit achieved somewhat larger reductions in both
measures for less disadvantaged subgroups than for other subgroups. (Impacts in Detroit were largest
for those who earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random assignment.) The Atlanta HCD pro-
gram lowered AFDC payments for more subgroups than it decreased time on welfare.

Gains in earnings were offset by decreases in benefits in most programs for most subgroups.
Decreases in combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in the second year were rela
tively common for subgroups in severd programs, dthough they were not dways datisticaly sgnificant.
Specificdly, Riversde LFA and HCD, Grand Rapids LFA, and Oklahoma City reduced combined
income for al or nearly al subgroups. Only Portland and both Atlanta programs increased combined
income for some subgroups, mainly for moderately disadvantaged subgroups, dthough not dways by
datidticdly sgnificant amounts. Detroit achieved the largest gains for sample members who earned
$3,000 or more in the year prior to random assgnment, athough this esimate was not detigticaly sg-
nificant.

Other outcomes. The subgroup pattern of impacts on other outcome measures did not appear
to be associated with the type of program approach. Severa programs decreased health care coverage
for different subgroups. In Columbus Integrated, Oklahoma City, and Riverside LFA lossesin coverage
occurred among those who were less disadvantaged, particularly those who had recent work experi-
ence. In contragt, in Atlanta LFA, Portland, and, to some extent, Columbus Integrated decreases were
concentrated among moderatdly disadvantaged program group members, particularly those who had
been on welfare for at least two years prior to random assgnment.

Severa programs aso affected the incidence of paying for child care for different subgroups.
Notably, both Riverside programs increased the proportion of noderately disadvantaged program
group members who incurred child care costs. Detroit and Columbus Integrated had smilar negative
effects for moderately and less disadvantaged subgroups. Only Grand Rapids HCD produced positive
results for some moderately and |ess disadvantaged subgroups.

*These measures are based on survey data. Because the sample sizes are too small to provide reliable estimates
for the most and least disadvantaged subgroups, they are excluded from the analysis of these and other survey
measures.
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Table11.5

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample MembersWithout a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employedin All Average Total
Sample inYear 1or2 4 Quarters of Earningsin
Site and Program Size (%) Y ear 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1495 42 * 45 ** 427 **
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1519 20 22 276
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1251 8.9 *** 35* 728 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1209 5.4 ** -0.2 312
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3125 16.6 *** 3.2 *** 375 **
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 3135 9.3 *** 15 121
Columbus Integrated 1987 0.2 47 *** 779 ***
Columbus Traditional 2001 1.0 46 *** 412 **
Detroit 1940 5.8 *** 0.9 279
Oklahoma City 3864 0.6 -1.2 -25
Portland 1872 13.1 *** 7.4 *** 881 ***
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)2 Insurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 895 0.48 11 -2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1092 0.23 3.1 ** 12
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 453 0.38 52 16
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 481 0.17 4.2 25
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1012 -0.21 5.1 *** 4
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 -0.53 18 -5
Columbus Integrated 301 0.40 26 -58
Columbus Traditional 292 0.92 13 -59
Detroit 188 1.22 0.8 16
Oklahoma City 234 -0.19 53 35
Portland 189 0.57 5.3 75
(continued)
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Table 11.5 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average
on AFDCin Years Payments in Combined Income
land?2 Year 2 (9) in Year 2 ($)° Site and Program
-0.9 ** -181 *** 260 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-04 -142 ** 179 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
-2.5 *** =764 *** -200 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 *x* -572 *** -424 ** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.4 *** =757 *** -594 *** Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.0 *** -578 *** -619 *** Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
-1.9 **x* -480 *** -48 Columbus Integrated
-0.9 *** -269 *** -60 Columbus Traditional
-05 -114 69 Detroit
-0.3 -25 -1 Oklahoma City
-1.7 xR -616 *** 155 Portland
. Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health Problemsin Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)¢ Interview (%) Site and Program
0.3 -1.0 -15 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
11 -0.1 11 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
21 -3.9 2.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
25 -1.2 -2.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-36 * -14 2.1 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
21 -1.3 4.7 ** Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
-2.8 -6.1 7.4 ** Columbus Integrated
47 16 13 Columbus Traditional
-2.6 18 85* Detroit
-8.8 -4.8 6.6 Oklahoma City
-54 -105 * 4.5 Portland
SOURCES and NOTES: See Table 11.4.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table11.6

Program Impacts on Selected M easures
for Sample Members With a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employedin All Average Total
Sample inYear 1or2 4 Quarters of Earningsin
Site and Program Size (%) Y ear 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 2338 4.8 *** 31* 483 **
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2358 35 ** 3.6 ** 439 *
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1760 6.3 *** 29 352
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1785 5.2 *** 4.2 ** 574 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3601 13.1 *** 4.4 *** 795 ***
Columbus Integrated 2658 25 * 3.7 ** 383
Columbus Traditional 2707 11 34 * 513 **
Detroit 2518 24 29 * 311
Oklahoma City 4742 -2.0 -7 * 1
Portland 3622 10.1 *** 8.3 *** 1371 ***
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)* Insurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 995 0.27 -2.0 41
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1107 0.19 -1.5 43
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 -0.32 -2.2 -74 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 -0.28 -1.9 -72*
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 0.52 49 * 39
Columbus Integrated 425 0.11 2.7 11
Columbus Traditional 430 -0.05 18 58
Detroit 238 -1.45 82 * 18
Oklahoma City 267 -0.17 -4.3 -114
Portland 415 0.88 115 *** 44
(continued)
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Table 11.6 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average
on AFDCin Years Paymentsin Y ear Combined Income
land?2 2(% inYear 2 ($)° Site and Program
-1.3 *** =250 *** 141 Atlanta L abor Force Attachment
-0.7 ** -166 *** 271 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
-2.0 *** -615 *** -383 * Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.2 *x* -438 *** 118 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.6 *** -647 *** -50 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 *x* -304 *** -121 Columbus Integrated
-11 * -286 *** 59 Columbus Traditional
-05 * -149 * 116 Detroit
=12 *** -161 *** -258 ** Oklahoma City
-2.8 *** =791 *** 283 Portland
. Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health Problemsin Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)¢ Interview (%) Site and Program
-14 -4.3 ** 0.2 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-2.0 -2.3 2.7 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
-3.7 79 ** 3.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-3.6 55 * -5.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-4.3 6.7 ** 2.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.3 ** -7l * 0.7 Columbus Integrated
-1.8 -1.8 0.2 Columbus Traditional
-1.0 5.9 95* Detroit
-114 * 19 -11 Oklahoma City
-5.0 -04 6.4 Portland

SOURCES and NOTES: See Table 11.4.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 11.7

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members Employed in the Year Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample inYear 1or2 4 Quarters of Earningsin
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1480 21 2.3 191
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1483 1.0 0.7 23
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1485 5.2 *** 43* 682 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1508 40 ** 15 575 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 2716 10.2 *** 29* 387
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1051 12,9 *** 35 389
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1070 6.0 ** 2.2 -122
Columbus Integrated 2529 -0.5 4.0 ** 613 **
Columbus Traditional 2569 -15 2.7 340
Detroit 1481 28 5.2 ** 586 *
Oklahoma City 4765 -1.3 -20* 8
Portland 2333 29 * 3.9* 631 **
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)? Insurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 703 0.37 -2.9 38
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 823 0.01 -0.2 44
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 624 0.16 -1.1 -83 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 652 0.00 -1.9 -67
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 631 0.02 5.4 ** 10
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 332 -0.43 7.3** -39
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 460 -0.83 35 -64
Columbus Integrated 376 0.37 29 -4
Columbus Traditional 369 0.35 -3.2 -2
Detroit 129 “ -1.71 ¢ 9.6" -37¢
Oklahoma City 276 0.19 3.9 94 *
Portland 249 1.56 12.1 ** 179 **
(continue
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Table 11.7 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average Combined
on AFDC in Years Paymentsin Incomein Year 2
land?2 Year 2 (9) ($)* Site and Program
-1.2 x** -208 *** -26 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.3 -151 ** -39 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
-2.2 *** -672 *** -93 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
212 *** -464 *** 69 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.4 x** -607 *** -410 * Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.8 * -574 *** -351 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
-1.2 ** -508 *** -848 **  Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
-2.0 *** -416 *** =77 Columbus Integrated
212 *x* -262 *** -110 Columbus Traditiona
-0.6 * -189 * 312 Detroit
-0.9 *** 2147 *** -198 * Oklahoma City
-2.1 *x* -480 *** -11 Portland
_ Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Hedlth Problemsin Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)¢ Interview (%) Site and Program
38 -1.8 -38 Atlanta L abor Force Attachment
-0.7 -11 25 Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment
-4.3 55 * 35 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
09 53 * -7.1 **  Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment
5.7 * 17 -4.0 Riverside L abor Force Attachment
-10.6 ** -1.8 -53 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-35 -35 4.1 Riverside Human Capital Devel opment
-15.3 *** -3.9 7.8 **  Columbus Integrated
-4.7 12 2.6 Columbus Traditional
-6.3" 24" 156" Detroit
-14.4 ** -25 16 Oklahoma City
-5.8 -1.2 55 Portland

SOURCES: See Table 11.4.

NOTES: SeeTable11.4.
The symbol "u" indicates that, because of very small sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is unreliable.
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Findly, few programs affected the incidence of problems among children in a uniform fashion
across subgroups.® For less disadvantaged subgroups both programs in Grand Rapids increased the
proportion of program group members who reported that their children had severd problems. In con-
trast, Atlanta LFA and Columbus Integrated decreased the incidence of recipients with children who
had severd problems for moderately and less disadvantaged subgroups.

VI. Program Impactsfor Selected Subgroups

This section provides a more detailed discussion of program impacts for specific policy-relevant
subgroups defined by recipients preprogram educationd attainment and past work history. It explores
program effects on key outcome measures for individuals who did and did not have a high school d-
ploma or GED certtificate & study entry, for individuds with multiple barriers to employment, and for
individuals who did and did not work in the year prior to random assgnmen.

How effective were both approaches in assisting recipients who had no high school diploma
or GED certificate at program entry?

Interestingly, employment-focused programs were more likely than education-focused programs
to produce impacts on employment and earnings within the two-year follow-up for sample members
who did not have a high school diploma or GED at study entry. (See Table 11.5.) In contrast, educa
tion-focused programs, which were specificaly designed to meet the needs of enrollees without educa-
tion credentids and did increase participation in basic education activities, produced fewer impacts on
employment and earnings, perhaps because two years was not long enough for these programs to
achieve reaults from lengthy participation in education. Nevertheless, dl programs except Detroit and
Oklahoma City successfully decreased welfare payments for individuas in the nongraduate subgroup.

Employment and earnings. All employment-focused programs (the three LFA programs and
Portland) produced datisticdly significant gains in employment, earnings, and stable amployment for
sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED. In most cases effects were moderate
for sample members in this subgroup. (See Table 11.5.) Riversde LFA and Portland, however,
achieved the largest employment gains. 16.6 and 13.1 percentage points, respectively. Portland adso
attained the most dramatic impacts on employment stability and on earnings for nongraduates, rasing the
proportion of this subgroup who were employed in dl four quartersin year 2 by 7.4 percentage points
and increasing average earnings by $881.

Employment and earnings effects were less in evidence among the education-focused programs.
Both Columbus Integrated and Traditiona increased stable employment and average earnings by dtatis-
ticdly sgnificant amounts in year 2, but did not raise the proportion who were ever employed. Grand
Rapids HCD, Riversde HCD, and Detroit were successful only in boosting employment levels.

At the end of the follow-up, however, one education-focused program (Columbus Integrated)
was achieving the largest earnings gains of any program for nongraduates. Two other education-focused
programs (Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Traditiond) attained larger earnings and/or employment
impacts than two of the employment-focused programs (Atlanta and Riverside LFA). These results sug-

*This measure includes the percentage of respondents who reported at least three school, behavioral, and/or
health problems for any children in their household.
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gest that additiond follow-up is necessary to determine which gpproach is more effective for nongradu-
aesin the long run.

The results were not entirely clear about which gpproach increased job qudity. As shown in
Table 11.5, one employment-focused program (Riversde LFA) and one education-focused program
(Atlanta HCD) increased by a datidicdly significant amount the proportion of nongraduates who had a
“good” job, that is, a full-time job that provided hedlth benefits. Nevertheless, three of the four employ-
ment-focused programs produced the largest effects (greater than 5 percentage points) on this measure,
whereas only one education-focused program achieved aSmilar impact. Impacts on average hourly pay
among those employed were not associated with either approach.

Welfare receipt. Regardless of approach most programs decreased welfare receipt for sample
members without education credentids at study entry. Eight programs decreased the average amount of
time that recipients spent on welfare during the two-year follow-up period from just under one month
(Columbus Traditiond and Atlanta LFA) to more than two and a haf months (Grand Rapids LFA).
Nine programs reduced average AFDC expenditures in year 2 by amounts ranging from 5.7 percent
(Atlanta HCD) to 21.0 percent (Grand Rapids LFA). Five programs generated an average savings of
more than 15 percent, an amount historically consdered quite large for awelfare-to-work program.

These reductions in welfare payments largely offset earnings gains for nongraduates. In fact, the
only gatigicaly sgnificant effects on the combined AFDC, earnings, and Food Stamps income of non
graduates were negative: three programs (Riversde LFA and HCD and Grand Rapids HCD) lowered
combined income by $424 to $619 in year 2. Atlanta LFA and HCD and Portland did increase com-
bined income by more than $150, but these estimates were not statisticaly significant. According to sur-
vey data, most programs did not affect respondents total income in this subgroup in the last month of
the follow-up period. Portland increased total respondent income by $75, but this estimate was not sta-
tigicdly sgnificant.

Other autcomes. A few negative effects on other outcomes were found for sample menmbers
without education credentids. Riversde LFA decreased hedlth care coverage for respondents in this
subgroup and their children by 3.6 percentage points. In addition, three education-focused programs
increased the proportion of respondents who paid for child care out-of-pocket by 4.7 percentage
points (Riversde HCD) to 8.5 percentage points (Detroit). Portland achieved one postive result for
these sample members: it decreased the proportion of respondents in this subgroup who reported that
their children had severd problems by 10.5 percentage points.

Did either approach achieve employment and earnings gains for high school graduates and
GED certificate holders?

Severd programs that represented both employment- and education-focused approaches pro-
duced employment and earnings impacts for high school graduates and GED certificate holders.* (See
Table 11.6.) Programs that were employment-focused may have achieved dightly better resultsfor this
subgroup, but the evidence on this point is neither consstent nor strong. All programs, regardless of ap-
proach, decreased welfare receipt for these sample members.

“Riverside HCDs and control group members are excluded from the following analyses because most members of
this subgroup lacked a high school diplomaor GED certificate at randomassignment. (See Hamilton et al., 1997.)
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Employment and earnings. As shown in Table 11.6, three employment-focused programs
and two education-focused programs produced Setigticaly significant impacts on both employment and
earnings for sample members who had a high school diploma or GED at study entry. Three of these
programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Grand Rapids HCD) achieved modest gains in employment and
eanings. Two of the employment-focused programs achieved the largest gains: Riversde LFA and
Portland increased employment during the follow-up by more than 10 percentage points and increased
earnings in the second year by $795 and $1,371, respectively, for graduates and GED holders.

These two programs aso increased job qudity for sample members who had a high school di-
ploma or GED at study entry. Specificaly, they increased the proportion of program group members
who had a full-time job that provided hedth insurance two years after study atry by 4.9 percentage
points and 11.5 percentage points, respectively. Detroit also achieved an 8.2 percentage point gain.
Unlike Detroit, however, Portland and Riverdde LFA dso raised the hourly wage among those en
ployed by $0.52 (Riverside LFA) and $0.88 (Portland) two years after study entry. On the other hand,
nearly dl programs (except one employment-focused program and one education-focused program)
achieved datidticaly sgnificant increases in the percentage of sample members employed during al four
quarters of year 2.

Weéfare recept. All programs successfully decreased welfare receipt during the follow-up pe-
riod for recipients who had a high school dploma or GED a random assgnment. Most programs re-
duced the average amount spent on the rolls by about one month to nearly three months. All programs
aso lowered average AFDC expenditures, with five programs achieving a least a 15 percent reduction.
Only two programs produced less than a 10 percent reduction. The three largest percentage reductions
were achieved by employment-focused programs, but large reductions were aso achieved by educa-
tion-focused programs.

Impacts on combined earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamp ncome were smdl and were not
linked to program gpproach for sample members who had a high school diploma or GED at sudy en
try. Six programs increased combined income in the second year of follow-up, dthough none of these
edimates was datidticdly sgnificant. The remaining four decreased combined income. Two of these re-
ductions were gtatigticaly significant: a $383 reduction in combined income in Grand Rapids LFA and a
$258 reduction in Oklahoma City. These two programs, as well as Grand Rapids HCD, dso lowered
respondents’ total income in the last month of follow-up as measured by survey data. The estimate in
Oklahoma City was not datigticaly sgnificant, however.

Other outcomes. The programs evidenced occasond negative effects on other outcome
measures for the graduate subgroup. Specificdly, two education-focused programs, Columbus Inte-
grated and Oklahoma City, lowered the rate of hedlth care coverage for respondents and children by
9.3 and 11.4 percentage points, respectively. In Detroit a higher percentage of respondents than control
group members in this subgroup paid for child care out- of-pocket. At the same time, two employment-
focused programs and one education-focused program increased the proportion of recipients in this
subgroup who had children with severd problems.

Did either approach help recipients who were “most disadvantaged,” that is, who faced mul-
tiple barriers to employment?

Severd employment- and education-focused programs produced employment and earnings im-
pects for individuals facing multiple barriers to work. (See Table 11.3.) Employment-focused programs
may have produced somewhat larger labor market effects within the two-year follow-up, but the evi-
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dence is not strong or definitive. All but two programs reduced welfare receipt and produced AFDC
savings. (Only administrative records data are available for this subgroup.)®

Employment and ear nings. Five programs (Portland, Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, and Riv-
ersde LFA and HCD) subgtantidly raised both employment and earnings for the most disadvantaged
sample members. Each of these programs increased the proportion of program group members in this
subgroup who worked for pay during the follow-up period by more than 10 percentage points. River-
sde LFA produced the largest effect (21.7 percentage points), followed by Portland (14.3 percentage
points) and Riversde HCD (13.5 percentage points). Except for Grand Rapids HCD, these programs
aso increased the proportion of recipients who were employed in al four quarters in year 2. Gainsin
year 2 earnings were aso substantial ($800 or more) in Grand Rapids LFA and Portland and more
moderate ($600 or more) in the three other programs.

Welfare receipt. Seven programs produced datidicaly significant reductions in months on
AFDC for the most disadvantaged. Three programs lowered the average number of months spent on
welfare by two or more. All but two programs (Atlanta HCD and Oklahoma City) achieved reductions
in year 2 wedfare payments for the most disadvantaged. These reductions ranged from 5.5 percent (De-
troit) to 20.3 percent (Grand Rapids LFA). Four programs (Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Riversde
LFA, and Portland) produced savings of a least 15 percent, and three programs (Riversde HCD, Co-
lumbus Integrated, and Oklahoma City) produced savings of & least 10 percent, dthough the difference
in Oklahoma City was not datidicdly sgnificant.

In most programs, decreases in AFDC payments outweighed increases in earnings. As a result,
combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in the second year of follow-up was mostly
lower for program group members than for control group members. These program-control differences,
however, were not satistically significant, except in Riversde LFA, which reduced combined incomein
year 2 by more than $700. Difficulty in producing earnings increases that exceed welfare decreases for
the most disadvantaged has been noted as a problem in prior welfare-to-work evauations.

How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had no recent work experience?

As shown in Table 114, dl employment-focused programs and the mgority of education
focused programs produced impacts on employment and earnings for recipients who did not have any
recent work experience, without a clear advantage for either approach. Almogt al programs success-
fully decreased welfare receipt for these sample members.

Employment-focused programs produced somewhat larger impacts on employment and welfare
receipt than education-focused programs. Both approaches, however, produced smilar effects on job
quaity and on earnings in the second year of follow-up. The employment-focused, varied firgt activity
program in Portland produced the most dramatic earnings gains and wefare reductions, wheress the
low enforcement education-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City produced the smalest im+
pacts for recipientsin this subgroup.

Employment and earnings. Subgtantid impacts on employment, earnings, and employment
gability for recipients who had not worked in the year prior to program entry were evident in dl pro-
grams except Riversde HCD, Oklahoma City, and Detroit; also, Grand Rapids LFA did not increase
employment stability. Portland produced the most impressive effects, raisng two-year employment by

°Sampl e sizes are too small to provide reliable estimates based on survey data.
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17.3 percentage points and increasing employment stability in year 2 by 10.9 percentage points. Addi-
tiondly, Portland attained quite large earnings gains in the second year of follow-up amounting to more
than $1,600 per program group member and more than double the earnings gain of the next nearest
program for this subgroup.

In addition to Portland, al other programs except Oklahoma City produced employment im+
pacts for recipients with no recent work experience. Three of these programs boosted two-year em+
ployment by more than 10 percentage points. Riverside LFA, in fact, attained an 18.3 percentage point
increese in “Ever Employed in Year 1 or 2.” Gains in gable employment were evident in six of these
nine programs and ranged from 3.0 percentage points (Grand Rapids HCD) to 5.6 percentage points
(Columbus Traditiond). In addition, seven of the nine programs that raised employment aso achieved
moderate gainsin year 2 earnings.

According to the survey data, only two employment-focused programs (Riversde LFA and
Portland) and ore education-focused program (Columbus Traditiond) raised job qudity. Program
group respondents in these programs were more likely to hold a “good” job by 4.6 percentage points
(Riversde LFA) to 7.9 percentage points (Portland). These same programs aso raised average hourly
pay among those employed by at least $0.30 per hour.

Weélfare receipt. As shown in Table 11.4, dmost dl programs successfully decreased welfare
receipt for individuas who had not worked in the year prior to study entry. All but one program (De-
troit) lowered the amount of time that recipients spent on welfare by a statisicdly sgnificant amount.
Across dl programs the median reduction in time on welfare was dightly more than one month. Except
for Oklahoma City, these same programs aso largely decreased average AFDC expenditures in the
second year of follow-up. Five programs produced savings of more than 15 percent (not shown), and
another two produced savings of more than 10 percent. Portland achieved the largest impact: a 26 per-
cent reduction.

Impacts on combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps were not associated
with program approach. Three programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Portland) increased combined
income in year 2 for this subgroup by more than $320. Three other programs (Riverside LFA and HCD
and Grand Rapids LFA) decreased combined income by a smilar amount. According to the survey
data, none of the programs increased respondents total measured ncome at the end of two years.
Oklahoma City, however, decreased total income by about $180.

Other outcomes. There was no consstent pattern of differences between employment- and
education-focused programs with regard to other outcomes. Decreases in hedth care coverage in At-
lanta LFA were concentrated among recipients who were not employed in the year prior to random
assignment. In contrast, Columbus Traditiond increased coverage for recipients and their children in
this subgroup. Also, fewer recipients in Columbus Integrated and Atlanta LFA had children with a least
three academic, behaviord, and/or hedth problems.

How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had worked in the year prior to pro-
gram enrollment?

Few employment- and education-focused programs produced impacts on both employment
and earnings for sample members who worked in the year prior to random assgnment, who may be
presumed to face fewer barriers to employment than those who did not work in the previous year. (See
Table 11.7.) Only two employment-focused programs (Grand Rapids LFA and Portland) and one edu-

cation-focused program (Grand Rapids HCD) produced impacts on both employment and earnings for
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individuds in this subgroup. Reductions in AFDC were more widespread: dl but one of the programs
decreased time on welfare and welfare payments.

Employment and earnings. Five programs representing both employment- and education
focused approaches increased employment for sample members who worked in the year prior to ran
dom assignment, but these effects were modest, except for Riversde LFA, which achieved a 10 per-
centage point gain. Five programs (Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Columbus Integrated, Detroit, and
Portland) also increased average year 2 earnings by modest amounts, from $575 to $682 per program
group member. Only three programs (Grand Rapids LFA and HCD and Portland) produced impacts
on both employment and earnings. Five programs raised employment stability for this subgroup in the
second year of follow-up.

According to the survey data, two employment-focused programs raised job qudity for sample
members who worked in the year prior to random assgnment. Riverside LFA and Portland increased
the proportion of recipients in this subgroup who had a full-time job that provided hedlth insurance by
5.4 percentage points and 12.1 percentage points, respectively. Portland dso raised hourly wages
among those employed by $1.56 for this subgroup.

Welfare receipt. Reductions in AFDC were more widespread than gains in earnings for sam+
ple members with recent work experience. Ten of the programs decreased time on welfare during the
follow-up, typicaly by one to two months. All programs decreased average AFDC expenditures. Six
programs generated a least a 15 percent savings in AFDC payments for these recipients in the second
year of follow-up, and another two saved at least 10 percent.

Decreasesin combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in year 2 for recipients
who worked in the year prior to random assgnment were evident in most programs, athough they were
datigicdly sgnificant for only three programs. Specificaly, Oklahoma City and Riversde LFA and
HCD decreased combined income by $198 to $848 in the second year of follow-up. Survey data pro-
duced one conflict with these adminigtrative records results: a satigticdly sgnificant increase in respon
dents total incomein Oklahoma City at the end of year 2. Survey data dso showed an increasein tota
income in Portland.

Other outcomes. Some programs produced large decreases in hedth care coverage for recipi-
ents and children for sample members with recent work experience. Columbus Integrated reduced cov-
erage by 15.3 percentage points, followed by Oklahoma City (14.4 percentage points) and Riversade
LFA (5.7 percentage points). In addition, both programs in Grand Rapids increased the likelihood of
recipients having children with severd problems. Columbus Integrated also substantialy increased the
proportion of respondents who paid for child care. Grand Rapids HCD, however, had the opposte
effect.
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Appendix TableA.1

Impacts on Participation in Program Activities

Sample Program  Control Difference
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact)
Any Activity®

Ever participated (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 48.3 189 29.4 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 515 18.9 32.6 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 575 417 15.8 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 63.0 417 21.3 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 53.6 29.3 24.2 ***

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 50.9 25.0 259 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 65.4 25.0 40.4 ***
Columbus Integrated 728 48.2 24.2 24,0 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 455 24.2 21.3 ***
Detroit 426 50.5 417 88 *
Oklahoma City 511 51.2 40.2 110 **
Portland 610 63.9 375 26.4 ***

Job Search/Job Club

Ever participated (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 33.6 4.6 291 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 159 4.6 11.4 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 31.9 49 27.1 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 17.7 49 12.8 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 374 5.6 31.8 ***

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 39.3 5.6 33.7 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 26.7 5.6 211 ***
Columbus I ntegrated 728 14.2 39 10.3 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 11.6 39 7.7 ***
Detroit 426 12.0 50 6.9 **
Oklahoma City 511 12.3 7.2 51 *
Portland 610 40.4 8.2 32.2 ***
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

Sample Program  Control  Difference
Size Group Group (Impact) Site and Program
Basic Education”
Ever participated (%)

1890 10.1 5.0 5.1 *** Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
2199 21.2 50 16.1 *** Atlanta Human Capital Development
1158 132 134 -0.2 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
1158 25.8 134 12.4 *** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1678 6.7 7.2 -0.5 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1012 99 116 -17 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
1350 49.7 116 38.2 *** Riverside Human Capital Development

728 20.7 8.8 11,9 *** Columbus I ntegrated

723 20.0 8.8 11,2 *** Columbus Traditional

426 19.6 194 0.2 Detroit

511 214 11.7 9.8 *** Oklahoma City

610 15.3 10.0 5.3 ** Portland

Post-Secondary Education or Vocational Training

1890
2199

1158
1158

1678
1012
1350

728
723

426

511

610

125
20.6

25.0
334

19.3
117
133

150
184

30.5

28.8

28.7

109
10.9

275
275

193
120
120

124
124

235

25.6

214

16
9.7 **x

-2.5
59 **

0.0
-0.3
13

26
6.0 **

70 *

32

7.3 **

Ever participated (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus I ntegrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

(continued)



Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

Sample Program  Control  Difference
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact)

Work Experience®
Ever participated (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 75 10 6.4 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 59 10 4.9 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 49 17 3.2 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 41 17 2.5 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 2.7 16 1.0
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 21 1.0 11
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 18 1.0 0.8
Columbus Integrated 728 8.8 22 6.7 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 75 22 5.4 ***
Detrait 426 11 12 -0.1
Oklahoma City 511 44 18 26*
Portland 610 94 23 7.1 x>

SOURCE: MDRC cdlculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measures for program and control group members in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and
Portland represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research
purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are weighted by the
inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control
group members in the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample membersin Columbus,
Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics did not affect their
chances of selection.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
Rniindinn mav caliee dinht dicerenancies in calciilatinn @ ime and differences
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

@' Any activity" includes job club/job search, ESL, adult basic education/GED, high school, post-
secondary education, unpaid job, on-the-job-training, and vocationa training.

b"Basic education” includes ESL, adult basic education/GED, and high school.

"Work experience" includes unpaid job and on-the-job-training.
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Appendix Table A.2

Impacts on Participation in Program Activities,
by High School Diploma/GED Status
at Random Assignment

Sample Program  Control Difference
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact)

A. With a High School Diploma or GED

Any activity (%)?

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 50.1 20.1 30.0 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1107 50.5 201 304 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 60.4 417 18.7 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 677 58.1 417 16.4 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 57.0 3.1 22,0 ***
Columbus Integrated 425 46.7 25.8 20.8 ***
Columbus Traditional 430 43.2 25.8 17.4 ***
Detroit 238 47.1 126 45

Oklahoma City 267 47.0 414 5.6

Portland 415 66.0 355 30.6 ***

Job sear ch/job club (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 338 51 28.7 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1107 19.1 51 14.0 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 34.0 4.2 20.8 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 16.1 42 11.9 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 34.9 5.6 20.3 ***
Columbus Integrated 425 16.7 6.1 10.6 ***
Columbus Traditional 430 14.8 6.1 8.7 ***
Detroit 238 12.2 5.1 70 *
Oklahoma City 267 13.3 8.4 4.8
Portland 415 44.2 7.9 36.2 ***

(continued)



Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Site and Program

B. Without a High School Diploma or GED

895
1092

453
481

1012
1350

301
292

188

234

189

895
1092

453
481

1012
1350

301
292

188

234

189

45.6
53.2

525
72.3

50.9
65.4

48.7
49.2

53.3
55.5

60.2

334
10.8

27.6
21.0

39.3
26.7

94
7.3

12.3
10.1

33.4

16.3
16.3

41.8
41.8

250
250

231
231

424

39.3

414

3.6
3.6

6.1
6.1

56
56

05
05

44

6.1

7.5

29.3 ***
36.8 ***

10.7 **
30.5 ***

259 ***
40.4 *

256 ***
26.1 ***

10.9

16.2 **

18.8 **

20.8 ***
72 *k%k

215 ***
14.9 ***

33.7 ***
211 ***

8'9 *%k%
6.8 **

79 *

4.0

25.8 ***

Any activity (%)2

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capita Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Job search/job club (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

(continued)



Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

Sample Program  Control Difference
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact)

A. With aHigh School Diploma or GED

Basic education (%)"

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 32 25 0.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1107 79 25 5.4 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 4.3 35 0.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 8.7 35 5.2 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 25 16 09
Columbus Integrated 425 7.7 31 4.6 **
Columbus Traditional 430 50 31 18
Detroit 238 6.9 10.1 -31
Oklahoma City 267 40 05 35*
Portland 415 53 0.6 4.7 ***

Post-secondary education or vocational training (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 15.7 14.3 15
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1107 29.6 14.3 15.3 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 33.0 36.0 -3.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 39.5 36.0 34
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 294 289 05
Columbus Integrated 425 21.2 17.9 33
Columbus Traditional 430 232 17.9 53
Detroit 238 34.6 325 21
Oklahoma City 267 35.9 345 14
Portland 415 31.2 26.0 5.2

(continued)



Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

Sample  Program Control  Difference
Sze Group Group (Impact) Site and Program

B. Without a High School Diploma or GED

Basic education (%)°

895 21.9 8.6 13.3 *** Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
1092 42.8 8.6 34.2 *** Atlanta Human Capital Development
453 29.5 32.2 -2.8 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
481 57.9 32.2 25.6 *** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1012 9.9 11.6 -1.7 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1350 49.7 11.6 38.2 *** Riverside Human Capital Development
301 39.6 16.8 22.9 *** Columbus Integrated
292 419 16.8 25,1 *** Columbus Traditional
188 35.6 31.8 3.8 Detroit
234 42.6 24.8 17.8 *** Oklahoma City
189 37.1 30.9 6.2 Portland

Post-secondary education or vocational training (%)

895 7.1 51 19 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
1092 6.3 51 11 Atlanta Human Capital Development
453 10.9 11.8 -0.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
481 215 11.8 9.7 *** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1012 11.7 12.0 -0.3 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1350 13.3 12.0 13 Riverside Human Capital Development
301 5.9 53 0.5 Columbus Integrated
292 111 53 57* Columbus Traditiona
188 244 139 10.5* Detroit
234 195 155 4.0 Oklahoma City
189 23.6 10.8 12.8 ** Portland

(continued)



Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

Site and Program

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Work experience (%)¢

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

A. With aHigh School Diploma or GED

995
1107

705
677

666

425
430

238

267

415

95
85

5.6
54

34

95
8.4

1.0

5.0

7.8

0.9
0.9

18
18

24

15
15

24

24

1.9

86 *k*k
76 *kk

3.8 **
3.6 **

10

80 *kk
69 *kk

-14

26

5.9 **

(continued)



Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

Sample
Size

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Site and Program

B. Without a High School Diploma or GED

895
1092

453
481

1012
1350

301
292

188

234

189

4.0
18

33
22

21
18

7.3
6.2

13

4.1

11.7

11
11

12
12

1.0
1.0

3.8
3.8

-01

10

3.7

2.9 *k%
0.7

21
09

11
0.8

35
24

15

3.0

80 *

Work experience (%)¢

Atlanta L abor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix Table A.1.
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Appendix TableA.3

Two-Year Impacts on Education or Training Credentialsfor All Sample Members

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)

Received any education or training credentials (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 95 6.2 34 ** 54.7
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 131 6.2 6.9 *** 112.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 99 15.0 5.1 ** -34.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 21.6 15.0 6.6 *** 44.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 9.0 9.8 -0.8 -8.0

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 6.3 8.7 -24 -27.9
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 14.2 8.7 55 *** 62.8
Columbus Integrated 728 10.7 9.7 1.0 105
Columbus Traditional 723 12.7 9.7 30 30.6
Detroit 426 18.0 140 40 28.8
Oklahoma City 511 17.1 14.6 25 17.0
Portland 610 184 10.2 8.2 *** 80.1

Received a high school diploma or GED (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 21 12 0.9 72.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 22 12 1.0 79.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 24 42 -1.8 -42.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 6.7 42 25 ** 60.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 13 16 -0.3 -20.2

Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 15 24 -0.9 -38.6
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 10.6 24 8.3 *** 349.3
Columbus Integrated 728 51 29 21 73.0
Columbus Traditional 723 6.2 29 3.3 ** 112.8
Detroit 426 7.1 5.6 15 26.5
Oklahoma City 511 7.8 43 34 79.6
Portland 610 6.1 18 4.3 ** 237.4

(continued)



Appendix Table A.3 (continued)

Program

Group

Control Difference

Group

(Impact)

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

Received atradelicense or certificate (%)

75
111

7.0
14.0

7.0
55
49

4.6
6.8

125

10.6

12.0

4.6
4.6

9.2
9.2

75
6.6
6.6

7.3
7.3

9.2

9.7

5.8

29
6.5

23
47

-05
-11
-18

-2.6
-05

33

1.0

6.2

* %

* k%

* %%

* %

63.5
141.4

-24.5
51.2

-6.4
-16.5
-26.9

-36.3
-6.9

36.4

9.9

108.0

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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Appendix TableB.1

Welfare, Employment, and Health Care Coverage Status
for Respondentsand All Children at the End of Two Years

Program Control  Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment
(1) OnAFDC: hasMedicaid 59.9 64.8 -4.9 **
2 Employed 94 11.3 -19
3 Not employed 50.5 53.5 -3.0
(4) Off AFDC 40.1 35.2 49 **
(5) Employed 30.0 25.0 5.0 ***
(6) Health coverage 15.6 125 3.1 **
(7 No coverage 145 125 19
(8) Not employed 10.0 10.2 -0.1
(9) Health coverage 4.3 3.4 0.9
(10) No coverage 5.7 6.8 -11

Samplesize 804 1086
Atlanta Human Capital Development
(1) OnAFDC: hasMedicaid 61.6 64.8 -3.2
2 Employed 10.7 11.3 -0.6
3 Not employed 50.9 53.5 -2.6
(4) Off AFDC 384 35.2 32
(5) Employed 264 25.0 14
(6) Health coverage 14.0 125 15
(7 No coverage 124 125 -0.2
(8) Not employed 12.0 10.2 18
(9) Health coverage 4.1 3.4 0.7
(10) No coverage 79 6.8 12
Samplesize 1113 1086

(continued)



Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control  Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Grand RapidsL abor Force Attachment
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 42.4 49.1 -6.6 **
2 Employed 15.6 139 17
3 Not employed 26.8 35.1 -8.3 ***
(4) Off AFDC 57.6 50.9 6.6 **
(5) Employed 40.9 375 34
(6) Health coverage 25.0 239 11
(7 No coverage 15.9 135 2.3
©)] Not employed 16.7 134 3.2
9 Health coverage 9.8 74 24
(10) No coverage 6.9 6.0 0.8

Samplesize 574 584
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 46.6 49.1 -25
2 Employed 15.6 139 17
3 Not employed 30.9 3.1 -4.2
(4) Off AFDC 53.4 50.9 25
(5) Employed 375 375 0.0
(6) Health coverage 22.8 239 -11
(7 No coverage 14.6 135 11
(8) Not employed 16.0 134 25
9 Health coverage 9.9 74 25
(10) No coverage 6.1 6.0 0.0
Samplesize 574 584

(continued)



Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control  Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Riverside Labor Force Attachment
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 60.2 69.0 -8.8 ***
2 Employed 18.1 16.4 17
3 Not employed 42.1 52.6 -10.5 ***
(4) Off AFDC 39.8 310 8.8 ***
(5) Employed 24.4 19.0 5.4 ***
(6) Health coverage 13.2 9.9 3.3 **
(7 No coverage 11.3 91 21
(8) Not employed 154 120 3.4 **
9 Health coverage 7.4 5.8 16
(10) No coverage 8.0 6.2 1.8

Samplesize 564 1114
Riverside Human Capital Development
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 68.0 73.6 -5.6 **
2 Employed 17.3 143 3.0
3 Not employed 50.8 594 -8.6 ***
(4) Off AFDC 32.0 264 5.6 **
(5) Employed 19.6 14.2 5.4 **
(6) Health coverage 9.5 6.2 33*
(7 No coverage 10.2 8.0 2.2
(8) Not employed 12.3 12.2 0.2
9 Health coverage 5.8 5.6 0.2
(10) No coverage 6.6 6.6 0.0
Samplesize 621 729

(continued)



Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control  Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Columbus Integrated
(1) OnAFDC: hasMedicaid 43.7 56.7 -13.0 ***
2 Employed 9.7 9.7 0.0
3 Not employed 34.0 47.0 -13.0 ***
(4) Off AFDC 56.3 433 13.0 ***
(5) Employed 42.2 30.9 11.3 ***
(6) Health coverage 21.9 174 4.6
(7 No coverage 20.2 135 6.7 **
©)] Not employed 14.1 124 17
9 Health coverage 8.1 6.8 14
(10) No coverage 6.0 5.6 0.4

Samplesize 371 357
Columbus Traditional
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 54.2 56.7 -25
2 Employed 12.9 9.7 3.2
3 Not employed 41.3 47.0 -5.7
(4) Off AFDC 45.8 433 25
(5) Employed 33.1 30.9 2.2
(6) Health coverage 20.4 174 3.0
(7 No coverage 12.7 135 -0.8
(8) Not employed 12.7 124 0.3
9 Health coverage 7.3 6.8 0.5
(10) No coverage 5.4 5.6 -0.2
Samplesize 366 357

(continued)



Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control  Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Detroit
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 65.3 67.6 -2.3
2 Employed 18.8 15.6 3.2
3 Not employed 46.5 52.0 -5.5
(4) Off AFDC 34.7 324 2.3
(5) Employed 24.8 185 6.2
(6) Health coverage 16.1 112 4.8
(7 No coverage 8.7 7.3 14
©)] Not employed 10.0 139 -3.9
9 Health coverage 6.4 95 -3.1
(10) No coverage 3.6 44 -0.8

Samplesize 210 216
Oklahoma City
(1) OnAFDC: has Medicaid 33.7 411 -7.4*
2 Employed 7.3 6.3 1.0
3 Not employed 26.4 34.8 -8.4 **
(4) Off AFDC 66.3 58.9 7.4*
(5) Employed 41.4 420 -0.6
(6) Health coverage 14.0 221 -8.1 **
(7 No coverage 27.4 19.9 7.5 **
(8) Not employed 24.8 16.9 7.9 **
9 Health coverage 8.9 44 45 **
(10) No coverage 16.0 126 34
Samplesize 259 252

(continued)
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Program Control  Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Portland
(1) OnAFDC: hasMedicaid 43.7 57.7 -14.0 ***
2 Employed 8.1 8.2 -0.1
3 Not employed 35.6 495 -13.9 ***
(4) Off AFDC 56.3 423 14.0 ***
(5) Employed 42.0 26.6 15.4 ***
(6) Health coverage 27.3 18.9 8.4 **
7 No coverage 14.7 7.7 7.0 **
©)] Not employed 14.3 15.7 -1.4
9 Health coverage 9.5 9.0 0.5
(10) No coverage 4.8 6.7 -19

Samplesize 297 313

SOURCES and NOTES: See Table 8.1.
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Family Circumstances, Child Outcomes, and
| mpactsfor Familieswith Preschool-Age Children

Family Circumstances: Marital Status, Additional Child Births,
Household Composition, and Housing Situations

Two years after random assignment, what were the family circumstances of children in
families on welfare assigned to the control group?

Appendix Table C.1 provides an overview of the family circumstances of welfare recipients
who were not in a mandatory welfare-to-work program, that is, control group members, in terms of
marital status, additiond child births, household compostion, and housing Stuations.

The mgority of control group members children across al Stes were living in Sngle-parent
families® Typicaly, control group members were either never married (ranging from 27 percent in
Riversde LFA to 55 percent in Atlanta) or were no longer married because they had become
separated, divorced, or widowed (ranging from 34 percent in Detroit to 49 percent in Riversde HCD).
A small percentage of the control sample was either living as a couple (4 to 13 percent) or married (4 to
19 percent).

The median rate of having another child during the follow-up period was 12 percent. About 6
percent (Atlanta) to 15 percent (Oklahoma City) of control group members had had a baby since study
entry.

Control group members households differed across families, as indicated in Appendix Table
C.1* The mgority lived in a household composed soldy of themsdalves and their child(ren). In dl Stes
except Riversde and Oklahoma City, this rate was a least 50 percent. Detroit had the highest
proportion (62 percent) of families conssting of only the parent and her children.

The second most common household arrangement for control group members included
relatives, which condgsted of extended family such as grandparents, aunts, uncles, and sblingsin addition
to the parent and her children. Atlanta had the highest proportion (24 percent) of households that
included extended family across dl sites, while Grand Rapids had the lowest (14 percent). In most Sites
gmilar portions of the sample conssted of control group members living in a household that included the
parent, her spouse, and children or in a household that included the parent, her partner, and children.

At the time of the follow-up interview, parents were asked about their marital status. Categories of marital status
include single; living as a couple with a boyfriend/girlfriend or partner without being married; married and living with
spouse; and once married, but now separated, divorced, or widowed.

*Parents were also asked to complete a grid indicating who was living n their household and what the
relationship of each person was to them. Categories of household composition consist of the following: (1) includes
only the parent, spouse, and children (that is, no other people live in the household such as grandparents or
unrelated adults); (2) includes the parent, parent’s partner, and parent’s children (again, no one else lives in the
household); (3) includes the parent, parent’s children, and any relatives (for example, parents, grandparents,
siblings); (4) includes the parent, parent’s children, and any nonrelatives (unrelated adults or children); (5) includes
only the parent and the parent’ s children; and (6) includes the parent and others, but not the parent’s children.
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Appendix Table C.1

Family Circumstances of Control Group Membersat the End of Follow-Up

Marital Status and Incidence of Child Birth

Living as Married and Living No Longer Had a Baby Since

Sample Single aCouple with Spouse Married @ Study Entry

Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Atlanta 1086 554 44 4.0 36.2 6.4
Grand Rapids 584 395 110 11.8 37.7 11.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1114 26.9 111 134 485 12.7
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 729 29.7 10.1 10.9 49.3 13.6
Columbus 357 40.0 9.7 9.0 41.3 7.9
Detroit 216 541 49 7.6 335 12.3
Oklahoma City 252 310 8.8 19.1 410 14.9
Portland 313 37.2 12.9 9.0 41.0 10.7

(continued)



Appendix Table C.1 (continued)

Household Composition

IncludesOnly  Includes Parent, Includes Only
Parent, Spouse, Partner, and Includes Includes Non- Parent and Does Not Include
Sample  and Children Children Relatives Relatives Children Parent's Children
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta 1086 38 46 23.7 3.2 58.1 6.6
Grand Rapids 584 11.2 10.9 13.6 5.4 52.8 6.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1114 12.7 10.7 17.3 6.7 47.0 56
Riverside Human Capital Development 729 10.1 9.8 20.3 6.7 47.3 58
Columbus Traditional 357 89 9.6 15.1 5.6 55.1 5.7
Detroit 216 7.6 49 18.6 3.8 61.9 32
Oklahoma City 252 18.2 9.8 22.0 3.2 41.2 56
Portland 313 8.4 12.7 15.5 7.2 52.0 4.2

(continued)



Appendix Table C.1 (continued)

Housing Situation

Liveswith Family Liveswith Family o
or Friendsand  or Friendsand  Livesin Group ~ Livesin Other

Sample  Owns Home Rents Home Pays No Rent Pays Rent Shelter Situation °

Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Atlanta 1086 21 77.5 4.6 14.1 04 11
Grand Rapids 584 11.9 72.6 3.7 10.3 0.2 12
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1114 6.0 68.8 3.6 19.7 0.2 15
Riverside Human Capital Development 729 6.1 66.7 3.0 22.3 04 13
Columbus Traditional 357 51 78.2 4.2 11.3 0.3 0.9
Detroit 216 8.4 815 2.8 7.0 0.0 0.3
Oklahoma City 252 11.2 58.7 9.5 17.4 0.0 32
Portland 313 4.3 72.5 3.0 17.2 1.0 2.0

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measuresin this table represent weighted averages. Measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland
represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client
survey sample are weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group membersin the full
impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics did not
affect their chances of self-selection.

#No longer married” includes respondents who were separated, divorced or widowed, but were once married.

®|_ivesin other situation” includes respondents who reported being in jail or being homeless.



A gmadl percentage of households included a nonrdative (which could indicate a family who
doubled up) in addition to the parent and her children or the parent and others but not the parent’s
children. The proportion of controls living with nonrdatives ranged from 3 percent (Atlanta and
Oklahoma City) to 7 percent (Portland). The percentage of controls living without their children aso
ranged from 3 percent (Detroit) to 7 percent (Atlanta). These households may not have included
children because, for example, the children were staying at a relative’ s house, had been removed from
the parent’ s home, or had aged out of the household by the time of the follow-up interview.

As shown in Appendix Table C.1, about 59 percent (Oklahoma City) to 82 percent (Detroit) of
control group members rented their home, a a median rate of 73 percent. A moderate portion of
controls lived with family or friends and paid rent, that is, about 7 percent (Detroit) to 2 percent
(Riversde HCD), with a median of 16 percent. A smdler proportion of the control group sample lived
with family or friends and did not pay rent (a median of 4 percent, within a range of 3 percent to 10
percent). Similarly, about 2 percent (Atlanta) to 12 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group members
owned their home, with amedian rate of 6 percent. Findly, very few control group members were living
in agroup shelter, were homeless, or werein jail (3 percent or less across dl Stes).

What were the effects of the welfare-to-work programs on marital status, child births,
household composition, and housing?

Appendix Table C.2 presents program impacts on family circumstances. Most wefare-to-work
programs did not have an impact on the marita status that recipients reported for themsdves at the time
of the interview. Two programs, however, did produce impacts on marita status. Portland increased the
proportion of program group members who were living as an unmarried couple by 5 percentage points.
Riversde LFA reduced the number of program group members who were married and living with their
spouse by nearly 3 percentage points. Only one program had an effect on additiona child births during
the two-year follow-up period: Columbus Traditionad reduced the proportion of program group
members who had another baby since study entry by 3 percentage points compared with controls.
Therefore, the welfare-to-work programs in this evaduation did not have a postive impact on marriage
and hed very little, if any, effect on additiond child births.

Similarly, only two programs had an impact on families household composition. Atlanta LFA
increased the proportion of program group members who lived only with their children by 4 percentage
points. Grand Rapids HCD decreased the proportion of program group members whose household
included nonrelatives (close to 3 percentage points) and increased the proportion whose household did
not include their children (about 3 percentage points).

Impacts on families housing Situations were not extensive, dthough five programs did produce
impacts. Atlanta LFA increased the proportion of respondents who lived with family or friends and did
not pay rent by about 2 percentage points. Atlanta HCD increased the proportion who lived in “ other
dtuation” by 1 percentage point; Grand Rapids LFA increased it by 1.5 percentage points. Riversde
LFA reduced the proportion who lived with family or friends and paid rent by about 3 percentage
points and had an impact on the number of program group members who lived in agroup shelter of
about haf a percentage point. Columbus Traditiona produced a5
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Appendix Table C.2

Program Impacts on Family Circumstances at the End of Follow-Up

Marital Status and Incidence of Child Birth

Living as Married and Living No Longer Had a Baby Since

Sample Single aCouple with Spouse Married @ Study Entry
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 13 -1.0 -0.3 0.0 0.5
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2199 1.0 -1.0 -1.2 12 14
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 15 0.3 13 -31 1.9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 -1.9 0.8 0.3 0.8 2.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 -0.8 0.9 -2.7* 27 -0.2
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 -14 24 0.1 -11 -1.5
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1350 -1.8 -04 16 0.6 0.7
Columbus Integrated 728 -4.3 13 11 19 17
Columbus Traditional 723 -4.2 0.8 0.9 24 -3.2*
Detroit 426 12 20 -3.4 0.2 -2.6
Oklahoma City 511 -1.0 -0.7 -3.4 52 0.7
Portland 610 -3.1 52 * -0.2 -1.9 -1.2

(continued)



Appendix Table C.2 (continued)

Household Composition

Includesonly  Includes Parent, Includes Only
Parent, Spouse, Partner, and Includes Includes Non- Parent and Does Not Include
Sample  and Children Children Relatives Relatives Children Parent's Children
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 -0.2 -1.2 -2.2 -0.7 4.2 * 0.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 -11 -11 0.0 -0.9 2.9 0.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 13 -05 -0.1 -0.8 -0.7 09
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 0.7 -0.3 -0.2 -2.6** -0.2 27 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 -24 09 -0.8 -0.9 2.4 09
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 0.3 2.3 -4.6 ** -0.3 2.2 0.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 17 -0.1 0.1 -0.5 -0.5 -0.7
Columbus Integrated 728 04 0.6 0.7 -2.6 -0.1 1.0
Columbus Traditional 723 05 -04 2.6 0.8 -4.4 10
Detroit 426 -34 20 -0.6 -0.2 15 0.6
Oklahoma City 511 -3.8 -1.1 -3.3 1.0 5.5 17
Portland 610 0.3 4.2 -1.1 2.7 -6.7 0.6

(continued)



Appendix Table C.2 (continued)

Housing Situation

Lives with Family Liveswith Family
or Friendsand  or Friendsand  Livesin Group  Livesin Other

Sample  OwnsHome Rents Home Pays No Rent Pays Rent Shelter Situation P
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 -0.1 -1.3 19 * -0.6 -0.3 0.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 -0.3 0.0 12 -1.6 -0.1 1.0*
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 -0.7 -1.9 -0.9 2.0 0.2 15*
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1158 -14 30 -0.8 -1.8 -0.2 11
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 16 13 -04 -3.0* 0.6* -0.1
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1012 17 42 -0.2 -5.5** 0.1 -0.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 -11 -0.6 12 0.8 -0.1 0.1
Columbus Integrated 728 -0.5 0.8 -1.8 0.7 0.0 0.8
Columbus Traditional 723 -0.2 -4.0 -1.0 50 ** 0.6 -04
Detroit 426 15 -5.8 0.1 34 0.0 0.8
Oklahoma City 511 11 13 -0.7 -0.4 0.0 -1.3
Portland 610 -1.6 -0.7 11 1.3 -1.0 0.4

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: Measuresin thistable represent weighted averages. Measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland
represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client
survey sample are weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of program and control group membersin the full
impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members background characteristics did not
affect their chances of self-selection.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.

Statistical significance levels areindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

a"No longer married" includes respondents who were separated, divorced or widowed, but were once married.

b"|_jvesin other situation" includes respondents who reported being in jail or being homeless.



percentage point increase in the number of program group members who lived with family or friends
and paid rent.

. Child Outcomes and Impacts for Families with Preschool-Age
Children

What were the child outcomes and impacts for families with preschool -age children?
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Program Impacts on Adult Outcomes Theoretically Linked to Children's Well-Being
for Familieswith a Preschool-Age Child®

Household
Education Employment Earnings and Income Composition Child Care
Ever
Received a Employed Average Used Paid
High School ~ During Two-  AverageTotal  Combined Income at or Single Parent Child Care
Diplomaor  Year Follow- Earningsin Incomein  Above Poverty  Living Only While
GED Up Years1and 2 Year2®  Level inYear 2°  with Children Employed
Site and Program (%) (%) (&) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 0.1 48 * 701 * 119 0.9 28 Q.2 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 15* 3.7 236 181 14 0.1 53 *
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment -1.2 11.7 *** 1243 *** -168 18 -14 9.1 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 4.0 ** 3.9 839 *** 123 0.8 3.7 23
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 0.2 19.4 *** 1562 *** -181 2.5 ** 2.9 11.8 ***
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills -0.6 22,1 *** 1084 *** -500 ** 15 -0.2 135 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 10.0 *** 11.8 *** 559 * -376 17 -19 104 ***
Columbus Integrated 2.8 7.4 968 *** 119 0.7 -1.9 7.3
Columbus Traditional 19 16 845 ** 45 13 -6.2 33
Detroit 45 13 296 182 04 21 12.2 **
Oklahoma City 53* 11.0 ** 33 -40 0.8 0.9 131 **
Portland 6.1 ** 10.1 ** 2136 *** 341 * 5.5 *** -6.5 11.2 **

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey and from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: See Table 10.1.
Sample sizes vary because some individuals are excluded from the analysis. Not all sitesincluded sample members with children under age 3.

aThese are families whose youngest child in the household at baseline was under age 6 , but could include families who have older children as well.
bAdministrative records-based; all other measures are survey-based.
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Child Outcomes
for Control Group Familieswith a Preschool-Age Child®

Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety Composite
Attending a Taken to 3to7
Specia Class Attending a Removed  Hospital for Indicators
Behavipral or for Special Class from Accident,  Were Truefor
Emotional  Behavioral Repeateda for Learning Mother's  |njury, or Children
Sample Suspended  Problems” Problems Grade Problems Care’ Poisoning Within Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta 537 135 13.3 7.2 19.4 9.8 1.7 21.9 10.7
Grand Rapids 331 11.4 28.0 14.9 10.6 26.9 51 34.9 17.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 522 10.0 20.8 3.8 9.6 20.1 4.1 32.8 12.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 344 11.9 21.9 57 11.2 24.7 4.0 331 15.7
Columbus 170 18.5 24.7 8.2 115 21.8 4.7 37.9 20.5
Detroit 132 126 9.7 3.0 8.8 8.8 13 21.4 6.4
Oklahoma City 166 94 21.0 29 114 16.8 31 394 12.4
Portland 190 10.4 29.9 10.5 5.6 27.2 6.7 36.9 -5.3

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 10.2.

*These are families whose youngest child in the household at baseline was under age 6, but could include families who have older children aswell. The measures should be
attributed to how any child in the family is doing, including both young and older children.
P Behavior or Emotional Problems’ includes both respondents who reported that any of their children received help for behavioral or emotional problems and respondents
who felt that any of their children needed to get this kind of help, if they were not already receiving it.

°Respondents were asked if any of their children were removed from their care because they couldn’t care for or handle them.



National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix TableC.5

Program Impacts on Child Outcomes
in Familieswith a Preschool-Age Child®

Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety Composite
3to7
Attending a Taken to Indicators
_ Special Class Attending a Removed  Hospital for  Were True for
Behavioral or for Special Class from Accident, Children
Emotional  Behavioral Repeated a for Learning Mother's  Injury, or Within
Sample Suspended Problems®  Problems Grade Problems Care® Poisoning Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 949 -1.0 -0.6 -2.2 -3.0 2.7 0.9 41 -0.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1082 18 -15 -15 -7.6 *** -0.7 -0.2 -1.2 -2.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 638 -04 -2.2 -6.1 ** 12 -7.1 %% -1.0 0.3 -4.7 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 644 -2.6 -2.0 -5.7 ** 0.1 -4.3 -2.0 -3.9 -15
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 751 6.1 *** 57* 25 -15 1.6 -11 -2.3 1.4
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 464 4.0 0.4 0.2 -2.6 -4.9 -0.7 -4.6 -5.3*
Riverside Human Capital Development 618 -2.7 -3.7 -0.8 -0.2 -7.2 ** -2.3 -2.8 -4.0
Columbus Integrated 333 0.1 75 15 2.7 -4.9 -0.4 -95* -1.7
Columbus Traditional 322 -1.3 -0.1 17 26 6.0 -15 -89* 04
Detroit 265 -3.2 3.3 -14 -4.0 -1.0 0.5 -2.8 0.1
Oklahoma City 316 -6.5 ** -35 -0.2 -2.6 -4.0 0.9 0.9 -35
Portland 382 0.4 -3.2 -1.9 -0.4 -3.2 -2.4 -2.4 -5.3

SOURCE: MDRC cdculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 10.2.
aThese are families whose youngest child in the household at baseline was under age 6, but could include families who have older children as well. The measures should
be attributed to how any child in the family is doing, including both young and older children.

b Behavior or Emotional Problems” includes both respondents who reported that any of their children received help for behavioral or emotional problems and
respondents who felt that any of their children needed to get this kind of help, if they were not already receiving it.

¢Respondents were asked if any of their children were removed from their care because they couldn’t care for or handle them.
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Program Impacts on Selected M easures

for Sample Memberson Welfare Two Yearsor MorePrior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employedin Average Total
Sample inYear lor 2 All 4 Quarters Earningsin
Site and Program Size (%) of Year 2 (%) Year 2 (9)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 2495 6.6 *** 5.8 *** 620 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 2543 46 ** 4.2 *** 534 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1791 5.8 x** 5.1 *** 492 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1775 40** 2.2 379 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3510 189 *** 6.1 *** 840 ***
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1831 20.1 *** 6.4 *** 659 ***
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1841 11.3 *** 4.3 *** 449 ***
Columbus Integrated 3392 25* 5.9 *** 690 ***
Columbus Traditional 3415 1.9 4.6 *** 445 **
Detroit 3313 4.8 *** 3.6 *** 4471 ***
Oklahoma City 2076 -0.5 -0.3 11
Portland 3423 12.1 *** 9.2 *** 1250 ***
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample  Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)° Insurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1315 0.16 0.3 -9
Atlanta Human Capital Devel opment 1548 0.24 13 -4
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 775 -0.29 13 -24
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 745 -0.13 -25 -33
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 963 0.21 4.7 *** -26
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 646 -0.33 0.8 -48
Riverside Human Capital Development 857 -0.59 16 2
Columbus Integrated 550 -0.08 48 -15
Columbus Traditional 536 0.17 0.0 -15
Detroit 309 -0.66 26 45
Oklahoma City 125 * -2.24 " 01" -46
Portland 389 1.26 7.6 ** 38

(continued)



Appendix Table D.1 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average Combined
on AFDC in Years Paymentsin Incomein Year 2
land 2 Year 2 ($) ®° Site and Program
-1.4 *** -234 *** 326 ** Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.6 ** -157 *** 377 ** Atlanta Human Capital Development
-2.1 *** =737 *** -389 ** Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 *** -563 *** -281 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
=17 ** -880 *** -285 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.5 *** -893 *** -484 ** Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-0.8 ** -625 *** -367 Riverside Human Capital Development
-1.5 *xx -404 **x 24 Columbus Integrated
-0.8 *** =274 *** 21 Columbus Traditional
-0.8 *** -248 *** 92 Detroit
-1.1 **x -161 ** -251 Oklahoma City
-2.5 *Ex =795 *** 193 Portland
‘ Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health Problemsin Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)d Interview (%) Site and Program
-3.9 ** -2.2 -1.3 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-2.7 -0.8 0.0 Atlanta Human Capital Development
-11 3.9 4.0 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
0.5 3.3 -53* Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-3.2 2.9 39~* Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.5 0.0 0.3 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-35 -1.3 5.2 ** Riverside Human Capital Development
-6.2 * -6.9 * 4.3 Columbus Integrated
13 -0.7 0.4 Columbus Traditional
-0.2 2.9 11.9 *** Detroit
-11.2 “ 37" -8.1" Oklahoma City
-7.9 ** -2.9 5.8 Portland

SOURCES: See Table 11.4.

NOTES: See Table 11.4.

The symbol "u" indicates that, because of very small sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is unreliable.
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Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Memberson Welfare Less Than Two YearsPrior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in Average Total
Sample inYear lor 2 All 4 Quarters Earningsin
Siteand Program Sze (%) of Year 2 (%) Yex 2(9)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 1288 1.6 05 181
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1275 0.2 12 176
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1219 10.4 *** 0.6 533 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 1215 7.7 *x* 31 626 * *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3101 115 *** 11 288
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 1248 12,6 *** -1.2 3
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 1238 7.9 *** -2.3 -339
Columbus Integrated 806 -11 -1.7 -93
Columbus Traditional 793 -1.3 13 480
Detroit 1015 25 -0.8 -28
OklahomaCity 2683 -1.3 24 * 53
Portland 1999 10.3 *** 7.3 **% 1233 ***
Average Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Hourly Pay with Health Responden;
Site and Program Sze " Insurance (%) Income ($)
Atlanta L abor Force Attachment 560 0.40 -34 87 **
Atlanta Human Capital Development 619 -0.01 -11 R **
Grand RapidsLabor Force Attachment 382 0.06 -0.5 -53
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 411 -0.34 55 -60
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 699 -0.16 5.0 ** 4
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 357 -0.48 12,9 *** 73
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 481 -0.61 24 -26
Columbus Integrated o7 155 " 15" 5 "
Columbus Traditional 105 0.58 " 31" 0"
Detroit 102 -1.10 “ 171" 3"
OklahomaCity 154 025" 63" 104 ¢
Portland 206 0.59 130 * 140

(continued)



Appendix Table D.2 (continued)

Number of Months on Average AFDC ‘ Average
AFDCinYears Payments in Combined Income
land?2 Year2(3$) in Year 2($)° Site and Program
-0.7 -185 ** -29 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-04 -158 ** 68 AtlantaHuman Capital Devel opment
2.3 *x* -586 *** -190 Grand Rapids L abor Force Attachment
-1.1 ** -388 *** 187 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-13*** -535 *** -412 * Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 *** -603 *** -732 ** Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
-1.3 ** -514 *** -968 *** Riverside Human Capital Development
S22 %** =340 *** -710 Columbus Integrated
-1.4 ** -237 ** -1 Columbus Traditional
0.3 116 72 Detroit
-0.9 *** -146 ** -146 Oklahoma City
-2.6 x** -663 *** 388 Portland
) Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Have Health Care Problems in Child Care at
Coverage (%) Family (%)d Interview (%) Site and Program
47 42 * 11 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
20 -20 6.0 **  AtlantaHuman Capital Devel opment
-5.9 52 34 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-39 36 -2.6 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-6.5 ** 23 -04 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-10.8 ** -32 38 Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills
21 -13 39 Riverside Human Capital Development
114" 14" 08"  Columbus Intearated
05" 86" -19"  Columbus Traditional
55" 46" 39"  Detroit
19" 80" 51"  Oklahoma City
5.0 28 23 Portland

SOURCES and NOTES: See Appendix TableD.1.
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Program I mpacts on Selected M easures
for Sample MembersWho Earned $3,000 or Morein the Year Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample  inYear lor 2 4 Quarters of Earningsin
Site and Program Sze (%) Year 2 (%) Yea 2 (9
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 554 09 -30 -25
Atlanta Human Capital Development 547 -16 -1.6 15
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 519 2.6 79* 998 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 526 5.3 ** 5.0 927 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1402 9.7 *** 2.8 504
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills 482 16.7 *** 6.1 666
Riverside Human Capital Development 485 6.4 * 1.9 -228
Columbus Integrated 1260 -05 34 791 **
Columbus Traditional 1299 -06 23 449
Detroit 422 52 10.1 ** 1357 *
OklahomaCity 1941 -32 * -1.6 -15
Portland 934 38* 3.0 268
Number of
Months on Average AFDC _ Average
AFDCin Years Paymentsin Combined Income
Site and Program land?2 Year2(9) inYear 2 ($)*
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment -13 * -257 ** -348
Atlanta Human Capital Development -03 -116 2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment RN -646 *** 155
Grand Rapids Human Capital Devel opment 13 * -349 ** 557
Riverside Labor Force Attachment -16 *** -578 *** -237
Lacked high school diplomaor basic skills -10 -596 ** -50
Riverside Human Capital Development 15 * -642 ** -989 *
Columbus Integrated 21 x** -410 *** 143
Columbus Traditional -14 *x* =259 *** -A
Detroit 23 *x* -349 842
OklahomaCity -09 ** -123 -186
Portland 25 *** -508 * ** -402

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings and AFDC records.

NOTES: SeeTable11.4.

% Combined income" isincome from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps
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Survey Response Analysis

The Two-Year Client Survey provides data on participation, degree receipt, job qudity,
income, trangtiona benefits, hedth care coverage, child care, child outcomes, and severd other
measures used in this report. As noted in Chapter 2, the survey was administered to a subsample of the
full research sample approximately two years after random assignment. The purpose of this appendix is
to assess the rdiability of survey results and whether these results are generdizable to the full research
sample.

. Key Analysis Samples

This andyss involves comparing background characteristics and impact results for the following
samples drawn from the full research sample:

The survey eligible sample (“ eligibles’ ): sample membersin the full research sample
who were randomly assigned during months in which the survey sample was sdlected
and who met the criteriafor incluson.

The fielded sample (* fieldeds’ ): Members of the eigible sample who were chosen to
be interviewed.

The respondent sample (* respondents’ ): members of the eigible sample chosen to
be interviewed (that is, fieldeds) who were interviewed.

The nonrespondent sample (* nonrespondents’): members of the digible sample
chosen to be interviewed (that is, fieldeds) who were not interviewed because they
could not be located or declined to be interviewed.

The andys's addresses the following questions:

Is the response rate (the percentage of fielded sample members who were
interviewed) high enough to satisfy the usud standards of impact andyss?

Are differences in response rates across research groups small enough to indicate
that comparisons between those groups will yield unbiased impact estimates?

Are impact estimates based on unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records and
AFDC payment records similar for the respondent and eligible samples?

To summarize, the results are somewhat inconclusive and suggest that caution is needed when
interpreting the survey results for some programs. In dl programs response rates are high enough (at
least 70 percent) to suggest that the survey probably represents the eigible sample. Further, differences
in response rates across research groups are smal and therefore most likely will not affect research
group comparisons. At the same time, however, differences in background characterigtics are evident in
four programs and raise some concerns. The andysis dso shows that impacts on employment and



AFDC payments are amilar for respondent and digible samples, indicating that survey data for
respondents are likely to be a good representation of impactsfor dl survey digibles. Earnings estimates,
however, differ and are somewhat problematic in four Stes, suggesting that some caution is needed in
generdizing the survey results.

. Survey Selection and Sampling Ratios

Severd of the chaptersin this report analyze program impacts caculated from survey responses
as wdl as impacts cdculated from adminigtrative records for the full sample. It is important to
understand the process by which the survey samples were chosen and survey responses collected in
order to assess the comparability of these results.

Selecting the eligible sample. In dl stes the survey digible sample includes members of the
full research sample who were randomly assigned during some, but not al, months of sample intake.
(See Table 2.2)) Limiting the eigible sample in thisway can introduce “cohort effects,” impact estimates
that are especidly large or smdl for sample members randomly assgned during particular months. A
cohort effect may occur because members of the survey digible sample differ in measured or
unmeasured background characterigtics from persons randomly assgned in other months. Changes in
area labor markets or in program implementation that occur & some point after the start-up of random
assgnment may aso introduce cohort effects — for example, by increasing or decreasing a program’s
relative success in moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. These issues are most germane to
Columbus, Detrait, Portland, and Oklahoma City, where sdection of the survey digible samples took
place over fewer months than in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde.

Further, the research drategy for choosing the survey digible samplesin Atlanta, Grand Rapids,
and Riversde required the excluson of sample members with certain background characterigtics: teen
parents, parents with children under age 3 (in Atlanta and Riversde), men with children aged 3 to 5,
people who did not spesk ether English or Spanish, and people who did not provide information on
their educationd status and children’s ages prior to random assgnment. This selection drategy may
affect the generdizability of impact results recorded from the survey.

Fortunatdly, cohort effects were small. For ingtance, differences in two-year earnings gains
between the full research samples and the survey digible samples varied by less than $100 in nine of the
programs and by less than $200 in every program (results not shown).

Sdlecting the fielded sample. The percentage of the survey digibles who were chosen for the
fielded sample isthe sampling ratio. Across dl sites sampling ratios ranged from 14 to 100 percent.

In Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Portland, and Riverside the fielded sample was sdected by drawing a
gratified random subsample of the survey digible sample. In Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riversde the
sampling ratio varied (for research purposes) by research group, date of random assgnment, age of
youngest child, and pre-random assgnmernt educationd atainment of the sample member. In Portland
sampling ratios varied by research groups and by date of random assgnment only. Although corrected
for, as discussed below, differences in sampling ratios may aso affect survey impact estimates. For



ingance, unless the totd sample sze is large, different sampling retios increase the likelihood that
persons chosen in one research group differ (perhaps in unmeasured characteristics) from persons
chosen in another research group.

In Detroit and Oklahoma City the fielded sample for program and control group members was
sdected by drawing a smple random sample from the digible sample. That is, within these Stesa single
sampling ratio was gpplied to al program and control group members, irrespective of their background
characterigtics. This sampling strategy was used in Columbus as well, except that the sampling ratio for
control group members was dightly higher than for members of the Integrated and Traditiona groups.

1.  Weighting

For this report weights were gpplied to the survey respondent sample to correct for differences
in sampling ratios between the drata in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Portland, and Riversde. In the
unweighted fielded survey sample in these Sites, drata (that is, sample members who share background
characterigtics and have the same sampling ratio) with high sampling ratios are overrepresented and
grata with low sampling ratios are underrepresented. To make the fielded sample more closaly replicate
the background characterigtics of survey digibles, weights for each stratum were set to equd the inverse
of the sampling retio for that Stratum. For example, a stratum in which 1 digible person in 4 was chosen
would receive a weight of 4 (or 4/1), whereas a stratum in which every digible person was chosen
would receive aweight of 1 (or 1/1). The same weights are used for the respondent sample. Weighting
was not required for sample members in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample
members background characteristics did not affect their chances of selection.

It should be noted that under some conditions impacts for a weighted respondent sample may
dill be different from those for the digible sample. For example, this result could occur if very different
proportions of program and control group fieldeds answered the survey or if members of a subgroup
within one research group were more likdy to be interviewed than their counterparts in a different
research group. These issues are addressed in the next section.

V. Response Rates

As noted above, sample members who were fidlded and interviewed are survey respondents.
Thaose chosen to be surveyed but who were not interviewed are nonrespondents. Table E.1 shows the
percentage of the fielded sample who responded to the survey, by program and research group. As
shown, in most programs response rates are high enough to suggest that the survey probably represents
the digible sample.

The god of the survey effort was to obtain responses from at least 70 percent of the fidded
sample, which was achieved for al research groups in dl gtes; in fact, response rates reached 80
percent or above for most research groups. These results ingpire particular confidence in the impacts for
respondents.
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Number of Fielded Survey Sample Membersand
Two-Year Client Survey Response Rates

Number of

Fielded Response
Site and Program Members Rate (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 908 88.5
Atlanta Human Captial Devel opment 1225 90.9
Atlanta Control 1200 90.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 637 90.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 647 88.7
Grand Rapids Control 631 92.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 740 76.2
Riverside Human Capital Devel opment 819 75.8
Riverside Control 1396 79.8
Columbus Integrated 455 815
Columbus Traditional 459 79.7
Columbus Control 460 77.6
Detroit Program 261 80.5
Detroit Control 259 834
Oklahoma Program 356 72.8
Oklahoma Control 360 70.0
Portland Program 385 771
Portland Control 377 83.0

SOURCE: MDRC cdlculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTE: A response rate isthe number of survey completions taken as a percentage of sample
members selected to be surveyed.



V. Resear ch Group Differences in Response Rates

Different response rates among research groups can be a potentia source of bias in research
group comparisons. Such differences suggest that ressarch groups may differ by unobservable
characterigtics that cannot be controlled for, and depending on how these characteritics affect key
outcomes, they may affect impact estimates. The results indicate that response rates differ by research
group in four programs. (See Table E.1.) The magnitude of these differences is reaivey smadl,
however, and does not raise concern.

To test whether response rates varied by research group, a 0/1 dummy indicating a response to
the survey was regressed on a dummy varigble indicating membership in the program group. A
daidicdly sgnificant p-vaue of the coefficient on the program group dummy indicates that the research
groups had different response rates. Accordingly, response rates differ by research group in four
programs. Portland, Riversde LFA, Grand Rapids HCD, and Atlanta LFA (results not shown). Except
in Portland (6 percentage points, see Table E.1), however, the differences in these Stes are rdatively
smdl, amounting to 4 percentage points or less.

VI. Research Group Differencesin Background Char acteristics

Research groups may dso have different background characteridics. Differences in these
observable characterigtics can be corrected for in the regression impact model and do not pose a large
problem. These differences, however, may indicate variation in unobservable characteristics that, as
noted above, cannot be controlled for in the impact andyss. The following results show that
background characterigtics differ by research group in four programs.

To determine whether there are any observable program-control differences within the survey
respondent sample, the 0/1 dummy variable indicating membership in the program group was regressed
on pre-random assgnment demographic information for the fielded and the lespondent samples. A
daidicaly sgnificant p-vaue of the R-square of the regression described above indicates that research
groups have different background characteristics. The results show that differences in demographic
characterigtics are evident in four programs. Atlanta LFA and HCD, Riversde HCD, and Portland
(results not shown).

VIl. A Comparison Between Survey Respondents and the Full Sample

Impacts on two-year employment, earnings, and AFDC payments based on adminigtrative
records were estimated for the survey digible and survey respondent samples. The results are
summarized in Figures E.1-E.3. In these figures impacts for the eigible sample (weighting not required)
are compared with the weighted impacts for the respondent sample. Programs that fall near the 45
degree line that is drawn on these figures have smilar impacts for the survey respondent sample and the
survey digible sample. Smilarity in results suggests that estimates for respondents represent the digible
sample for these, and probably other, measures that depend on employment and welfare levels, such as
use of child care, health care coverage, and child outcomes.



Ovedl, the analys's shows that impacts on employment and AFDC payments are Smilar, asare
impacts on earnings for some programs. For other programs, however, the size of earnings gains differs
for the digible and respondent samples, which raises some concerns about the generdizahility of survey
results.

As shown in Figure E.1, impacts on employment for respondents are smilar to impacts for al
aurvey digibles in al programs, except Detroit. The variaion in impact estimates for these programs
ranges from 3.4 percentage points in Portland to less than 1 percentage point in Columbus Traditiond,
AtlantaHCD, and Grand Rapids LFA. In Detroit, however, impacts on employment are 6.3 percentage
points larger for the survey respondent sample than for the survey digible sample.

As shown in Figure E.2, there is some variaion between earnings impacts for survey
respondents and survey digibles. In five programs impacts for survey respondents are more than $200
lower than impacts for survey digibles. In three other programs impacts for survey respondents are at
least $300 higher than impacts for survey digibles. These differences, however, overstate the problemin
some programs because they do not change the overdl assessment of the results. For example, in
Portland and Riversde LFA impact estimates for both samples are consdered large athough they
differ.

Earnings impacts differ more draméticaly and are problematic in four programs. Specificdly, in
Oklahoma City and Riversde HCD impacts for the survey respondents are larger than those for survey
eigibles. In both Grand Rapids programs impacts for survey respondents are smdler than those for
survey digibles.

Findly, there is little variaion in impacts on AFDC payments between samples in most
programs. As shown in Figure E.3, impacts for survey respondents and digibles are smilar in dl
programs except Riversde LFA and HCD; however, the impacts are relatively large for both samples
and therefore do not raise concern.
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Appendix FigureE.1
Two-Year Employment Impacts: Respondents and Eligibles

Employment Impacts

Survey Eligibles
SOURCES and NOTES: See Appendix Table D.3.



Survey Respondents

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix FigureE.2
Two-Year Earnings | mpacts: Respondents and Eligibles

Earnings Impacts
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Appendix FigureE.3

Two-Year AFDC Impacts. Respondents and Eligibles

AFDC Payments
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A Comparison of | mpacts Estimated from Survey
and Ul Earnings Data

Employment and earnings impacts in this report ae etimated from datewide automated
unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and from the Two-Year Client Survey. This gopendix
compares employment impacts from these two sources and investigates why they differ in some
programs. The results demonsirate that surveys sometimes record jobs that are missed by statewide Ul
earnings reporting systems and at other times underreport employment. Further, in some Sites program
and control groups varied in the degree to which employment was underreported on the survey.

Possible Reasons for Differences Between Survey and Ul Earnings

l.
Data
Survey data are sdf-reported. They include jobs that are not covered or not reported to the
gate Ul system, such as sdf-employment, some domestic work, federal government or military jobs,
informa employment, or out- of-state jobs. Ul earnings data, however, include jobs that respondents fail
to recdl or are reluctant to report on the survey. Survey respondents may aso have had problems
recaling start and end dates of some jobs, particularly those that started early in the follon~up and

lasted for a short period of time. On the other hand, some employers may have delayed reporting
employment to the Ul system until after the files were creeted for this report.

Further, survey and Ul earnings data presented in this report cover somewhat different time
periods. Ul earnings data are recorded quarterly, whereas the survey records each month of
employment. For Ul earnings, quarter 1, which includes each sample member’s random assignment
date, may contain earnings from before random assgnment. Therefore, two-year impacts for Ul
earnings cover quarters 2 through 9, which correspond to months 2 to 25, 3 to 26, or 4 to 27, with
month 1 being the month that the respondent was randomly assgned.® In contrast, two-year survey
impacts cover months 1 through 25, sarting and ending dightly earlier than the follow-up for Ul
earnings for most sample members. It should dso be remembered that survey-based measures of
current employment are for the month of interview or the month preceding the interview date. These
months typically occur during quarters 8 or 9, but may occur as late as quarter 12.

*The follow-up periods vary, depending on whether sample members were randomly assigned during the first,
second, or third month of a calendar quarter.

“For this report jobs reported to have begun prior to random assignment were ignored, unless the end month
occurred during the follow-up period. In that instance, the job was considered to have begun during the random
assignment month.



. Reporting Discrepancies for Sample M embers with Both Survey
and Ul Earnings Data

One potentid source of differences in impact estimates from survey and Ul earnings data is
discrepant reporting. To see if this was a problem, for each sample member in the survey respondent
sample earnings reported in the month before interview from the survey data were drectly compared
with earnings in the quarter that includes the month before interview from the Ul earnings data® The
results are presented in Table F.1.

For this comparison a match occurred if both sources had some dollar amount or if both had no
dollar amount. Match rates ranged from 68.6 percent in Oklahoma City to 83.6 percent in Riversde
when program and control group members were consdered together. As shown in Table F.1, patterns
of discrepancies differed by site. In four sites at least 10 percent of the sample reported earnings on the
survey that were not captured by Ul earnings data. Oklahoma City had the largest percentage of these
types of cases. Conversdly, in five sites more than 10 percent of the sample had Ul-recorded earnings
that were not reported on the survey.

In Atlanta and, to some extent, Columbus the Ul earnings data captured most of the
employment reported on the survey and some additional employment not reported on the survey. The
opposite occurred in Riversde: survey data captured most of the employment ieported on the Ul
earnings data and some additional employment. In Oklahoma City, survey and Ul earnings data
captured somewhat different employment information. More than one-sixth of the sample had survey-
reported earnings that were not on the Ul earnings data. More than one-eighth of the sample had UI-
recorded earnings that were not on the survey.

[11. Observed Patterns of Differ ences Between Survey and
Ul Earnings Results

Table F.2 compares year 2 employment rates for program and control group survey
respondents in each program, as well as program impacts, estimated from Ul earnings (row 1: Records
Impact) and survey responses (row 2: Survey Impact). A comparison of these two rows highlights the
difference in estimates from survey and Ul earnings data.

Idedly, both sources would record the same information for each person. The next best result
would be for both program and control group members to have smilar rates of discrepant reporting,
because impacts estimated from Ul earnings and survey data would be smilar. This stuation is
demonsgtrated by results for both programs in Riversde. As shown in Table F.2, the survey records
higher employment levels than Ul earnings data; but differences are consstent for program and control
groups, leaving impact levels nearly unchanged. A smilar result was found for the Columbus Traditiona
program, athough in this instance employment levels were somewhat lower when recorded from survey
responses.

°Some sample members were interviewed after the follow-up period for Ul earnings and were excluded from this
comparison.
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Appendix TableF.1

Proportion of Survey Sample Having Earnings At the End of Two Yearson
Survey or Ul Earnings Data, But Not on Both

Two-Year Ul Earnings
Site Survey Only (%) DataOnly (%)
Atlanta 4.9 13.6
Grand Rapids 10.7 12.0
Riverside 10.6 5.8
Columbus 8.8 15.0
Detroit 114 129
Oklahoma City 18.3 131
Portland 85 84

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earning records and the Two-
Y ear Client Survey.

NOTE: Based on preliminary calculations.



National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table F.2

Comparison of Impact Estimates from Survey and Ul Earnings
Data for Employment in Year 2

Program Control  Difference Percentage

Site and Program Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

Records Impact: Survey Sample 60.86 55.82 5 ** 9.02

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 54.18 54.07 0 0.20
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Records Impact: Survey Sample 61.76 55.82 6 *** 10.63

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 55.31 54.07 1 2.29
Grand Rapids L abor Force Attachment

Records Impact: Survey Sample 71.59 64.67 7 rFE* 10.69

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 7751 68.50 Q **x 13.15
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Records Impact: Survey Sample 69.05 64.67 4* 6.76

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 70.32 68.50 2 2.65
Riverside Labor Force Attachment

Records Impact: Survey Sample 48.43 38.26 10 *** 26.58

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 61.31 49.10 12 *** 24.86
Riverside Human Capital Development

Records Impact: Survey Sample 40.13 31.58 9 **x* 27.10

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 49.25 39.35 10 *** 25.17
Columbus|ntegrated

Records Impact: Survey Sample 63.82 64.16 0 -0.53

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 64.63 57.52 7 ** 12.35
Columbus Traditional

Records Impact: Survey Sample 63.72 64.16 0 -0.69

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 60.35 57.52 3 492
Detroit

Records Impact: Survey Sample 54.55 49.28 5 10.67

Survey Impact: Survey Sample 58.07 47.71 10 ** 21.73

(continued)



Appendix TableF.2 (continued)

Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Oklahoma City
Records Impact: Survey Sample 59.80 59.18 1 105
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 7043 63.33 7* 1121
Portland
Records Impact: Survey Sample 59.40 50.39 9 ** 17.89
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 7144 58.98 12 *** 21.13

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and the Two-Y ear
Client Survey.

NOTES: Survey measures for program and control group membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside,
and Portland represent weighted averages. In these sites, certain subgroups were overrepresented (for
research purposes) among those chosen to be surveyed. Members of the client survey sample are
weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection for the survey to replicate the proportion of
program and control group membersin the full impact sample. Weighting was not required for sample
membersin Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members' background characteristics
did not affect their chances of selection.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random
assignment characteristics of sample members.

"Percentage change" equals 100 times the "difference” divided by the "control group.”

Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin cal culating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control
groups. Statistical significancelevelsareindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** =1
percent.



Variation in rates of discrepant reporting by research group is more problematic because it
affects impact results. As shown in Table F.2, this result occurred in severd programs. For instance, in
both Atlanta programs, survey impacts were smdl and not datisticaly sgnificant owing to fewer
program group members reporting employment on the survey data than on the Ul earnings data.
Conversdy, in the Grand Rapids HCD program impacts were smaler because a greater number of
control group members reported employment on the survey data than on the Ul earnings data.

In contragt, in Columbus Integrated, Detroit, and Oklahoma City survey impacts on
employment were larger than Ul earnings impacts for the survey respondent sample. For these
programs survey data produced moderate to large, datidticaly sgnificant impacts on employment,
wheress Ul earnings data showed smdl impacts that were not gatigticdly sgnificant. In Detroit and
Oklahoma City these differences were due primarily to more program group members reporting
employment on the survey data than on the Ul earnings data. In Columbus Integrated another pattern
was evident: fewer control group members reported employment on the survey data than on the Ul
earnings data
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