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Executive Summary

Wefare program case management is usudly organized in one of two ways. Under traditional
case management, welfare recipients interact with two separate workers. one who dedls with welfare
digibility and payment issues, often caled income maintenance, and one who dedls with employment
and training issues. Under integrated case management, welfare recipients work with only one staff
member who handles both the income maintenance and employment and training aspects of their case.
Although both strategies have certain advantages — for exanple, the traditiona structure alows saff
members to specidize in one particular role, and the integrated structure dlows staff members to quickly
emphasize the importance of employment and eiminates falures in communication between saff mem-
bers — little information exists on the effects of the two approaches.

This report presents the results of a random assgnment study designed to evauate the two case
management approaches, and thus it addresses some longgtanding issues in the management of welfare
programs. The study was conducted in Columbus (Franklin County), Ohio, as part of the Nationa
Evduation of Wdfare-to-Work Strategies (NEWWS Evauation), a large-scae evaduation of 11 wel-
fare-to-work programs in seven Sites across the nation. The evauation is being conducted by the Man-
power Demongtration Research Corporation (MDRC), under contract to the U.S. Department of
Hedlth and Human Services, with support from the U.S. Department of Education.” For the study, Co-
lumbus operated two separate welfare-to-work programs. one that used integrated case management,
referred to in this report as the integrated program, and one that used traditiona case management,
referred to as the traditional program. Apart from the case management difference, the wefare-to-
work programs were the same: They required welfare recipients to participate in activities to build ther
skills and eventudly move into the labor market; provided child care and other services to support this
participation; and penalized those who did not follow program rules by reducing their cash grant. Par-
ticipants in the programs were a so subject to the same public assistance digibility and payment system.

This report provides information on how the integrated and traditional programs were imple-
mented, how they affected participation in employment-related activities, and the costs of providing em+
ployment-related services in the two programs. It aso discusses program effects, measured three years
after sample members entry into the study, on employment, earnings, and wefare receipt. (The find
report in the NEWWS Evduation will present program effects measured five years after study entry.)
To facilitate this assessment, from 1992 to 1994 over 7,000 single-parent welfare gpplicants and recipi-
ents, who were determined to be mandatory for the Columbus welfare-to-work program, were ran
domly assigned for the evauation. The study’ s rigorous research design alows researchers to determine
the effects of each program as well as the relaive effects of the programs, thus providing two types of
information.

Fird, the report describes and evauates the effects of two mandatory welfare-to-work pro-
grams rdative to the effects of no specid wefare-to-work program. In contrast to many previoudy

!Child Trends, as a subcontractor, is conducting analyses of outcomes for young children in three of the sites.
Columbusis not included in this substudy.



studied programs that emphasized skills-building, which engaged most participants in basic education
classes, the Columbus programs engaged many people in basic education but also engaged many others
in post-secondary education, primarily at two-year colleges.

Second, this report compares the effectiveness of a welfare-to-work program that used inte-
grated case management with the effectiveness of one that used traditional case management. Because
other program fegtures were the same, these comparisons indicate the relative effectiveness of the two
case management approaches.

Columbus's integrated and traditiona programs were operated under the Family Support Act
(FSA) of 1988. The FSA required dtates to provide education, employment, and support servicesto
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) recipients, who were, in turn, required to participate
in the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program created by the act to equip them for
work. In 1996, the Persona Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act replaced AFDC
with a block grant program, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). The law limits most
families to five years of federd assstance, offers gates financid incentives to run mandatory, work-
focused welfare-to-work programs, and requires states to meet relatively high work participation rates
or face reductionsin their block grant. The 1996 law’s overarching god issSmilar to the FSA’s. to foster
the economic sHf-sufficiency of wefare recipients through increased employment and decreased welfare
receipt. Columbus began operating its TANF program in October 1997, after the follow-up period
covered in this report.

[ The Findingsin Brief
Key findings from this report include the following:

0 Integrated case managers provided more personalized attention than tradi-
tional case managers and more closaly monitored participation in program
activities. More integrated staff than traditional staff said that they tried to learn in
depth about the recipients they worked with and provided positive reinforcement to
them. Integrated staff received more timely attendance nformation from service
providers and more quickly contacted participants about attendance problens.

o0 Theintegrated program engaged more people in welfare-to-work activities
than the traditional program. A higher proportion of recipients in the integrated
program attended a JOBS orientation and participated in JOBS ativities. This

“This report draws on an earlier paper prepared as part of the NEWWS Evaluation: Thomas Brock and Kristen
Harknett, “Welfare-to-Work Case Management: A Comparison of Two Models” (paper prepared by MDRC as part of
the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies, 1998). A revised version of this paper was published in So-
cial Service Review (December 1998): Thomas Brock and Kristen Harknett, “ A Comparison of Two Welfare-to-Work
Case Management Models.”

®0hio’s TANF program, Ohio Works First, shifted the focus from building welfare recipients’ skills through edu-
cation to quickly engaging them in jobs. The program limits recipients to three years of cash benefits, with up to two
additional years of benefits available under certain circumstances.



probably reflects ntegrated staff members better participation monitoring and fol-
low-up. Also, recipients in the integrated program may have taken the threat of cash
grant reductions for noncompliance more serioudy than recipients in the traditiona
program because integrated case managers could reduce grants themsalves rather
than relying on an income maintenance worker to do so.

Sanctioning rates in the programs were smilar and very high. The rate of
“initiating” a sanction, however, was higher in the traditional program. Over
athird of sample membersin each program had their cash grant reduced because of
noncompliance with program rules. More recipients in the traditiona program, how-
ever, had a sanction initiated (the case manager decided that a sanction should be
imposed), which means that fewer of those for whom a sanction was initiated in the
traditiona program actudly had ther grant reduced. This probably reflects the fact
that traditiond case managers had to rely on another staff member to impose sanc-
tions, and, because the case managers did not ded with the digibility aspects of
cases, that they probably initiated sanctions for some people who were no longer
receiving cash assistance or were no longer mandatory for JOBS.

The integrated program had somewhat higher two-year costs for employ-
ment-related services than the traditional program. This difference eflects
higher expenditures for vocationd training and case management. A future benefit-
cog andysis will include estimates of the cost of income maintenance services and
thus will provide the bottom line on the relaive cods of the programs.

The Columbus programs increased earnings. Over three years, the integrated
and traditiona programs boosted average earnings by about $1,000, or 10 percent,
relative to the control group average.

Both programs reduced welfare receipt and payments, but the effects of the
integrated program were somewhat larger. Over the three-year follow-up pe-
riod, the integrated program reduced time on cash assistance by about 2 1/2 months
and reduced three-year welfare expenditures by 15 percent. The traditiond pro-
gram, in comparison, reduced welfare receipt by about 1 2/3 months and reduced
expenditures by 11 percent. Integrated case managers more quickly closed cash as-
Sgstance cases and were better able to detect individuals who should not be receiv-
ing welfare than traditiona case managers.

Neither program increased sample members average combined income
from earnings, cash assistance, and Food Stamps. Earnings gains did not ex-
ceed public assistance decreases (both programs decreased Food Stamp pay-
ments).

For sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED when
they entered the study, the integrated program produced larger earnings
gains and welfare reductions than the traditional program. It isunclear why



the integrated program produced larger effects for this subgroup. It may be that the
closer monitoring and higher level of persondized attention and encouragement of
the integrated approach especialy benefited these more disadvantaged recipients.

Ovedl, the results show that Columbus ran two moderatdly effective wefare-to-work pro-
grams. Both engaged many welfare recipients in education and training, and, over three years, increased
their earnings and decreased their welfare receipt. Additiona follow-up, to be presented in the evaua-
tion's find report, will show whether these effects continue in the fourth and fifth years following study
entry.

The results aso provide evidence that an integrated case management approach can yield addi-
tiona effects beyond those of atraditiona approach — namely, higher participation rates and somewhat
larger welfare reductions. It is important to note that Columbus had sufficient program services and an
uncommon degree of administrative and clerica support. Integrated case managers found baancing em+
ployment services with income maintenance to be demanding even with these supports, without them,
they may have found the work to be overwhdming.

The remainder of the summary presents the findings in more detail. Following a brief discussion
of the history of the two case management approaches and the operation of the gpproachesin Colum-
bus, the summary provides some detail about the evaluation. Then it discusses the programs services,
messages, and costs, and their effects on an array of outcomes, including employment, welfare, and in-
come. The summary concludes with a discussion of the findings.

. Historical Context of Integrated and Traditional Case M anagement

The idea of adminigtering income maintenance together with employment services and other so-
cid services is not new.* After the Socia Security Amendments of 1962, which increased federal com:
pensation to dtate welfare agencies for adminidrative costs related to socia services, most states
adopted what was called a casework modd. Welfare departments hired caseworkers to review appli-
cations for welfare and to attempt to “rehabilitate” recipients so that they would become sdlf-supporting.
Supporters of the casework model believed that it would dlow welfare staff to show concern for recipi-
ents during the course of income maintenance discussions and respond to problems, and make it easier
for recipients to request services.

Some people, however, criticized the casawork modd. In many dates, staff members hired to
perform casawork were not professondly trained and did not know what to look for or how to cor+
front recipients about the problems they observed. Few “hard” services, such as job training, placement

“This section is modified from Brock and Harknett, December 1998. It uses information from the following
sources: Winifred Bell, Contemporary Social Welfare (New Y ork: Macmillan, 1983); Mary Jo Bane and David T. Ell-
wood, Welfare Realities: From Rhetoric to Reform (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1994); Gordon Hami -
ton, “Editor’s Page” (Social Work 7, no. 1, January 1962); Demetra Smith Nightingale and Lynn C. Burbridge, The
Satus of Sate Work-Welfare Programsin 1986: Implications for Welfare Reform (Washington, DC: Urban Institute,
1987); American Public Welfare Association, Status Report on JOBS Case Management Practices (Washington, DC:
American Public Welfare Association, 1992).



assistance, or substance abuse treatment, were provided. Professional socia workers argued that “the
money function dissbles or overwhelms the socid services™ Conservative lavmakers in Congress
feared that liberal caseworkers authorized benefits to which individuals were not entitled. Welfare rights
and civil rights groups objected to the assumption that welfare recipients needed rehabilitation and a-
tacked the home vidits as an invasion of privacy. Responding to these criticisms, in 1967 the U.S. De-
partment of Hedlth, Education, and Welfare (HEW) issued a directive that urged states to reorganize the
adminidration of their welfare programs by creeting separate line agencies to determine wefare digibility
and provide socia services.

The 1967 Work Incentive (WIN) program directed some AFDC recipients to participate in
employment-related activities and provided funding for these activities. The WIN program was jointly
administered by HEW and the U.S. Department of Labor, which fostered the separation of income
maintenance and employment services. This adminigtrative structure was replicated at the state and local
leves in mogt dates, resulting in a system in which welfare saff generally referred recipients outside the
income maintenance office to employment security agencies for WIN assessment and services.

By the 1970s, the separation of socid and employment services from income maintenance left
most wefare offices focused on determining digibility, authorizing welfare grants, and distributing wel-
fare checks. Many agencies that once recruited college graduates to do casework downgraded the in-
come maintenance role to aclerica leve. A god of minimizing AFDC payment errors replaced the pre-
vious decade’ sgod of “rehabilitating” wefare recipients.

The FSA of 1988, which created the JOBS program, made state welfare agencies directly ac-
countable for enrolling welfare recipients in education and work-related services. As under WIN, most
dates continued to separate income maintenance and employment-related services, dthough a 1992
survey found that 17 states operated programs in which JOBS case managers performed an integrated
income maintenance and JOBS role. (As this report was being prepared, information was not yet avail-
able on how many gtates have combined income maintenance and employment services under the 1996
federa welfare reform law.)

Both case management approaches can be argued to have certain advantages and disadvan
tages. The separation of income maintenance from employment and training tasks alows each gaff
member to specidize in a particular role. It can dso dlow the employment services case managers to
develop a digtinct and often more prestigious professond identity. Common criticisms of this mode are
that a lack of coordination between income maintenance and employment and training services may
prevent the quick enrollment of welfare recipientsin work activities or may hinder the imposition of pen-
dties on individuas who do not comply with work participation requirements.

By combining the roles of income maintenance and employment and training in one position, the
integrated gpproach eiminates communication breakdowns between different saff members. Integration
a0 dlows gaff to quickly emphasize the importance of employment. Two prominent welfare scholars
suggested that integration may change the “digibility-compliance culture’ of the average wefare office to

®Hamilton, 1962, p. 128.



a “sdf-aufficdency culture’ — that is, one that structures “interactions and expectations around work and
preparation for work, with most of the attention of clients and workers devoted to moving off welfare
rether than to validating the credentia for staying on it.”® A common criticism of integrated case marn
agement, however, isthat the two functions may overwhelm staff members, and, because they must dedl
with welfare payments each month, this may lead them to pay less attention to employment and training.

[11. Integrated and Traditional Case Management in Columbus

Table 1 summarizes the primary duties of line g&ff in the integrated and traditiona programsin
Columbus. In the traditiona program, income maintenance (IM) workers determined digibility for and
authorized public assstance benefits provided by the welfare department, ncluding cash assstance,
Food Stamps, and Medicad. They dso made changes in benefit amounts as family compostion
changed or as recipients found work, and they imposed financial sanctions at the request of JOBS case
managers. JOBS case managers conducted JOBS orientation sessions, assessed recipients skills and
support service needs, assigned them to JOBS activities, monitored their attendance and progress, and
initiated sanctions for those who did not comply with program requirements. In the integrated program,
integrated case managers performed al these duties.

Evduation designers had planned that integrated case managers would carry relaively smdl
casel oads so they could work closely with each case. Various factors caused integrated caseloads to be
somewhat larger than intended. As Table 1 shows, caseloads averaged about 260 for both IM workers
and JOBS case managers and 140 for integrated case managers (rather than 100 as Evaluation design
ers origindly planned). In other words, on average, every two staff members in the traditiona program
worked with about 260 recipients, and every two staff membersin the integrated program worked with
about 280 recipients. Therefore, the evauation in Columbus is comparing the effectiveness of integrated
and traditiona case management approaches with smilar recipient-to-staff retios. Any differences that
exist between the programs outcomes can be attributed to the case management approach.

V. TheEvaluation in Columbus

A. Research Design

During the period studied, Columbus required al welfare recipients whose youngest child was at
least 3 years old and who did not meet federa exemption criteria to participate in the JOBS welfare-to-
work program. (Exemption reasons included working 30 hours or more per week, being ill or incapaci-
tated or caring for anill or incapacitated household member, being of advanced age, being in at least the
second trimester of pregnancy, or living in a remote area that made program activities inaccessible.) For
the evauation, between September 1992 and July 1994, 7,242 JOBS-mandatory, sngle-parent welfare
gpplicants and recipients were assigned, at random, to one of three groups.

®Bane and Ellwood, 1994, p. 7.



Tablel
Columbus JOBS Program

Description of Staff Dutiesin the
Traditional and Integrated Programs

Traditional Program Integrated Program
JOBS Case Integrated Case
IM Workers Managers Managers
Handled all public assistance benefits X X
Authorized payments for JOBS-related expenses X X
Conducted JOBS orientation and assessment X X
Assigned recipientsto JOBS activities X X
Monitored JOBS attendance and progress X X
Initiated sanctions for noncompliance X X
Imposed sanctions for noncompliance X X
Worked with recipients' entire household X X
Location of staff IM office JOBS office JOBS office
Average caseload size 265 258 140




o theintegrated group, whose members were required to participate in the integrated JOBS
program or face areduction in their cash grant (afinancia sanction);

o the traditional group, whose members were required to participate in the tradi-
tionad JOBS program or face afinancia sanction; or

0 thecontrol group, whose members were neither required nor digible to participate
in any specid wdfare-to-work program. (Control group members received income
mantenance services. They could seek out employment-related services availablein
the community and, if they did, could receive child care assstance from the welfare

department.)

Because people were assgned to one of the three groups through a random process, any differences
that emerge over time between the groups outcomes — for example, in average earnings or average
welfare payments — can reliably be attributed to the programs.

The three-way design alows researchers to make two types of rigorous comparisons. First, es-
timates of the net effects of each program can be made by comparing outcomes of the integrated group
with outcomes of the control group, and by comparing outcomes of the traditiona group with outcomes
of the control group. (The integrated and traditional groups are aso referred to as program groups in
this report.) Second, estimates of the differential effects of the programs can be made by comparing
outcomes of the integrated group with outcomes of the traditiona group; because the income mainte-
nance and employment services in the two programs were the same, the differentid effects represent the
relative effectiveness of the two case management approaches. All these differences in outcomes are
referred to as program effects or impacts.

The fact that random assgnment occurred at the welfare office when people were referred to
JOBS affects how the report’s results should be interpreted. Firet, the impacts reflect the dfects not
only of JOBS sarvices and mandates, but aso of the referrd to JOBS and any related follow-up, such
as sanctioning for people who did not attend an orientation sesson. Second, outcomes for sample
members who did not attend a JOBS orientation, and thus did not receive any program services, are
averaged together with those of orientation attendees; this may dilute the estimate of the effects of the
wefare-to-work program services and mandates.

B. Characteristics of Sample Members

Information on various characteristics of sample members was collected at random assgnment.
Mogt sample members were women, and roughly haf were white and haf were African-American.
Typicd sample members had limited experience in the labor market: Fewer than haf reported that they
had ever worked full time for sx months or longer for one employer, and fewer than a third reported
that they had worked for pay in the year before random assignment. Nearly three-fifths had recelved a
high school diplomaor GED certificate.



C. Environment in Columbus

Between 1992 and 1997, the period covered in this report, Columbus was a growing metro-
politan area with a population of close to 1 million. The labor market was robust, with alow unemploy-
ment rate that decreased throughout the period (to 2.7 percent in 1997), and substantial employment
growth. Over the follow-up period, the county welfare casel oad decreased by amost athird.

V. Program Services and M essages

This report presents findings on the implementation of the integrated and traditiond programs,
based primarily on interviews and surveys of line saff and supervisors and observations of program ac-
tivities Information on recipients participation in employment-related activities was obtained from re-
views of program case files and a survey of sample members administered two years after random as-
sgnment. Following are highlights of the implementation and participation findings.

o The Columbus programs had plentiful resources, good facilities, and exten-
sive administrative support.

Weédfare adminigtrators in Columbus placed a high priority on the JOBS program; they consid-
ered it the centerpiece of an agency-wide misson to make wefare temporary and employment-focused.
Unavailability of program services was rarely, if ever, a problem. The JOBS center, physicaly separate
from the welfare office, housed the employment and training staff for the integrated and traditiond pro-
grams. The center aso provided spacious classrooms for basic education and job search classes; of-
fices for state employment services staff, and county acohol, substance abuse, and menta health work-
ers, and achild care facility for children between ages2 1/2 and 5.

The programs provided line saff with an unusud level of adminigrative support. Columbus had
a child care unit that connected parents with child care providers and a resource unit that collected
JOBS activity attendance information and provided it to case managers. Columbus used an automated
case record information system that contained information on individuas past public assistance benefits,
JOBS activity assgnments, and sanctions for noncompliance. The system guided staff through the wel-
fare digibility determination process and the JOBS assessment.

o Despite larger-than-intended caseloads, integrated case manager s, aided by
various program supports, successfully performed both their income main-
tenance and employment and training duties.

For integrated workers whose caseloads are too large, their income maintenance role may
overshadow their employment and training role, particularly if management emphasizes income mainte-
nance. Although casdloads in Columbus were larger than planned, and perhaps larger than ided, inte-
grated gaff spent much of their time focused on employment and training issues.

As noted above, program adminigirators in Columbus emphasized the importance of employ-
ment and training, and Staff received substantiad adminitrative support. In addition, before starting work
integrated case managers received four weeks of training on income maintenance procedures and the
automated case management system and one week of training on JOBS procedures (traditiona JOBS
case managers dso recaived JOBS training). Additiond training (for dl staff) was provided over time,
as part of an agency-wide effort to improve staff performance.
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0 Integrated case managers provided more personalized attention than tradi-
tional case managers and more closely monitored participation in program
activities.

More integrated case managers than traditional JOBS se managers said that they tried to
learn in depth about the recipients they worked with and provided positive reinforcement to them. Pro-
gram participants corroborated this difference: More recipients in the integrated program than the tradi-
tional program said that their case manager knew a lot about them and their family and believed that
program staff would help them resolve problems affecting their participation in activities. Integrated saff
aso more quickly received atendance information from service providers and contacted participants
about attendance problems.

o Theintegrated and traditional programs emphasized skills-building prior to
entry into the labor market rather than immediate employment.

This emphass was based on the belief that an initid invesment in the skills levels of welfare re-
cipients would dlow them to eventudly obtain higher-paying and more secure jobs. The programs did
not have a specific prescribed activity sequence, but staff strongly encouraged people who did not have
a high school diplomaor GED certificate to attend basic education classes and earn adiplomaor GED,
and they encouraged many of those who aready had a such a credentid to attend vocationd training
classes or post-secondary education or to participate in work experience before actively seeking ajob.
Staff referred only the most employable recipients to job search services — typicdly those who had a
high school diploma or GED, some work experience, and no serious problems, such as substance
abuse, that might interfere with working.

0 The programs substantially increased participation in employment-related
activities.

Many wdfare recipients take part in employment-related activities without the intervention of a
welfare-to-work program. For a program to make a difference, it must engage more people than would
have volunteered for activities available in the community. For recipients who did not have a high school
diploma or GED at random assgnment, survey responses show that the programs produced large in-
creases in participation in basic education. For sample members with one of these credentids, the pro-
grams substantidly increased participation in post-secondary education (most commonly, courses a a
two-year college), job search activities, and unpaid work experience. The increases in post- secondary
education are large compared with increases found for other programs.

0 Theintegrated case management approach engaged more peoplein the wel-
fare-to-work program than thetraditional approach.

As shown in Fgure 1, reviews of program case files indicated that a larger proportion of sample mem-
bers in the integrated program than in the traditiond program atended a JOBS orientation,
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Figurel
Columbus JOBS Program

Two-Year Participation and Sanction Rates, by Program

100% ] Integrated group
. |:| Traditional group

80% 1

60%

* %%

40% 7

20% 1

Lol

0% '
Attended Any Job search Education Lifeskills Work Sanction  Sanction
JOBS activity ortraining workshop experience initiated imposed
orientation

NOTE: Tests of statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated and

traditional groups. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** =
1 percent.
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the gateway to program activities. (The asterisks indicate that the difference between the programs par-
ticpation levds is ddidicdly sgnificant, that is, not due to chance)) In addition, more integrated group
members participated in post-orientation activities, including job search, education, traning, life skills
workshops, and unpaid work experience.

These differences probably reflect integrated case managers closer monitoring of participation
and quicker follow-up regarding atendance problems. Integrated group members may aso have taken
the threat of financia sanction for program noncompliance more serioudy than traditiond group mem:
bers because integrated case managers could impose sanctions themselves. The orientation attendance
rate may aso have been higher because integrated case managers called people in to orientation more
quickly than did treditiona case managers.

0 Sanctioning rates in the programs were smilar and very high. The rate of
“initiating” a sanction, however, was higher in the traditional program than
in theintegrated program.

Staff in both programs believed that those who receive welfare have an obligation to take part in
welfare-to-work activities. They strongly emphasized the program participation mandate and freey used
financid sanctions (grant reductions) as a response to recipients  noncompliance with program require-
ments. As Figure 1 shows, more than a third of those in each program were sanctioned at some point
during the follow-up period. (In Columbus, a sanction reduced an average grant by about one-fifth.)

Before a sanction could be imposed, the recipient’ s case manager had to decide that a financid
pendty was in order; in this report, the decison to sanction is referred to as “initiating” a sanction. In
both the integrated and traditional programs, some people for whom a sanction was initisted demon-
strated good cause for not participating and were not sanctioned. However, more recipientsin the tradi-
tiona group than in the integrated group had a sanction initiated, which means that a smaller proportion
of those for whom a sanction was initiated were actualy sanctioned in the traditiona program than in the
integrated program. This difference probably occurred because traditiona JOBS case managers could
not impose sanctions themsalves. In addition, since they did not ded with the income maintenance &
pects of cases, they probably initiated a sanction for some people who had not attended a program ac-
tivity either because they were no longer recelving cash assstance or were no longer mandatory for the
JOBS program (and thus could not or should not be sanctioned).

VI. Program Costs

The cogt of the employment-related services in the integrated and traditiona programs was de-
termined using various sources, including state and county fiscal reports, support service payment re-
cords, case fle participation records, and sample members survey responses. As in the other cost
andysesin the NEWWS Evauation, the cost estimates in this report consist of dl costs associated with
providing employment services and related support services to sample members. They do not include,
for elther the integrated or traditiond program, the costs of authorizing and processing welfare payments
(thet is, they do not reflect the cost of the IM workers in the traditional program or the cost of the digi-
hility tasks of the integrated case managers). The five-year benefit-cost analysis, to be presented in the



evauation's find report, will estimate the cogts of both employment-related and digibility services, and
thus will provide the bottom line on the differentid costs of integrated and traditiona case management
in Columbus. Key findings on the programs two-year employment-related costs are presented below.

0 The integrated program had somewhat higher two-year costs per program
group member for employment-related services than the traditional pro-
gram.

The gross cogt per program group member during the two-year follow-up period conssts of
costs paid by the welfare department and non-welfare agencies for employment-related services while
sample members were aolled in the Columbus programs, as well as for employment and support ser-
vices after they exited the programs and, in some cases, left welfare. Table 2 shows that this cost was
$3,018 in the integrated program and $2,589 in the traditiona program.

The programs net cost is the gross cost minus what would have been spent in the absence of a
mandatory welfare-to-work program, as measured by the cost per control group member. Control
group members were not eigible to take part in program activities, but could enroll on their own in other
employment-related activities in the community and, if they did, were digible for activity- and employ-
ment-related welfare department support services. Thus, control group costs include expenditures for dl
of the nonprogram activities and support services used by control group members during the follow-up
period. Table 2 shows that the two-year net cost per person was $2,149 for the integrated program
and $1,720 for the traditiona program.

The integrated program had somewhat higher employment-related costs for two main reasons.
Firgt, vocationa training participants in the integrated group tended to use more expensve sarvices than
participants in the traditiona group (proprietary schools rather than less expensive nonprofit agencies).
Second, integrated employment-related case management costs were somewhat higher. (This does not
indicate that the digibility-related case management costs or total case management costs were higher
for the integrated program than for the traditional program.) As noted earlier, caseloads for the inte-
grated case managers were larger than had been planned. If integrated case management had been op-
erated with substantidly smaler casdoads, it is very likely that it would have been more expensve.

Similar to the findings for the full sample, the integrated program had somewhat higher employ-
ment-related codts than the traditiona program for both educationd attainment subgroups (those who
entered the study with a high school diploma or GED and those who entered the study without such a
credentid).

VIl. Program Impacts on Receipt of Education Credentials,
Employment, Welfare, and | ncome

The programs effects on receipt of education credentias were measured using sample mem-
bers' responses to a survey administered two years after study entry. Effects on employment and wel-
fare were estimated using automated state unemployment insurance (Ul) records and AFDC adminis-
trative records data. Following are highlights of the impact findings.
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Table2
Columbus JOBS Program

Two-Year Grossand Net Costs of Employment-Related Services
(in 1993 Dollars)

Gross Cost per Gross Cost per Net Cost per
Program Group Control Group Program Group
Program and Cost Component Member ($) Member ($) Member ($)
Integrated program
Operating costs 2,292 538 1,754
Support services 726 331 395
Total 3,018 869 2,149
Traditional program
Operating costs 1,944 538 1,406
Support services 644 331 314
Total 2,589 869 1,720

NOTE: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
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o For sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED at
random assignment (nongraduates), the traditional program increased the
proportion who received such a credential within two years of entering the
study; theintegrated program did not.

About 4 percent of nongraduate control group members reported that they had received a high
school diploma or GED at some point during the two years following entry into the sudy. In the tradi-
tiona group, 13 percent of nongraduates reported that they received such a credentid after entering the
evauation. In the integrated group, 9 percent of nongraduates reported receiving a diplomaor GED, but
the 5 percentage point increase is not datidticaly significant. Like most welfare-to-work programs stud-
ied, neither program in Columbus (despite substantia increases in participation in post-secondary edu-
cation) increased receipt of atrade certificate, an associate' s degree, or abachelor’ s degree. Additional
sample members may have received a credentia after the two-year point, but these effects will not be
mesasured in the evaluation.

0 The programs raised employment rates and earnings by about the same
amount over the three-year followrup period. They increased earnings pri-
marily because program group members worked at better jobs than ther
control group counter parts.

Table 3 shows the two programs effects on employment and earnings. The first set of columns
shows effects of the integrated program (integrated- control comparison), and the second set shows ef-
fects of the traditiond program (traditiona-control comparison). The last column shows the difference
between outcomes of the integrated and traditiond programs (integrated-traditiona difference).

During the study period, which was characterized by a very robust |abor market, employment
rates were high in Columbus, even without the programs’ intervention: 78.5 percent of control group
members were employed at some point during the three years after entry into the study, and they
worked an average of 5.46 quarters (just over 16 months). As the table indicates, both programs pro-
duced small increases in employment rates and in the average length of time worked.

Control group members earned an average of $12,027 over the three years (this average in-
cludes zeros for people with no earnings). The integrated program boosted three-year earnings by an
average of $1,181, or 10 percent, and the traditional program boosted earnings by $1,000, or 8 per-
cent. (The $181 difference between the two program groups average earnings is not statiicaly signifi-
cant.) The Columbus programs increased average earnings primarily because integrated and traditiona
group members worked for more quarters and earned more per quarter of employment than control
group members. This implies thet, on average, integrated and traditiona group members who worked
held better jobs than control group members who worked.

Average quarterly earnings are plotted in the upper pand of Figure 2. Asis often found for pro-
grams that emphasize building kills prior to finding a job, neither program increased earnings during the
firs year of follow-up, but did during the second year. (Impacts are illustrated by the distance between
the lines on the figure) By the end of the third year of follow-up, the integrated program's impacts
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Table3

Columbus JOBS Program

Program Impacts on Employment and Welfare Over a Three-Year Follow-Up Period

|ntegrated—Control Comparison

Traditional—Control Comparison

Integrated Control Difference Percentage Traditional Control Difference Percentage Integrated—Traditior
Outcome Group _ Group  (Impact) Change Group _ Group _ (Impact) Change Difference (Impa
Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 81.1 785 2.6 ** 33 80.7 78.5 22 ** 2.8 04
Year 1 60.0 60.1 -0.1 -0.2 59.9 60.1 -0.1 -0.2 0.0
Year 2 65.2 62.9 2.3* 37 64.5 62.9 16 2.6 0.7
Year 3 68.9 65.3 3.6 *** 55 67.9 65.3 2.6 ** 39 1.0
Quarters employed, years 1-3 5.75 5.46 0.29 *** 53 5.69 5.46 0.23 ** 4.1 0.06
Yearl 1.64 162 0.02 10 1.66 1.62 0.04 2.7 -0.03
Year 2 1.97 182 0.15 *** 85 1.94 1.82 0.13 *** 7.0 0.03
Year3 214 202 0.12 ** 5.8 2.08 2.02 0.06 2.8 0.06
Earnings, years 1-3 ($) 13,208 12,027 1,181 *** 9.8 13,027 12,027 1,000 ** 8.3 181
Year 1 2,994 2,914 80 28 3,099 2,914 185 6.4 -105
Year 2 4,578 3,982 596 *** 15.0 4,472 3,982 490 *** 12.3 106
Year 3 5,635 5131 505 *** 9.8 5,456 5,131 325 * 6.3 180
Ever received AFDC, years 1-3 (%) 96.4 96.9 -0.5 -0.6 96.3 96.9 -0.6 -0.7 0.1
Year 1 95.8 96.6 -0.8 -0.8 96.0 96.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.2
Year 2 65.1 69.1 -4.0 *** -5.7 65.9 69.1 -3.2 ** -4.6 -0.8
Year 3 47.0 544 =74 *** -13.6 49.0 54.4 -5.4 *** -10.0 -2.0
Months received AFDC, years 1-3 18.87 21.48 -2.61 *** -12.2 19.77 21.48 =171 x** -8.0 -0.90 ***
Year 1 8.91 9.62 -0.71 *** -7.3 9.16 9.62 -0.46 *** -4.8 -0.25 **
Year 2 5.91 6.79 -0.87 *** -12.9 6.22 6.79 -0.57 *** -8.4 -0.30 **
Year 3 4.04 5.08 -1.03 *** -20.4 4.39 5.08 -0.68 *** -135 -0.35 **
AFDC amount, years 1-3 ($) 6,071 7,151 -1,079 *** -15.1 6,335 7,151 -816 *** -11.4 -264 **
Yearl 2,880 3,199 -318 *** -10.0 2,950 3,199 =249 *** -7.8 -70*
Year 2 1,895 2,270 -375 *** -16.5 1,989 2,270 -281 *** -12.4 -95 **
Year3 1,297 1,682 -386 *** -22.9 1,396 1,682 -286 *** -17.0 -99 **
Sample size (total = 7,242) 2,513 2,159 2,570 2,159

NOTE: A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups and to differences between outcomes for the integrated

and traditional program groups. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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on earnings had decreased, but remained gatisticaly significant. The traditional program’s impacts, in
contrast, were less consistent during the third year. These patterns suggest that the integrated program
will continue to increase employment and earnings during the fourth year of follow-up, but the traditiond
program may not.

The higher rate of participation in the integrated program did not trandate into larger employ-
ment and earnings impacts (dthough quarterly patterns suggest that the integrated program may have
more positive results than the traditiond program during the fourth year of follow-up). A recently pub-
lished andysis of participation in welfare-to-work programs found that dthough a minimum leve of par-
ticipation is necessary to produce employment and earnings impacts, above that threshold there is no
linear relationship between participation levels and impacts.” One should not expect, then, that higher
participation rates would necessarily yield larger increases in employment and earnings.

o Both programs reduced cash assistance receipt and payments. The inte-
grated program’s reductions were somewhat larger, probably because inte-
grated staff responded more quickly to changes in sample members em-
ployment and welfare dligibility status and had more knowledge about these
changes.

Table 3 shows that control group members received cash assstance for an average of about 21
1/2 months during the three-year follow-up period. The integrated program reduced welfare receipt by
more than 2 1/2 months, a decrease of 12 percent relative to the control group average. The traditional
program reduced receipt by about 1 2/3 months, or 8 percent.

Control group members received an average of $7,151 in welfare payments during the three-
year period. Integrated group members received, on average, 15 percent less in welfare payments than
the control group, and traditional group members received 11 percent less. Most of the reduction oc-
curred because integrated and traditional group members spent less time on wefare than their control
group counterparts (rather than receiving lower grant amounts).

Average quarterly wefare payments for the research groups are plotted in the lower pand of
Figure 2. The programs reduced payments during each year of the follow-up period. The efects grew
over time and remained substantid at the end of the three years, which suggests that the reductionsin
both programs are very likely to persst during the fourth year of follow-up.

The integrated program’s somewhat greater success in reducing welfare receipt and payments,
without corresponding larger increases in employment and earnings, indicates that the integrated case
management dructure engendered more effective digibility case management and facilitated case clo-
aures. Specificaly, integrated case managers closed cases more quickly, on average, than traditiona
gaff. They dso closed cases that would have remained open in the traditiona program, probably be-
cause — through closer and more frequent contact — they were better able to detect individuds who
should not be receiving welfare.

"Gayle Hamilton and Susan Scrivener, Promoting Participation: How to Increase Involvement in Welfare-to-
Work Activities (New Y ork: Manpower Demo nstration Research Corporation, 1999).
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o Nether program increased average combined income from earnings, cash
assistance, and Food Stamps.

One way to measure a program’s effect on sample members economic sdf- sufficiency isto ex-
amine their combined income from earnings, cash assistance, and Food Stamps. (This income measure
does not include estimates of the Earned Income Credit, a credit againgt federd income taxes for low-
income taxpayers,) During the three years following random assgnment, control group members re-
ceived, on average, $25,490 from earnings, cash assistance, and Food Stamps. Integrated group mem-
bers received $24,895 over the same period, 2 percent less than the control group average, and tradi-
tiond group members received $25,192, 1 percent less. (In addition to reducing cash assistance pay-
ments, both programs reduced Food Stamp payments over the three-year period: the integrated pro-
gram by $697 and the traditiona program by $483.) The small decreases in average combined income
are not gaidicaly sgnificant.

0 For sample memberswho did not have a high school diploma or GED when
they entered the study (nongraduates), the integrated program produced
larger earnings gains and welfare reductions than the traditional program.
For graduates, however, the programs had smilar effects.

Table 4 presents a summary of the programs' effects on employment and welfare for the gradu-
ate and nongraduate subgroups. The traditiona program increased graduates average earnings over the
three-year period by $1,105, or 7 percent; the $633 increase for the integrated program is not Satisti-
cdly sgnificant. (The $473 difference between the integrated and traditiond groups average earningsis
not statisticaly significant.) Both programs decreased the time that graduate sample members received
welfare benefits and reduced their average welfare payments. As mentioned earlier, the programs in-
creased graduates participation in post-secondary education (as well asin job search and unpaid work
experience). The fina report of the evauation will track sample members for five years and show
whether the participation increases lead to earnings gains later in the follow-up period.

The lower panel of Table 4 $ows that the integrated program boosted nongraduates three-
year earnings by $1,730, or 21 percent, compared with an increase of $734, or 9 percent (not statisti-
cdly sgnificant), for the traditional program. The integrated program decreased months of welfare re-
ceipt by 14 percent, compared with 7 percent for the traditiona program, and reduced welfare pay-
ments by $1,404, compared with $874.

It is unclear why the integrated program produced larger effects among nongraduates than the
traditiond program. Participation patterns for nongraduates were smilar in the two programs, with many
attending basic education classes. It may be that the closer monitoring and more persondized atention
and encouragement that the integrated approach provided to recipients made more of a difference with
amore disadvantaged subgroup.

For graduates and nongraduates, as for the full sample, both programs dightly reduced average
combined income from earnings, cash assistance, and Food Stamps, but the reductions were not statis-
ticdly sgnificant.
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Table4

Columbus JOBS Program

Program Impacts on Employment and Welfare Over a Three-Year Follow-Up Period
for Educational Attainment Subgroups

Sample memberswith a
high school diploma or GED

Integrated—Control Comparison

Traditional—Control Comparison

Integrated

Control Difference

Percentage Traditional

Control Difference

Percentage  Integrated—Traditional

Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 85.0 83.0 20 24 84.2 83.0 12 14 0.8
Quarters employed, years 1-3 6.37 6.12 0.25* 4.2 6.34 6.12 0.22 36 0.03
Earnings, years 1-3 ($) 15,544 14,911 633 4.2 16,016 14,911 1,105 * 7.4 -473
Ever received AFDC, vears 1-3 (%) 96.6 96.6 0.0 0.0 96.2 96.6 -04 -04 0.4
Months received AFDC, years 1-3 17.84 19.94 -2.10 *** -10.5 18.23 19.94 -1.72 *** -8.6 -0.38
AFDC amount, years 1-3 ($) 5,633 6,486 -853 *** -13.2 5,720 6,486 -766 *** -11.8 -88
Sample size (total = 4,135) 1,428 1,230 1,477 1,230

Sample memberswithout a

high school diploma or GED

Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 75.9 72.9 29 4.0 76.1 729 32* 4.4 -0.2
Quarters employed, years 1-3 4.89 4.60 0.29 * 6.3 4.79 4.60 0.19 4.1 0.10
Earnings, years 1-3 ($) 9,938 8,208 1,730 *** 211 8,942 8,208 734 89 996 **
Ever received AFDC, vears 1-3 (%) 96.0 97.4 -1.3* -1.4 96.8 97.4 -0.6 -0.6 -0.8
Months received AFDC, years 1-3 20.25 23.58 -3.33 *** -14.1 21.93 23.58 -1.64 *** -7.0 -1.68 ***
AFDC amount, years 1-3 ($) 6,661 8,065 -1,404 *** -17.4 7,191 8,065 -874 *** -10.8 -530 ***
Sample size (total = 3.073) 1,072 915 1,086 915

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



VI1Il. Discussion and I mplications of the Findings

Overdl, this report shows that both wefare-to-work programs in Columbus were moderately
effective. On average, the programs increased sample members participation in employment-related
activities and their earnings and reduced their welfare receipt.

It isimportant to emphasize, however, that, on average, sample members gained about the same
amount in earnings as they logt in public assstance, resulting in no net increase in income from these
sources. Thus, the programs main financid effect for participants, as is true for many wefare-to-work
programs, was to replace some wefare dollars with dollars from work. Furthermore, a substantial pro-
portion of integrated and traditiona group members were il receiving cash assistance benefits a the
end of the three years sudied in the report (about one-third of each program group received benefitsin
the last quarter of follow-up).

This report dso shows that, as operated in Columbus, integrated case management can yield
some additional effects beyond those of atraditiona approach. Fird, integrated case management ger-
erated higher rates of participation in program activities. As discussed earlier in the summary, this
probably reflects better monitoring and follow-up; and recipients may have taken the threst of financiad
sanction more serioudy when it came from a staff member who could impose the saction hersdf. A
higher participation rate is consequentia for at least two reasons. Engaging more welfare recipientsin a
wefare-to-work program helps enforce the socid contract idea that people receiving wefare should, in
turn, take part in employment-focused services. In addition, under the 1996 federal welfare law, states
must meet relatively high work participation rates or face reductions in their TANF block grant; inte-
grated case management may help them do so.

Second, through more effective digibility case management, the integrated gpproach generated
somewhat larger decreases in time on wefare over the three-year period, and thus somewhat larger
welfare savings. Integrated dtaff were able to close cases more quickly than traditiond staff, and,
through closer and more frequent contact, were better able to detect individuads who should not have
been recaiving wdfare. In an environment of time-limited welfare receipt, reducing months of welfare
receipt is an especidly important god.

Ovedl, however, the integrated program did not increase earnings more than the traditiona
program (and neither program increased combined income from earnings, cash assstance, and Food
Stamps). Thus, whether the Columbus results suggest that an integrated case management structure is
preferable, compared with a separated, traditional gructure, depends on the primary goals of a pro-
gram. Specificaly, this sudy shows that integrated case management may be more effective in increas-
ing participation rates and decreasing welfare receipt, but offers no evidence that it is more (or less) &f-
fective in increasing participants earnings or income.

When interpreting the Columbus results, however, it isimportant to remember that the program
effects occurred in a specific context. First, and most important, the case management models were op-
erated as pat of a well-funded, wdl-run wdfare-to-work program. As discussed, staff in Columbus
had extensve adminidtrative support, including a sophisticated case record information system, a child
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care referrd unit, and a derica unit that tracked recipients attendance in program activities. Program
adminigtrators placed a high priority on the employment services aspect of the program, services were
plentiful, and saff training was adequate. Integrated case managers found their job to be demanding
with these resources and supports, without them, they may have found the work to be overwheming,
and the effects of the integrated program may have been diminished.

Second, the recipient-to-gaff ratio in the integrated and traditiona programs was gpproximeatey
the same. The evauation results do not indicate how the program effects would have differed if the inte-
grated case managers had worked with fewer recipients, as was originaly ntended. (A previous
MDRC evauation, however, provided some evidence that smaler casdoads do not yidd larger pro-
gram effects)®

IX. Future Research

A future NEWWS Evduation report will track Columbus sample members for five years. The
additiond follow-up will show whether the earnings increases and welfare reductions cortinue and
whether the differences between the programs outcomes remain for the full sample and for nongradu-
ates. It will aso indicate whether the substantia increases in post-secondary education among graduates
lead to additiond increases in earnings. The report will examine thetota costs of each program — dig-
bility-related costs as well as employment-related costs — and compare the financid benefits and costs
of the two programs, both for the government and for individuas in the programs. In addition, the report
will compare the results for Columbus with the results for the other programs in the NEWWS Evadua
tion.

8James Riccio, Daniel Friedlander, and Stephen Freedman, GAIN: Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts of a
Welfare-to-Work Program (New Y ork: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1994).

ES-24



Chapter 1

I ntroduction

Wefare program case management is usudly organized in one of two ways. Under traditional
case management, welfare recipients interact with two separate workers: one worker who deds with
welfare digibility and payment issues, often cdled income maintenance, and one who deds with em
ployment and training issues. Under integrated case management, welfare recipients work with only
one staff member who handles both the income maintenance and employment and training aspects of
their case. Although both drategies have certain advantages — for example, the traditiona structure
dlows gaff members to specidize in one particular role, and the integrated sructure dlows staff mem:
bers to quickly emphasize the importance of employment and diminates failures in communication be-
tween saff members — little information exists on the effects of the two approaches.

This report presents results of a study designed to evauate the two case management go-
proaches. The study was conducted in Columbus, Ohio, as part of the Nationa Evauation of Wefare-
to-Work Strategies (NEWWS Evaluation), a large-scale study of welfare-to-work programsin seven
gtes across the nation. The evauation is being conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC), under contract to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS),
with support from the U.S. Department of Education.? For the study, Columbus ran two separate wel-
fare-to-work programs. one that used integrated case management, referred to in this report as the in-
tegrated program, and one that used traditiond case management, referred to as the traditional pro-
gram. Apart from the case management difference, the welfare-to-work programs were the same: They
required welfare recipients to participate in activities designed to enhance their skills before looking for
work, provided child care and other services to support this participation, and pendized those who did
not follow program rules by decreasing their cash grant.

This report provides information on how the integrated and traditiona programs were imple-
mented, how the programs affected participation in employment-related activities, and the costs of pro-
viding employment-related services in the two programs. It dso discusses program effects, measured
three years after people entered the programs, on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt.® (A future
NEWWS Evduation report will follow Columbus sample members for five years and present a com-
parison of the programs benefits and costs.)

This study draws its sample and data from Franklin County, Ohio. For ease of reference, the name of the
county’ s largest city, Columbus, will be used throughout this report.

ZChild Trends, as a subcontractor, is conducting analyses of outcomes for young children in three of the sites.
Columbusisnot included in this substudy.

*This report draws on an earlier paper prepared as part of the NEWWS Evaluation (Brock and Harknett, 1998b); a
revised version of this paper was published in Social Service Review (Brock and Harknett, 1998a). An earlier
NEWWS report (Hamilton and Brock, 1994) discusses the early implementation of the Columbus programs and the
other programsin the evaluation, and a recent report (Freedman et al., 2000) presents two-year impacts for all the pro-
grams.



The evauation’s rigorous research design (discussed later in this chapter) dlows researchersto
determine the effects of each program, as well as the relative effects of the two programs. In other
words, the report provides two types of information. First, it describes and eva uates the effects of two
mandatory, education-focused welfare-to-work programs relative to the effects of no specia wdfare-
to-work program. The Columbus programs are different from many previoudy studied programs that
emphasized skills-building. Others have engaged mogt participants in basic education classes; the Co-
lumbus programs engaged many people in basic education but dso engaged others in post-secondary
education, primarily a two-year colleges. (After the follow-up period covered in this report, Colum-
bus s welfare-to-work program changed its focus to quick entry into the labor market. The next section
briefly describes the reformed program.)

Second, this report compares the effectiveness of a welfare-to-work program that used inte-
grated case management with the effectiveness of one that used traditional case management. For ex-
ample, the report discusses which program engaged more recipients in program activities, which pro-
duced larger welfare receipt reductions, and which generated larger earnings increases. Because dl fea-
tures of the two programs were identica, except for their case management goproach, these compari-
sons indicate the relative effectiveness of the two case management gpproaches.

. Policy Context of the Columbus Programs

Columbus s integrated and traditiona programs were operated under the Family Support Act
(FSA) of 1988. The FSA required states to provide education, employment, and support servicesto
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) recipients, who were, in turn, required to participate
in the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program crested by the act to equip them for
work. (The abbreviated AFDC and JOBS are used throughout this report.)

In 1996, Congress passed the Persond Responsbility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA), which replaced AFDC with ablock grant program, Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF). The law limits mogt families to five years of federa assistance and created financid
incentives for dtates to run mandatory, work-focused welfare-to-work programs. States must meet
work program participation rates that are higher than those under the FSA or face reductions in their
TANF block grant amount. Although the PRWORA subgtantidly reformed the nation’s welfare poli-
cies, itsoverarching god is amilar to the god of the FSA: to foster the economic sef-sufficiency of we-
fare recipients through increased employment and decreased welfare receipt.

Columbus (and the rest of Ohio) began operating its TANF program in October 1997, dfter the
follow-up period covered in this report. Ohio Works Firgt, as the name suggests, shifted the focus from
building welfare recipients  skills through education to quickly engaging them in jobs. Among other
changes, the program limits recipients to three years of cash benefits (with up to two additiona years of
benefits available under certain circumstances) and increased the severity of pendties for noncompliance
with program requirements. At the same time, Columbus began to use integrated case management for
al TANF recipients.



. Historical Context of Integrated and Traditional Case M anagement

The idea of administering income maintenance together with employment services and other so-
cia savicesis not new.* After the Socia Security Amendments of 1962, which increased federal com
pensation to dtate welfare agencies for adminigrative costs related to socia services, most dates
adopted what was called a casework modd. Welfare departments hired caseworkers to review appli-
cations for wefare and to attempt to “rehabilitate’ recipients so that they would become sdf-
supporting.® Proponents of the casework mode believed that it would let welfare staff show concern for
recipients during the course of income maintenance discussions and respond to problems, and make it
eader for recipients to request services.

Critics of the model questioned its effectiveness and philosophical underpinnings?® In many
dates, staff members hired to perform casawork were not professondly trained and did not know what
to look for or how to confront recipients about the problems they observed. Few “hard” services, such
as job training, placement assistance, or substance abuse treatment, were provided. Professional socid
workers argued that “the money function dissbles or overwhelms the socid services”’ Conservative
lawvmakers in Congress feared that liberd casaworkers authorized benfits to which individuas were not
entitled. Wdfare rights and civil rights groups objected to the assumption that welfare recipients needed
rehabilitation and attacked the home visits as an invason of privacy. Responding to these criticisms, in
1967 the U.S. Department of Hedth, Education, and Welfare (HEW) issued a directive that urged
states to reorganize the alminigration of their welfare programs by creating separate line agencies to
determine welfare digibility and provide sociad services®

The 1967 Work Incentive (WIN) program directed some AFDC recipients to participate n
employment-related activities and provided funding for services including job counsding and placement,
work experience, and on-the-job training. The WIN program fostered the separation of income mainte-
nance and employment services because of its joint adminigtration by HEW and the U.S. Department of
Labor. This adminigrative structure was replicated at the state and locdl levels in dl but two dtates, re-
aulting in a sysem in which wedfare daff generdly referred recipients outside the income maintenance
office to employment security agencies for WIN assessment and services?®

By the 1970s, the separation of socid services and employment services from income mainte-
nance left mogt welfare offices focused on determining digibility, authorizing wefare grants, and distrib-
uting welfare checks. Many agencies that once recruited college graduates to do casework downgraded
the income maintenance roleto aclerica level. A god of minimizing AFDC payment errors replaced the
previous decade’ s god of rehabilitating welfare recipients. The federd and state governments invested in
automated systems that could calculate grant amounts, approve benefits, and send out checks and other
natices. Although many wefare agencies became efficient at these tasks, the welfare system remained
unpopular with most recipients, taxpayers, and paliticians™® The WIN program was aso criticized for

“This section is slightly modified from Brock and Harknett, 1998a.
°Bell, 1983; Bane and Ellwood, 1994.

®Bell, 1983; Bane and Ellwood, 1994.

"Hamilton, 1962, p. 128.

8Bane and Ellwood, 1994.

°Nightingale and Burbridge, 1987.

1°Bell, 1983; Bane and Ellwood, 1994.



faling to provide effective employment-reated services and to enforce a meaningful participation re-
quirement.™

During the 1980s, Congress and HHS attempted to increase work among welfare recipients
and reduce wdfare receipt but did not try to change or redefine the role of the line worker in local wel-
fare agencies™ To the contrary, the federal government gave state welfare agencies more authority to
determine how their wdfare-to-work programs would be administered. The Omnibus Budget Recon
ciliation Act of 1981 gave state wefare agencies the option of running their WIN programs themselves
rather than in cooperation with employment security agencies™® The FSA of 1988, which created the
JOBS program, made state welfare agencies directly accountable for enrolling welfare recipients in edu-
cation and work-related services. Under the JOBS program, states were required to develop a coordi-
nated sysem of sarvice ddivery that would involve many public indtitutions working together on behdf
of wdfare recipients. welfare agencies, employment security offices, Job Training Partnership Act sys-
tems, public schools, and community or state colleges.

Because JOBS involved a brokered mode of service ddivery and states had to meet minimum
participation rates among JOBS-mandatory welfare recipients, case management emerged as a centra
feature of mogt states programs. Typica case management respongbilities included the following: as-
sesaing wefare recipients employability, placing recipients in gppropriate services, arranging support
services such as child care, overseeing participation in JOBS ectivities, and initiaing financid sanctions
for those who did not follow JOBS rules™ Most states continued to separate income maintenance and
employment-related services, athough a 1992 survey found that 17 states operated programs in which
JOBS case managers performed an integrated income maintenance and JOBS role’ (As this report
was being prepared, information was not yet available on the number of states that have eected to
combine or separate income maintenance and employment services under the PRWORA.)

Both case management approaches can be argued © have certain advantages and disadvan
tages. The separation of income maintenance from employment and training tasks dlows each dtaff
member to specidize in a particular role. It can dso adlow the employment services case managers to
develop a digtinct and often more prestigious professond identity. Common criticiams of this mode are
that a lack of coordination between income maintenance and employment and training services may
prevent the quick enrollment of welfare recipientsin work activities or may hinder the imposition of per+
dties on individuas who do not comply with work participation requirements.

By combining the income maintenance and employment and training rolesin one postion, thein-
tegrated approach eiminates failures in communication between staff members. Integration aso alows
daff to quickly emphasize the importance of employment. Two prominent welfare scholars have sug-
gedted that integration may change the “digibility-compliance culture’ of the average welfare officeto a
“sdif-auffidency culture’ — that is, one that structures “interactions and expectations around work and
preparation for work, with most of the attention of clients and workers devoted to moving off welfare
rether than to vaidating the credentials for staying on it.”** A common criticism of integrated case marn-

“Rein, 1982; Mead, 1986.

25ee for example, Gueron and Pauly, 1991; Rein, 1982.
BNightingale and Burbridge, 1987.

“Hagen and Lurie, 1994.

>American Public Welfare Association, 1992.

%Bane and Ellwood, 1994, p. 7.



agement, however, isthat the two functions may overwhem staff members, and, because they must ded
with wefare payments each month, this may lead them to pay less attention to employment and training.

[1l. Integrated and Traditional Programsin Columbus

MDRC researchers, Ohio and Franklin County welfare officids, and HHS officids developed
the integrated and traditional programs in Columbus. As noted earlier, the integrated program relied on
one type of gaff member, integrated case managers, to perform both the income maintenance and em-
ployment and training tasks for welfare recipients. The traditional program, in contrast, employed two
types: income maintenance (IM) workers and JOBS case managers.

The program developers planned that integrated case managers would carry relatively small
caseloads, so they could work closdly with dl of their clients. In practice, as discussed in more detail in
Chapter 2, integrated caseloads were somewhat larger than the designers had ntended. In fact, the
overd| recipient-to-staff ratio in the integrated program was smilar to that in the traditiond program
(every two integrated case managers worked with approximately the same number of welfare recipients
as every two gaff membersin the traditiond program). Because the evauation in Columbus is compar-
ing the effectiveness of integrated and traditiona case management approaches with the same recipient-
to-gaff ratios, any differences that exist between the programs outcomes can be attributed to the case
management approach.

Beyond the case management difference, the mgor facets of the integrated and traditiona pro-
grams were identica. They both required welfare recipients to participate in program activities or face a
reduction in their cash grant. Both programs aimed to build sample members skills before requiring
them to look for work and engaged people in awide array of services, including basic education, post-
secondary educetion (primarily classes at two-year colleges), work experience, and job search activi-
ties. They provided child care assstance, transportation assistance, and other services to support par-
ticipation in these activities, and both programs benefited from an unusudly rich array of adminidretive
supports. (Chapter 2 provides more detail on the implementation of the programs.) Furthermore, par-
ticipants in the programs were subject to the same public assstance digibility and payment system.

V. Evaluation of the Programsin Columbus

A. Research Questions and Hypotheses

This report answers severa research questions about the integrated and traditiona programsin
Columbus.

o How did the integrated and traditiona programs operate and what were the differ-
ences between them?

o0 How did the programs affect involvement in employment and training activities and
how did they dedl with people who did not comply with program requirements? Did
one program engage more recipients in program activities than the other?

0 What were the costs of employment-related services in the programs and how do
those costs compare?



0 Wha were the effects of the programs, reldive to the experience of a control
group, on anployment, earnings, and welfare receipt and payments? How do the
effects of the integrated and traditional programs compare?

As the questions above indicate, one of the main purposes of the evauation in Columbus is to
compare the integrated and traditional case management gpproaches. Following are the four key hy-
potheses about the differences between the programs that the evauation designers developed at the be-
ginning of the studly.

0 The integrated case management structure would alow case managers to deliver
program services more efficiently and effectively and to more closely monitor wel-
fare recipients Stuations than the traditional structure.

The evaduation desgners assumed that integrated case management would operate more dfi-
ciently than traditiond case management because each recipient would work with only one staff mem-
ber. This would reduce time gent on communication among saff, as well as reduce delays between
case events. They aso thought that integrated staff would have closer relationships with recipients. Be-
cause integrated case managers handle both digibility and employment services, they would see recipi-
ents more often and have a more complete picture of their Situation.

0 Theintegrated gpproach would engage more people in the program than the tradi-
tiona gpproach.

The evduation designers hypothesized that the integrated program would lead to a higher atten-
dance rate a JOBS orientation and subsequently to a higher participation rate in JOBS ectivities, and
thus would better enforce the “socia contract” ideathat people who receive wefare should be engaged
in employment-focused services. This hypothesis was based primarily on the belief that welfare recipi-
ents would take the threat of financid sanction more serioudy from an integrated case manager who
could impose the sanction herself than from a traditiond case manager who had to rely on another staff
member, an IM worker, to impose the sanction. In addition, the evauation designers thought that recipi-
ents might have more difficulty avoiding participation requirements if they had to ded with one worker
who knew their whole Stuation, rather than two workers who each had limited information about their
JOBS and welfare statuses.

0 Theintegrated program would produce larger increases in employment and earnings
than the traditional program.

The architects of the study believed that if, as suggested above, the integrated program exposed
more people to the program messages and services (by engaging more people in the program), and
more efficiently and effectively delivered services, it dso would produce larger efects on employment
and earnings.

0 The integrated program would produce larger decreases in welfare receipt and
payments than the traditiona program.

This hypothesis was based on two factors. Firg, if the integrated program increased employ-
ment and earnings more than the traditional program, as discussed above, that, in turn, would likely have
resulted in larger welfare reductions. Second, evauation designers expected that the integrated structure
would engender more effective digibility case management than the traditiona structure. Integrated case
managers might find out about employment and welfare status changes more quickly than traditiond staff
because they would see their clients more often. They would aso be able to respond more quickly to
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status changes because they coud reduce a grant amount or close a grant themsaves rather than re-
questing another staff member to do so. It is also possible that the closer contact between integrated
case managers and recipients could help these staff members learn about digibility changes that tradi-
tiond aff might not.

B. Research Design

The study in Columbus uses an unusudly strong research design, a random assgnment expei-
ment, to estimate program effects. In this design, wefare gpplicants and recipients were asigned, at
random, to one of three groups:

0 the integrated group, whose members were required to participate in the nte-
grated program or face areduction in their cash grant (afinancid sanction);

o the traditional group, whose members were required to participate in the tradi-
tiond program or face afinancid sanction; or

o the control group, whose members were neither required nor digible to participate
in any specid welfare-to-work program. (Control group members could seek out
employment-related services available in the community, and if they did, they could
receive child care assistance from the welfare department.)

Because people were assgned to the three groups through a random process, any differences that
emerge over time between the groups outcomes, such as average earnings or welfare payments, can
reliably be atributed to the programs.

The three-way design alows researchers to make two types of rigorous comparisons. First, es-
timates of the net effects of each program can be made by comparing outcomes of the integrated group
with outcomes of the control group and by comparing outcomes of the traditiona group with outcomes
of the control group. (The integrated and traditional groups are aso referred to as program groupsin
this report.) Second, estimates of the differential effects of the programs can be made by comparing
outcomes of the integrated group with outcomes of the traditiond group. All of these differencesin ou-
comes are referred to asimpacts

In Columbus, 7,242 single-parent welfare applicants and recipients, who were determined to be
JOBS-mandatory, were randomly assigned for the evaluation. During the period studied, Columbus
mandated participation in the JOBS program from dl recipients whose youngest child was at least 3
years old and who dd not meet federd exemption criteria. These included working 30 hours or more
per week, being ill or incapacitated or caring for anill or incapacitated household member, being of ad-
vanced age, being in a least the second trimester of pregnancy, or living in a remote area that made
program activities inaccessible.

The steps leading to random assgnment are depicted in Figure 1.1. Between September 1992
and July 1994, IM workers identified new AFDC applicants and ongoing AFDC recipients (who were
angle parents aged 21 or over) who were JOBS-mandatory. Once an individua was approved to re-
ceive wefare, she was randomly assigned to either the integrated, traditional, or control group.” People
in the integrated group were assigned to an integrated case manager; people in the traditiona group

"Thirty-five percent of the individuals were assigned to the integrated group, 35 percent to the traditional group,
and 30 percent to the control group.



were assigned to an IM worker and a traditiona JOBS case manager; and people in the control group
were assgned to an IM worker (but not to a JOBS case manager). Then, the integrated and traditional
JOBS case managers were responsble for sending aletter to each person scheduling her for an orienta-
tion session.*® (See Chapter 3 for more informeation on the programs’ orientation process.)

The fact that random assgnment occurred at the welfare office when individuas were referred
to JOBS affects how the results in this report should be interpreted. In this design, sample members
who did not show up for a JOBS orientation are included in the research sample, and their outcomes,
such as earnings and AFDC payments, are averaged together with those of orientation attenders. Since
orientation is the gateway to program services, people who did not atend an orientation sesson could
not receive any services. In mogt of the other sites in the NEWWS Evauation, random assignment oc-
curred during a JOBS orientation, and thus orientation nonattenders were excluded from the sample.
Wheresas the evauations in these other Stes test only the effects of the program services and mandates,
the evaduation in Columbus captures these program effects plus the effects of a referral to a mandatory
welfare-to-work program and any follow-up rdating to this referrd, such as sanctioning for faling to
atend an orientation sesson.*®

V. Key Characteristics of the Program Environment
and the Sample Members

A. Program Environment

Table 1.1 summarizes some key aspects of the Columbus environment. Between 1992 and
1997, the period covered in this report, Columbus was a growing metropolitan area with a population
of close to 1 million. The labor market was robust: the unemployment rate was low and decreased
throughout the follow-up period, and employment grew by 8 percent.

This sequence of staff contact differs from what normally occurs in a program using integrated case manage-
ment. To accommodate the random assignment process in Columbus, all applicants and recipients first met with a
worker at the IM office; integrated group members did not see an integrated case manager until alater date when they
attended a JOBS orientation. Normally, in a program using integrated case management, the integrated case manager
is the first and only person to see a recipient, which allows the staff member to immediately address employment is-
sues.

9To allow a separate study of the deterrence effects of a participation mandate and of reasons for not attending
program orientation sessions, random assignment in the Grand Rapids and Riverside sites occurred at two points: at
the point of referral to JOBS and at JOBS orientation. See Knab et a., 2001, for more details.
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Tablel.1
Columbus JOBS Program
Characteristics of the Program Environment

Characteristic Totd
Population, 1990 961,437
Population growth, 1990-1995 (%) 52
Unemployment rate (%)

1992 4.6

1993 45

1994 3.7

1995 29

1996 29

1997 2.7
Emplovment arowth. 1992-1997%(%) 8.1
AFDC caseload”

1992 24,583

1993 24,904

1994 24,393

1995 21,786

1996 19,474

1997 16,886
AFDC arant level for afamily of three, 1993 ($) 341
Food Stamp benefit level for afamilv of three. 1993°($) 292

SOURCES: Hall and Gaquin, eds., 1997; Freedman et al., 2000; Hamilton and Brock, 1994; U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; site contacts.

NOTES: Dataare for Franklin County.

Employment growth figures were calculated using data from the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

PAnnual average single-parent monthly casel oads as reported by the state.
€Assumes the receipt of the maximum AFDC payment.



The number of people receiving cash assstance was relaively stable at the start of the study pe-
riod and began to decrease after 1994.” Over the follow-up period the casel oad decreased by 31 per-
cent. In 1993, afamily of three could receive up to $341 per month through the AFDC program, dightly
less than the national median of $367, and up to $292 worth of Food Stamps.

Under the FSA, dl sates were required to disregard some earned income when caculating a
family’s AFDC grant. During the first four months of employment, $120 and an additiona one-third of
the remainder of monthly earnings were disregarded. During the next eight months of employment, aflat
$120 was disregarded. After one year of work, the disregard fell to $90. In addition, recipients could
disregard child care expenditures, up to $175 per child aged 2 and over and $200 per child under age
2.% In July 1996, Ohio increased the amount of earned income that would be disregarded to $250 and
50 percent of the remainder of monthly earnings for 12 months. This increased disregard was expanded
to 18 months with the implementation of the state’s TANF plan in October 1997.%

B. Sample Members

Table 1.2 shows some characterigtics of the research sample in Columbus, measured immedi-
ady prior to random assignment.® Most people in the sample were women; their average age was 32;
roughly half were white and half were black; and they had two children on average.

Typicd sample members had limited experience in the labor market: Fewer than haf reported
that they had ever worked full time for sx months for one employer, and fewer than one-third reported
that they had worked for pay in the year before random assignment. Nearly three-fifths of the sample
had received a high school diploma or GED certificate. Almost three-fourths of the sample had received
AFDC for at least two years, and a substantia proportion were living in public, subsidized, emergency,
or temporary housing. The Columbus sample is anong the most disadvantaged of dl the samplesin the
other NEWWS Evaluation sites™

V1. About This Report
A. Data Sources, Samples, and Time Frame for the Analyss

This report draws data from several sources. The accompanying text box describes the data
sources used for each andlysis and presents the sample sizes that correspond to each source. To facili-
tate cross-program comparisons, the participation and cost analyses for Columbus cover a two-year
period, as did the analogous anayses of other programs that were presented in earlier NEWWS re-
ports. Andyses of the integrated and traditiond programs impacts on employment,

“Some of the annual caseload counts differ somewhat from those presented in Freedman et al., 2000, because a
different data source was used.

“Greenberg, 1992.

“Gallagher et al., 1998.

“The table presents characteristics for the entire Columbus sample: the integrated, traditional, and control
groups.

#See Freedman et al., 2000, for baseline characteristics for the samplesin the other six NEWWS Evaluationsites.
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Table1.2
Columbus JOBS Program
Selected Characteristics of Sample Members

High School  No High School
Diplomaor Diploma or
Characterigtic Full Sample GED GED
Demographic characteristics
Sex (%)
Mae 6.5 6.6 6.4
Female 935 93.5 93.6
Average age (years) 318 319 318
Ethnicity (%)
White 465 41.3 535
Black 52.0 57.6 444
Hispanic 04 04 0.5
Other 12 0.8 17
Family status
Y oungest child's age (%)
2 or under 18 20 14
3to5 451 46.0 439
6 or over 531 52.0 54.7
Average number of children 20 19 22
Labor force status
Ever worked full time for six months
or more for one employer (%) 425 50.1 323
Any earnings in past 12 months (%) 282 34.6 195
Education status
Received high school diplomaor GED (%) 574 100.0 0.0
Highest grade completed (average) 112 12.0 10.0
Currently enrolled in education or training (%) 7.8 7.7 8.1
Public assistance status
Received AFDC for two years or more
prior to random assianment® (%6 72.7 66.7 80.7
(continued)



Table 1.2 (continued)

High School ~ No High School

Diplomaor Diploma or

Characteristic Full Sample GED GED

Housing status

Current housing status (%)

Public housing 152 15.3 15.2

Subsidized housing 24.7 25.3 239

Emergency or temporary housing 14 13 16

None of the above 58.7 58.1 59.3

Sample size” 7,242 4,135 3.073

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from information routinely collected by welfare staff.

NOTES: *Thisrefers to the total number of months accumulated from at least one spell on an individual's

own or spouse's AFDC case. It does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name.

bThirty-four individualsin the full sample who did not indicate whether they had a high school diploma

or GED at random assignment were excluded from the subgroup analysis.



Data Sour ces and Sample Sizes

This report presents implementation, participation, cost, and impact results for individuals who were ran-
domly assigned between September 1992 and July 1994. Results and their data sources include:

o Demographic and other characteristics as of random assignment, collected by staff
during the application or redetermination for assistance at the welfare office. These data are
available for al 7,242 sample members included in this report.

o0 Welfare department staff members attitudes and opinions about the programs, e
corded in a survey administered in October 1993.

o Interviews with staff members and observations of program activities, completed as
part of field research conducted in November and December 1993 and August 1994.

o Data on JOBS activity participation rates and patterns, collected from a review of
JOBS case files using standard coding procedures. Case files were reviewed for a random
subsample of program group members who were randomly assigned between October 1992
and March 1993.

o Participation impacts, computed using results from a survey administered approximately
two years after random assignment. Surveys were administered to a subsample of individuas
who were randomly assigned between January and December 1993. These data are available
for 1,094 individuas in the program and control groups.

0 The cost of the integrated and traditional programs, calculated using state and county
fiscal reports, support service payment records, administrative records, client survey e
sponses, case file participation records, education provider fiscal reports, and published data.

o Employment, earnings, and welfare impacts, computed using automated state unemploy-
ment insurance records and AFDC administrative records data. These data are available for
al 7,242 sample members.

o Comparisons with other programsin the NEWWS Evaluation, made using Smilar data
from nine other welfare-to-work programs.

Sample Sizes, by Data Sour ce and Research Group

Data Source Full Sample Integrated Group  Traditional Group  Control Group
Standard client characteristics

Samplesize 7,242 2513 2570 2,159

Period of random assignment ~ 9/92 - 7/94 9/92 - 7/94 9/92 - 7/94 9/92 - 7/94

AFDC administrative records
and Ul-reported earnings

Samplesize 7,242 2513 2570 2,159

Period of random assignment ~ 9/92- 7/94 9/92 - 7/94 9/92 - 7/94 9/92 - 7/94
Two-Y ear Client Survey

Samplesize 1,004 371 366 357

Period of random assignment ~ 1/93 - 12/93 1/93 - 12/93 1/93 - 12/93 1/93 - 12/93
Casefile participation data

Samplesize 443 225 218 n/a

Period of random assignment ~ 10/92 - 3/93 10/92 - 3/93 10/92 - 3/93 n/a
Staff surveys

Integrated case managers 22 n/a n/a n/a

JOBS case managers 39 n/a n/a n/a

IM workers 114 n/a n/a n/a




earnings, and welfare receipt, however, cover three years of follow-up (because three years of en
ployment and welfare data were available when the analysis was conducted).?

As mentioned earlier, the follow-up period covered in this report preceded the implementation
of the state's TANF program. It is worth noting, however, that when Ohio Works First began in Octo-
ber 1997, the “embargo” on control services was lifted. In other words, control group members who
were receiving welfare or who regpplied for assistance could then be mandated to participate in the
state’' s welfare-to-work program. In addition, a this time al sample members — in the contral, inte-
grated, and traditiona groups — began recelving integrated case management. (Future reports whose
follow-up period extends past October 1997 will address thisissue.)

B. Organization of the Report

The report is divided into five chapters. After this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 describesthe
implementation of the integrated and traditiond programs in Columbus, focusing on issues such as the
employment-preparation strategy used and various case management practices. Chapter 3 presents
findings on integrated and traditiona group members involvement in enployment-related activities as
part of their respective programs. The chapter dso compares the activity levels of integrated and tradi-
tiona group members with those of their control group counterparts to determine the net effect of the
two programs on participation. Chapter 4 provides estimates of the cost of employment-related services
in each program, and Chapter 5 presents the programs’ effects on employment, earnings, and cash as-
Sstance receipt.

“The follow-up period covers different dates for each sample member, depending on the date she or he was ran-
domly assigned. As noted above, random assignment occurred between September 1992 and July 1994. Thus, the
inclusive dates for the two-year follow-up period are September 1992 to July 1996, and the dates for the three-year
follow-up period are September 1992 to July 1997.
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Chapter 2

| mplementation of the Integrated and Traditional Programs

This chapter describes how the integrated and traditiona programs were implemented in Co-
lumbus, with a particular focus on comparisons between the programs. The data for this chapter are
primarily from the staff and client surveys, MDRC field research completed in 1993 and 1994, and nu-
merous other Ste visits and discussions with program staff. (See the text box in Chapter 1 for more de-
tail about the data sources.)

. Summary of Program Implementation

The integrated and traditional programs both emphasized skills-building prior to entry into the
labor market. The programs especidly stressed the importance of recipients getting a GED certificate,
and they placed only the most employable in job search activities.

Recipient-to-gaff ratios were smilar in the two programs. Although caseloads for the integrated
gaff were larger than had been planned — limiting the amount of time that Saff members could spend
with each recipient and generating low morde — they were not so large that they prevented integrated
case managers from successfully performing both their income maintenance and employment and train-
ing duties. This was facilitated, in part, by the extensve adminidrative support available to aff. Inte-
grated case managers provided more personaized attention than traditiona case managers and more
closely monitored participation in program activities. Both programs strongly enforced the participation
mandate.

Il. Analysis|ssues

Some facets of the integrated and traditional programs, such as the resources, facilities, and
strategy used to prepare recipients for employment, were not expected to vary by program approach.
The designers of the Columbus evauation, however, expected that the two case management @-
proaches would differ dong one important dimenson: service delivery. Specificaly, as mentioned in
Chapter 1, they hypothesized that the integrated structure would alow case managersto more efficiently
and effectively ddliver program services and monitor welfare recipients Stuations than the traditiona
structure.

The evaduation designers assumed that integrated case management would operate more effi-
ciently than traditiona because each recipient would work with only one staff member. This would re-
duce time spent on communication among staff, as well as reduce ddays between case events. Effi-
ciency is difficult to gauge and was not directly measured in this evauation.

They aso thought that integrated staff would have closer relationships with the recipients they
worked with and would know more about them. Because integrated case managers handle both eligibil-
ity and employment services, they would see recipients more often and would have a more complete
picture of their stuaion. This chapter explores this assumption by discussng the level of persondized
attention in the programs and the degree that staff monitored participation in program activities
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[11. Program Resour ces and Facilities

The adminigrators of the Columbus welfare program placed a high priority on the JOBS pro-
gram; they consdered it the centerpiece of an agency-wide misson to make wefare temporary and
employment-focused. During the first few years of the evauation, program adminigtrators focused on
increasing the JOBS program’s capacity, with the god of never turning someone away for lack of go-
propriate services. They largely succeeded: Unavailability of serviceswasrardly, if ever, a problem.

Field researchers rated the Columbus JOBS facilities as “outstanding” compared with those of
other welfare-to-work programs. The JOBS center, physicaly separate from the welfare office, housed
the employment and training saff for the integrated and traditiond programs. The center, which was ex-
tensvely renovated prior to the evaluation, aso provided spacious classrooms for basic education and
job search indruction; offices for state employment services staff, and county acohol, substance abuse,
and menta heath workers; and a child care facility for children between ages 2 1/2 and 5.

The programs aso benefited from an unusud level of adminigrative support. Columbus had a
child care unit that connected parents with child care providers and a resource unit that collected JOBS
activity attendance information and provided it to case managers. Columbus used an automated case
record information system, caled CRIS-E, which contained information on individuals past public &
gstance benefits, JOBS activity assgnments, and sanctions for noncompliance. The system guided Saff
through the wefare digibility determination process and the JOBS assessment. Although some staff
complained about usng CRIS-E, it was a powerful system that enabled case management to be fully
automated.

V. Employment Preparation Strateqy

Whdfare-to-work programs have used different strategies to foster recipients economic sdlf-
auffidency. Employment-focused, or labor force attachment (LFA), programs have aimed to quickly
move people into jobs by requiring and helping them to look for work, reflecting the belief that people
can mog effectively build employability through work experience. Education-focused, or human capita
development (HCD), programs, in contrast, have emphasized building skills through education and
training &s a precursor to employment, reflecting the belief that an initid invesment in the skillsleves of
welfare recipients will alow them to eventualy obtain higher-paying and more secure jobs.

The integrated and traditiona programs in Columbus were both education-focused (and were
not designed or expected to differ in terms of this program dimension). The programs did not have a
specific prescribed activity sequence, but staff strongly encouraged people who did not have a high
school diploma or GED certificate to earn one by attending basic education classes. They encouraged
many of those who adready had a diploma or GED to attend vocationd training or post-secondary edu-
cation classes or to participate in work experience before actively seeking a job. (The accompanying
text box describes the various activities offered in Columbus.) The following remarks made by an inte-
grated case manager typify the comments made by many Columbus staff members during field research:

My opinion is that clients should get an education. They should work toward a job that
will get them off wdfare. If they take a job flipping hamburgers, they will end up right
back on welfare.
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Program Activities and Services

The Columbus JOBS program supported participation in awide variety of activities, including:

0 Job search. Job clubs were run a the Columbus JOBS center and the local Goodwill
agency. They combined classroom instruction on searching for ajob with actual job search.
Columbus aso required some people — typically those who did not need training on writing
arésumeé or interviewing — to search for a job on their own, with frequent check-inswith
their case manager.

0 Basic education. The welfare department contracted with the public school system to of -
fer basic education classes at the JOBS center. Classes offered included General Educa-
tional Development (GED) certificate preparation courses, Adult Basic Education courses
that provided reading and mathematics instruction for people whose achievement levels
were too low for entry into the GED course (usualy at the 8th grade level and below), and
English as a Second Language classes that provided non-English speakers with instruction
in spoken and written English. During the evduation, Columbus developed specidized
classes for recipients with very low literacy levels.

0 Post-secondary education. Columbus allowed people to take courses for credit toward a
college degree at two-year and four-year colleges.

o Vocational training. Offered primarily through public vocational schools and private pro-
prietary schools, these classes provided occupationa training, for example, for nurse's as-
sistants, and in areas such as office computer applications.

0 Work experience. Participants were placed in unpaid positions (they continued to receive
their welfare grant) with employers to develop job skills. Most participants were placed in
clerical postions, but program staff were willing to match placements to recipients career
interests.

o Life skills workshops. Columbus offered a pre-education retention program, operated by
the loca community college, that included career exploration, self-esteem-building activi-
ties, and advice on time management and study skills.

Columbus offered support services, including:

0 Child care. The JOBS program paid providers for child care costs incurred as a result of
participation for program and control group members who enrolled in employment and
training activities. The Columbus JOBS center aso provided on-site child care for children
aged 2 1/2 to 5. If digible, sample members could be reimbursed through the Transitiona
Child Care program for child care expenses incurred while they were employed and no
longer receiving cash assistance.

o0 Work allowances. The program paid program participants work alowances to cover
transportation costs and other incidental costs.
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Staff referred only the most employable recipients to job search services — typicdly those who
had &t least a high school diploma or GED, some work experience, and no serious problems, such as
substance abuse, that might interfere with working. In fact, program participants were sometimes given
the impresson that a GED was “mandatory” for employment, and staff operating the job clubs and
other placement activities preferred that people have adiplomaor GED before sarting these activities.

Field researchers observed that many Columbus staff members perceived their purpose to be
helping recipients overcome barriers, not finding specific job openings for them; one case manager said
that, “this is not an employment agency.” Also, dthough the programs had full-time job developers, in-
formation on job leads was not communicated effectively to case managers or to recipients, at least
ealy in the follon~up period. During the evauation, Columbus devel oped a placement specialist pos-
tion to connect job developers with case managers, staff disagreed about whether this improved the
gtuation.

Scales created from a survey of gaff in dl of the NEWWS Evauation programs confirm that
Columbus gaff strongly favored the human capita development approach. The first set of barsin Figure
2.1 shows the percentage of integrated and traditional JOBS case managers who leaned toward either
the labor force attachment or the human capita development gpproach as the better way to move re-
cipients into jobs and off welfare* Over 65 percent of Columbus staff leaned toward the HCD -
proach, and only 5 percent leaned toward the LFA approach. Staff who did not express a strong pref-
erence were not placed in either group. The percentage in Columbus favoring HCD is among the highest
of the NEWWS Evauation programs. (See the accomparnying text box for a brief description of the
other programsin the evauation.)

According to fidd research, many Columbus staff members encouraged recipients to look for
and take jobs that paid more than minimum wage. Survey responses indicate that this varied somewhat
by case management approach. Asthe second set of barsin Figure 2.1 shows, 32 percent of traditiona
daff — the highest percentage of any program — and 14 percent of integrated staff said that they en
couraged recipients to be sdlective in taking ajob. Program participants corroborated this difference: As
the third set of bars shows, more recipients in the integrated program than the traditiona program sad
on asurvey that they felt pushed by their case manager to take ajob before they were ready or before a
good job came along (43 percent compared with 29 percent). This difference probably aso reflects the
fact that because the integrated structure facilitated more frequent contact between recipients and case
managers, integrated case managers had more opportunities to reinforce the employment message.

V. Case M anagement
A. Staff Duties

Table 2.1 summarizes the primary duties of income maintenance (IM) workers, traditiona
JOBS case managers, and integrated case managers in Columbus. In the traditiona program, IM work-
ers determined digibility for and authorized public assstance benefits provided by the wefare depart-
ment, including cash assistance, Food Stamps, and Medicaid. They reevaluated recipients digibility for
benefits every dx months (or sooner if they became awvae of a

!See Scrivener et al., 1998, Appendix B, for adescription of this scale and the others used in this chapter.
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Integrated and Traditional
Case Managers

ColumbusIntegrated

Columbus Traditional
Atlanta HCD
AtlantaLFA

Grand Rapids

Riverside HCD

Riverside LFA 83%

Detroit
Oklahoma

Portland

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional
Atlanta HCD
Atlanta LFA

Grand Rapids
Riverside HCD

Riverside LFA

Detroit
Oklahoma

Portland

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Figure2.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Employment Preparation Strategy

Per cent who lean toward
labor force attachment

Percent who lean toward
human capital development

5% 68%
5% 66%
0% 88%
27% 55%
30% 43%
47% 27%
(240
0% 2%
3% 88%
19% 38%
Per cent who encour age Per cent who encourage clientsto
clientstotakeany job be selectivein taking ajob
57% | | 14%
34% | | 320
50% | | 25%
82% | 0%
74% | | 2%
100% | %
%% | | 2%
56% | | 6%
45% | | 24%
54% | | 16%
(continued)



Figure 2.1 (continued)

JOBSCClients Per cent who feel pushed totakeajob
Columbus I ntegrated 43% |
Columbus Traditional 29% |

AtlantaHCD 2% |

Atlanta LFA 40% |

Grand Rapids HCD 3% |

Grand Rapids LFA 4% |
Riverside HCD 46% |
Riverside LFA 56% |
Detroit 32% |

Oklahoma 24% |

Portland 45% |

SOURCES: Integrated and JOBS Staff Activities and Attitudes Surveys, Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTE: Responses of integrated and traditional case managers do not total to 100 percent because "neutral”
responses are not shown.
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The Other Programsin the National Evaluation
of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

The National Evauation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies is assessing the effectiveness of 11
welfare-to-work programs in seven stes, including the integrated and traditiona programsin Co-
lumbus. Three sites in the evaluation — Atlanta, Georgia; Grand Rapids, Michigan; and River-
sde, Cdifornia — ran two different programs. an employment-focused, or labor force atach-
ment (LFA), program and an education-focused, or human capital development (HCD), pro-
gram. The employment-focused programs amed to quickly get people into jobs, even a low
wages, by requiring and helping them to look for work. In these programs, job search was the
prescribed first activity for virtualy the entire caseload. The education-focused programs em-
phasized education and training prior to entry into the labor market. In these programs, basic
education was the most common first activity because of the generally low educationa attain-
ment of the enrollees at program entry. The research design in these three sites, as in Coumbus,
allows the evaluation to determine the effectiveness of the two different programs relative to no
welfare-to-work program (represented by the outcomes of a control group whose members
were not required or allowed to participate in either program), as well as the effectiveness of the
programs relative to each other.

In the other three sites — Detroit, Michigan; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; and Portland,
Oregon — the evaluation is testing the net effects of the sites’ welfare-to-work programs. The
Detroit and Oklahoma City programs were primarily education-focused. The Portland program
can be considered strongly employment-focused and moderately education-focused.

In total, the 11 evauation programs range from strongly employment-focused to strongly
education-focused and from somewhat voluntary to highly mandatory. The program sites offer
diverse geographic locations, caseload demographics, labor markets, and welfare grant levels.
However, because of NEWWS Evauation selection criteria, the programs were al “mature’
welfare-to-work programs, relatively free of the trangitional problems associated with the start-
up of a complex, multi-component welfare-to-work program. These programs, while not repre-
senting al welfare-to-work programs in the nation, represent a wide range of welfare-to-work
options.




National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table2.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Description of Staff Duties

Traditional Program Integrated Program
JOBS Case Integrated Case
IM Workers Managers Managers
Handled all public assistance benefits X X
Authorized payments for JOBS-related expenses X X
Conducted JOBS orientation and assessment X X
Assigned recipientsto JOBS activities X X
Monitored JOBS attendance and progress X X
Initiated sanctions for noncompliance X X
Imposed sanctions for noncompliance X X
Worked with recipients' entire household X X
Location of staff IM office JOBS office JOBS office
Average caseload size 265 258 140

SOURCES: JOBS, Income Maintenance, and Integrated Staff Activities and Attitudes Surveys; and
MDRC field research.

change in a recipient’s satus), changed benefit amounts as family composition changed or recipients
found work, and imposed sanctions (AFDC grant reductions) at the request of JOBS case managers.
Traditiona JOBS case managers were responsible for the employment and training aspects of cases.
They conducted JOBS orientation sessions, assessed recipients skills and support service needs, as
sgned them to program activities, monitored their attendance and progress, and initiated sanctions for
those who were noncompliant with program requirements. In the integrated program, integrated case
managers performed al these duties.

The manner in which welfare cases were defined in Ohio affected the work of IM workers and
integrated case managers. Welfare case numbers were assigned according to address. As aresult, eve-
ryone receiving welfare at an address had the same case number and ether the same IM worker or the
same integrated case manager; thus, the staff member knew how expenses in that dwelling were cov-
ered. In addition, integrated case managers knew whether other public assstance recipientsliving a the
address had jobs, participated in JOBS activities, or posed a barrier to a client’s employment. Inte-
grated gaff could refer any welfare recipient a the address to JOBS. In the traditiona program, JOBS



case managers, in contrast, did not have access to this information and confined their intervention to in-
dividud dients.

Traditiona JOBS case managers worked in one of two units. one that worked with peoplein
education and vocationd training activities and one that worked with people in job search and work
experience activities (the “job-ready unit”). Staff reported that this divison sometimes led to ddays
when someone who moved from an education or training activity to a job search activity had to wait
until a case manager in the job-ready unit had time to meet with her. In contrast, integrated case manag-
ers worked with al types of people, who remained with the same case manager regardless of the activ-
ity they were involved in.

B. Casdload Sizes

Ovedl recipient-to-gtaff ratios were gpproximately the same in the two programs. As Teble 2.1
shows, in the traditiona program casdloads averaged about 260 for both IM workers and JOBS case
managers, in the integrated program caseloads averaged 140. In other words, on average every two
daf membersin the traditiona program worked with about 260 recipients and every two staff members
in the integrated program worked with 280 recipierts.

Columbus casdloads were at the high end of the range of those in other welfare-to-work pro-
grams.? However, casaloads were defined differently in different places. In Columbus, casaload talies
for JOBS and integrated case managers included some people who were not participating in JOBS.
Also, as mentioned earlier, the Columbus JOBS program provided substantid support to help staff
manage their large casdoads; in fact, the level of automated and administrative support for Columbus
daff was among the highest of the programs in the NEWWS Evauation.

Casdloads for integrated case managers (140) were larger than planned.> When designing the
program, welfare administrators and MDRC researchers intended that integrated staff work with about
100 clients, including about 65 active JOBS participants.* Integrated caseloads were not so large, how-
ever, that they prevented staff from successfully performing their duties.

Evidence from Oklahoma City, another ste in the NEWWS Evauation, showed that when
casdoads in an integrated approach are too large, the income maintenance role may overshadow the
employment and training function, particularly if management emphasizes the income maintenance role.
In Oklahoma City, large casdloads, coupled with the adminigtrators' focus on income maintenance, lim-
ited the time that staff spent on employment and training.> In contrast, the Columbus program emphe-
gzed the importance of the employment and training aspects of cases. Thus, athough caseloads were
larger than planned and larger than may be ided, integrated staff till spent a subgtantia amount of time

?See Hamilton and Brock, 1994, for caseload sizesin all the NEWWS Evaluation programs.

*This average of 140 is from the staff survey administered in October 1993. Casel oads fluctuated over the evalua-
tion period but generally were larger than planned.

*Many variables influence caseload sizes in a welfare-to-work program, including factors outside the program,
such asthe availability of jobsin the community, making caseload predictions difficult.

*The average caseload was 175 in Oklahoma City in the middie of the follow-up period covered in the report (see
Storto et al., 2000).
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focused on JOBS duties. On the staff survey, Columbus integrated staff indicated that they spent, on
average, about one-third of their day on JOBS-related duties and two-thirds on income maintenance-
related duties. In contrast, integrated staff in Oklahoma City said they spent only about one-fifth of their
day on JOBS-rdated tasks and four-fifths on income maintenance tasks.

When surveyed, haf of the integrated case managers in Columbus reported that they felt equaly
like IM workers and JOBS workers, and most of the rest felt more like IM workers. Almogt dl inte-
grated gaff in Oklahoma City, in contrast, said that they fdt like IM workers. In Portland, Oregon, the
third gte in the NEWWS Evauation usng an integrated approach, most integrated staff viewed them:
selves primarily as JOBS workers or as both equaly, and they said their workday was evenly split be-
tween JOBS and income maintenance duties. Average caseloads for integrated case managersin Port-
land were rdatively smdl (95), and program adminigtrators strongly emphasized the importance of the
employment and training duties®

C. Saff Characteristics and Attitudes Towar d the Case M anagement Appr oaches

Before the evduation began, the Columbus JOBS program used a traditional case management
gpproach. The creation of the integrated mode coincided with an expansion of the JOBS program and
thus with an increase in staffing. IM workers and traditiond JOBS case managers were invited to gpply
for the integrated positions, and new employees were recruited.

Table 2.2 shows that staff members who were hired for the integrated case management pos-
tions had somewhat less experience working for the Columbus welfare agency than traditiond JOBS
case managers and had less prior experience in an employment-related fidd. More integrated case
managers, however, had at least a bachelor’'s degree. Integrated case managers, on average, were
somewhat younger than other gtaff. All three types of staff were somewhat older, on average, than the
recipients; the average ages of staff ranged from 34 to 42, whereas the average age of sample members
was 32. The mgority of staff were women, but the proportion of men in the staff was higher than the
proportion of men in the sudy sample. The staff’ s racia-ethnic make-up was smilar to that of the sam+
ple members, roughly haf white and haf black.

In generd, staff members were committed to their program’s case management gpproach but
acknowledged its limitations. Mogt traditional JOBS case managers said that they preferred to spend al
of ther time working with recipients on employment-related issues and were not interested in learning
income maintenance procedures. They noted, though, that because they could not impose sanctions
themsdlves, it was sometimes difficult to persuade recipients to comply with program participation re-
quirements.

Integrated case managers thought that consolidating income maintenance and JOBS functions
was amore efficient gpproach; they particularly appreciated that they did not need to coordinate with an
IM worker to impose or remove sanctions. On the down sde, integrated staff noted that completing al
of their duties was very demanding. They often had to have separate meetings with recipients to review
income maintenance issues and to review JOBS progress because there was too much to cover in one
gtting. Many integrated staff members said they wished that they could spend more time on each case.

®See Scrivener et al., 1998.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table2.2

Columbus JOBS Program

Characteristics of Program Staff

Integrated Case  Traditional JOBS

Characteristic Managers Case Managers IM Workers
Average number of years
employed with agency 51 7.3 111
Average number of yearsin
current position 11 1.9 54
Percent with prior experiencein
an employment-related field 22.7 41.0 23.7
Percent with prior experience as a(n):

Caseworker inaWIN or other

employment and training

proaram? 0.0 10.3 7.0
JTPA caseworker® 0.0 7.7 5.3
Employment counselor, trainer,

or iob developer® 22.7 333 17.5

Percent with prior experience as
an IM worker? n/a 54.2 n/a
Highest degree/diploma earned (%)
High school diploma/ GED 9.1 2.6 89
Some college 13.6 28.2 46.4
Associate's degree 4.6 10.3 11.6
Bachelor's degree or higher 72.7 59.0 33.0
Average age (years) 34.2 415 41.0
Sex (%)
Male 18.2 31.6 14.3
Femae 81.8 68.4 85.7
Race/ethnicity (%)
White 50.0 444 37.3
Black 45.0 444 53.6
Hispanic 0.0 2.8 0.0
Native American/

Alaskan Native 0.0 0.0 0.0
Asian/Pecific Idlander 0.0 2.8 09
Other 5.0 5.6 82

Sample size 22 39 114

SOURCES: JOBS, Income Maintenance, and Integrated Staff Activities and Attitudes Surveys.

NOTES:. Sample sizesfor individual measures may vary because of missing values.

N/a = not applicable (workers were not asked this question).

aMissing responses to these questions were recoded as negative responses (i.e., No experience).
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D. Partnership Between I ncome M aintenance and JOBS

Overdl, the partnership between income maintenance and JOBS was strong in the integrated program
and more limited in the traditiona program. Both integrated and JOBS case managers complained about the
JOBS referrd process (recal from Chapter 1 that recipients in both the integrated and traditional programs
were initidly referred to the JOBS program a the welfare office). They fdt that IM workers ingppropriately re-
ferred some people who were clearly exempt from JOBS — for example, people who were digible for Sup-
plementary Security Income (SSI) benefits — and that they did not refer dl of the people who should have been
referred.

After the initid referrd, there was by definition a full partnership between income maintenance and
JOBS in the integrated program, since one worker performed both duties. In the traditiona program, the rela-
tionship was more complicated. JOBS case managers felt some lack of control over the sanctioning process,
and both JOBS case managers and IM workers thought communication between the two departments was
poor. IM workers aso expressed a desire to learn more about JOBS. During the follow-up period, Columbus
management responded to this concern by providing alditiond training on the JOBS program for IM <teff.
Some gtaff members thought that the relationship improved throughout the follow-up period.

E. Saff Training, Evaluation, and Job Satisfaction

Before starting work, newly hired integrated case managers received four weeks of training on income
maintenance procedures and the automated case management system, CRIS-E, and one week of training on
JOBS procedures; newly hired JOBS case managers also received one week of JOBS training. As Figure 2.2
illugtrates, however, the percentage of JOBS and integrated staff who reported thet they received helpful training
on how to be an effective JOBS case manager is lower than the median for the NEWWS Evauation programs.”
The gaff survey was administered in Columbus at the end of 1993; over time, as part of an agency-wide effort
to improve gaff performance, training was provided on topics ranging from automated case management pro-
cedures to recognizing and confronting substance abuse.

Almogt dl integrated case managers said that their supervisors paid close attention to case manager per-
formance, compared with about four-fifths of traditiond JOBS case managers. In addition, more integrated case
managers said that good performance in generd was recognized. Columbus did not use performance standards
to evduate individud staff members.

As Figure 2.2 shows, very few integrated staff reported high job satisfaction. When speaking with re-
searchers, ther main complaint was that their large casdoads limited the amount of “socid work” they

"In this figure, as in others in the chapter, Columbus staff survey responses are depicted along with the range of re-
sponses of staff in other NEWWS Evaluation programs, indicated by the low, median, and high points. For example, the “low”
point on the first item in Figure 2.2 refers to the NEWWS program with the lowest percentage of staff who said that they re-
ceived helpful training on how to be an effective JOBS case manager. The “med” point refers to the program with the median
percentage among all programs, and the “high” point refers to the program with the highest percentage of staff who said they
received helpful training. These ranges include the Columbus staff in the calculation. See Appendix Tables A.1 and A.2 for
each program’s value on the survey scales presented in this chapter. (Some later figures also show survey responses of Co-
lumbus sample members, depicted along with the range of responses of other sample members in the evaluation. Appendix
Table A.3 shows each program’ s value on the client survey question used in the figures.)
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Figure2.2
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could do with recipients. Fidld researchers observed that the integrated case managers did perform
more social work than most JOBS workers in other programs and concluded that their dissatisfaction
was largely a product of their and the program administrators  high expectations for the integrated case
management approach. Some traditiond staff members dso complained about large caseloads and
noted their concern about the limited relaionship between JOBS and income maintenance. Compared
with gtaff in the other NEWWS Evauation programs, however, the traditiond JOBS case managers
ranked asrdatively satisfied with their jobs.

VI. Case Manager and Recipient I nteractions

A. Personalized Attention and Encour agement

Data from the gtaff and client surveys and field research indicate that overall, as expected, the
integrated program provided more personaized attention and encouragement to recipients than the tra-
ditiona program. Adminigtrators and researchers designed the integrated program to facilitate close in-
teraction between case managers and recipients, and they communicated this ntention to staff. As
noted, integrated caseloads were larger than planned. Integrated staff felt they could not spend as much
time as they wanted getting to know recipients, exploring their stuation, and helping them, but field re-
searchers concluded that, despite staff frustration, the ntegrated staff did provide more persondized
atention than many wefare-to-work program case managers.

Figure 2.3 shows that athough the percentage of staff who tried to identify and remove barriers
to participation was amilar in the two programs, a higher percentage of integrated staff than traditiona
daff tried to learn in depth about recipients during program intake and provided positive reinforcement
to them. Recipients survey responses corroborated this difference: More recipients in the integrated
program than in the traditiona program said they felt their case manager knew alot about them and their
family, and more said they bdieved program staff would help them resolve problems that affected their
participation in activities.

B. Program Mandatoriness

The degree to which a welfare-to-work program is “mandatory” can be considered a product
of three factors: (1) how wide a cross section of the digible casdoad is enrolled in the program, (2) how
closgly the program monitors participation, and (3) how swiftly and congstently the program imposes
sanctions (AFDC grant reductions).® Accordingly, both programs in Columbus were strongly manda-
tory, but the integrated program was a bit more so.

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, the integrated program enrolled a wider cross section
of the digible casdoad than the traditiona program. As expected, the integrated program aso provided
closer monitoring of recipients progress through the program. Integrated staff reported recelving atten
dance information from service providers and contacting participants about attendance problems more
quickly than treditional staff (see Figure 2.4). Fewer integrated staff members reported receiving alot of
information on participants progress from service providers, but field research indicated they may have
recaived a bit more information than traditiond staff. The survey responses may reflect integrated staff’s
high expectations about monitoring and ther frustration based on ther higher than anticipated

8Freedman et al., 2000.
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Figure2.4
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casdloads. In addition, ntegrated case managers typicdly saw their clients more often because they
were responsible for income maintenance functions as well.

Staff in both programs believed that those who receive welfare should be obligated to take part
in JOBS activities, and they strongly emphasized the program participation mandate. According to sur-
vey responses (presented in Figure 2.5), a higher proportion of integrated case managers (86 percent)
than traditional JOBS case managers (71 percent) strongly emphasized penalties for noncompliance to
new clients. Field research uncovered no evidence that the traditiona program communicated a less
mandatory message, and client survey responses (illustrated in the figure) indicate that the integrated and
traditiona group members heard Smilar messages about pendties for noncompliance. Perhaps tradi-
tiond aff felt less compelled to communicate the possible pendties snce dl the recipients they met with
had seen an orientation video that stressed the mandatory nature of the program (the integrated program
did not use the video).

Although gaff in both programs said hat they usudly gave recipients a few chances before
sanctioning them for program noncompliance, they did not tolerate persstent attendance problems.
Thirty-eight percent of traditiona JOBS case managers reported never delaying sanction requests, a
relatively smdl percentage compared with most of the other programs in the NEWWS Evauation. Sev-
enty-one percent of IM workers and integrated staff said that they never ddayed imposing sanctions,
aso toward the low end in rdation to the other programs. The field research offers some evidence that
the IM gtaff sometimes did not immediately impose sanctions because they prioritized other duties, es-
pecidly processing wefare benefits, ahead of sanctioning.

VII. Perceptions of Program Effectiveness

Figure 2.6 shows that most Columbus staff thought that the JOBS program would hep wefare
recipients become sdf-supporting, but dightly more integrated case managers than traditiona JOBS
case managers expressed confidence in the program. A dightly smaler proportion of recipients in the
traditiona program than in the integrated program said they thought that the program improved their
chances of getting or keeping ajob.

During field visits, researchers heard contradictory opinions about the effectiveness of the JOBS
program: Some staff believed that they were making ared impact, whereas others were doubtful or felt
that the effects would take many years to show up. Staff in both programs thought that dthough
caseloads were higher than ided, integrated case management was more effective than the traditiona
model. Some daff thought that requiring a high school diploma or GED for entry into job search activi-
ties unnecessarily restricted the number of people who were helped to find employment.

32



National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Figure2.5
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Chapter 3

Participation Patternsin the Integrated and Traditional Programs

This chapter presents findings on the integrated and traditiona group members' involvement in
employment-related activities in the JOBS program. These findings help describe the “trestment” that
people in the two programs recelved. The chapter also compares the activity levels of the integrated and
traditional group members with those of their control group counterparts to determine the net effect of
the two programs on participation.

. Summary of Participation in the Programs

The integrated and traditiona programs were both education-focused, with more people par-
ticipating in education than in other activities. For those who entered the programs without a high school
diploma a GED (nongraduates), the Columbus programs produced large increases in participation in
basic education. For high school graduates, the programs substantially increased participation in post-
secondary education (primarily classes a a two-year college), job search activities, and unpaid work
experience. The traditional program increased the proportion of nongraduate sample members who re-
ceived ahigh school diplomaor GED during the two years after entering the eva uation.

As expected, the integrated program was more successful in getting people to attend a JOBS
orientation, the gateway to program activities, and engaging them in program activities, than the tradi-
tiona program. These differences probably reflect integrated case managers closer monitoring of par-
tidpation and quicker follow-up regarding attendance problems (as reported in Chapter 2). Integrated
group members may aso have taken the threet of financid sanction for program noncompliance more
serioudy than traditional group members because integrated case managers could impose sanctions
themsdlves, rather than relying on another staff member to do so. The orientation attendance rate may
aso have been higher because integrated case managers caled people in to orientation (and followed
up) more quickly than traditiona case managers.

Sanctioning rates were Smilar in the two programs and very high. The rate of initiating a sanc-
tion, however, was higher in the traditiona program than in the integrated program; thus, a smdler pro-
portion of those for whom a sanction was initiated were actudly sanctioned in the traditiona program.
This probably resulted from the traditiond program’s split in duties: Traditional JOBS case managers
could request that a person be sanctioned (sanction initiated), but had to rely on an income maintenance
(IM) worker to impose the sanction. In addition, because they did not ded with the digibility aspects of
recipients cases, they probably initiated a sanction for some people who had not attended a program
activity because they were no longer receiving cash assistance or were no longer mandatory for JOBS.

. Data Sources and Analysis | ssues

Two data sources were used for the analyses presented in this chapter:



0 Case file data. MDRC daff reviewed JOBS case files for arandom subsample of
integrated and traditional group members.* These case file data provide information
on participation in activities that occurred as part of the JOBS program.

0 Survey data. A survey administered to a random subsample of integrated, tradi-
tional, and control group members asked a series of questions about sample mem-
bers involvement in employment-related activities during the two-year period fol-
lowing their entry into the evauation.? These survey data provide information on
participation in employment-related activities, both nsde and outside the JOBS
program, and were used to estimate the difference between participation rates for
the integrated and control groups and between the traditional and control groups —
or in other words, the impact of the programs on participation.

The two data sources do not yield identical results. Most important, the case file data show sub-
gantialy higher participation rates in the integrated program than in the traditiona program, whereas the
survey data show only a smdl difference. This discrepancy may be partly explained by the fact that the
two data sources cover different cohorts of the Columbus evauation sample: Case files were reviewed
for sample members randomly assigned between October 1992 and March 1993, and the survey was
adminigtered to sample members randomly assigned between January and December 1993. Analysis
for the early cohort of the survey sample (those assigned from January through March 1993) reveded
larger differences in participation levels between the integrated and traditiona programs than were found
for the full survey sample. This, dong with fidd research evidence that the traditiona program strength-
ened its participation monitoring and enforcement procedures over time, suggests that there were larger
participation differences between the two programs earlier in the follow-up period. Therefore, the re-
aults presented in this chapter based on case file data may somewhat overestimate the differences be-
tween the two programs.

The researchers are confident, however, that the generd finding from the case file data — that
the integrated program generated more participation than the traditiona one — isvalid. This confidence
is based on three factors. Firdt, case file data are considered the best source for participation in activities
within a program. Second, the difference between participation levels in the two programs indicated by
the case file data is very subgtantia; even if the traditional program succeeded in generating more par-
ticipation over time, it is dmost impossible that the difference between the programs was erased. Third,
a higher participation rate in the integrated program is in line with some of the key results from the im-
plementation andyds, namely, that the integrated case managers tracked participants more closdy and
provided more persondized attention.

It is not known why the survey does not show alarger difference between participation levels of
the integrated and traditiond groups. Various possible explanations were explored, but none proved to

Case files were reviewed for 225 integrated group members and 218 traditional group members. Initialy, 225 tra-
ditional cases were randomly selected for review but seven cases had to be dropped because of missing documenta-
tion or because they had become employed by the county and their files were marked confidential.

*The survey sample includes 1,094 sample members (371 integrated group members, 366 traditional group mem-
bers, and 357 control group members).



be true. Survey data are used in this chapter to measure whether the two programsincreased participa-
tion above that of the control group leve; as the last section of the chapter shows, the magnitude of the
impactsis substantid enough that the precison of the program groups participation levd is not crucid.

One of the mgor reasons for conducting the test of integrated and traditiona case management
was to determine whether one approach was more effective in maximizing participation in wefare-to-
work activities and in enforcing the “socid contract” idea that people who recelve wefare should be
engaged in employment-focused services. The evaduation designers hypothesized that the integrated
program would lead to a higher show-up rate to JOBS orientation and subsequently to a higher partici-
pation rate in JOBS activities, and thus would more effectively enforce the socid contract. This ty-
pothesis was based primarily on the belief that welfare recipients would take the threat of financid sanc-
tion more serioudy when it came from a case manager who could impaose the sanction hersdf. In fact, as
reported in Chapter 2, traditional JOBS case managers told MDRC gaff that it was sometimes difficut
to persuade recipients to comply with program requirements because they could not impose sanctions
themsdves. In addition, the evauation designers thought that recipients might have more difficulty avoid-
ing participation requirements if they had to dea with one worker who knew their whole Situation rather
than two workers who each had limited information about their JOBS and AFDC statuses.

[11.  Program Participation and Sanctioning Rates

A. JOBS Orientation Attendance Rates

As in many wdfare-to-work programs, a program orientation session was the gateway to pro-
gram services in Columbus; a person had to attend a JOBS orientation in order to be assigned to and
participate in program activities. As expected, the integrated program was more successful than the tra-
ditiona program & getting people to attend an orientation session. Table 3.1 shows that among sample
members whose case file was reviewed, 86 percent in the integrated program and 63 percent in the tra-
ditiona program attended orientation in the two years following random assgnment, agatisticaly sgnifi-
cant difference® (For this report, differences are consdered gtatidticaly sgnificant if there isless than a
10 percent probahility that they occurred by chance) In the integrated program, people attended an
orientation session an average of 11 weeks after random assgnment; in the traditiona program, thislag
was 16 weeks (not shown in the table).

As mentioned in Chapter 1, at the point of random assgnment, staff in the income maintenance
office told dl integrated and traditional group members that they had to participate in the JOBS pro-
gram. Then it was up to the integrated case managers and traditiona JOBS case managers to send

®n the integrated program, 81 percent attended orientation within six monthsof random assignment; in the tra-
ditional program, 50 percent attended within six months. Six-month orientation attendance rates in other programs
that MDRC has studied range from 63 to 71 percent. (Some of the participation numbers presented in this chapter
differ dightly from those presented in Brock and Harknett, 1998a and 1998b, owing to small differencesin data analy-
sisdecisions.)
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Table3.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Rates of Participation Within
a Two-Year Follow-Up Period

Integrated Traditional
Measure Group (%) Group (%)
For all sample membersfor whom
casefileswerereviewed®
Attended JOBS orientation 85.8 62.8 ***
Participated in:
Any activity 52.9 33.5 ***
Job search 14.7 8.3 **
Any education or training 33.8 24.3 **
Basic education 24.4 151 **
Post-secondary educatior? 5.8 6.0
Vocational training 7.6 51
Life skills workshops 9.8 0.9 ***
Work experience 11.6 51 **
Samplesize 225 218
For all sample memberswho
attended a JOBS orientation
Participated in:
Any activity 63.6 535
Job search 16.2 140
Any education or training 40.9 419
Basic education 29.2 25.6
Post-secondary education” 71 9.3
Vocational training 104 9.3
Life skills workshops 13.0 0.0
Work experience 16.2 9.3
Sample size 154 86

SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on MDRC-collected JOBS case file data.

NOTES: #or this sample, the follow-up period began on the day the individual was randomly assigned.
Tests of statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated and traditional
groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
PCourses for college credit at a two-year or four-year college.
“For this sample, the follow-up period began on the day of JOBS orientation. Only orientation attenders
for whom there are two full years of post-orientation data are included. Differences between the integrated

and traditional group outcomes, shown in italics, are not true experimental comparisons; statistical
significance tests were not calculated.



a letter to each person scheduling her for a specific orientation sesson. A few factors help explain why
the integrated program was more successful in getting people to attend orientation.

Fird, integrated case managers scheduled orientation sessons more quickly than traditiond
JOBS case managers.* Ddlays in contacting people can reduce orientation attendance rates because
some people leave wefare or become exempt from the program prior to being contacted. Delays also
dilute the mandatory program message. Second, integrated staff followed up more quickly and more
often on those who missed a scheduled orientation session than traditiond taff.”> These two factors
probably reflect the fact that integrated case managers had smaller casdloads and thus fewer individuas
to cal in and monitor a onetime.

Third, as suggested earlier, people may have given greater attention to a call-in notice sent from
someone who had direct control over their welfare benefits than from someone who only indirectly influ-
enced their benefits.

B. Participation in Post-Orientation Program Activities

The pattern of activities that people are initiadly assgned to after atending orientation helpsillus-
trate a program’s employment-preparation strategy. Assgnment patterns in Columbus confirm thet the
programs were education-focused: As Figure 3.1 shows, the most common first assgnment in both
programs was basi ¢ education.

More people in the traditiond program than in the integrated program were never assgned to
an activity in the two-year follow-up period (one-hdf in the traditiona program compared with just un
der one-third in the integrated program). This difference, however, merdy reflects the difference in ori-
entation attendance rates. In both programs 20 percent of those who attended orientation were never
assigned to an activity (not shown in Figure 3.1). Both programs had aformd upfront deferrd policy a
the time of orientation in which they temporarily excused from the program people with possible barriers
to participation. It is likely that some of those not assigned to an activity were formaly deferred, while
others “fell through the cracks.”

The integrated program engaged a higher proportion of people in program activities. As Table
3.1 shows, just over one-hdf of the integrated group members participated in a JOBS ectivity for a
least one day during the follow-up period compared with about one-third of the traditiona group. This
datigticdly sgnificant difference is partly explained by the higher attendance rate at program orientation,
the gateway to program activities, in the integrated program.

“Sample members in the integrated program were sent an orientation scheduling letter an average of 24 days af-
ter being referred from the income maintenance office compared with an average of 64 daysin the traditional program.

®Integrated case managers contacted those who missed an orientation session, on average, 1.4 weeks after the
session compared with 2.2 weeks for traditional JOBS case managers. Integrated staff contacted people who did not
attend orientation within six months of the initial referral an average of three times compared with two times for tradi-
tional staff. Moreover, 16 percent of traditional JOBS case managers reported that they would never follow up with a
client who had not attended an orientation session compared with only 5 percent of integrated case managers.
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Figure3.1
Columbus JOBS Program
Assignment Patterns Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period
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If only those who attended orientation are consgdered — a nonexperimental comparison be-
cause orientation attenders in the integrated program may have different characteristics than attendersin
the traditiond program — the participation rate is higher in the integrated program than in the traditiona
program (64 percent compared with 54 percent, shown in the lower pand of the table).® As noted, the
same proportion of orientation attenders in each pogram were asigned to an activity; however, a
smaller proportion of those assigned actualy atended an activity in the traditiond program. In other
words, integrated case managers were more successful than traditiond JOBS case managers in impel-
ling people to attend activities. This probably reflects the integrated case managers  closer monitoring of
participation and quicker follow-up regarding attendance problems, as reported in Chapter 2. Inte-
grated group members may aso have taken the sanction threst more serioudy than traditiona group
members. The two-year participation rates for orientation attenders in the Columbus programs are in the
range of previoudy studied programs.”’

Participation patterns confirm that the Columbus programs were education-focused. In both
programs people most commonly took part in education activities. Some people in each program par-
ticipated in job search activities, unpaid work experience, and life skills workshops. Not surprisingly, for
people who entered the programs without a high school diploma or GED (nongraduates), basic educa-
tion was by far the most common activity. (See Appendix Table B.1.) Participation among graduates
was more varied, but education and traning — including basc education, post-secondary education
(primarily courses for college credit a a two-year college), and vocationd training — were more cont
mon than job search or other activities.

C. Length of Stay in Program Activities

Integrated group members participated in program activities for nore time during the two year
follow-up period than traditional group members (3.3 months compared with 1.9 months, see Table
3.2). If only those who participated in a program activity are consdered, however, average length of
participation was roughly smilar (6.5 monthsin the integrated program and 5.9 months in the traditiond
program). The length of stay for participants in Columbus falls between the averages for the NEWWS
Evauation labor force attachment (LFA) and human capita development (HCD) programs® For non-
graduates, as was found for the full sample, length of stay in program activities was longer in the inte-
grated program than in the traditional program. (See Appendix Table B.2.) For graduates, however,
length of stay was Smilar in the two programs.

®The two panels of Table 3.1 present findings for different samples and follow-up periods. The upper panel pre-
sents findings for the full case file sample in each program and tracks activity for two years following random as-
signment. The lower panel presents findings for a subgroup of the full case file sample: those who attended orienta-
tion for whom at least two years of data following orientation were available. The lower panel represents 80 percent of
the orientation attenders in the integrated program and 63 percent of the orientation attenders in the traditional pro-
gram.

"For example, two-year participation rates in the other NEWWS Evaluation programs range from 44 to 74 per-
cent. (The participation rate in the Oklahoma City program is not included in this range because the sample is not
comparable.) Seethe following reportsfor findings based on case file datafor the other NEWWS programs. Hamilton
et a., 1997; Scrivener et al., 1998; Storto et al., 2000.

®The average length of stay was 4.6 months in the LFA programs and 7.8 months in the HCD programs (see
Hamilton et d., 1997).
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Columbus JOBS Program
Length of Participation Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period

Table3.2

Integrated Traditional
Measure Group Group
For all sample membersfor whom
casefileswerereviewed?
Average number of months receiving AFDC 16.9 17.6
Average number of months in which 144 151
individuals were JOBS-mandatory
Average number of monthsin which 33 19 ***
individuals participated in a JOBS activity
Samplesize 225 218
For participants only”®
Average number of months in which
individuals participated in a JOBS activity 6.5 59
Number of months in which there was
participation (%)
1 138 11.3
2 20.7 225
3 129 85
4-6 129 225
7-12 241 239
13-18 11.2 4.2
19 or more 43 7.0
In any activity at the end of the
follow-up period (%) 129 11.3
Sample size 116 71

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from MDRC-collected JOBS case file data and Ohio AFDC records.

NOTES: *Tests of statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated and
traditional groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and ***

=1 percent.

PDifferences between the integrated and traditional group outcomes, shown initalics, are not true
experimental comparisons; statistical significance tests were not calculated.
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D. Sanctioning Rates

Both Columbus programs fregly used financial sanctions as a response to individuals noncom
pliance with program requirements. (A sanction in Columbus removed the JOBS-mandatory adult from
the AFDC grant.)® As shown in Table 3.3, roughly one-third of those in each program were sanctioned
a some point during the two years following random assignment.*

Importantly, athough the sanctioning ratesin the two programs were smilar, alarger proportion
of the sample in the traditiona program had a sanction initiated: 62 percent, compared with 45 percent
in the integrated program. (“ Sanction initiated” indicates that the integrated case manager or traditiona
JOBS case manager decided that a sanction should be imposed.) This means that a smdler proportion
of those who had a sanction initiated were actudly sanctioned in the traditiona program than in the inte-
grated program. This probably resulted from the traditiond program’s split in duties. Traditiond JOBS
case managers could request that a person be sanctioned, but had to rely on an IM worker to impose
the sanction. As noted in Chapter 2, communication between the traditional JOBS case managers and
IM workers was poor; during interviews both types of saff in the traditiona program said that sanction-
ing was a particularly problematic area. Also, since traditional case managers did not ded with the in-
come maintenance aspects of their clients cases, they initiated sanctions for some people who had not
attended a program activity because they were no longer receiving AFDC or were no longer mandatory
(and thus should not and could not be sanctioned). In both programs, some people for whom sanctions
wereinitiated demonstrated good cause for their nonparticipation and thus were not sanctioned.

Sanctions were somewhat longer for those in the traditiona program than in the integrated pro-
gram (5 months compared with 4 months), probably because the integrated case manager coordinated
the interaction between the JOBS program and the AFDC grant — in other words, she could end the
sanction hersdlf as soon as the person complied with JOBS program requirements. Sanction length may
a0 reflect the fact that people in the integrated program, on average, received welfare for less timethan
people in the traditiona program (see Chapter 5).

The sanctioning patterns that were found for the full sample were aso found for high school
graduate and nongraduate subgroups. For each subgroup, sanctioning rates were smilar in the two pro-
grams, but more people had a sanction initiated in the traditiona program than in the integrated program.
(See Appendix Table B.3.) In both programs, a higher percentage of nongraduates than graduates had
a sanction initiated and were sanctioned, a pattern found in most of the other NEWWS Evauation pro-
grams.

%For example, for a family of three, a sanction resulted in a $62, or 18 percent, reduction in a monthly grant of
$341. Thefirst time someone was noncompliant, the sanction would remain in effect until she participated as required;
the second time, for a minimum of three months; and the third time, for aminimum of six months.

“The rates include sanctions imposed for failure to attend JOBS orientation and for failure to attend post-
orientation activities; thus, they are not directly comparable to rates that capture only sanctionsimposed for failure
to attend post-orientation activities.
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Sanction Activity Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period

Table3.3

Columbus JOBS Program

Integrated Traditional
Measure Group Group
For all sample membersfor whom
casefileswerereviewed?®
Sanction initiated® (%) 45.3 615 ***
Sanction imposed (%) 36.4 34.9
In sanction at the end of the
follow-up period (%) 4.4 6.0
Samplesize 225 218
For sanctioned individuals only
Average number of monthsin
which sanction was in effect 40 5.0
Number of months in sanction (%)
1 26.8 19.7
2 195 9.2
3 12.2 211
4-6 20.7 26.3
7-12 15.9 17.1
13-18 49 4.0
19 or more 0.0 2.6
In sanction at the end of the
follow-up period (%) 12.2 17.1
Sample size 82 76

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from MDRC-collected JOBS case file data.

NOTES: ®Tests of statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated
and traditional groups. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent;

and *** =1 percent.

P Sanction inititated" indicates that the integrated case manager or the traditional JOBS case

manager decided that a sanction should be implemented.

‘Differences between the integrated and traditional group outcomes, shown initalics, are not true
experimental comparisons; statistical significance tests were not calculated.



V. Participation and Other Statuses Over Time

A. Activity Sequences

Figure 3.2 depicts various “ paths’ that people took through the Columbus programs. Reflecting
the differences in participation rates presented earlier, a higher proportion of people in the integrated
program than in the traditiona program followed Paths A or B through the program (participated and
exited from AFDC or participated and did not exit from AFDC). The most common path in both pro-
grams was Path C (did not participate and exited from AFDC). As noted earlier, a substantia number
of people did not attend JOBS orientation and thus had no chance to participate in a program activity.
The traditiond program had more people in Path D: did not participate and did not exit from AFDC.
This suggests that at least some of the people who were never oriented to the traditiona program re-
mained on welfare for the entire follow-up period.

B. Monthly AFDC and JOBS Statuses and Program Cover age

Figure 3.3 shows the proportion of sample members in each program who were in various
statuses during sdlected months of follow-up.** Most notably, the proportion of people in the “JOBS
mandatory, other” datus is larger in the traditiona program than in the integrated program. This datus
includes people who were receiving welfare and were officialy required to participate in the program,
but were not participating, employed, or sanctioned. In other words, this status indicates that the pro-
gram wes not “covering” a sample member. This reflects both the lower orientation attendance rate and
the lower participation rate for orientation attenders in the traditional program.

This lower degree of program coverage in the traditiona program is aso illudrated in Figure
3.4, which depicts the length of time that people were participating in a program activity, employed, or
sanctioned as a proportion of the time they were considered to be mandatory for the program (required
to participate). As the figure shows, both programs left a large proportion of mandatory time *uncov-
ered,” but the proportion of time that was uncovered was larger in the traditiona program. Program
coverage in Columbus was among the lowest of NEWWS Evauation programs.™

V. I mpacts on Participation in Activities and Receipt of Education
Credentials

A. Participation in Activities

Many welfare recipients take part in education or training activities without the intervention of a
welfare-to-work program. For a program to make a difference, it must engage more people than

HSince month 1 represents the month of random assignment and thus a partial JOBS month, the figure starts
with month 2.

2The integrated program left 70 percent of mandatory time uncovered, and the traditional program left 78 per-
cent uncovered. The other programs in the evaluation left between 32 and 71 percent of sample members’ mandatory
months uncovered.
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Figure3.2
Columbus JOBS Program

Distribution of Sample Member s by Descriptive—Not Causal—Activity Sequences
Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period, by Case Management Approach

Integrated Group Traditional Group

Path A: Participation, exit from AFDC 20.9% 14.7%
Educgt?on > 9.8% 5.5%
or training

Exit from ) o

2.2% 0.5%
1.3% L%

Path B: Participation, no exit from AFDC 27.6% 17.4%

Education > 0 0
or training g 5.8% 8.7%
13.8% 3.7%
No Exit
Job search from AFDC 1.8% 2.3%
Any 2.7% 1.8%
activity 70 070
Other > 3.6% 0.9%
Path C: No participation, exit from AFDC 40.0% 42.7%
Sanctioned > 12.9% 12.4%
Exit from
Deferred » AFDC 5.3% 3.2%
[No events] > 21.8% 27.1%
Path D: No participation, no exit from AFDC 11.6% 25.2%
( Sanctioned ) > 3.6% 8.7%
No Exit
@Q "|from AFDC 3.1% 4.6%
[No events] > 4.9% 11.9%
100.0% 100.0%
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Figure 3.3
Columbus JOBS Program

AFDC and JOBS Statuses Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period,
by Follow-Up Month

Integrated Group Traditional Group
e = B & & « =~ o & Y]
g4 8 2 =
s £ 2 7 % s ¥ 7 7 %
= 2 £ = £ = = 2 2 £
Off AFDC On AFDC

[]

No longer JOBS-mandatory

JOBS-mandatory, sanctioned

JOBS-mandatory, employed

JOBS-mandatory, participatingin a
JOBS activity

H BEE

JOBS-mandatory, other

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from MDRC-collected JOBS case file data and Ohio AFDC records.
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Figure 3.4
Columbus JOBS Program

Proportion of JOBS-Mandatory Monthsin Various JOBS Statuses
Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period

Integrated Group Traditional Group

10.8%
0.8%

10.4%
2.3%

8.4%

70.4%
78.0%

JOBS-mandatory and: "Not covered":

- Participating in a not participating,
JOBS activity 2] Employed [ ] sanctioned [ ] employed, or

sanctioned

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from MDRC-collected JOBS case file data and Ohio AFDC records.

NOTE: Numbers may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.




would have volunteered to participate in activities available in the community. In this evduation, the par-
ticipation level of the control group represents what happened in the absence of the mandatory welfare-
to-work programs. As noted earlier, the participation findings presented in previous sections of this
chapter were based on data collected from case files of integrated and traditiona group members. This
section presents estimates of participation levels based on data collected using a survey that was admin-
istered to integrated, traditiona, and control group members.

The survey data show that many people participated in employment-related activities on their
own, without the intervention of the wefare-to-work programs, but the integrated and traditiona pro-
grams subgtantially increased participation levels. As Table 3.4 shows, 11 percent of the control group
in Columbus participated in basic education, 10 percent in post-secondary education, and 10 percent in
vocationd training, al without prompting from a welfare-to-work program.™ The table aso shows the
participation levels for the integrated and traditional group members, and the difference in participation
between these two groups and the cortrol group. Overal, the table shows that both the integrated and
traditiona programs increased participation in job search, basic education, post-secondary education,
and work experience or on-the-job training. The programs aso increased the number of hours spent in
activities.

Table 3.5 presents the programs effects on participation for high school graduates and non-
graduates. As the table shows, both programs substantialy increased participation for graduates in job
search, post-secondary education, and work experience. The increases in post-secondary education —
primarily courses for college credit at atwo-year college— are large compared with increasses for other

programs.™* For nongraduates, the Columbus programs produced large increases in participation in ba-
sic education® and sl increases in the use of job search services.

B. Receipt of Education Credentials

The survey asked sample members whether they had received any education credentias during
the two years since they entered the evaluation. (Results for this question are not presented in atable.)
About 4 percent of control group members without a high school diploma or GED certificate at study
entry reported that they had received a diploma or GED during the two years, 13 percent of the tradi-
tional group nongraduates reported that they received a diploma or GED after entering the evaluation.
(Nine percent of integrated group nongraduates reported receiving such a credentid, but the 5

3Some statistical adjustments were made in Table 3.4 (and Table 3.5), based on information found in the JOBS
case files, to take into account recall error in the client survey data. Similar analyses were conducted for the other
NEWWS programs (see Hamilton et al., 1997; Scrivener et al., 1998; Storto et al., 2000). Appendix Table B.4 presents
the differences between the integrated, traditional, and control group participation levels using survey data without
adjusting for recall error. Some numbersin Appendix Table B.4 differ slightly from those presented in Freedman et al.,
2000, because the present analysis considers only sample members for whom the length of participation could be
calculated (survey respondents were excluded from the present analysis if they reported an activity end date that
preceded the reported activity start date).

“The integrated program increased participation in post-secondary education by 16 percentage points, and the
traditional program by 13 percentage points; the largest increase in post-secondary education participation for high
school graduates in the other NEWW S Evaluation programs was only 8 percentage points.

PIncreases in participation in basic education for nongraduates in the three HCD programs studied in the
NEWWS Evaluation ranged from 43 to 57 percentage points.
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Table3.4
Columbus JOBS Program

Two-Year Impactson Participation in Job Sear ch,
Education, Training, and Work Experience

Integrated Traditional Control Integrated—Control Traditional—Control
Qutcome Group Group Group Difference (Impact) Difference (Impact)
Participated in (%):
Job searchf 17.3 16.6 3.7 136 12.9
Basic education 28.7 27.2 10.7 179 16.5
Post-secondary educatior” 218 185 10.2 117 8.3
Vocational training 109 9.8 9.5 13 0.3
Work experience or
on-the-job training 14.1 131 2.2 12.0 109
Hours of participation in:
Job search? 16.1 26.3 3.1 130 23.2
Basic education 104.9 140.9 19.5 85.4 1214
Post-secondary educatior® 131.9 153.4 42.4 89.5 111.0
Vocational training 55.3 79.9 32.9 224 47.0
Work experience or
on-the-job training na n/a n‘a na n/a
Hours of participation among
participantsin:
Job search® 93.0 158.7 83.6 9.4 75.0
Basic education 365.9 517.7 181.4 184.5 336.3
Post-secondary education” 603.7 830.5 417.4 186.3 413.2
Vocational training 508.9 814.1 345.9 163.0 468.2
Work experience or
on-the-job training n/a na n‘a n/a na
Sample size® 371 366 357

(continued)
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Table 3.4 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey, adjusted using MDRC-collected case file data.

NOTES:. Tests of statistical significance were not performed.
Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. Numbers

may not add up to 100 percent because of rounding.

N/a = not available or not applicable.
Italics are used to signal average outcomes and differences that were calculated only for participants. Sample sizes for these measures vary.

For integrated and traditional group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.

PCourses for college credit at a two-year or four-year college.
“Sample sizes for individual measures vary because of missing val ues.
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Table3.5

Columbus JOBS Program

Two-Year Impacts on Participation in Job Search, Education, Training,
and Work Experience, by High School Diploma/GED Status

Integrated Traditional Control I ntegrated—Control Traditional—Control
Outcome Group Group Group Difference (Impact) Difference (Impact)
For those with a high school
diplomaor GED:
Participated in (%):
Job search? 19.9 22,5 6.0 138 16.5
Basic education 79 53 33 4.7 20
Post-secondary educatior’ 30.5 27.4 14.4 16.1 13.0
Vocational training 12.1 114 13.9 -1.8 -24
Work experience or
on-the-job training 19.6 17.8 15 18.0 16.3
Hours of participation in:
Job search’ 17.3 36.2 4.6 128 31.6
Basic education 229 24.3 3.9 19.0 204
Post-secondary educatior? 181.0 2554 63.3 117.7 192.1
Vocational training 52.6 120.8 53.0 -04 67.8
Work experience or
on-the-job training n/a na n/a n‘a n/a
Hours of participation among
participantsin;
Job search® 87.1 160.4 75.7 115 84.7
Basic education 288.9 458.7 119.8 169.1 3389
Post-secondary education” 594.0 933.3 440.1 153.9 493.2
Vocational training 434.6 1056.4 381.9 52.8 674.5
Work experience or
on-the-job training na n/a n/a n/a n‘a
Sample size 214 219 211

(continued)
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Table 3.5 (continued)

Integrated Traditional Control Integrated—Control Traditional—Control
Outcome Group Group Group Difference (Impact) Difference (Impact)
For those without a high school
diplomaor GED:
Participated in (%):
Job search’ 95 17 0.4 92 7.3
Basic education 64.6 63.0 22.7 419 40.2
Post-secondary educatior’ 6.7 6.4 4.4 2.3 20
Vocational training 7.1 6.4 4.0 31 24
Work experience or
on-the-job training 15.2 6.2 3.8 114 24
Hours of participation in:
Job search? 10.2 11.8 0.3 9.9 115
Basic education 2454 3394 27.2 218.1 312.2
Post-secondary educatior’ 515 26.9 194 321 75
Vocational training 50.8 28.2 154 354 12.8
Work experience or
on-the-job training n/a na n/a n‘a n‘a
Hours of participation among
participantsin:
Job search® 106.4 153.6 75.7 30.7 77.9
Basic education 379.7 539.1 119.8 259.9 419.3
Post-secondary education” 766.1 419.0 440.1 326.0 211
Vocational training 713.0 437.1 381.9 331.1 55.3
Work experience or
on-the-job training na n/a n‘a n/a na
Sample size® 155 146 146

(continued)
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Table 3.5 (continued)

SOURCES. MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey, adjusted using MDRC-collected case file data.

NOTES: Tests of statistical significance were not performed.

Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample
members. Numbers may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.

N/a = not available or not applicable.

Italics are used to signal average outcomes and diffrences that were calculated only for participants. Sample sizes for these measures
vary.

3 or integrated and traditional group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.

PCourses for college credit at a two-year or four-year college.

¢Sample sizes for individual measures vary because of missing values. In addition, three individuals in the full sample did not indicate
whether they had a high school diploma or GED at random assignment. These individuals are excluded from the subgroup analysis.



percentage-point impact was not satisticaly significant.)™® Like most welfare-to-work programs stud-
ied, neither program in Columbus increased receipt of a trade certificate, an associat€'s degree, or a
bachelor’ s degree.

The client survey may not capture the full effect of the programs on receipt of educationa cre-
dentids. Some sample members may not have received a credentia until the third year following random
assgnment or later. These later effects will not be measured in the evauation.

!SFor more detail on the programs’ impacts on educational attainment, see Chapter 4 in Freedman et al., 2000.



Chapter 4

Cost of Employment-Related Servicesin the
Integrated and Traditional Programs

The preceding chapter examined the participation in employment-related activities by sample
members assigned to the integrated and traditiona programs and to the control group within the two-
year period following their entry into the study. These are important indicators of the level of investment
made in each individua required to participate in JOBS. This chapter presents informetion on tota ex-
penditures for employment-related services over the two-year period, and it shows how these costs
varied across program activities and support services.

In addition, this chapter presents estimates of the cogt that the government incurred for employ-
ment-related services for integrated and traditiona group members over and above what was spent on
the control group. This is referred to as the net cost per program group member, and it isthe differ-
ence between the total cost per program group member (integrated group member and traditional group
member) and per control group member of dl programrelated and non-program:related employment
services that were used during the two-year follow-up period.

It isimportant to emphasize that to match the methodological approach used in the cost analyses
of the other programs studied in the NEWWS Evauation, the cost estimates in this chapter reflect only
expenditures on employment-related services. That is, the cost estimates presented here reflect the costs
of the JOBS program and do not include expenditures on income maintenance services. Income mainte-
nance cogts will be included in a benefit-cogt andysis in the find report in the evaluation. That andyss
will determine whether the programs net benefits are greater than their net mdts after five years. It
would be premature to present a two-year benefit cost andys's here because the tota return on the
JOBS program may be evident only after severd years. The later report aso will compare the benefits
and costs of the two Columbus programs with those of the other programs studied in the NEWWS
Evduation.

The cost figures presented here include JOBS and nontJOBS activities, and they are calculated
per program group member rather than per participant. Non-JOBS costs are included in the total cost
because they represent additiona investments of resources that have the potential to affect program
group members future earnings and welfare receipt, just as they do for control group members. Thus,
they are included in the gross cost estimates used to compare the cost per program group member with
the cost per control group member.

Similarly, it is necessary to report costs per program group member, not just per participant in
JOBS. The requirement to participate may have affected sample members behavior (some individuas
may have chosen to avoid the mandate by finding employment on their own or by leaving welfare). Asis
true for controls, program group members who did not participate in JOBS could have participated in
education and training services on their own. In addition, to exclude nonparticipants could introduce bias
because the program may have influenced sample members behavior.



As described in Chapter 1, unlike random assignment in most of the other NEWWS Evauation
programs, in Columbus random assgnment occurred in the welfare office at the point clients were de-
termined to be JOBS-mandatory and were referred to the JOBS program. Therefore, the Columbus
sample includes some people who were informed about the program by an income maintenance (IM)
worker but never received further information about the program from a JOBS case manager (either a
traditiond JOBS case manager or an integrated case manager), and who never participated in the JOBS
program. Sample members in the program groups who remained JOBS-mandatory may have been
sanctioned for noncompliance. Therefore, even though these sample members may not have partici-
pated in the JOBS program, costs were incurred on their behdf, and other investments may have been
made through nonwefare sources. Although including nonparticipants in the caculaions yields correct
cost edimates, because the sample is sysematicdly different from those in the other programs in the
evauation, the cost figures presented here are not directly comparable to those in the other Stes. To
fecilitate cross-Ste comparisons, nonexperimental estimates — namdy, esimates including in the base
only participantsin a specific activity — are used in some places.

Under traditiond case management design, clients were assigned a separate IM worker and a
JOBS case manager. Sample members in the integrated group were assigned to a sngle worker who
performed both income maintenance and JOBS functions. Case managers in both groups served clients
in dl programs (for example, the Food Stamps Employment and Training program and the Generd As-
sistance [GA] work program), not only the JOBS program. As noted above, welfare department costs
in this chapter represent expenditures to provide services for the JOBS program only; cogts for income
maintenance functions will be accounted for in afuture anayss.

To summarize the main findings presented in this chapter: The estimated tota cost (in 1993 dol-
lars) per program group member for eanployment-related services within two years after random &
sgnment was $3,018 for the integrated program and $2,589 for the traditiona program. The net costs
of the integrated and traditional programs were $2,149 and $1,720, respectively. The integrated pro-
gram had somewhat higher employment-service costs because it had higher unit codts, particularly for
case management and vocationd training. However, given tha the case management experiment in Co-
lumbus was as much about reforming income maintenance as it was about JOBS, without the income
maintenance codts it is not possible to draw find conclusions about the comparative tota costs of the
two program approaches. As mentioned, a future benefit-cost andysswill include these codts.

The origind design for the integrated program included reduced casel oads of about 100 cases
each, which might have made integrated case management a higher-cost approach. However, asimple-
mented, integrated case managers were assigned about 140 cases for whom they provided both income
maintenance and JOBS services. Average caseloads for IM workers and traditiond JOBS case manag-

'Only clients who were mandatory for the AFDC JOBS program were eligible to be assigned to integrated case
management, so integrated case managers would have had fewer clients in the other work programs. Because inte-
grated case managers were responsible for all members of a household, they would have worked with any GA or
Food Stamps-only recipients who were part of the sample member’s household. In addition, sample members who
stopped receiving AFDC, but received Food Stamps or GA, would have continued on the integrated case manager’s
casel oad.
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ers were approximately 260 cases each.? Thus, the rdatively smal cost difference between the two
programs is not surprising.

. Components of the Cost Analysis

Figure 4.1 illustrates the elements of the cost andysis. For the two program groups, costs were
caculated for two categories of activities and services: those provided to meet the JOBS requirements
or to support JOBS participation and non-JOBS services and activities. Within each category, costs are
further broken down by whether they were paid for by the wefare department or by non-wefare agern+
cies. As represented in Figure 4.1, the total cost per program group member for employment-rel ated
services (box 3) is the sum of the welfare department’ s operating expense (for example, for case man
agement, job search services, and associated overhead costs) and support services costs (box 1) and
the expenses incurred by non-wefare agencies (for example, local adult education providers, commu-
nity colleges, and vocationd training inditutes) to provide educationa and training activities that met
JOBS requirements (box 2). Non-JOBS costs (box 6) include child care expenditures paid by the wel-
fare department for participation in programs other than JOBS (for example, trandtiond and at-risk
child care) (box 4) and the costs of services that program group members received outside the JOBS
program (box 5). Totd JOBS and non-JOBS costs per program group member make up the total
gross cost per program group member (box 7).

The sections of this chapter follow the flow of the diagram in Figure 4.1, beginning with the
JOBS-related expenditures and ending with the net cost per program group member (box 11), which
is caculated by subtracting the tota cost for employment-related services per control group member
from the total cost per program group member. The control group estimate represents costs that the
government would have incurred in the absence of the JOBS program, and the ret cost represents the
cost of the JOBS program over and above control group costs.

. Gross Cost per Program Group Member

This section examines expenditures made by the welfare department and by non-wefare agent
cies for employment and training activities and support services provided to sample membersin theinte-
grated and traditiona programs. Costs are broken down into the following categories of activities: orien
tation and appraisal, job search, basic education, post-secondary education, vocationd training, and
work experience

In order to determine how much was spent per program group member on each JOBS activity,
its unit cost wasfirgt caculated usng data for the “ steedy-state” period of calendar year 1993. This year
was chosen as a period of relatively stable program operations when many of the sample members were
receiving services. The unit cost of an activity is an estimate of the average cost of serving one person in
aspecified activity for a specified unit of time: for example, one month of participation. For each activity,
the unit cost was caculaed by dividing expenditures during the steady state period by the measure

’As noted in Chapter 2, for every two integrated case managers, there were about 280 cases, compared with
caseloads of about 260 for every pair of traditional JOBS case managers and IM workers.
*These activities are described in Chapter 2.
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JOBS-related expenditures by the welfare
department per program group member for
case management, support services, job search,
education and training, and work experience
Integrated Traditiona
program: program:
$1,182 $310

JOBS-related expenditures by non-welfare
agenciesper program group member for
education and training
Integrated Traditiona
program: program:
$1,141 $1,291

Non-JOBS expenditures by the welfare
department per program group member for
non-JOBS support services

Integrated Traditional
program: program:
$176 $152

Non-JOBS-related expenditures by non-
welfare agencies per program group member
for non-JOBS job search, education and
training, and work experience

Integrated " Traditiona
program: program:
$519 $336
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Figure4d.l
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of participation.* Once the unit cost of an activity was determined, it was multiplied by the average num-
ber of units spent in the activity to determine the average cost incurred per program or control group
member during the follow-up period.®

Table 4.1 (column 1) shows the welfare department unit costs by category. For job search and
basic education, the welfare department cost reflects the cost of related case management (assgning
recipients to the activity, monitoring attendance, and so on), as well as the cost of providing the ectivity
itself (for example, the cost of classroom ingtruction, job search facilitation, and classroom space). The
welfare department paid for the costs of providing these activities through contracts with local providers
who were given on-Site space to provide servicesto JOBS participants. The unit costs for the other ac-
tivities reflect the cost of case management.

The differences between the two programs in the welfare department’ s cost of monitoring post-
secondary education and vocationa training may reflect efficiencies due to economies of scae. The lar-
ger traditional JOBS case management unit was divided into two smaler units one served recipients
who were considered “job-ready” and the other served those who were “not job-ready.”® Having more
homogeneous casdoads (in terms of service needs) may have streamlined the case management effort
by reducing the number of different types of activities each worker had to monitor. The higher unit cost
for the integrated group for vocationd training provided by non-welfare agencies (column 4) reflects use
of more expensive sarvices — sample nembers in this group were more likely to attend proprietary
schools (particularly cosmetology programs).

A. JOBS-Rdated Expenditures by the Welfare Department (Figure 4.1, Box 1)

The Columbus wefare department incurred costs to operate the JOBS program, aswell asfor
child care and other support services.

1. Operating costs. Welfare department operating costs were determined using expendi-
ture data that captured the costs of JOBS-rdated activities, sarting at the point that sample menmbers
were randomly assigned. Total expenditures (saaries and overhead costs) were dlocated to JOBS ac-
tivities usng time studies completed by case managers. In addition, payments made by the welfare de-
partment to outside organizations that were contracted to provide JOBS sarvices (primarily job search
and basic education) are included in the total welfare department costs. Codts incurred by the welfare
department to accommodate MDRC research requirements and requests were excluded from tota ex-
penditures. As shown in Table 4.2 (column 1), these costs were $631 per integrated program group
member and $318 per traditiona program group member.

2. Support service costs. Other JOBS-related costs include payments for child care and
participation dlowances that participants were €igible to receive. Table 4.2 (column 1)

“For example, in calculating a cost per month of participation, the participation measure is “ participant-months,”
which is obtained by summing the monthly total number of participants in the activity across all months in the
steady-state period.

°A more detailed explanation of general cost methodology can be found in Hamilton et al., 1997, pp. 165-69.

®Until mid 1993 there were two integrated units with six case managers each. During the second half of the year,
there were three integrated units with seven case managers each. During the same period, there were five traditional
unitswith an average of six case managers each.
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Table4.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Estimated Unit Costsfor Employment-Related Activities,
by Program and Agency (in 1993 Dallars)

Welfare Department Non-Welfare
Unit Cost Agency Unit Cost
Average per Average per
Month of Average per Month of Average per
ici i N 10U S ici i N articipant ($

Integrated program
Orientation and appraisal® 17 n‘a n/a n/a
Job search® 198 na 90 na
Basic education 78 3 n/a n/a
Post-secondary education® 202 6 n/a n/‘a
Vocational training 202 n‘a n/a 4,523
Work experience 96 n‘a 68 n‘a
Traditional program
Orientation and appraisal’ 12 na n/a n/a
Job search® 184 na 90 na
Basic education 48 4 n/a n‘a
Post-secondary education® 49 6 n/a n/a
Vocational training 49 n‘a n/a 2,491
Work experience 41 n‘a 68 n/a
Control group
Orientation and appraisal® n‘a na n/a n/a
Job search na na 90 n‘a
Basic education na 4 n/a n‘a
Post-secondary education® na 6 n/a n‘a
Vocational training na na n/a 2,135
Work experience na na 68 n‘a

SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on fiscal and participation data from the following: Franklin County
Department of Human Services, Ohio Department of Education, Office of VVocational and Adult Education; Ohio
Board of Regents; National Center for Education Statistics; and information from MDRC-collected case file data
and the Two-Y ear Client Survey.

NOTES: N/a=not applicable.

%Orientation cost is applied per session. Orientation is generally a one-day, one-time activity.
®For program group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.
“Courses for college credit at atwo-year or four-year college.
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Table4.2

Columbus JOBS Program

Estimated Cost per Program Group Member for Employment-Related Services
Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period, by Program and Agency (in 1993 Dallars)

JOBS Cogt Non-JOBS Cogt Total Gross
Welfare Non-Welfare Total Welfare Non-Welfare Cost per
Program and Activity Department Agency Program  Department Agency Program Group
or Service Cod ($) Cost ($) Cost ($) Cog ($) Cogt ($) Member ($)
Integrated program
Orientation and appraisal 15 0 15 0 0 15
Job search? 68 0 68 0 3 71
Basic education 87 203 290 0 174 464
Post-secondary education® 267 451 718 0 327 1,045
Vocational training 136 488 623 0 0 623
Work experience 59 0 59 0 15 74
Subtotal (operating) 631 1,141 1,773 0 519 2,292
Child care 341 0 341 170 0 511
Child care administration® 10 0 10 6 0 16
Participation allowance 199 0 199 0 0 199
Total 1,182 1,141 2,323 176 519 3,018
Traditional program
Orientation and appraisal 8 0 8 0 0 8
Job search? 90 0 90 0 0 0
Basic education 67 386 453 0 115 568
Post-secondary education® 69 662 731 0 209 940
Vocational training 38 243 281 0 0 281
Work experience 46 0 46 0 12 57
Subtotal (operating) 318 1,291 1,608 0 336 1,944
Child care 349 0 349 147 0 496
Child care administration® 10 0 10 5 0 15
Participation alowance 133 0 133 0 0 133
Total 810 1,291 2,101 152 336 2,589
(continued)
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Table 4.2 (continued)

SOURCES:. MDRC calculations based on fiscal and participation data from the following: Franklin County
Department of Human Services; Ohio Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education; Ohio
Board of Regents; National Center for Education Statistics; and information from MDRC-collected case file data
and the Two-Y ear Client Survey. Child care and other support service calculations are based on Ohio Department of
Human Services payment data.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in cal culating sums and differences.
For program group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.
®Courses for college credit at a two-year or four-year college.

“Administrative costs for determining child care needs and issuing payments were estimated as a percentage of
the value of payments, i.e., by dividing total administrative costs by total payments. Child care administrative costs
were 3 percent of total payments.



shows that the average JOBS child care cost was $341 per integrated program group member and
$349 per traditional program group member.” Table 4.3 provides more detailed information about pat-
terns of support service receipt. Average monthly payments of over $370 were high compared with the
other programs studied in the NEWWS Evauation, but low rates of receipt (less than 15 percent) and
reatively short durations (about 6.5 months) put the cost per program member near the average of the
other programs. The higher participation alowance payments to integrated program group members
($199 versus $133) mainly reflect a higher rete of receipt among sample members in that program —
63 percent compared with 48 percent.

3. Total JOBS-related costsincurred by the welfare department. Table 4.2 showsthe
combined cogts of providing the services described above: the welfare department spent $1,182 per
integrated group member for employment-related services and $810 per traditiond group member. A
large part of this difference is due to the higher cost in the integrated program for monitoring participants
in post- secondary education and vocationd training activities.

B. JOBS-Rdated Expenditures by Non-Wedfare Agencies (Figure 4.1, Box 2)

Non-wefare agencies aso incurred costs providing JOBS services to program group ment
bers.® For basic education, non-welfare costs reflect expenditures beyond those covered by cortracts
with the welfare department. In Columbus, non-welfare agencies spent $1,141 per integrated group
sample member and $1,291 per traditiona group sample member (Table 4.2, column 2). Although ba-
sc education and post-secondary education costs were higher for the traditiona group (sample mem:
bersin the traditiona group participated in these activities for more hours while in JOBS than their coun
terparts in the integrated group), these differences are offset by the higher cost of vocationd training ac-
tivities chosen by sample membersin the integrated group.

C. Non-JOBS Expenditures by the Wdfare Department (Figure 4.1, Box 4)

As shown in Table 4.2 (column 4), the welfare department spent an additiona $176 per inte-
grated program group member and $152 per traditiona program group member on child care services
unrelated to the JOBS program. Table 4.3 shows that traditional program group members received
nearly equivaent amounts from trangtional and other low-income child care programs ($77 and $70,
repectively). Sample members in the integrated group received smilar levels of support from other
child care programs ($69 per program group member), but received haf again as much in trangtiona
child care ($101 per program group member).

"For both programs, an additional $10 per program group member was spent in administering these payments.

®This analysis assumes that education and training services provided by non-welfare agencies were financed
by non-welfare agencies (including the U.S. Department of Education, if program group members received Pell Grants
or other financial aid) and not by sample members themselves. To the extent that sample members actually financed
their own education and training, this analysis overstates the true costs to non-welfare agencies per sample member.
This has distributional implications, but does not overstate the total cost of services. The GAIN evaluation of seven
counties in California found that fewer than 10 percent of sample members may have spent their own or their family’s
resources on education and training. See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, for details.
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Table4.3
Columbus JOBS Program

Estimated Support Service Costs Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period,
by Program (in 1993 Dollars)

Per Program Group Member Who Received Service

Cost per Proaram Groun Cost per
Average Average Person who  Members Who Proaram
Monthly Months Received Received Group
Program and Support Service Payment ($)  of Payments Service ($) Service (%) Member ($)
I ntegrated program
Child care
JOBS 375 6.2 2,322 14.7 341
Transitional 396 6.3 2,482 4.1 101
Other 441 5.0 2,223 31 69
Participation alowance a7 6.8 316 63.0 199
Total 710
Traditional program
Child care
JOBS 388 6.7 2,604 134 349
Transitional 427 53 2,263 34 77
Other 411 54 2,209 32 70
Participation alowance 4 6.3 281 475 133
Total 629

SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on Ohio Department of Human Services payment data.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in cal culating sums and differences.



D. Non-JOBS Expenditures by Non-Wefare Agencies (Figure 4.1, Box 5)

The cost to non-wefare agencies for education and training activities undertaken outside the
JOBS program was $519 per integrated group sample member and $336 per traditional group sample
member. These cods are primarily for activities that sample members undertook during periods when
they were not required to participate in JOBS. A large part of the difference between the two groupsis
accounted for by the cost of post-secondary education: in this case, sample members in the integrated
group spent more time in post-secondary education activities outside the JOBS program than did those
in the traditiond group.

E. Total Gross Cost per Program Group Member (Figure4.1, Box 7)

Table 4.4 shows that the sum of the JOBS and non-JOBS costs produces atota gross cost per
person of $3,018 for the integrated program and $2,589 for the traditional program, with post-
secondary education and vocationd training accounting for much of the difference between the groups.

As discussed earlier in this chepter, owing to the different point of random assgnment in Co-
lumbus, a direct comparison of this Ste€'s costs with those of the other programs in the NEWWS
Evaduation would not be meaningful. An gpproximation that results in more comparable figures is
achieved by considering the codts of activities per participant in the activity (calculated by dviding the
cost per program member by the participation rate). The integrated program had the lowest per-
participant cost for basic education of dl the programs in the NEWWS Evauation; the traditiona pro-
gram cost was aso rdatively low. (The cost of basic education per participant was $1,615 in the inte-
grated program and $2,088 in the traditiona program. Among the other JOBS programs, the Riverside
labor force attachment program had the lowest per-participant cost in basic education a $1,845.) The
average per-participant costs for post-secondary education and vocationd training were higher than the
average costs in the other programs.®

The high levds of office automation and adminigirative support for staff, described in Chapter 2,
may have contributed to lower case management costs in Columbus. In addition, by co-locating con
tracted job search and basic education activities at the JOBS center, most clients were funnded into
services provided by lower-cost agencies. Although on-site services were provided as a convenience
for clients, this arrangement may have aso reduced the effort required of case managers to monitor par-
ticipation in these activities.

[11. Gross Cost per Control Group Member

Control group members participated in education and training activities on their own initiative. In
addition, they were digible for some support services from the welfare department. Therefore, the gross
cost per control group member for employment-related services includes expenditures by the welfare

*The average cost per participant in post-secondary education was $4,939 in Columbus and $4,697 in the other
NEWWS programs. The average cost per participant in vocational training was $4,292 in Columbus and $3,994 in the
other programs. Because of data limitations, Portland and Detroit costs are not included in these averages.
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Tabled.4
Columbus JOBS Program

Estimated Total Gross Costsand Net Costs for Employment-Related Services
Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period, by Program (in 1993 Dollars)

Total Gross Cost Total Gross Cost Net Cost
per Program Group per Control Group per Program Group
Memper ($ Member (S Membper (S

I ntegrated program

Orientation and appraisal 15 0 15
Job search 71 6 64
Basic education 464 80 384
Post-secondarv education® 1.045 243 802
Vocational training 623 203 420
Work experience 74 6 68
Subtotal (operating) 2,292 538 1,754
Child care 511 311 199
Child care administration® 16 10 6
Participation allowance 199 10 190
Total 3,018 869 2,149

Traditional program

Orientation and appraisal 8 0 8
Job search’ 90 6 84
Basic education 568 80 488
Post-secondarv education® 940 243 697
Vocational training 281 203 78
Work experience 57 6 51
Subtotal (operating) 1,944 538 1,406
Child care 496 311 184
Child care administration® 15 10 6
Participation allowance 133 10 124
Total 2,589 869 1,720

SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on fiscal and participation data from the following: Franklin County
Department of Human Services; Ohio Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education;
Ohio Board of Regents; National Center for Education Statistics; and information from MDRC-collected case
file data and the Two-Y ear Client Survey. Child care and other support service calculations are based on Ohio
Department of Human Services payment data.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.
For program group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.
®Courses for college credit at a two-year or four-year college.

‘Administrative costs for determining child care needs and issuing payments were estimated as a
percentage of the value of payments, i.e., by dividing total administrative costs by total payments. Child care
administrative costs were 3 percent of total payments.
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department and non-welfare agencies. This cost serves as a benchmark againgt which the gross cost per
program group member is compared in order to determine the net cost of the programs.

A. Wedfare Department Costs (Figure 4.1, Box 8)

Control group members were eligible to receive child care for education and training ectivities
that they participated in on their own and could receive work-reated transtiond and other non-JOBS
child care. Table 4.4 (column 2) shows that the welfare department spent $321 per control group
member for child care ($10 of this represents program administration costs) and $10 on participation
alowances.

B. Non-Welfare Agency Costs (Figure 4.1, Box 9)

Table 4.4 (column 2) shows that the total non-welfare agency cost for control group members
in Columbus was $538. Post-secondary education ($243) and vocationd training ($203) activities ac-
counted for the mgority of these expenditures.

C. Total Gross Cost per Control Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 10)

Summing the welfare and non-welfare agency costs produces a total gross cost of $869 per
control group member for employment-related services. This control group cost is used in the next sec-
tion as the benchmark to determine the net cost per integrated group member and per traditiona group
member.

V. Net Cost per Program Group Member (Figure4.1, Box 11)

Table 4.4 (column 3) shows the net costs of employment-reated services for the integrated and
traditional programs. For the integrated group, $2,149 was spent per program group member over and
above what was spent on the control group. For the traditiona group, the net cost was about $400
lower.

V. Costs by Educational Attainment Subgroup

Table 4.5 presents gross and net costs of employment-related services for sample members
with and without a high school diploma or GED at random assignment. For both programs, gross costs
were higher for the subgroup with a high school diploma or GED (graduates) than for those without a
credentid (nongraduates). Graduates had higher gross costs than nongraduates primarily because they
were more likely to participate in higher-cost activities, such as post-secondary education and voca-
tiond training. In addition, dthough graduates and nongraduates received smilar participation alow-
ances, graduates received substantially more child care sypport (both JOBS and non-JOBS). These
same patterns in participation and costs are seen for graduates and nongraduates in the control group.
Thus, net costs for employment-rel ated services were aso higher for graduates than for nongraduates.
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Table4.5
Columbus JOBS Program

Estimated Total Grossand Net Costsfor Employment-Related Services
Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period, by Program and
High School Diploma/GED Status (in 1993 Dollars)

Total Gross Cost Total Gross Cost Net Cost
Program and Activity per Program Group per Control Group per Program Group
or Service Member ($) Member ($) Member ($)

For those with a high school diploma or GED:

Integrated program

Orientation and appraisal 15 0 15
Job search? 83 10 73
Basic education 110 14 %
Post-secondary education® 1.455 365 1,090
Vocational training 688 296 391
Work experience 61 2 60
Subtotal (operating) 2,412 687 1,725
Child care 615 448 167
Child care administration® 19 14 6
Participation allowance 194 12 182
Total 3,240 1,161 2,079

Traditional program

Orientation and appraisal 7 0 7
Job search? 117 10 107
Basic education 95 14 8l
Post-secondary education® 1,568 365 1.203
Vocational training 336 296 39
Work experience 57 2 55
Subtotal (operating) 2,180 687 1,493
Child care 643 448 195
Child care administration® 20 14 6
Participation allowance 134 12 122
Total 2,977 1,161 1,816

(continued)



Table 4.5 (continued)

Total Gross Cost Total Gross Cost Net Cost
Program and Activity per Program Group per Control Group per Program Group
or Service Member ($) Member ($) Member ($)

For those without a high school diploma or GED:

Integrated program

Orientation and appraisa 14 0 14
Job search? 40 1 40
Basic education 1,070 189 881
Post-secondarv education® 364 80 284
Vocational training 420 86 335
Work experience 50 13 37
Subtotal (operating) 1,958 368 1,590
Child care 372 128 244
Child care administration® 11 4 7
Participation allowance 209 5 204
Total 2,551 505 2,046
Traditional program

Orientation and appraisal 9 0 9
Job search? 48 1 47
Basic education 1,364 189 1,175
Post-secondary education® 164 80 84
Vocational training 177 86 91
Work experience 29 13 17
Subtotal (operating) 1,791 368 1,423
Child care 299 128 171
Child care administration® 9 4 5
Participation allowance 133 5 129
Total 2,232 505 1,727

SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on fiscal and participation data from the following: Franklin County
Department of Human Services; Ohio Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education;
Ohio Board of Regents; National Center for Education Statistics; and information from MDRC-collected case
file data and the Two-Y ear Client Survey. Child care and other support service calculations are based on Ohio
Department of Human Services payment data.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.
®For program group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.
PCourses for college credit at a two-year or four-year college.

“Administrative costs for determining child care needs and issuing payments were estimated as a
percentage of the value of payments, i.e., by dividing total administrative costs by total payments. Child care
administrative costs were 3 percent of total payments.



Chapter 5

Employment and Welfare Impacts of the
| ntegrated and Traditional Programs

This chapter describes the integrated and traditiona programs' three-year impacts on employ-
ment, earnings, AFDC receipt and payments, and combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food
Stamps.' The impact estimates in the chapter are based on quarterly unemployment insurance (Ul) re-
cords and monthly AFDC and Food Stamp payment records.? As mentioned in Chapter 1, sample
members were randomly assigned to ether the integrated group, the traditiona group, or the control
group. This research design alows for three different experimental comparisons. integrated- control, tra-
ditiond-control, and integrated-traditiond. The first two comparisons provide estimates of the effects of
each program (averages for control group members represent outcomes that are expected to occur in
the absence of the programs); the third comparison provides estimates of the relative effectiveness of
the two programs. Unless otherwise stated, the impacts discussed in this chapter are satidticdly signifi-
cant.®

l. Summary of the Impact Findings

Over three years, the integrated and traditiona programs produced smilar employment and
earnings gains. Researchers had hypothesized that the higher participation rate in the integrated program
would lead to larger impacts on employment and earnings, but this was not the case. Quarterly impact
patterns suggest, however, that the integrated program may prove more successful in the fourth year of
follow-up than the traditiona program.

The integrated program produced somewhat larger decreases in months of AFDC receipt and
AFDC payments measured over three years, probably because integrated case managers could more
quickly respond to changes in sample members employment and welfare digibility status, and because
they had more knowledge about status changes than gaff in the traditiona program.

Nether of the programs increased average “combined income’ from earnings, AFDC, and
Food Stamps. On average, people in the programs replaced some public assstance dollars with earn-
ings

'As noted in Chapter 1, this report refers to cash assistance as AFDC; although the AFDC program has been
converted into ablock grant to states, AFDC existed throughout the study period for the report.

Ul earnings data are collected by calendar quarter (January through March, April through June, and so on). For
the research, the quarter during which a sample member was randomly assigned was designated quarter 1. The first
follow-up year (called year 1), covers quarters 2 through 5, the second year (year 2) covers quarters 6 through 9, and
so on. Monthly AFDC and Food Stamp payments were grouped into quarters and years covering the same periods
as earnings quarters and years. See Freedman et al., 2000, for more detail on the methods used in this analysis and on
the impacts of the Columbus programs (estimated using two years of follow-up data), and for amore comprehensive
comparison of the effects of the Columbus programs with the effects of the other NEWWS Evaluation programs.

®Differences in outcomes are considered statistically significant if thereis less than a 10 percent probability that
they occurred by chance.
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Among sample members who had a high school diploma or GED at random assgnment (gradu-
ates), the two programs produced roughly similar effects. Among nongraduates, however, the integrated
program was more successful than the traditional program in increasing earnings and decreasing cash
ass tance payments.

Il. Analysis|ssues

As discussed in prior chapters, both programs aimed to increase welfare recipients skillslevels
before they looked for work. Employment gains and welfare reductions in programs such as these may
be ddlayed while recipients participate in education and training activities. After an initid period of in-
vesment in skills-building, integrated and traditional group members may make up for forgone earnings
by obtaining more jobs or higher-paying jobs than control group members.

The evauation designers expected that the programs would affect employment and welfare re-
capt to different degrees. Specifically, they hypothesized that the integrated program would be more
effective than the traditiona program in increasing employment and in decreasing welfare receipt.

The hypothesis that the integrated program would produce larger employment and earnings
gans was based primarily on two expectations. First, as discussed in Chapter 3, the integrated -
proach was expected to engage more people in the program than the traditional approach, and it did. It
was expected that exposing more people to the program’s messages and services, would, in turn, result
in larger effects on employment and earnings. Second, as discussed in Chapter 2, the integrated pro-
gram was expected to more effectively deliver program services and monitor welfare recipients Stua-
tions than the traditiona program, which could lead to larger employment and earnings effects. In fact,
the implementation data suggested some differences between the programs. namely, integrated case
managers provided more personaized attention than did traditionad case managers and more closdly
monitored participation in program activities.

The hypothesis that the integrated program would produce larger decreases in welfare receipt
and payments than the traditiona program was predicated on two expectations. Firs, if the integrated
program increased employment and earnings more than the traditiona program (as discussed above),
that, in turn, likely would result in larger welfare reductions. Second, it was expected that the integrated
sructure would engender more effective digibility case management than the traditiond structure by giv-
ing case managers more knowledge about the client more quickly, and dlowing them to close indigible
cases more quickly. For example, the closer contact between integrated case managers and recipients
might alow integrated gaff to learn about digibility changes that traditiond gaff might not. Also, if a
sample member became anployed, an integrated case manager might find out about this change more
quickly because the integrated staff see their clients more frequently. Once they had this knowledge,
integrated staff would aso be able to respond more quickly because they could reduce a grant amount
or close agrant themsaves, rather than having to ask another staff member do so.

As Chapter 1 described, random assgnment in Columbus occurred at the point of referra to
the JOBS program. The impacts presented in this chapter, therefore, reflect the effects not only of the
program services and mandates but also of the referral to the program and any related follow-up, such
as sanctioning for orientation nonattendance. Telling someone she must participate in a wefare-to-work
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program could affect her labor market and welfare behavior in a least two ways. She could be moti-
vated to quickly find a job and leave welfare to avoid the program mandate or, dternatively, to delay
employment to gain access to the services offered by the program. Because random assgnment oc-
curred only at the point of referrd to the program, it is impossble to isolate the effects of elther the re-
ferrd to the program or the program services and mandates.* The impacts presented in this chapter,
therefore, represent estimates of the combined or average effect of the program services and mandates
and the referrd to the program.

As mertioned in Chapter 3, some people in the integrated and traditiona groups never attended
JOBS orientation and thus had no chance to atend program activities. The outcomes for these sample
members are averaged together with the impacts for orientation atendees. This may “dilute’ the esti-
mate of the effects of the welfare-to-work program services and mandates, especidly for the traditiond
program in which even fewer people attended orientation.

[11. Impacts on Employment and Earnings

Table 5.1 shows the two programs impacts on employment and earnings. The first set of col-
umns shows the impacts of the integrated program (integrated-control comparison), and the second set
shows the impacts of the traditional program (traditiona-control comparison). The lagt column shows
the difference between outcomes of the integrated and traditiond programs (integrated-traditiond differ-
ence).

In the context of Columbus's strong labor market, employment rates were high even without the
programs intervention: As the table shows, 78.5 percent of control group members were employed at
some point during the three years after random assgnment. They were employed for an average of 5.46
quarters (just over 16 months) and earned an average of $12,027 over the three-year period (this aver-
age includes zeros for people with no earnings).

Both programs produced smdl increases in employment rates and the length of time employed.
Over three years, 81.1 percent of the integrated group worked for pay, a 2.6 percentage-point in-
crease, and 80.7 percent of the traditional group worked for pay, a 2.2 percentage-point increase. Inte-
grated group members worked an average of 5.75 quarters, an increase of 0.29 of a quarter (dmost a
month), and traditional group members worked an average of 5.69 quarters, an increase of 0.23 of a
quarter (about two-thirds of a month).

Integrated group members earned on average $13,208 over the three-year period, a $1,181, or
10 percent, increase above the control group. Traditiona group members earned on average $13,027,
a $1,000, or 8 percent, increase above the control mean. (The $181 difference between the program
groups average earnings is not satidticaly sgnificant.) These gains are Smilar to the earnings impacts of

“In two sites in the NEWWS Evaluation — Grand Rapids and Riverside — random assignment occurred at two
separate points. at the point of referral to the welfare-to-work program and at the point of entry into the welfare-to-
work program (program orientation). This design allows researchers to calculate separately the impacts of thereferra
itself and the effects of the program services and mandates. See Knab et al., 2001, for a presentation of findingsfrom
this special study.
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Table5.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Program Impacts on Employment and Earnings

Integrated—Control Comparison Traditional—Control Comparison
Integrated Control Difference Percentage Traditional Control Difference Percentage Integrated—Traditional
Outcome Group Group  (Impact) Change Group Group  (Impact) Change Difference (Impact)
Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 811 78.5 2.6 ** 3.3 80.7 78.5 2.2 ** 2.8 0.4
Yea 1 60.0 60.1 -0.1 -0.2 59.9 60.1 -0.1 -0.2 0.0
Year 2 65.2 62.9 23 * 3.7 64.5 62.9 16 2.6 0.7
Year 3 68.9 65.3 3.6 *** 55 67.9 65.3 2.6 ** 3.9 1.0
Quarters employed, years 1-3 5.75 5.46 0.29 *** 53 5.69 5.46 0.23 ** 4.1 0.06
Year 1 1.64 1.62 0.02 1.0 1.66 1.62 0.04 2.7 -0.03
Year 2 1.97 1.82 0.15 *** 8.5 1.94 1.82 0.13 *** 7.0 0.03
Year 3 2.14 2.02 0.12 ** 5.8 2.08 2.02 0.06 2.8 0.06
Earnings, years 1-3 ($) 13,208 12,027 1,181 *** 9.8 13,027 12,027 1,000 ** 8.3 181
Year 1 2,994 2,914 80 2.8 3,099 2,914 185 6.4 -105
Year 2 4,578 3,982 596 *** 15.0 4,472 3,982 490 *** 12.3 106
Year 3 5,635 5,131 505 *** 9.8 5,456 5131 325 * 6.3 180
Sample size (total = 7.242) 2,513 2,159 2.570 2,159

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Ohio 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 and to differences between outcomes for the integrated and

traditional program groups. Statistical significance levelsare indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Year 1refersto quarters 2 to 5; year 2 refersto quarters 6 to 9; year 3 refersto quarters 10 to 13. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may

contain some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures.



the other education-focused programs studied as part of the NEWWS Evauation.® The earnings gains
in the Columbus programs were primarily the result of longer duration of employment and higher earn-
ings on the job.® In other words, the programs raised total earnings by enabling integrated and traditional
group members who would have been employed anyway to obtain better jobs.

Asis often found for programs that emphasize building skills prior to finding a job, neither pro-
gram increased employment levels or earnings during the first year of follow-up. (Thisindicates that the
referrd to a mandatory welfare-to-work program did not, on average, spur people to quickly begin a
job to avoid the program.) Employment and earnings gains began in the second year of follow-up. By
the end of the third year of follow-up, the integrated program’s impacts had decreased but remained
datidticdly sgnificant. The traditiond program’s impacts, in contrast, were less consstent during the
third year. (See Appendix Table C.1 for the programs impacts displayed for each quarter of the fol-
low-up period.) These patterns suggest that the integrated program will likely continue to increase em-
ployment and earnings during the fourth year of follow-up, but the traditiona program may not.

Contrary to researchers expectations, more persondized attention, closer monitoring, and the
higher rate of participation in program activities in the integrated program did not trarslate into larger
employment and earnings impacts (although quarterly patterns suggest that the integrated program may
have more postive results than the traditiona program during the fourth year of follow-up). A recently
published MDRC andlysis of participation in welfare-to-work programs found that athough aminimum
level of participation is necessary to produce employment impacts, above that threshold thereisno lin-
ear rdaionship between participation levels and impacts.” In light of this new information, one should
not expect that higher participation rates would necessarily yidd larger employment and earnings im+
pacts.

V. Impactson AFDC Receipt and Payments

The employment gains in Columbus were accompanied by cash assistance reductions. Over a
three-year period, control group members received AFDC for an average of about 21 1/2 months (see
Table 5.2). The integrated program reduced AFDC receipt by more than 2 1/2 months a

*Three-year earnings impacts for the other education-focused programs were: Atlanta HCD, $1,003, or 11 per-
cent; Grand Rapids HCD, $892, or 10 percent; Riverside HCD, $740, or 14 percent; and Detroit, $848, or 11 percent.
Oklahoma City’s impact of $12 is not statistically significant. Impacts for the employment-focused programs in the
evaluation ranged from $1,292 to $3,152. (These impact findings are from an unpublished MDRC analysis of NEWWS
Evaluation data.)

®In both programs, longer duration of employment and higher earnings on the job represent about two-thirds of
the earnings gain, and an increase in the number of jobs found represents one-third. This decomposition is not exact.
It is based on the approximate mathematical equivalence of the “percentage difference” in average total earnings to
the sum of the percentage differences in “total quarters employed if employed,” “average earnings per quarter em
ployed,” and “ever employed.” The contribution of each effect is obtained by dividing its percentage difference by
the percentage difference in average total eamings. The sum of all three contributions does not equal 100 percent
because a small portion of the eamingsimpact is attributable to interactions among the components. (The integrated
program increased “total quarters employed if employed” by 0.13 of a quarter, or 1.9 percent, and increased “average
earnings per quarter employed” by $95, or 4.3 percent. Corresponding gainsin the traditional program were 0.09 of a
quarter, or 1.3 percent, and $88, or 4.0 percent.)

"Hamilton and Scrivener, 1999.
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Table5.2
Columbus JOBS Program
Program Impacts on AFDC Receipt and Payments

I ntegrated—Control Comparison Traditional—Control Comparison
Integrated Control Difference Percentage  Traditional Control Difference Percentage Integrated—Traditional

Outcome Group Group _ (Impact) Change Group Group _ (Impact) Change Difference (Impact)
Ever received AFDC, years 1-3 (%) 96.4 96.9 -0.5 -0.6 96.3 96.9 -0.6 -0.7 0.1

Year 1 95.8 96.6 -0.8 -0.8 96.0 96.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.2

Year 2 65.1 69.1 -4,0 *** -5.7 65.9 69.1 -3.2 ** -4.6 -0.8

Year 3 47.0 54.4 -7.4 *** -13.6 49.0 54.4 -5.4 *** -10.0 -2.0
Months received AFDC, years 1-3 18.87 21.48 -2.61 *** -12.2 19.77 21.48 -1.71 *** -8.0 -0.90 ***

Year 1 8.91 9.62 -0.71 *** -7.3 9.16 9.62 -0.46 *** -4.8 -0.25 **

Year 2 5.91 6.79 -0.87 *** -129 6.22 6.79 -0.57 *** -8.4 -0.30 **

Year 3 404 5.08 -1.03 *** -20.4 4.39 5.08 -0.68 *** -13.5 -0.35 **
AFDC amount, years 1-3 (%) 6,071 7,151 -1,079 *** -15.1 6,335 7,151 -816 *** -11.4 -264 **

Year 1 2,880 3,199 -318 *** -10.0 2,950 3,199 -249 **x* -7.8 -70 *

Year 2 1,895 2,270 -375 *** -16.5 1,989 2,270 -281 *** -12.4 -95 **

Year 3 1,297 1,682 -386 *** -22.9 1,396 1,682 -286 *** -17.0 -99 **
Sample size (total = 7,242) 2513 2,159 2,570 2,159

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Ohio 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 discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

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

Year 1refersto quarters 2to 5; year 2 refersto quarters 6 to 9; year 3 refersto quarters 10 to 13. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain
some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures.



decrease of 12 percent relative to the control group mean. The traditional program reduced receipt to a
lesser extent — by about 1 2/3 months, or 8 percent. The integrated program’s reduction in months of
welfare receipt was the largest among the education-focused programs in the NEWWS Evaluation.®
The Columbus program impacts on cash assistance receipt grew throughout the follow-up period. In the
last quarter of year 3, 40.3 percent of the control group received AFDC benefits compared with 33.2
percent of the integrated group and 34.9 percent of the traditiona group (see Appendix Table C.1).

Over three years, control group members received an average of $7,151 in AFDC payments.
Both programs reduced welfare payments, but the integrated program’ s impacts were larger. Integrated
group members received an average of $6,071 in AFDC payments over the three-year period, a reduc-
tion of $1,079, or 15 percent, compared with the control mean, and traditiona group members received
an average of $6,335, a reduction of $816, or 11 percent. The percentage reduction in the integrated
program is the largest reduction among the NEWWS Eval uation education-focused programs.” Mot of
the decrease in AFDC payments occurred because integrated and traditiona group members spent less
time on wefare than their control group counterparts, rather than receiving lower grant amounts. ™

The programs reduced AFDC payments during each year of follow-up; the effects grew over
time and remained substantia at the end of year 3 (see Appendix Table C.1). This suggests that the re-
ductions are very likely to perdst during the fourth year of follow-up. The fact that during year 1 the
programs reduced welfare receipt and payments but did not increase employment and earnings suggests
that some people may have left the welfare rolls to avoid the participation mandate.

As hypothesized, the integrated program generated larger reductions in welfare receipt and
payments than the traditional program. This difference occurred because integrated group members
sent less time on welfare, on average, than their traditional group counterparts™ In other words, the
integrated case management sructure facilitated case closures. Specifically, ntegrated case managers

® mpacts of the other programs ranged from .58 to 1.94 nonths (from an unpublished MDRC analysis of
NEWWS Evaluation data).

°Decreases in average three-year AFDC payments for the other education-focused programs were: Atlanta
HCD, 6 percent; Grand Rapids, 13 percent; Riverside HCD, 12 percent; Detroit, 3 percent; and Oklahoma City, 4 per-
cent. Decreases for the employment-focused programs in the evaluation range from 8 to 21 percent. (These findings
are from an unpublished MDRC analysis of NEWWS Evaluation data.)

The average monthly payment amount for control group members ($333) multiplied by the reduction in number
of months of AFDC receipt 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 the integrated program, for exam
ple, this calculation ($333 times 2.61 months) yields $869, which represents 81 percent of the $1,079 three-year AFDC
savings. The calculation for the traditional program ($333 times 1.71 months) yields $569, which is 70 percent of the
$816 three-year AFDC payment impact. The remainder of the impact on three-year AFDC payments may have come
from reductions in grant amounts resulting from sanctions or from increased earnings while still on welfare. Alterna-
tively, the overall reduction in months of receipt may have falen primarily on cases with above-average monthly
grant amounts. This decomposition is not exact, since it ignores interactions between grant level and case closure.

"The decomposition of the cash assistance payment impact discussed in footnote 10 indicates that $869 of the
integrated program’s impact on payments was generated because integrated group members spent less time on wel-
fare than their control group counterparts; this figure for the traditional program was $569, $300 |ess than the figure
for the integrated program. The $300 difference exceeds the $264 difference between the two programs’ impacts on
payments.



closed cases more quickly, on average, than traditiona staff. They adso closed cases that would have
remained open in the traditiona program, likely because they were better able to detect individuals who
should not be receiving welfare.

V. I mpacts on Combined | ncome

The earnings gains produced by the Columbus programs did not exceed the public assstance
losses, thus providing no gain in average “combined income.” As discussed in a previous NEWWS
Evauation report, there are severd ways to measure a program’ s effect on sample members' economic
sdf-sufficiency; one way is to examine sample members average combined ncome from earnings,
AFDC, and Food Stamps.*? This income measure does not include estimates of the Earned Income
Credit, a credit againgt federd income taxes for low-income taxpayers. Over three years, the Columbus
integrated program reduced Food Stamp payments by $697, and the traditiona program reduced Food
Stamp payments by $483 (these numbers are not presented in atable).** During the three years follow-
ing random assgnment, control group members received on average $25,490 from earnings, AFDC,
and Food Stamps. Integrated group members received $24,895 ($595, or 2 percent, less), and tradi-
tional group members received $25,192 ($298, or 1 percent, less). These smdl decreases in average
combined income are not Statisticaly sgnificant.

VI. Impactsfor Educational Attainment Subgroups

Employment and earnings impacts for people entering the programs with a high school diploma
or GED (graduates) are presented in Table 5.3. Neither program increased three-year employment lev-
els for graduates, but the integrated program produced smal increases in employment levelsin years 2
and 3. Measured over the three-year follow-up period, the traditiona program increased graduates
average earnings by $1,105, or 7 percent; the $633 increase for the integrated program is not statisti-
cdly sgnificant. (The difference between the earnings of the integrated group and the traditiona group is
not datisticaly significant.) Table 5.4 shows that the two programs decreased the number of months that
graduate sample members received welfare and their average welfare payments.

As Table 5.5 shows, the integrated program was much more successful than the traditiond pro-
gram in generating earnings gains for sample members who entered the programs without a high school
diploma or GED (nongraduates). The integrated program increased nongraduates average three-year
earnings by $1,730, or 21 percent; the gain of $734, or 9 percent, in the traditional program is not sta-
tigicaly significant. Both programs decreased time on welfare and welfare payments for nongraduates,
athough the integrated program did so to a greater extent (see Table 5.6). The integrated program de-
creased months of welfare receipt by 14 percent, compared with 7 percent for the traditiond

“Freedman et ., 2000.

0ver three years, the three research groups received Food Stamp benefits valued at the following amounts:
control group, $6,312; integrated group, $5,616; traditional group, $5,830. Both programs’ impact is statistically sig-
nificant at the .01 level.
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Table5.3
ColumbusJOBS Program

Program Impacts on Employment and Earnings
for Sample Memberswith a High School Diploma or GED

Integrated—Control Comparison Traditional—Control Comparison
Integrated Control Difference Percentage  Traditional  Control Difference Percentage  Integrated-Traditional

Outcome Group Group _ (Impact) Change Group Group _ (Impact) Change Difference (Impact)
Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 85.0 83.0 2.0 2.4 84.2 83.0 1.2 14 0.8

Year 1 65.8 65.3 0.5 0.8 64.3 65.3 -0.9 -15 15

Year 2 70.8 68.0 28 * 4.2 69.1 68.0 1.2 17 17

Year 3 72.5 69.7 28 * 4.0 71.5 69.7 1.8 2.6 10
Quarters employed, years 1-3 6.37 6.12 0.25 * 4.2 6.34 6.12 0.22 36 0.03

Year 1 1.85 1.84 0.01 0.5 1.89 1.84 0.05 2.8 -0.04

Year 2 2.20 2.05 0.16 ** 7.7 2.17 2.05 0.12 * 59 0.04

Year 3 2.32 2.23 0.09 39 2.28 2.23 0.05 23 0.04
Earnings, years 1-3 ($) 15544 14,911 633 42 16,016 14,911 1,105 * 74 -473

Year 1 3,558 3,617 -59 -1.6 3,854 3,617 237 6.6 -296 *

Year 2 5,404 5,014 390 7.8 5,525 5,014 511 ** 10.2 -121

Year 3 6,582 6,280 302 4.8 6,637 6,280 357 57 -56
Sample size (total = 4,135) 1,428 1,230 1477 1.230

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

NOTES: Estimateswere 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 and to differences between outcomes for the integrated and
traditional program groups. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Year 1refersto quarters 2 to 5; year 2 refersto quarters 6 to 9; year 3 refersto quarters 10 to 13. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may
contain some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures.
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Table5.4

Columbus JOBS Program

Program Impacts on AFDC Receipt and Payments

for Sample Memberswith a High School Diploma or GED

|ntegrated—Control Comparison

Traditional—Control Comparison

Integrated Control Difference Percentage Traditional Control Difference Percentage Integrated—Tradtional
Outcome Group Group  (Impact) Change Group Group  (Impact) Change Difference (Impact)
Ever received AFDC, years 1-3 (%) 96.6 96.6 0.0 0.0 96.2 96.6 -04 -0.4 0.4
Year 1 96.1 96.2 -0.1 -0.2 95.7 96.2 -05 -0.5 0.4
Year 2 62.7 65.4 -2.7 -4.1 61.7 65.4 -3.7 ** -5.7 1.0
Year 3 44.0 49.7 -5.7 *** -11.5 44.0 497 5.7 *** -11.5 0.0
Months received AFDC, years 1-3 17.84 19.94 -2.10 *¥** -10.5 18.23 19.94 -1.72 *x* -8.6 -0.38
Year 1 8.66 9.30 -0.65 *** -7.0 8.82 9.30 -0.49 *** -5.2 -0.16
Year 2 548 6.21 -0.72 *** -11.6 5.59 6.21 -0.62 *** -10.0 -0.10
Year 3 3.70 443 -0.73 *** -16.4 3.82 443 -0.61 *** -13.8 -0.12
AFDC amount, years 1-3 (%) 5,633 6,486 -853 *** -13.2 5,720 6,486 -766 *** -11.8 -88
Year 1 2,740 3,011 =271 *** -9.0 2,778 3,011 -233 *** 7.7 -38
Year 2 1,723 2,028 -304 *** -15.0 1,742 2,028 -286 *** -14.1 -19
Year 3 1,169 1,447 -278 *** -19.2 1,201 1,447 -246 *** -17.0 -31
Sample size (total = 4,135) 1,428 1,230 1477 1,230

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Ohio AFDC records.

NOTES: Estimateswere 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 and to differences between outcomes for the integrated and

traditional program groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
Year 1refersto quarters 2to 5; year 2 refersto quarters 6 to 9; year 3 refersto quarters 10 to 13. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain

some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures.
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Table5.5

Columbus JOBS Program

Program Impacts on Employment and Earnings
for Sample MembersWithout a High School Diploma or GED

|ntegrated-—Control Comparison

Traditional—Control Comparison

Integrated Control Difference Percentage Traditional Control Difference Percentage  Integrated—Traditional

Outcome Group Group  (Impact) Change Group Group  (Impact) Change Difference (Impact)
Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 75.9 72.9 2.9 4.0 76.1 72.9 32 * 4.4 -0.2

Year 1 52.0 53.4 -14 -2.6 54.0 53.4 0.6 11 -1.9

Year 2 57.7 56.3 13 2.3 58.1 56.3 1.8 3.2 -0.5

Year 3 63.9 59.9 39 * 6.5 63.0 59.9 3.0 51 0.9
Quarters employed, years 1-3 4.89 4.60 029 * 6.3 4.79 4.60 0.19 4.1 0.10

Year 1 1.35 1.33 0.02 15 1.35 1.33 0.02 17 0.00

Year 2 1.66 152 0.14 ** 9.1 1.64 1.52 0.12 * 7.8 0.02

Year 3 1.89 1.76 013 * 75 1.80 1.76 0.05 2.6 0.09
Earnings, years 1-3 ($) 9,938 8,208 1,730 *** 211 8,942 8,208 734 8.9 996 **

Year 1 2,201 1,986 215 10.8 2,079 1,986 93 4.7 121

Year 2 3,409 2,632 777 *** 29.5 3,042 2,632 410 ** 15.6 367 *

Year 3 4,328 3,590 738 *** 20.5 3,821 3,590 231 6.4 507 **
Sample size (total = 3,073) 1,072 915 1.086 915

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Ohio 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 and to differences between outcomes for the integrated and

traditional program groups. Statistical significance levels areindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
Year 1refersto quarters 2to 5; year 2 refersto quarters 6 to 9; year 3 refersto quarters 10 to 13. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may

contain some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures.
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Table 5.6

Columbus JOBS Program

Program Impacts on AFDC Receipt and Payments
for Sample Members Without a High School Diploma or GED

Lntegrated-—Control Comparison

Traditional—Control Comparison

Integrated Control Difference Percentage Traditiona Control Difference Percentage Integrated—Tradtional

Outcome Group Group  (Impact) Change Group Group  (Impact) Change Difference (Impact)
Ever received AFDC, years 1-3 (%) 96.0 97.4 -1.3* -14 96.8 97.4 -0.6 -0.6 -0.8

Year 1 95.4 97.1 -1.7 ** -1.7 96.7 97.1 -04 -0.4 -1.2

Year 2 68.5 74.2 -5.6 *** -7.6 72.0 74.2 -2.2 -2.9 -3.4*

Year 3 51.0 60.8 -9.8 *** -16.1 55.8 60.8 5.1 ** -8.3 -4.7 **
Months received AFDC, years 1-3 20.25 23.58 -3.33 *** -141 21.93 23.58 -1.64 *** -7.0 -1.68 ***

Year 1 9.26 10.04 -0.78 *** -7.8 9.65 10.04 -0.40 *** -3.9 -0.39 ***

Year 2 6.49 7.59 -1.09 *** -14.4 7.10 7.59 -0.48 ** -6.4 -0.61 ***

Year 3 4.50 5.95 -1.45 *** -24.4 5.18 5.95 -0.77 *** -12.9 -0.69 ***
AFDC amount, years 1-3 (%) 6,661 8,065 -1,404 *** -17.4 7,191 8,065 -874 *** -10.8 -530 ***

Year 1 3,071 3,462 -392 *** -11.3 3,190 3,462 =272 *** -7.9 -120 **

Year 2 2,124 2,603 -479 *** -18.4 2,335 2,603 -268 *** -10.3 =211 ***

Year 3 1,467 1,999 -532 *** -26.6 1,666 1,999 -334 *** -16.7 -199 ***
Sample size (total = 3.073) 1.072 915 1.086 915

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Ohio 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 dight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups and to differences between outcomes for the integrated and

traditional program groups. Statistical significance levels areindicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
Year 1refersto quarters 2to 5; year 2 refersto quarters 6 to 9; year 3 refersto quarters 10 to 13. Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain

some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it is excluded from follow-up measures.



program, and decreased welfare payments by $1,404, or 17 percent, compared with $874, or 11 per-
cent, for the traditiona program.

Both programs produced smdl, not gatigicaly significant reductions in average combined in-
come from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps for graduates and nongraduates, as they did for the full
sample.

VII. Future Research

The find report in the NEWWS Evauation will track outcomes for sample members in Colum-
bus for up to five years following random assgnment. This longer follow-up period is important when
evauating programs that engage many people in education because it can take some time for sample
members to put their newly acquired skills to work in the job market. As noted in Chapter 1, however,
in October 1997 control group members began to receive program services, and al sample members
— from the contral group, the integrated group, and the traditional group — began recaiving integrated
case management. These two changes, which accurred during the fourth or fifth year of follow-up for
most sample members (random assignment occurred from 1992 to 1994), may have diminished the dif-
ferences between the research groups outcomes.
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Appendix Table A.1
Columbus JOBS Program
Selected JOBS and I ntegrated Staff Survey Measures

Atlanta  Atlanta Grand Riverside Riverside Columbus Columbus Oklahoma

Employment preparation
strategy
Percent who lean toward
|abor force attachment 0.0 273 304 46.7 83.0 4.6 53 0.0 30 18.9

Percent who lean
toward human capital

development 875 54.6 435 26.7 85 68.2 65.8 72.2 87.9 37.7
Percent who encourage

clients to take any job 50.0 818 73.9 100.0 95.8 57.1 34.2 55.6 44.9 54.0
Percent who encourage

clients to be selective

intaking ajob 250 0.0 4.4 0.0 21 14.3 316 5.6 23.7 16.0

Staff supervision,
evaluation, and training
Percent who say they
received helpful training
on how to be an effective
case manager 81.3 455 217 60.0 51.1 31.8 385 389 343 48.1

Percent who say that
supervisors pay close
attention to case

manager performance 938 90.9 78.3 875 93.0 95.5 821 72.2 53.0 92.6
Percent who report good

communication with

program administrators 438 182 130 313 43.8 36.4 539 76.5 345 35.3

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

Measure

Atlanta
HCD?

Atlanta
LEA?

Grand Riverside

Rapids*®

HCD?

Riverside Columbus

LEA®

Intearated

Columbus
Traditional

Detroi?

Oklahoma
City

Portland

Staff supervision,
evaluation, and training
(continued)
Percent who say that good
performance is
recognized

Percent who report high
job satisfaction

Per sonalized attention

and encour agement
Percent who try to learnin
depth about clients' needs,
interests, and backgrounds
during program intake

Percent who try to identify
and remove barriersto
client participation

Percent who encourage
and provide positive
reinforcement to clients

Participation monitoring
Percent who report
receiving alot of
information on client
progress from service
providers

Average number of weeks
before contacting clients
about their attendance
from service providers

375

125

93.8

100.0

31.3

313

34

36.4

91

50.0

90.9

36.4

273

2.8

47.8

26.1

217

87.0

27.3

273

16

56.3

25.0

75.0

100.0

62.5

46.7

1.7

53.2

2717

47.8

100.0

50.0

40.0

17

50.0

4.6

63.6

81.8

52.4

13.6

25

30.8

282

821

385

216

31

222

56

16.7

222

11.8

3.7

26.9

95

393

80.0

230

24.7

2.7

40.7

222

61.5

90.7

39.6

354

19

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

Atlanta
Measure HCD?

Atlanta
LEA?

Grand Riverside

Rapids*®

HCD?

Riverside Columbus
Intearated Traditional

LEA®

Columbus

Detroif?

Oklahoma

City

Portland

Participation monitoring
(continued)
Average number of weeks
before contacting clients
about their attendance
problems 19

Rule enfor cement and
sanctioning
Percent who strongly
emphasize penalties
for noncompliance to
new clients 68.8

Percent who never delay
reguesting sanctions for
noncompliant clients® 50.0

Per ceptions of the

effectiveness of JOBS
Percent who think JOBS
will help clients become
self-supporting 813

17

818

455

90.9

15

82.6

91.3

82.6

1.6

68.8

93.3

93.8

14

511

88.4

89.6

1.6

86.4

n/a

81.8

29

70.6

385

744

25

83.3

16.7

389

22

58.6

63.6

62.0

15

59.1

91.7

98.2

Sample size® 16

11

23

16

48

22

18

202

SOURCES: Integrated and JOBS Staff Activities and Attitudes Surveys.

NOTES: ®These sites do not have integrated staff; the Integrated Staff Survey was not administered.
®The same Grand Rapids staff worked with both LFA and HCD sample members.

“This scale indicates responses of JOBS staff only.

dSample sizes may vary because some survey items were not applicable to all staff.
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Appendix Table A.2
Columbus JOBS Program

Selected Income Maintenance and I ntegrated Staff Survey Measures
Atlanta® Grand Rapids® Riverside? Columbus Detroit?

Oklahoma City?

Portland

51.6

87.0

Measure
Rule enfor cement and
sanctioning

Percent who never delay
imposing sanctions on
noncompliant clients

Per ceptions of
effectiveness of JOBS

Percent who think
JOBS will help clients
become self-supporting®

84.8 98.0 87.2 70.9

67.3 431

33.9 33.3 59.1
113 120 105 136 114

74.0
110

n/a

180

Sample size

NOTES: N/a = not applicable.

SOURCES: Income Maintenance and Integrated Staff Activities and Attitudes Surveys.

®These sites do not have integrated staff; the Integrated Staff Survey was not administered.

PAll staff in Oklahoma City are integrated; the Income Maintenance Staff Survey was not administered.

“This measure indicates responses of income maintenance staff only.
dSample sizes may vary because some survey items were not applicable to all staff.
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Columbus JOBS Program

Appendix TableA.3

Selected Client Survey Measures

Measure

Atlanta
HCD

Atlanta
LFA

Grand
Rapids
HCD

Grand

Rapids Riverside Riverside

LFA

HCD

LFA

Columbus

Columbus

Integrated Traditional

Detroit

Oklahoma
City

Portland

Employment preparation
strategy

Percent who felt

pushed to take ajob

Per sonalized attention

and encour agement
Percent who felt their
JOBS case manager
knew alot about
them and their family

Percent who believed
JOBS staff would help
them resolve problems
that affected their
participation in JOBS

Rule enfor cement and
sanctioning
Percent who said they were
informed about penalties
for noncompliance

Percent who felt the
JOBS staff just wanted
{0 enforce the rules

29.1

42.5

43.8

68.8

52.0

39.7

46.5

67.9

274

38.7

27.7

26.3

82.4

63.8

47.4

25.9

25.0

80.9

718

46.2

39.6

71.9

64.9

56.2

35.7

69.5

61.8

43.2

53.5

54.8

68.2

64.0

28.8

38.0

38.6

69.1

206

32.2

321

32.2

58.1

587

24.3

430

353

44.8

498

44.6

355

40.9

67.6

588

(continued)



Appendix Table A.3 (continued)
Grand Grand
Atlanta  Atlanta  Rapids Rapids Riverside Riverside Columbus Columbus Oklahoma
Measure HCD LEA HCD LEA HCD LEA_Integrated Traditional Detroit City __Portland
Per ceptions of the
effectiveness of JOBS
Percent who thought the
program improved their
long-run chances of
getting or keeping ajob 39.3 394 28.0 30.5 34.9 32.1 42.3 375 433 320 422
1113 804 574 574 621 564 371 366 210 259 297

Sample size
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Y ear Client Survey.
NOTE: Eligible sample membersin Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City had an equal chance of being chosen to be interviewed. In contrast, sample
membersin Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside had a greater or lesser chance, depending on their background characteristics or month of random
assignment. To compensate for these differences, survey respondents in these four sites were weighted by the inverse of their probability of selection.
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Appendix TableB.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Rates of Participation Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period,
by High School Diploma/GED Status

High School Diploma or GED No High School Diploma or GED
Integrated Traditional Integrated Traditiona
Measure Group (%) Group (%) Group (%) Group (%)
For all sample membersfor whom
casefileswerereviewed?
Attended JOBS orientation 88.0 58.3 *** 83.2 69.1 **
Participated in:
Any activity 54.7 33.3 *** 50.5 34.0 **
Job search 22.2 12,5 ** 5.6 31¢
Any education or training 27.4 20.0 411 29.9 *
Basic education 111 75 39.3 24,7 **
Post-secondary educatior’ 6.0 83 56 31¢
Vocational training 12.0 6.7 28 31¢
Life skills workshops 12.8 1.7 *xx 6.5 0.0 ¢
Work experience 15.4 75 * 75 21¢
Sample size’ 117 120 107 97
For all sample members who
attended a JOBS orientation®
Participated in:
Any activity 65.5 53.7 61.4 53.3
Job search 26.2 22.0 4.3 6.7
Any education or training 333 39.0 50.0 444
Basic education 14.3 12.2 47.1 37.8
Post-secondary education® 6.0 17.1 8.6 22
Vocational training 155 14.6 4.3 44
Life skills workshops 155 0.0 10.0 0.0
Work experience 20.2 14.6 11.4 44
Sample size 84 41 70 45

SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on MDRC-collected JOBS case file data.

NOTES: %For this sample, the follow-up period began on the day the individual was randomly assigned. Tests of
statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated and traditional groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

bCourses for college credit at atwo-year or four-year college.

“Two individuals who did not indicate whether they had a high school diploma or GED at random assignment
were excluded from the subgroup analysis.

“Tests of statistical significance are not appropriate; sample sizes for this measure are too small.

€For this sample, the follow-up period began on the day of JOBS orientation. Only orientation attenders for
whom there are two full years of post-orientation data are included. Differences between the integrated and
traditional group outcomes, shown in italics, are not true experimental comparisons; statistical significance tests
were not cal culated.
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Appendix Table B.2

ColumbusJOBSProgram

Length of Participation Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period,

by High School Diploma/GED Status

High School Diplomaor GED No High School Diploma or GED

Integrated Traditional Integrated Traditional
Measure Group Group Group Group
For all sample membersfor whom
case files were reviewed?®
Average number of months
receiving AFDC 16.6 17.2 173 18.2
Average number of monthsin which
individuals were JOBS-mandatory 14.6 15.0 144 154
Average number of monthsin which
individuals participated in a JOBS activity 3.2 22 35 16 ***
Sample size” 117 120 107 97
For participants only ©
Average number of monthsin which
individuals participated in
a JOBSactivity 58 6.7 7.4 4.8
Number of months in which there was
participation (%)
1 141 7.7 13.7 15.6
2 219 205 19.6 25.0
3 109 10.3 13.7 6.3
4-6 188 231 59 21.9
7-12 219 231 275 25.0
13-18 109 26 118 6.3
19 or more 16 128 7.8 0.0
In any activity at the end of the
follow-up period (%) 9.4 18.0 17.7 3.1
Samplesize 64 39 51 32

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from MDRC-collected JOBS case file data and Ohio AFDC records.
NOTES: ?Tests of statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated and traditional
groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

®*Two individuals who did not indicate whether they had a high school diploma or GED at random assignment

were excluded from the subgroup analysis.

Differences between the integrated and traditional group outcomes, shown initalics, are not true
experimental comparisons; statistical significance tests were not calculated.
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Appendix TableB.3

Columbus JOBS Program

Sanction Activity Within a Two-Year Follow-Up Period,

by High School Diploma/GED Status

” - L Sehool Dinl

Integrated Traditional Integrated Traditional
Measure Group Group Group Group
For all sample membersfor whom
casefileswerereviewed?
Sanction initiated® (%) 40.2 575 *** 514 67.0 **
Sanction imposed (%) 33.3 30.0 40.2 41.2
In sanction at the end of the
follow-up period (%) 4.3 5.8 47 6.2
Sample size® 117 120 107 97
For sanctioned individuals only?
Average number of monthsin
which sanction was in effect 33 45 4.6 55
Number of months in sanction (%)
1 333 278 20.9 125
2 20.5 139 18.6 5.0
3 154 139 9.3 275
4-6 18.0 222 233 30.0
7-12 10.3 16.7 20.9 175
13-18 26 2.8 7.0 5.0
19 or more 0.0 28 0.0 25
In sanction at the end of the
follow-up period (%) 12.8 194 11.6 15.0
Sample size 39 36 43 40

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from MDRC-collected JOBS case file data.

NOTES: Tests of statistical significance were calculated for the differences between the integrated and
traditional groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** =1

percent.

b Sanction inititated" indicates that the integrated case manager or the traditional JOBS case manager
decided that a sanction should be implemented.

“Two individuals who did not indicate whether they had a high school diploma or GED at random

assignment were excluded from the subgroup analysis.

Differences between the integrated and traditional group outcomes, shown in italics, are not true
experimental comparisons; statistical significance tests were not calculated.
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Appendix TableB.4

Columbus JOBS Program

Two-Year Impacts on Participation in Job Search, Education.,
Training, and Work Experience, by Program,

Based on Client Survey Data Only

Participated (%)

Hours of Participation

Hours of Participation
Among Participants

Program Control Program Control Program  Control
Outcome Group Group Difference Group Group _Difference Group Group Difference
Integrated program
Participated in:
Any activity 479 24.2 23.7 *** 174.6 69.3 105.2 *** 364.2 286.2 77.9
Job search’ 14.2 3.9 10.3 *** 135 36 9.9 ** 95.3 91.2 41
Any education or training activity 330 20.3 12,7 *** 161.1 65.8 05,3 *** 488.1 323.7 164.4
Basic education 204 8.8 11,7 *** 77.1 15.8 61.3 *** 3717 180.8 196.9
Post-secondary education” 111 6.8 4.4 ** 63.1 28.3 34.8* 566.2 417.3 148.9
Vocational training 4.1 6.4 -2.3 20.9 21.6 -0.7 512.1 340.5 171.6
Work experience or on-the-job training 8.8 2.2 6.7 *** n/a n/a na n‘a na n‘a
Sample size® 371 357 371 357 varies varies
Traditional program
Participated in:
Any activity 453 24.2 21.0 *** 262.7 69.3 193.4 *** 580.4 286.2 294.2
Job search? 116 3.9 7.7 *x* 184 3.6 14.8 *** 158.9 91.2 67.7
Any education or training activity 34.2 20.3 13.9 *** 244.3 65.8 178.6 *** 715.1 323.7 3915
Basic education 19.7 8.8 10.9 *** 939 15.8 78.1 *** 477.1 180.8 296.3
Post-secondary education® 121 6.8 5.4 ** 99.4 28.3 71.1 *** 818.1 417.3 400.8
Vocational training 6.3 6.4 0.0 51.0 21.6 29.4 ** 806.5 3405 466.0
Work experience or on-the-job training 75 2.2 5.4 *** na na n‘a n/‘a na n‘a
Sample size® 366 357 366 357 varies varies

(continued)
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Appendix Table B.4 (continued)

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

NOTES: Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. Numbers may not

add to 100 percent because of rounding.
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.
Italics are used to signal average outcomes and differences that were calculated only for participants. Unlike the full-sample program and control groups, these
program and control groups may differ from each other in average background characterisitcs. Such differences could have influenced the types of employment-related

activities peoplein the groups attended or their length of stay. If so, the program-control differences might understate or overstate the effects of the programs. Because
these impact estimates are less reliable than those based on the full sample, statistical significance tests of these results were not conducted.

N/a = not available or not applicable.
®For integrated and traditional group members, this measure includes participation in life skills workshops.

PCourses for collge credit at atwo-year or four-year college.
“Sample sizes for individual measures vary because of missing values.
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Appendix TableC.1
Columbus JOBS Program

Three-Year | mpacts on Employment, Earninas, and AFDC

-00T-

Integrated—Control Comparison Traditional—Control Comparison
Integrated  Control Difference Percentage Traditional Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change Group Group (Impact) Change
Employed (%)
Quarter 2 35.8 379 -21 -5.5 374 379 -04 -1.2
Quarter 3 39.4 38.8 0.6 16 41.0 388 22 * 5.6
Quarter 4 43.2 24 0.9 20 43.3 24 1.0 23
Quarter 5 452 429 23* 53 445 429 16 37
Quarter 6 46.2 43 19 44 457 4443 14 31
Quarter 7 48.7 449 3.8 *** 85 474 449 25 * 55
Quarter 8 50.3 457 4,6 *** 101 51.0 457 5.3 *** 11.6
Quarter 9 51.9 46.8 5.1 *** 10.9 50.3 46.8 35 ** 7.4
Quarter 10 51.7 49,0 26 * 5.4 49.7 49,0 0.6 13
Quarter 11 53.8 50.4 35 ** 6.9 51.6 50.4 13 25
Quiarter 12 535 51.3 22 43 534 51.3 22 42
Quiarter 13 55.1 51.6 35 ** 6.7 53.2 51.6 16 31
Earnings (%)
Quarter 2 571 581 -10 -1.7 582 581 2 0.3
Quarter 3 700 682 18 27 745 682 64 * 9.3
Quarter 4 830 809 21 26 848 809 40 49
Quarter 5 893 843 51 6.0 923 843 81 ** 9.6
Quarter 6 1,011 922 89 ** 9.7 1,001 922 79 * 8.6
Quarter 7 1,113 968 145 *** 15.0 1,087 968 120 *** 12.3
Quarter 8 1,195 1,017 178 *** 17.6 1,158 1,017 141 *** 139
Quarter 9 1,258 1,075 183 *** 17.0 1,226 1,075 150 *** 14.0
Quarter 10 1,321 1,169 152 *** 13.0 1,258 1,169 89 * 7.6
Quarter 11 1,399 1,259 139 *** 111 1,325 1,259 66 52
Quarter 12 1,422 1,338 85 6.3 1,390 1,338 52 39
Quarter 13 1,493 1,365 128 ** 94 1,483 1,365 118 ** 8.7

(continued)
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Integrated—Control Comparison Traditional—Control Comparison
Integrated  Control Difference Percentage Traditional Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change Group Group (Impact) Change
Received AFDC (%)
Quarter 2 94.5 96.0 -1.4 ** -15 95.0 96.0 -1.0 -1.0
Quarter 3 83.0 889 -5.Q **x* -6.7 85.7 83.9 -3.2 *** -3.6
Quarter 4 73.3 79.3 -5.Q *** -7.5 75.2 79.3 -4.0 *** 51
Quarter 5 68.0 725 -4.5 *x* -6.3 68.9 725 -3.6 *** -5.0
Quarter 6 60.6 65.9 -5.3 *x* -8.0 62.1 65.9 -3.7 *** -5.7
Quarter 7 55.5 61.8 -6.3 *** -10.2 57.6 61.8 -4, *F* -6.7
Quiarter 8 51.4 57.8 -6.4 *** -11.0 53.8 57.8 -4,0 *** -7.0
Quarter 9 47.1 53.8 -6.8 *** -125 49.3 53.8 -4.6 *** -85
Quarter 10 42.1 50.4 -8.3 *x* -16.5 45.2 50.4 -5.2 *** -10.2
Quarter 11 38.5 472 -8.7 *x* -185 417 47.2 -5.5 *** -11.7
Quarter 12 35.2 438 -8.6 *** -195 384 438 -5.4 *** -12.4
Quarter 13 33.2 40.3 S7.1 Rxx -17.6 34.9 40.3 -5.5 *** -135
AFDC amount ($)
Quarter 2 872 923 -51 *** -55 882 923 4] *x* -4.5
Quarter 3 745 840 -05 *** -11.3 769 840 S71 *x* -85
Quarter 4 658 751 -03 *** -12.3 678 751 -73 *x* -9.7
Quarter 5 605 685 -80 *** -11.7 622 685 -63 *** -9.2
Quarter 6 542 630 -88 *** -14.0 563 630 -67 *** -10.7
Quarter 7 491 588 -06 *** -16.4 513 588 =74 *** -12.6
Quarter 8 448 545 -06 *** -17.7 478 545 -66 *** -12.2
Quarter 9 413 507 -94 *** -18.6 435 507 S73 *xx -14.3
Quarter 10 367 475 -107 *** -22.6 398 475 ST7 *x* -16.2
Quarter 11 337 438 -100 *** -22.9 365 438 S73 *xx -16.6
Quarter 12 306 400 -04 *** -235 335 400 -65 *** -16.3
Quarter 13 286 370 -84 *** -22.7 298 370 ST *xx -19.3
Sample size (total=7,242) 2,513 2,159 2,570 2,159

(continued)
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Appendix Table C.1 (continued)

SOURCES. MDRC calculations from Ohio unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.
NOTES: 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.
Because quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain some earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment,

it isexcluded from follow-up measures.
"Percentage difference” equals 100 times "difference" divided by "control group.”
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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