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PREFACE

This is the final report on a five-year evaluation of Florida’s statewide Project Independence
program — Florida’s version of the current federal-state Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
(JOBS) Program. It adds to the growing body of knowledge on the success of different approaches
to requiring or assisting welfare recipients to become self-sufficient. The study was conducted by the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation and funded by the Florida Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services, the Ford Foundation, and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Large-scale, rigorous, longitudinal studies of real-world operating programs like Project
Independence require the dedication and involvement of many people at the state and local levels,
people whose primary responsibility is operating public programs, not collaborating as partners on a
major evaluation. The study was launched because of the state’s interest in learning whether it was
operating this major public program effectively. Over the past five years, many busy administrators
and their staff made a commitment to opening their programs to examination, implementing research
protocols, and providing data. It is our hope and belief that the findings — and their relevance to
Florida’s new welfare reform initiative, the Family Transition Program — suggest the wisdom of
undertaking such an effort.

The results point to both the strengths and limitations of the Project Independence approach,
a relatively low-cost one focused on getting people into jobs quickly. They also speak to the challenge
of implementing programs in a period when caseloads grow as economic conditions worsen. The study
(which, for reasons outlined in the report, provides a conservative estimate of the program’s
accomplishment) shows that Project Independence modestly increased welfare recipients’ employment
and earnings and reduced their reliance on welfare. Moreover, it accomplished this at no net cost to
taxpayers, an unusual achievement for a government program.

Project Independence was most successful in increasing people’s earnings when it was
implemented as intended; success was sharply reduced (particularly for women with young children)
when welfare caseloads rose and child care and other resources became stretched. Given the fiscal
pressures states currently face, and may confront even more starkly in the future, these results provide
a timely warning about the risks of attenuating a program’s services to the point where they fall below
a threshold level at which they can be effective. The benefit-cost results challenge administrators to
confront the difficult task of reducing dependency among women with very young children. Project
Independence was clearly cost-effective for women with school-age children, saving taxpayers (over
five years) more than $1.50 for every dollar spent on the program. But for women with younger
children (for whom child care outlays were higher and the program’s achievements smaller), taxpayers
lost money and welfare families had less income. With the welfare debate in Florida and the nation
focused on reducing long-term dependency, the present results suggest the difficulty of achieving
lasting effects for mothers of young children.

At a time when the public is demanding that government use resources efficiently, it is
impressive that Project Independence more than repaid the public’s investment. But the large number
of people remaining on welfare despite participating in the program suggests the clear chailenge to
states interested in imposing some form of time limit on welfare after which people would have to
work or might receive no further support.

Judith M. Gueron
President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Nearly all national welfare reform initiatives since 1971 have called on states to implement a
quid pro quo arrangement between welfare recipients and the agencies that provide financial assistance
for poor families. With varying degrees of enforcement and coverage, welfare recipients have been
required to take concrete steps toward self-sufficiency while government-funded programs provide
them with support and opportunities to find jobs and leave the rolls. In 1988, the U.S. Congress
passed the Family Support Act (FSA), dramatically expanding the vision and scope of the obligations
of welfare families and the government. As the centerpiece of FSA, the Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills Training (JOBS) Program provided new federal matching funds for state welfare-to-work
initiatives aimed at increasing the employment and self-sufficiency of applicants to and recipients of
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the major federal and state cash welfare program.
To bolster this additional investment, JOBS extended the mandates to AFDC applicants and recipients
with children as young as three years old (one year old, at state option) and strengthened the rules
requiring all participants to take jobs or engage in activities leading to employment. However, it left
states with considerable flexibility to design service delivery strategies and to set priorities for the level
and emphasis of their investment in JOBS.

Project Independence is Florida’s JOBS program. In creating Project Independence, the
Florida Employment Opportunity Act of 1987, and the minor modifications that brought the program
into compliance with FSA in 1988, adopted a broad-coverage and relatively low-cost approach to
implementing JOBS. Participation requirements cover all of the state’s single parents (the vast
majority of them women)} with children age three or older who apply for or receive AFDC and are
not otherwise exempt. Other states chose to target particular segments of the JOBS-mandatory AFDC
population, such as those with minimal levels of education or work experiences or those with long
histories of prior AFDC receipt. In an effort to stretch available resources over its full mandatory
caseload, Project Independence emphasized relatively low-cost, independent job search services for
the majority of its participants and reserved its more expensive education and training services for
those considered least able to find work on their own.

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) has been evaluating Project
Independence under a contract with Florida’s Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS)
and with support from the Ford Foundation and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
This is the evaluation’s second and final report. The central question it addresses is whether Project
Independence has reduced welfare costs and increased the employment, earnings, and income of
welfare recipients. Until now, there has been little evidence about whether the mutual obligations
established by JOBS, and the implementation approach adopted by Project Independence, will translate
into welfare savings and increased income for the large group of AFDC applicanis and recipients with
preschool-age children (i.e., between the ages of three and five). The Project Independence evaluation
is the first designed specifically to learn about this group, as well as about those whose youngest child
is age six or older. This repott also compares the program’s costs with the benefits it produced for
individuals referred to the program, for the government budgets that fund the program, and for society
as a whole. Finally, the report provides important evidence about how resource commitments and
changes in local contexts are likely to have affected Project Independence’s performance.

ES-1



The evaluation addresses these questions by examining the experiences of more than 18,000
AFDC applicants and recipients from nine randomly chosen counties in Florida. This research sample
includes all individuals who were determined to meet the state’s criteria for mandatory participation
in Project Independence between July 1990 and August 1991. Each sample member was assigned at
random to either a program group (who were subject to Project Independence’s participation
requirements) or to a control group (who were told that they were not required or permitted to
participate in Project Independence but could seek services in the community on their own).
Information about their employment, earnings, AFDC receipt, and Food Stamp receipt was collected
for a period of at least two years, and for as much as three years, from the time each person was
randomly assigned to one of the two research groups. Differences between the two groups in these
outcomes — referred to as the program’s "effects” or "impacts" — reflect the increases or decreases
caused by Project Independence. For the reasons discussed below, the reported results are likely to
somewhat underestimate the magnitude of the impacts.

An Overview of the Findings

Results from the Project Independence evaluation were mixed, and the findings reveal both the
program’s potential and its limitations. Over a two-year follow-up period, for the full evaluation
sample, Project Independence produced average AFDC savings of $265 per program group member.
(In other words, the average program group member received that much less than the average control
group member.) This represents a 6 percent reduction relative to the control group average, and in
percentage terms is in the same range as the savings found for single parents in previous evaluations
of large-scale welfare-to-work programs. Project Independence was only marginally successful in
producing earnings gains. For the full sample, the program increased average two-year earnings by
only $227 per program group member, a 4 percent gain relative to the control group average. This
is a small percentage increase compared to those found in other studies.

During the evaluation period (July 1990 through September 1993), Project Independence
evolved from its original design to a program that had fewer resources to spend on the typical
participant. The infended version of the program is most likely reflected in the experiences of sample
members who were referred to it early on, between July and December 1990. For this "early group,”
the program produced two-year AFDC savings averaging $241 per program group member and two-
year earnings gains averaging $439 per program group member. Those referred to the program after
December 1990 (the "late group") experienced Project Independence when it was trying to serve a
growing caseload with fixed resources and reductions in the availability of child care for Project
Independence participants. For this late group, the program produced two-year AFDC savings similar
to those for the early group, but almost no earnings gains.

Sustained earnings gains were concentrated in one part of the early group: those who had no
preschool-age children. Their gains reached a level comparable to those found in previous evaluations
of relatively low-cost welfare-to-work programs. Results were much weaker for sample members with
preschool-age children.

Most social programs are conceived primarily as attempts to benefit their participants and not
as public investments intended to produce government budget savings. Project Independence was
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intended to reduce public assistance costs — and it did. In fact, savings were large enough to enable
the program to pay for itself. In other words, for every net dollar spent on providing services for
program group members (i.e., expenditures beyond the cost of alternative services they would have
received on their own), the program returned slightly more than one dollar to government budgets
from reduced welfare payments and increased tax revenues (because of increased earnings). Although
taxpayers broke even, program participants did not do as well: The small earnings increases produced
by Project Independence were offset by the larger decreases in AFDC and other welfare payments,
producing a net financial loss averaging approximately $370 per program group member over the five-
year period used for the analysis of the program’s benefits and costs. However, there were more
positive findings for women in the early group who had no preschool-age children. For this group,
the program returned to government budgets $1.55 per net dollar invested, and program participants
experienced a net financial gain.

The findings for Project Independence hold particular importance for JOBS program
administrators and policymakers. First, they suggest that there is no hard-and-fast linkage between
accomplishing the goal of containing welfare costs by promoting employment and the goal of
increasing family income. Project Independence decreased the time some people spent on welfare and
returned enough in welfare savings and increased tax revenues to cover its own cost. Overall,
however, the program did not increase long-term earnings enocugh to make most people better off
financially. Second, if a JOBS program’s investment in individual participants falls below a threshold
level, resources may be insufficient to permit the program to achieve both goals. By enforcing at least
a short-term participation requirement for a large share of the mandatory caseload, Project
Independence was able to produce welfare savings even under the stress of increasing caseloads and
even for women with young children. At its most effective, Project Independence also produced
sustained earnings increases that offset reductions in welfare receipt, at least for program participants
with no preschool-age children. However, as limitations on child care and case management resources
made it increasingly difficult to engage participants intensively, the program’s longer-term effect on
earnings diminished. The lower threshold of program resources was reached with especially serious
financial effects for women with preschool-age children.

The Project Independence Model

Figure 1 is a simplified depiction of the Project Independence program model as it was
designed by HRS. At the time they came to the Public Assistance Unit (i.e., welfare office) to apply
for AFDC or to be "redetermined” as eligible to continue receiving it, individuals were informed that
it was mandatory for them to participate in Project Independence (unless they met the official
exemption criteria)! and were referred to an orientation session. Project Independence case managers

'Exempt individuals include those who are age 60 or older, working 30 or more hours per week at the
minimum wage, pregnant and in their second or third trimester of pregnancy, permanently ill or incapacitated,
or required in the home to care for a physically or mentally impaired household member. Project
Independence also serves AFDC applicants and recipients who are exempt from the program but who wish
to volunteer, as well as unemployed parents in two-parent households who are required to participate., This

{continued...)
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used "sanctioning” procedures — a process for reducing the AFDC grants of those who failed to attend
program activities without a good reason — as the primary mechanism for enforcing the participation
requirements, which were ongoing for as long as the person remained on welfare. This process was
used widely, particularly in an effort to engage mandatory participants who did not meet the initial
requirement of attending a program orientation and then beginning an employment-related activity.

Project Independence case managers assigned individuals who attended orientation to one of
two service tracks based on their educational attainment level and recent employment history. As
illustrated in Figure 1, the first service track began with a two-week independent job search and was
targeted for those assessed to be "job-ready” according to Project Independence criteria. During the
period when the research sample was referred by the Public Assistance Units to Project Independence
(July 1990 through August 1991), the program took an expansive view of job-readiness as completion
of at least the tenth grade or employment in at least 12 of the previous 36 months. This meant that
a large majority of those required to participate in the program were considered to be job-ready.
These criteria, combined with an emphasis on case managers’ meeting specific job placement
standards, reflected Project Independence’s employment-focused approach to self-sufficiency. The
independent job search compornent required participants to make contact with at least 12 employers to
apply for a job. This activity was generally unsupervised, although participants were encouraged to
use the program’s job referral services on their own initiative and were required to document their job
contacts. Participants were often assigned to two or more spells of independent job search before
moving on to another activity. Those who did not find employment on their own were to be assigned
to a group job club — a two- to three-week course on how to look for a job, prepare a resume, fill
out applications, and present oneself in an interview. Following job club, participants were often
referred to an extended independent job search, which was usually scheduled for four to six weeks.

The second service track, also shown in Figure 1, was targeted for the narrowly defined group
of participants designated "not job-ready"” {i.e., they had not completed the tenth grade and had worked
in fewer than 12 of the previous 36 months). It was also reserved for job-ready participants who could
not find work on their own or with the help of job club. The second service track usually began with
a formal assessment, in which participants were tested for basic literacy skills, discussed their career
interests with a case manager, and (jointly with the case manager) developed an Employability Plan.
They were then usually assigned to basic education, post-secondary education, or occupational training
activities provided by local adult schools, community colleges, or proprietary institutions. Basic
education includes adult basic education, or ABE (i.e., remedial classes in reading and math); classes
preparing people to take the GED test; or instruction in English as a Second Language (ESL).
(Passing the GED — General Educational Development — test qualifies a person for a GED certificate,
which is intended to reflect a basic knowledge of high school subjects.) Post-secondary education
activities were usually occupationally oriented community college courses. Training activities consisted
primarily of classroom-based occupational skills training, but could include on-the-job training, usually
provided through Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) agencies. People who were already in an
education or training activity when they entered Project Independence could be allowed to continue

1(...continued)
report focuses exclusively on single-parent heads of households who were required to participate during the
period under study; they constituted a majority of the population the program served.
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in those "self-initiated" activities, which would be counted as their Project Independence activities.
Unless they were working at least 30 hours per week, employed mandatory participants were also
required to engage in one of these activities.

Project Independence also provided tuition assistance for training or community college classes
and support services — such as child care, transportation, tools, and uniforms — considered necessary
for participants to engage in program activities or to secure employment. Case managers also granted
short-term deferrals from participation for those who were temporarily unable to engage in program
activities because of health or family problems or because child care or other needed support services
were not available. Those placed in the deferral status remained registered in Project Independence
and were to be contacted at regular intervals to confirm their reason for not being able to participate
or to re-engage them in activities. This accounts, in part, for the finding that mandatory AFDC
applicants and recipients were not always active in Project Independence services, as discussed below.

The Evolution of Project Independence During the Evaluation Period

The period covered by this evaluation was a time when resources for Project Independence,
and for JOBS programs in many states, remained fixed but welfare caseloads and unemployment rates
were increasing. This combination of circumstances provides a critical context for interpreting the
present findings. The evaluation began in July 1990, when the first AFDC applicants and recipients
were enrolled in the research sample, and ended in September 1993, when data collection for this
report was completed, as illustrated in Figure 2. The symbols at the bottom of the figure refer to
several key events related to changes in Project Independence and the state during the evaluation
period, and the graphs represent trends in Florida’s AFDC caseload and unemployment rate during
that same period.

Figure 2 shows that between July 1990 and August 1991 — when AFDC applicants and
recipients were enrolled in the research sample — Florida’s unemployment rate rose from 6.1 to 8.1
percent (a 33 percent increase) and the state’s AFDC caseload grew from approximately 140,000 to
175,000 (a 25 percent increase). The bottom of Figure 2 also shows that, beginning in early 1991,
the dramatic growth of the AFDC caseload coincided with a series of state hiring freezes, which were
budget-induced and prevented Project Independence from increasing its staffing capacity to meet the
growing demand for its services. Also beginning in January 1991, budget constraints forced HRS to
restrict the availability of child care for Project Independence participants, particularly those in longer-
term services such as education and training. Instead, nearly all child care resources had to be
diverted to employed AFDC recipients and to those entitled to child care after leaving welfare for work
(i.e., transitional child care). This is significant because mandatory registrants with young children
could be excused from the participation requirements if child care services were not available. The
increase in the state’s unemployment rate meant that Project Independence’s emphasis on moving a
high percentage of its participants into the labor market as quickly as possible was confronted with a
growing shortage of job openings.

Because of all these changes, this report assesses what amounts to two different versions of

Project Independence, which can be examined through the experiences of individuals who were
referred to the program during two periods of the evaluation. One group, referred to in this report
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as the "early" group, entered the study between July and December 1990 (as illustrated by the lightly
shaded portion of Figure 2). This group was exposed to Project Independence when its operations
more closely matched the model originally intended by HRS. Although the program was a moderate-
cost one, Project Independence staff had smaller caseloads than they would later have, child care was
widely available, and the labor market was relatively robust — conditions favorable to the staff’s
ability to enforce the ongoing participation mandate and to help participants find work by facilitating
their access to employment-related activities and support services.

The other group (the "late” group) entered the study between January and August 1991, as
indicated by the darker shaded portion of Figure 2. They were exposed to Project Independence when
it was forced to spread a fixed set of resources over a rapidly increasing caseload — conditions that
restricted the staff’s capacity to monitor participation and limited the level of support, particularly child
care, they could provide to help participants obtain job skills and find work. By comparing the
experiences of these two groups, this report examines whether differences in the program’s
implementation and environment were associated with differences in its effectiveness. It should be
noted, however, that the program changes were implemented unevenly over time and across counties.

Figure 2 also shows three changes in Project Independence that occurred after the research
sample entered the study, and so were not likely to have influenced the findings significantly. Late
in 1991, HRS modified the Project Independence job-readiness criteria to enable more participants to
enroll in education or training, rather than independent job search, as their first activity. Also late in
1991, some counties began taking measures to reduce Project Independence caseloads. The most
important of these was giving volunteers first preference for the program. Most program group
members had already been referred to Project Independence and had attended a program orientation
by the time these modifications were implemented. Finally, in July 1992, HRS subcontracted
responsibility for staffing and operating Project Independence at the district level to the Department
of Labor and Employment Security (LES). Local Project Independence staff remained in place under
LES and continued to provide case management, monitor participation in independent job search and
job club activities, and develop linkages with the agencies that provide most of the program’s
employment, education, and training activities. HRS retained overall administrative responsibility for
the program and serves as its primary policymaking agency. The change in departmental
responsibilities occurred a year after the research sample entered the study and is not likely to have
affected the evaluation results.

The Project Independence Evaluation

The primary question for the Project Independence evaluation was whether the program
increased employment and earnings and reduced AFDC and Food Stamp receipt for those required to
participate, compared to what their experiences would have been in the absence of this requirement.
The evaluation was also charged with determining whether Project Independence made individual
participants better off financially than they would have been without the program and how the
program’s benefits compared to its costs. To answer these questions as reliably and rigorously as
possible, techniques of randomization were used both to select the nine research counties and to assign
individuals within the selected counties to one of the two groups into which the research sample was
divided. Nine counties were randomly selected from the 25 with the largest AFDC caseloads. The

ES-8



nine counties are: Bay (Panama City), Broward (Fort Lauderdale), Dade (Miami), Duval
(Jacksonville), Hillsborough (Tampa), Lee (Fort Myers), Orange (Orlando), Pinellas (St. Petersburg),
and Volusia (Daytona Beach). Together, they accounted for 58 percent of the state’s AFDC caseload
at the start of the evaluation and include Florida’s eight largest cities as well as some suburban and
rural areas. (Predominantly rural counties with extremely small AFDC caseloads were excluded from
the study.) The lottery-like method used to select the counties enhanced the evaluation’s capacity to
produce results that can be generalized to at least 90 percent of the state’s AFDC caseload that became
mandatory for Project Independence during the period under study.

Randomization was also used for the research sample as the basis for determining the
program’s effectiveness — specifically, its effects on employment, earnings, AFDC receipt (i.c.,
months of receipt), and AFDC payments. From July 1990 through August 1991, 18,237 single-parent
applicants for and recipients of AFDC in the nine research counties were randomly assigned either to
a "program group,” which was eligible to receive Project Independence services and was subject to
the participation mandate, or to a "control group,” which did not have access to the program and was
not subject to the mandate. This type of random assignment research design is widely regarded as the
most reliable method available for determining the effectiveness of programs such as Project
Independence. Control group members were given a list of alternative employment and training
services in the community, They remained eligible for subsidized child care and tuition assistance for
training or community college classes under the same priorities and guidelines as Project Independence
participants. Their eligibility for entitlement benefits in addition to AFDC — such as Food Stamps
and Medicaid — was unaffected.

Because the two groups were created by chance, using a lottery-like process, there was only
one systematic difference between them at the outset of the study: Only those in the program group
could be involved in Project Independence. As a result, the control group would provide information
on the levels of employment, earnings, welfare receipt, and welfare payments that the program group
would have reached if it had not had access to Project Independence and had not been required to
participate. Therefore, a comparison of the two groups’ behavior over time would provide the most
reliable estimate of the difference that Project Independence’s services and mandates made in the
program group’s subsequent labor market and welfare outcomes. These differences are referred to
as the program’s "effects” or "impacts."

The data used for the full research sample came from automated, statewide earnings and
welfare payment records. Other data used in the report include surveys administered 12 months after
random assignment to a subsample of 916 program group members and, at 24 months after random
assignment, to subsamples of 520 program group members and 509 control group members; program
casefile information collected for a subsample of program and control group members at selected
Project Independence units; and fiscal records provided by HRS and other state agencies.

The Project Independence evaluation differed in several intended and one unintended way from
random assignment evaluations of other welfare-to-work programs, and these must be kept in mind
when comparing results. Each of these differences most likely acted to make the measured impacts
of Project Independence lower than they otherwise would have been. First, random assignment took
place at the point when people were either applying for AFDC or being assessed as to their eligibility
for continuing AFDC receipt. In most other evaluations, random assignment took place at a later
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point, when individuals showed up for a program orientation. This meant that some members of the
Project Independence research sample may never have been approved for AFDC or left the rolls before
engaging in even the first program activity, orientation. Second, 88 percent of the Project
Independence research sample were first-time AFDC applicants or were reapplying for AFDC after
having been off the rolls, a much higher proportion than in other evaluations. This suggests that the
Project Independence sample may have been somewhat less "disadvantaged,” on average, than other
samples and may have been more likely to find work and leave welfare on their own, without showing
any additional effect from the program.

Finally, during the course of data collection, it was discovered that some control group
members had been exposed to Project Independence by attending a program orientation or, in a smaller
number of cases, participating in its employment-related activities. Although it is impossible to
estimate precisely how much such exposure may have influenced individual behavior, this departure
from the research design may have reduced the level of measured impacts by as much as 20 percent.
However, it is not likely to have affected the pattern of impacts over time or the differences among
subgroups.

Participation in Project Independence by Program Group Members During the First Year of
Follow-Up?

¢ Project Independence achieved a high degree of compliance with its initial
participation requirements.

During the first year of follow-up, 77 percent of all program group members attended
orientation. Approximately half of those who did not attend orientation were referred for an AFDC
grant reduction (also known as a "sanction") because they had not provided an acceptable reason for
missing orientation. In all, 98 percent of the program group made contact with Project Independence
either by attending orientation or, if they did not, by being referred for a sanction or being legitimately
excused from the participation mandate.

During the same period, more than half of those who attended orientation participated in the
program’s employment-related activities. In all, 43 percent of all program group members
(representing 56 percent of those who attended orientation) participated in at least one of the program’s
employment-related activities. These are similar to the rates found in studies of pre-JOBS mandatory
welfare-to-work initiatives and California’s JOBS program (the Greater Avenues for Independence
Program, or GAIN}), the only JOBS program with comparable evaluation data.

¢ Reflecting the program’s emphasis on immediate entry into employment,

2This section presents several key findings from MDRC’s first report on Project Independence, which
analyzed the program’s implementation by examining program group members® participation in the various
stages of the program model during the first year after they entered the study. See James J. Kemple and
Joshua Haimson, Florida’s Project Independence: Program Implementation, Participation Patterns, and First-
Year Impacts (MDRC, January 1994).
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independent job search was the most commonly used activity. For those
least able to find work on their own, efforts were made to provide
education and training.

During the first year of follow-up, 31 percent of the program group members participated mn
independent job search activities. This represents over 70 percent of those who enrolled in at least one
employment-related activity through Project Independence. Ten percent of the program group
members participated in a job club, either as their only activity or in combination with other activities.
This contrasts with other welfare-to-work programs that also emphasized immediate job placement for
large portions of the caseload, but that did so primarily through more intensive and expensive activities
such as job clubs and supervised individual job search assistance. In addition, 18 percent of the
program group (representing 41 percent of those who enrolled in Project Independence employment-
related activities) participated in an education or training activity.

¢ Project Independence was only modestly successful in implementing an
ongoing participation mandate. Participation in program activities was
usually short.

During the first year of follow-up, program group members participated in employment-related
activities for an average of one and a half of the nearly eight months in which they were registered
for the program, or less than one-quarter of the time. At the end of the first year of follow-up, less
than one-third of the program group members still registered in Project Independence were engaged
in employment-related activities. Nearly 40 percent of those still registered (or 13 percent of all
program group members) were left unaccounted for by Project Independence case managers, and many
of the rest were waiting to start an activity, in the process of being sanctioned for not meeting the
participation requirements, or temporarily deferred from participation.

Participation in All Empleyment-Related Activities by Program and Control Group Members
During the Two Years of Follow-Up

Previous studies of welfare-to-work programs have found that many AFDC applicants and
recipients enroll in local education or training programs, even when they are not required to do so and
when they do not have access to case management services provided by programs like Project
Independence. To determine whether Project Independence increased participation in employment-
related activities above and beyond what people would have done on their own, the study analyzed the
participation in such activities by more than 1,000 program and control group members over the two
years following their entry into the study.

* Sixty-four percent of program group members participated in employment-
related activities throngh Project Independence and other sources.

As shown in Table 1, 64 percent of program group members reported having participated in
at least one employment-related activity during the two years following their random assignment,
Eleven percent of program group members reported on the 24-month survey that they first enrolled
in these activities during the second year of follow-up (not shown in the table). Forty-three percent
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TABLE 1

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION
IN EMPLOYMENT—-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Program Control

Group Group
Activity (%) (%) Difference
Any emplayment —related activity (a) 63.9 40.1 238
Independent job search or job ¢club (a) 427 18.7 24.0
Independent job search 41.0 17.9 2341
Job club 13.2 5.8 7.4
Education or training {a) 41.5 30.5 11.1
Adult basic education or GED preparation classes 121 83 3.9
English as a Second Language instruction 45 3.0 1.7
Vocational training or post—secondary education 28.2 21.4 7.8
On—the—job training 4.0 3.1 09

NOTES: This table is based on responses to the 24 —month survey by 1,029 program and control group members.
The percentages include all those who ever participated in the specified activities during the two
years of follow—up, regardless of whether they were Project Independence activities.
Tests of statistical significance of differences between the program and control groups' participation
rates were not performed.
(&) Some individuals participated in more than one activity during the follow—up period; therefore, the
percentages for the specified activities within this category add up to more than the percentage for the category itself.
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of the program group participated in independent job search or job club activities, mostly through
Project Independence. Forty-two percent participated in education or training activities, with less than
half of this participation having been provided through (or approved by) Project Independence.

* Forty percent of control group members participated in employment-
related activities.

Table 1 shows that 40 percent of control group members reported having participated in at least
one employment-related activity during the two-year follow-up period. Nineteen percent participated
in at least one independent job search or job club activity, and 31 percent in at least one education or
training activity. The higher rate of participation in the latter activities can be attributed, in large part,
to the relatively wide availability of education and training services in the community.

¢ Contrary to the research design, some control group members participated
in employment-related activities through Project Independence.

As noted earlier, the research design used for the evaluation specified that control group
members were not to participate in Project Independence. However, using data collected from Project
Independence casefiles, it was estimated that nearly 8 percent of control group members attended
orientation and participated in employment-related activities, mostly independent job search, through
Project Independence. An additional 12 percent of the control group attended orientation or were
referred for a sanction for not attending orientation. However, none of these individuals participated
in the program’s employment-related activities. In all, therefore, up to an estimated 20 percent of the
control group were exposed to some aspect of Project Independence. This departure from the research
design narrowed the overall participation difference between program and control group members,
which means that the measured impacts are likely to underestimate the program’s true effect.
Nevertheless, the vast majority of control group members were not required to engage in employment-
related activities and, as discussed below, there were very large program-control group differences in
participation. Thus, the experiences of the control group still provide the best benchmark for assessing
whether Project Independence increased the program group’s level of involvement in these activities,
and thereby increased their earnings and decreased their AFDC receipt.

* Project Independence produced a substantial increase in the use of
employment-related activities among program group members. Most of
this increase was accounted for by their much greater use than the control
group of relatively low-cost independent job search activities.

Table 1 shows that Project Independence produced a 24 percentage point increase (relative to
the control group) in the rate at which program group members participated in employment-related
activities through Project Independence or other agencies in the community. Most of this increase was
due to an increase in the rates at which program group members participated in independent job
search, either as their only activity or in combination with education and training activities. The
program produced a more modest increase in the use of education and training services.

* For women with no preschool-age children, Project Independence’s impact
on participation rates was similar for those who entered the study early in
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the random assignment period or later on. For women with preschool-age
children, however, the program’s impact on participation was much
smaller for the late group than for the early group.

Table 2 presents the program-control group differences in (i.e., the program’s impact on)
participation in employment-related activities. It shows that Project Independence’s impact on overall
participation rates for those whose youngest child was age six or older was just over 20 percentage
points for both the early and late groups. For those with preschool-age children, however, the impact
declined from 35 percentage points for the early group to 24 percentage points for the late group,
basically owing to a large decrease in the program’s impact on participation in education and training
activities (from 19 percentage points for the early group to less than 3 percentage points for the late
group). Program staff have partly attributed the greatly diminished use of education and training by
mothers of young children to the sharply reduced availability of child care, especially for participants
in longer-term activities such as education and training. (The curtailment of child care probably
affected those with young children the most.) In addition, hiring freezes and increasing caseloads
prevented case managers from providing a consistent level of case management. These important
changes, which began in January 1991, are fundamental to the analysis in this report (as discussed in
the section on the evolution of Project Independence) and help explain the change over time in
participation patterns among women with preschool-age children.

For the Full Sample: The Two-Year Impacts of Project Independence on Emplovment, Earnings,
and Welfare Receipt

Each impact estimate presented below is the difference between the average of an outcome
(e.g., earnings, AFDC payments, or Food Stamp payments) for all program group members and the
average of the same outcome for all control group members. As a consequence, average earnings
necessarily include zero dollar amounts for sample members who were not employed during the period
in question. Similarly, average AFDC or Food Stamp payments include zero dollar amounts for
sample members who did not receive AFDC or Food Stamps, respectively, during the period in
question. (Asterisks following an impact estimate in the tables mean that the impact was statistically
significant — in other words, that one can be more confident that the difference was the result of
Project Independence and not statistical chance.)

¢ For the full sample, Project Independence produced a modest decrease in
program group members’ AFDC and Food Stamp receipt — a decrease
that persisted over the two-year follow-up period.

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced a decrease in AFDC payments averaging
$265 per program group member over the two-year follow-up period (a 6.2 percent savings relative
to the control group average). There was a slight decline from $152 in the first year to $113 in the
second year, but the trend in impacts on AFDC payments during the second year of follow-up (not
shown in the table) suggests additional savings in the future. Project Independence also produced a
reduction in Food Stamp payments averaging $136 per program group member over the two-year
period.
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TABLE 2

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION
IN EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES FOR SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY
AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD AND EARLY OR LATE ENTRY INTO THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

Program Control
Group Group
Subgroup and Activity (%) (%) Difference
Youngest child, age 6 or older
Early group
Any employment—related activity 65.6 45.0 20.6
Independent job search or job club 454 23.0 224
Education or training 445 33.0 11.5
Late group
Any employment—related activity 60.0 39.6 204
tndependent job search or job club 419 215 204
Education or training 40.6 295 11.1
Youngest child, age 3—5
Early group
Any employment—related activity 77.8 42.4 35.4
Independent job search or job club 50.0 207 294
Education or training 50.0 315 185
Late group
Any employment—related activity 60.2 358 244
Independent job search or job club 4.7 11.2 30.5
Education or training 333 30.6 2.7

NOTES: The percentages include all those who ever participated in the specified activities during the two

years of follow—up, regardless of whether they were Project Independence activities.

Tests of statistical significance of differences between the program and control groups' participation

rates were not performed.
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TABLE 3

TWO—YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,
AFDC RECEIPT, AND FOOD STAMP RECEIPT FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Program Control Percentage

Qutcome and Follow—up Period Group Group Difference Change
Ever employed (%)

Years 1-2 66.3 63.8 2.5 we* 4.0%

Year 1 55.4 52.6 2.8 *r* 5.4%

Year 2 533 51.2 2,1 Fx* 4.1%

Last quarter of year 2 38.3 37.8 04 1.1%
Average total earnings ($)

Years 1—-2 5766 5539 227 * 4.1%

Year 1 2548 2401 146 ** 6.1%

Year 2 3219 3138 80 2.6%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)

Years 1—-2 88.3 89.5 —1.1 ** —1.3%

Last quarter of year 1 64.6 687 —4.2 *** —6.0%

Last quarter of year 2 51.2 53.6 —2.4 W —4.5%
Average total AFDC payments received ($)

Years 1=2 4028 4293 —265 *** -8.2%

Year 1 2196 2348 —152 *** -6.5%

Year 2 1832 1945 —-113 *** -5.8%
Ever received any Food Stamps (%)

Years 1-2 90.5 91.0 -0.5 —-0.6%

Last quarter of year 1 70.5 71.8 -13* —1.8%

Last quarter of year 2 56.8 57.4 —-0.6 —1.0%
Average value of Food Stamps ($)

Years 1-2 4002 4138 —136 *** —-3.3%

Year 1 2148 2213 —66 *** —3.0%

Year 2 1855 1925 =70 *** —3.6%

NOTES: Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed or were not receiving
AFDC or Feood Stamps.

A two—tailed t—test was applied to the differences between program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
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Although Project Independence reduced the proportion of program group members receiving
AFDC in the last quarter of year 2 by 2.4 percentage points, slightly more than half of all program
group members (51 percent) were receiving some AFDC payments at that final point in the two-year
follow-up.

* For the full sample, the modest earnings gains achieved by program group
members in the first year of follow-up declined greatly in the second year.
Overall, Project Independence produced only a small increase in the
average earnings of program group members over the two years.

Table 3 shows that, over the two-year follow-up period, Project Independence produced an
increase of $227 in the average earnings of program group members (a 4.1 percent increase relative
to the control group average). Earnings effects declined from $146 in the first year to a statistically
insignificant $80 in the second, and it is likely that any earnings impacts for the full sample in future
years will be smaller than those for the first two years. The decline in earnings gains during the
second year of follow-up for the full sample is unusual, since evaluations of most other welfare-to-
work programs found at least modest and statistically significant earnings gains through three years
of follow-up and even beyond.

Part of the explanation for these small, short-lived earnings gains is differences in the pattern
of effects for subgroups of the full research sample (to be discussed shortly). The characteristics of
the jobs program group members obtained is also part of the explanation. Findings from the
evaluation’s survey of a subsample of program and control group members indicate that Project
Independence produced an increase in employment that was mainly in part-time, relatively low-paying
jobs. The survey findings show that employed program group members reported hourly wages, weekly
hours, and weekly earnings slightly below those of employed control group members. Also, these jobs
do not seem to have lasted as long as jobs held by control group members. It appears, however, based
on the experience of the control group, that the program group members who took these jobs would
not have worked at all in the absence of the program.

The Two-Year Impacts of Different Versions of Project Independence for Subgroups
With and Without Preschool-Age Children

The full-sample findings discussed above mask important differences in the effectiveness of
Project Independence for key subgroups within the welfare population. The Project Independence
evaluation was designed specifically to determine the program’s effectiveness for AFDC applicants and
recipients with preschool-age children, as well as for those with no preschool-age children. (Prior to
JOBS, the latter was the traditional mandatory group for welfare-to-work programs, and therefore the
subject of most evaluations.) This question became even more salient over the course of the evaluation
as child care could no longer be offered to most program participants and other program resources
were stretched to cover an expanding caseload. As noted above, women with preschool-age children
were particularly likely to have been affected by the reduction in child care and other resources to
support their participation in longer-term activities such as education and training. To explore these
issues, impacts were first estimated separately for the early group of sample members (who were
referred to Project Independence before January 1991) and for the later group (who were referred to
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the program between January and August 1991). Then, within these two groups, impacts were
estimated separately for women with preschool-age children and for women with no preschool-age
children. It should be noted that the smaller sample sizes of these subgroups make the impact
estimates less precise than those for the full sample.

e Larger and more persistent program effects were found for sample
members referred to Project Independence before program resources were
strained by growing AFDC caseloads.

The top section of Table 4 shows that Project Independence produced two-year earnings
impacts of $439 for individuals who entered the research sample before January 1991, a period when
Project Independence was operated closer to the model intended by HRS. This impact was more than
four times the $99 earnings impact for those who entered later (although the difference between the
early and late groups was not statistically significant). During that later period, as discussed below,
the program spent less money per participant, but it sought to continue providing at least minimal
services to as many participants as possible. Importantly, earnings impacts for the early group did not
decline over time. In fact, they grew steadily from $216 in year 1 to $223 in year 2 to $277 in year
3. In all, for the early group, Project Independence produced an average earnings increase of $716
per program group member over three years. Earnings impacts for the late group were not only
smaller to begin with, but also declined to about zero by the middle of the second year of follow-up
(not shown in the table).

The difference in earnings impacts between the early and late groups was owed, in large part,
to the early group’s greater employment stability. Those from the early group who found jobs were
more likely to remain employed, leading to a greater impact on total time employed and, hence, to the
greater impact on total earnings.

Unlike impacts on earnings, impacts on AFDC payments were similar for the early and late
groups. AFDC payment impacts declined somewhat in the second year for both groups, although they
remained statistically significant.

¢ Project Independence produced AFDC savings both for sample members
with preschool-age children and for those who only had older children.

The bottom section of Table 4 shows that, over the two-year follow-up period, Project
Independence produced an average of $304 in AFDC savings for those whose youngest child was age
six or older at the time of random assignment, and $210 for those whose youngest child was between
the ages of three and five (i.e., preschool-age). The table also shows that Project Independence
achieved two-year AFDC savings for each of these subgroups within both the early and late groups.
Those with preschool-age children, however, showed less persistent AFDC effects. AFDC impacts
for the early group with preschool-age children grew from year 1 to year 2 but then declined to about
zero by year 3. AFDC impacts for the late group with preschool-age children declined significantly
after only the first year. In contrast, AFDC savings for those with no preschool-age children declined
much more gradually from year 1 to year 2, and for the early group, they declined hardly at all from
year 2 to year 3.
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* Earnings impacts were found mainly for individuals with no preschool-age
children. Among individuals with preschool-age children, only those in the
early group, who were referred to Project Independence when child care
and case management resources were more readily available, showed
evidence of achieving short-term earnings gains.

The patterns of earnings impacts were quite different depending on whether families included
children between the ages of three and five. For those with no preschool-age children, Project
Independence produced two-year earnings gains averaging $473 per program group member, with the
gains being similar for the early and late groups. Although, for both the early and late groups, impacts
declined from year 1 to year 2, they rebounded to $424 for the third year of follow-up for the early
group, suggesting that their earnings impacts may persist beyond the period for which evaluation data
were collected.

Earnings impacts for those with preschool-age children were weaker, especially for the late
group, which showed virtually no earnings impact in year 1 and then a negative effect in year 2. The
early group with preschool-age children showed a (statistically insignificant) increase in earnings gains
from year 1 to year 2, but this declined in year 3. As discussed above, a key difference between the
early and late groups with preschool-age children was the dramatic decline in the use of education and
training services by the late group. Overall, these findings provide evidence of the challenge of
achieving lasting effects for women with preschool-age children, a challenge that was made more
difficult in the face of limited child care and other resources.

Two-Year Impacts on Subgroups Defined by Job-Readiness Status and Welfare History

¢ For sample members the program designated "not job-ready" and targeted
for education and training services, Project Independence produced
delayed earnings impacts, which emerged in the second year of follow-up.

Project Independence targeted education and training services to a particular group whose
education level and paucity of prior work experience might be barriers to getting a job. The pattern
of earnings impacts found for this "not job-ready" subgroup is consistent with a widely held view that,
if human capital development activities (i.e., education and training) increase earning power over time,
they do so after some delay. As shown in the top section of Table 5, those designated as not job-ready
had no earnings gain in year 1, but their gains in year 2 were much larger ($290 per program group
member). AFDC impacts for the not job-ready were weak, however, and did not grow over time.
In contrast, the job-ready subgroup achieved modest and persistent AFDC savings of $317 over two
years. However, earnings gains for this group declined from $195 in year 1 to a statistically
insignificant $92 in year 2.

* For sample members who had received AFDC for a total of two years or
more prior to being referred to the program, Project Independence
produced larger-than-average earnings gains and AFDC savings.

The bottom section of Table 5 shows that Project Independence produced statistically significant
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reductions in two-year AFDC payments for all three groups defined by the accumulated time they spent
on AFDC (as adults) prior to being referred to Project Independence: first-time AFDC applicants
($252), and applicants and recipients who had received AFDC for less than two years ($295) or at
least two years ($407). Despite the consistent AFDC savings for all three groups, the program
produced statistically significant earnings gains only for those who had previously received AFDC for
two years or more — a somewhat more dependent group than the other two. For them, the two-year
earnings gain was substantial: $738, which represents a 20 percent increase over the control group
average. The effectiveness of Project Independence for long-term AFDC recipients is important
because JOBS targets such individuals for priority in services.

The Cost of Project Independence

In this study, the cost estimates are reported as averages per sample member. Several different
kinds of cost estimates have been calculated. First is the total Project Independence cost per program
group member. This amount included costs incurred by both HRS and the other agencies that provided
services to which Project Independence participants were referred by the program. Total cost includes
both the total Project Independence cost and the value of employment-related services received outside
the purview of Project Independence {(e.g., after leaving welfare). A similar total cost was calculated
for services received by members of the control group. The difference between the average total cost
for program and control group members is the net program cost per sample member. Net cost was
the cost measure utilized for the benefit-cost analysis presented in the next section. All costs were
calculated for a two-year observation period and then projected over an additional three-year period.
The five-year time horizon for the cost analysis is consistent with that used in other MDRC evaluations
of welfare-to-work programs. All amounts are expressed in 1993 dollars.

* The total five-year cost of Project Independence was estimated to be $1,304
per program group meinber, making the program a relatively low-cost
JOBS program.

By emphasizing independent job search for the majority of its participants and reserving more
costly education and training services for the "not job-ready,” the program adopted a relatively low-
cost strategy for engaging a very large portion of the AFDC caseload for at least a brief spell in the
program. Part A of Table 6 shows that an average of $1,304 per program group member was spent
by HRS and its collaborating agencies to provide Project Independence services. Of this amount,
about half came from HRS and half from other agencies. Among the costs incurred directly by HRS
were those for case management, orientation, assessment, child care, and other support services, as
well as the cost of independent job search and some of the costs of education and training. Most of
the costs of education and training accrued to the budgets of non-HRS providers (e.g., adult schools
and community colleges). The proportion of total Project Independence costs attributable to the
various program components is shown in part B of Table 6. The largest share of resources was spent
on vocational training and post-secondary (usually community college) education, even though these
services were used by a relatively small proportion of the caseload. Child care costs accounted for
more than two-thirds of the support services provided by Project Independence and approximately 8
percent of all Project Independence costs.
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TABLE &

ESTIMATED PROJECT INDEPENDENCE AND NET COST PER PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

A. Total Project independence and non-Project Independence Costs

Five-Year Average Cost {§)

Per Program Per Control Difference {Net Cost
Cost Category Group Member Group Member per Program Group Member}
Total Project Independence cost 1304 255 1049
HRS cost 550 148 402
Non-HRS cost 763 108 6456
Total non-Project Independence cost 1792 1691 101
Total cost 3098 1946 1150

B. Percentage Distribution of the Estimated Total Five-Year Cost of Project Independence, by Component

Other Support Services
Orientation and Assessments 3.8%

10.7% ‘

Child Care
7.9%

Independent Job Search On-the-Job Trai

n-the-Job Training

6.7% 3.9%

Job Club T
4.0% i _ :
Basic Education P Bl Vocational
(ABE, GED, and ESL} oo COU Y Training and
11.3% P Y Post-Secondary
R g T R Education
51.8%

Total five-year cost of Project Independence (including expenditures
by HRS and other agencies): $1,304 per program group member

NOTES: Case management, which accounts for a large share of the HRS costs, is included in the costs for the
individual components. The percentages in the pie chart do not add to exactly 100 percent because of rounding.
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® The net five-year cost of providing Project Independence and non-Project
Independence services to program group members was $1,150.

Overall, it cost an estimated $3,096 per program group member, over a five-year period, to
provide employment-related services through Project Independence, its collaborating partners, and
other agencies in the community not affiliated with the program (see part A of Table 6). This amount
included the cost of activities program group members participated in on their own initiative, without
being assigned there by Project Independence or having those activities approved by the program.
Control group members made use of similar services at a cost of $1,946 per control group member
over the same five-year period. Control group members received services mostly on their own
initiative, outside Project Independence. As explained earlier, however, they received some services
through Project Independence. These costs were included in the total cost per control group member.

Thus, the net cost to government budgets of Project Independence and non-Project
Independence services was $1,150 per program group member over a five-year period. This net cost
was the additional investment taxpayers made to provide services for the program group above and
beyond the cost of services obtained by control group members.

An Analysis of Project Independence’s Benefits and Costs

The benefit-cost analysis addressed three questions: Were program group members better or
worse off financially as a result of Project Independence? Was the government’s net investment paid
back by budgetary savings? Did the combined results for program group members and government
budgets (which economists call the results for "society” as a whole) represent a total net gain or loss?
In answering these questions, the benefit-cost analysis weighed the effects of Project Independence on
earnings (and the associated fringe benefits), AFDC payments, Food Stamps, Unemployment Insurance
benefits, taxes, Medicaid, administrative costs of AFDC and other government welfare programs, and
the net cost of employment-related services. It did not formally consider intangible positive or
negative effects of the program, such as the effect of reduced time at home for working parents and
increased stress, or the value of increased self-esteem and positive role models for children. The
analysis also assumed that program group members who became employed as a result of Project
Independence did not take jobs away from other workers (because such "displacement effects” could
not be measured). All benefits and costs were calculated for the two to three years for which data
were available and then projected over an additional two to three years, for a total time frame of five
years. All amounts are expressed in 1993 dollars.

¢ Overall, program group members incurred a small net financial loss from
Project Independence.

As shown in the "welfare sample” column of Table 7, program group members experienced,
on average, a net financial loss of $369 over the five-year period used for the benefit-cost analysis.
This was because the increase in earnings (and associated fringe benefits) produced by the program
was more than offset by decreases in AFDC, Food Stamps, Unemployment Insurance benefits, and
Medicaid. The likely explanation is that program group members were probably more apt to leave
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TABLE 7

ESTIMATED NET GAINS AND LOSSES FROM PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
AND RETURN PER PROGRAM GROUFP MEMBER
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT,
BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE (IN 1993 DCLLARS)

Accounting Perspective

Benefit—Cost Compohent Welfare Sample ($) Government Budget ($) Society (§)
Total from earnings

and fringe benefits 689 0 689
Total from tax payments (a) -21 67 o
Total from transfer payments

and administrative costs (b) -1037 1155 118

Net cost of Project Independence and

non-Project Independence

activities and services 0 —-1150 —-1150
Net gain or loss

(net present value) —369 72 —343
Return to government budget per

net doliar invested in Project

Independence and non—Project

Independence activities and services (c) nfa 1.06 per $1 n/a

NOTES: "N/a" means not applicable.

(a) Includes payroll, income, and sales taxes. Florida does not have a state income tax.
(b} Includes AFDC payments, Feod Stamps, Unemployment Insurance benefits, Medicaid, and the
administrative costs of AFDC and the other government welfare programs.
(c) This figure was computed by dividing tax payments and transfer program savings by the net cost of
Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities and services.
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AFDC for a short time to take a relatively low-wage job, but then not return to the welfare rolls
immediately after leaving that job.

¢ For government budgets, Project Independence produced savings in
welfare payments and increases in tax revenues that slightly exceeded the
cost of services for program group members.

Project Independence was intended to reduce the cost of public assistance, and it did. In fact,
the program recouped all its net costs through reductions in welfare and increases in tax payments
(because of the earnings gains it generated). As shown in the "government budget” column of Table
7, Project Independence actually produced a small net gain to government budgets ($72 per program
group member). One can also consider the cost-effectiveness of Project Independence from the
standpoint of government budgets by estimating the value of budgetary savings and tax revenue
increases per dollar of investment (i.e., per dollar of net costs). This measure is called the refurn to
budget per net dollar invested. As shown in the second column of Table 7, Project Independence
produced $1.06 in savings and revenues for every additional dollar spent on program group members
(beyond the control group average expenditure). In other words, the financial returns were large
enough to allow government budgets to do slightly better than break even.

The last column of Table 7 gives the benefit-cost results from the combined perspectives of
program group members and government budgets. Referred to by economists as the financial gains
or losses for "society," this perspective is approximated by summing the welfare sample and
government budget columns (including only employees’ share of payroll taxes). Benefits accrue to
society through the additional goods and services produced on the job by program participants who
work. The value of that additional output is represented by the earnings gains of program group
members. Society also benefits from reduced expenditures in administering welfare programs, which
occurs through the program’s impact on reducing receipt of AFDC and other "transfer payments” (i.e.,
Food Stamps, Unemployment Insurance benefits, and Medicaid). In this kind of analysis, the
program’s net costs are categorized as a loss from the perspective of society. All other effects (e.g.,
reduced transfer payments and increased tax receipts) represent gains to one group in society and losses
to another, resulting in no effect for society as a whole. Considering only financial gains and losses,
the net present value (i.e., the net gain or loss) of Project Independence to society as a whole was
minus $343 per program group member over five years. This was because the additional earnings that
accrued to program group members were more than offset by the government’s cost of providing
services to them.

¢  From a benefit-cost standpoint, Project Independence was most successful
for the early group of AFDC applicants and recipients with no preschool-
age children. For this group, the program produced budgetary savings
and made program group members better off financially.

Table 8 presents a summary of the benefit-cost findings for the sample members with and
without preschool-age children, within the early and late groups. Because of small sample sizes and
data limitations, these findings are less precise for the subgroups than they are for the full sample.
The first row of the table shows that the early group with no preschool-age children achieved a small
net financial gain of $333 over five years. At the same time, the program produced an additional $621
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in welfare savings and tax revenues for government budgets, resulting in a return of $1.55 for each
additional dollar invested in employment-related activities for program group members (i.e., beyond
the investment in control group members).

In contrast, the late group of sample members with no preschool-age children did not accrue
enough additional earnings to offset the resulting reduction in welfare payments. The second row of
the table shows that this resulted in a net financial loss of $755, on average, for this group. However,
the government’s smaller net investment in the late group ($877 compared to $1,128 for the early
group with no preschool-age children) still produced welfare savings resulting in a net gain to
government budgets of $745 (or $1.85 for each additional dollar invested).

The bottom section of Table 8 shows the benefit-cost results for those with preschool-age
children, within the early and late groups. Those in the early group came out slightly ahead
financially, while those in the late group incurred a financial loss of $748. Government budgets did
not break even for either group.

A Comparison with the Results of Evaluations of Other Welfare-to-Work Programs

* Project Independence’s impacts on AFDC payments were in the middle range of
the effects produced by large-scale, pre-JOBS welfare-to-work programs that
provided mainly job search activities. Its earnings impacts were smaller, except
for the early group without preschool-age children.

Major differences in research designs (e.g., the early point of random assignment in this
evaluation), research samples (e.g., the great preponderance of welfare applicants in the present
sample), program activities (e.g., the unusually heavy emphasis on independent job search), and local
environments (e.g., dramatically rising caseloads and stretched resources) make comparisons of Project
Independence’s effects to those of other programs difficult to interpret. Nonetheless, comparing
different programs’ general patterns of effects can provide a useful perspective from which to judge
the results of Project Independence.

The very low-cost, mostly job search programs of the early 1980s — the kinds of programs
JOBS was designed to replace — had a range of effects on AFDC payments, with some producing no
appreciable welfare savings. Project Independence’s 6 percent reduction in two-year AFDC payments
falls roughly in the middle of the observed range of welfare savings. At the same time, Project
Independence was virtually unique in showing a declire in impacts on earnings after the first year of
follow-up. However, its more promising results for the early group who had no preschool-age
children rank in the mid-range of earlier programs’ earnings impacts.

¢ Compared to the overall findings for California’s JOBS program, Project
Independence produced similar percentage reductions in AFDC payments.
How the earnings gains compare depends on the subgroups being
considered.

Findings from a random assignment evaluation of California’s Greater Avenues for
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Independence (GAIN) Program, the nation’s largest JOBS program, provide another point of
comparison for assessing the Project Independence results. The GAIN program differed from Project
Independence in a number of ways. For example, GAIN placed much greater emphasis on basic
education as a first activity for the large group of enrollees who were deemed to need it (well over half
the research sample). Moreover, it was a more expensive program (see Table 9), for reasons that
included its greater emphasis on basic education, its much greater reliance on job clubs rather than
unsupervised, independent job search, and its assignment of considerably smaller caseloads to GAIN
case Mmanagers.

In comparing the Project Independence and GAIN findings, it is also important to recognize
that California’s AFDC system, in contrast to Florida’s, is a state-supervised but county-administered
system, which led to greater county variation in program practices than was observed in Florida. For
the latter reason, the GAIN evaluation focused much more on county-specific impacts, benefits, and
costs than on the six-county average results. (County-specific impacts for the key subgroups were not
estimated for the Florida study.) Importantly, the GAIN analysis found that one county (Riverside)
produced the most impressive results ever measured for a large-scale welfare-to-work program. Those
results have taken on national significance because they point to the potential of a JOBS program to
achieve substantial earnings gains and welfare savings for a wide range of welfare recipients, while
helping government budgets and the welfare sample come out ahead.

Estimates of net costs and impacts on earnings and AFDC payments for Project Independence
and GAIN are presented in Table 9.° The table shows that GAIN (when its cross-county average
effects are considered) produced bigger average reductions in welfare payments over three years of
follow-up. However, those larger AFDC savings were partly a function of California’s relatively high
monthly AFDC grant levels. In view of these differences in state grant levels, an alternative approach
is to focus on the percentage reduction in average AFDC payments made to the program group
compared to the control group average. Using that measure, the effects of Project Independence were
actually somewhat larger, as shown in the last column of Table 9. For example, for the early group
without preschool-age children, the reduction in AFDC payments was 6.3 percent of the control group
average for years 1 and 2 combined, compared to the 5.6 percent (all-county) figure for GAIN.

Project Independence’s earnings impacts were smaller than GAIN’s. However, it is noteworthy
that, for the early group in Project Independence whose youngest child was age six or older, the trend
of increasing earnings gains in the third year of follow-up was similar to the pattern for the GAIN six-
county average. As for the sample members with preschool-age children, the GAIN results show that
a JOBS program can produce large earnings gains for this group: an average three-vear increase of
almost $2,000 (i.e., the sum of the anmual figures shown in the bottom row of Table 9) across the
subset of three California counties in which this subgroup was studied. The findings also suggest,
however, that achieving such results may require more substantial resources than were available to
Project Independence.

3To enhance comparability with GAIN, the Project Independence estimates could be adjusted to take into
account the fact that some control group members were reached by the program, which did not occur in the
GAIN evaluation. The Project Independence impacts shown in the table are 20 percent smaller than they
would be if such an adjustment were made.
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¢ The Project Independence and GAIN benefit-cost results offer some
evidence of the potential of JOBS to produce net financial gains from both
the welfare sample and government budget perspectives.

The full-sample benefit-cost estimates for both programs — which for Project Independence
show the welfare sample incurring a net loss, and for GAIN show the government budget incurring
a net loss (not shown in the tables) — seem to suggest that policymakers face a trade-off between the
goals of saving money for the government and increasing income for poor single parents. However,
such a trade-off may not be inevitable. For example, in Project Independence, as previously
discussed, both the welfare sample and government budgets came out ahead for the early group of
single parents with no preschool-age children — the group who experienced the program when Project
Independence resources were less strained. A similar pattern of increased income for the welfare
sample and budgetary savings was observed for three of the six counties in the GAIN evaluation. But
although all of these results demonstrate that a trade-off between the goals may not be inevitable, the
failure to achieve both of them simultaneously for Project Independence’s other key groups, especially
those who did have preschool-age children, and across the combined six counties in the GAIN
evaluation, is a reminder of the continuing challenge facing JOBS administrators aiming to accomplish
both objectives.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This is the second and final report from an evaluation of Florida’s Project Independence, which
the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) conducted under a contract with
Florida’s Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) and with support from the Ford
Foundation and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. It presents findings on the
effectiveness of Project Independence in moving welfare applicants and recipients into employment and
off the welfare rolls over a two-year period. It also analyzes whether and to what extent the program
has been cost-effective.

Since 1987, when it was created, Project Independence has operated as Florida’s statewide
welfare-to-work program. Its aim is to increase the employment and foster the self-sufficiency of
applicants for and recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the major
federal/state cash welfare program. All single-parent AFDC applicants and recipients whose youngest
child is age three or older are required (i.e., "mandated") to participate in the program unless they
meet specific exemption criteria.! Furthermore, they are required to participate continuously for as
long as they remain on welfare.

Florida was among a handful of states that anticipated federal welfare reform legislation — the
Family Support Act of 1988 and its centerpiece, the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
(JOBS) Program — by strengthening the link between receipt of AFDC and obligations, opportunities,
and supports for parents in poor families to obtain employment. With minor changes, Project
Independence became Florida’s JOBS program in 1989. Like most states’ JOBS programs, Project
Independence is state-administered and attempts to promote a relatively uniform set of goals and
operating procedures, while allowing local program offices some discretion to adapt these to their
particular circumstances. Project Independence operates under a wide range of local circumstances
across Florida, a state with one of the nation’s largest and most diverse AFDC populations.

MDRC’s evaluation of Project Independence began in 1990. 1t was conducted in nine counties,
which were selected randomly from among the state’s 25 largest in terms of AFDC caseloads and
which include Florida’s eight largest cities as well as some suburban and rural areas. Random
selection of the counties was important because it enhanced the extent to which the findings can be
generalized to the state as a whole. The research sample consists of more than 18,000 single parents
(most of thermn mothers) in those nine counties. Specifically, it includes those who were applying for
AFDC or who were being assessed for continuing AFDC eligibility (i.e., their eligibility was being

"Exempt individuals include those who are age 60 or older, working 30 or more hours per week at the
minimum wage, pregnant and in their second or third trimester of pregnancy, permanently ill or incapacitated,
or required in the home to care for a physically or mentally impaired household member. Project
Independence also serves AFDC applicants and recipients who are exempt from the program but who wish
to volunteer, as well as unemployed parents in two-parent households who are required to participate. This
report focuses exclusively on single-parent heads of households who were required to participate during the
period under study; they constituted a majority of the population the program served,
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"redetermined"”) between July 1990 and August 1991, and who were required to participate in Project
Independence (i.e., they were mandatory participants).

The evaluation is of broad interest because it assesses the effectiveness of a particular JOBS
approach: one that encouraged immediate entry into the labor force for the majority of its participants
and reserved most of the program’s basic education and occupational skills training resources for those
least able to find work on their own. The evaluation also provides some of the most extensive
information to date on the effectiveness of a mandatory JOBS program for single parents with
preschool-age children.

During the period of this evaluation (July 1990 through September 1993, when the last follow-
up data were collected), Florida’s public assistance programs, like those in most states across the
nation, experienced considerable stress owing to increasing welfare caseloads, fixed or declining
resources being committed to helping those on welfare, and a stagnant or declining economy. The
report examines whether changes in Project Independence’s implementation and environment were
associated with differences in the program’s impact on the earnings and welfare receipt of its
mandatory participants. It does so by comparing the experiences of people who entered the study
during its first six months and those who entered subsequently. The first group (designated the "early
cohort"? in this report) was referred to Project Independence between July and December 1990, a
period when Project Independence was operated in a manner more closely matching HRS’s original
model for the program. The second subgroup (the "late cohort™) was referred to the program between
January and August 1991, a period when it was forced to spread a fixed set of resources over a rapidly
increasing caseload. The findings from this comparison will be particularly relevant to the debate
about how resource commitments to JOBS programs are likely to influence their effectiveness.

MDRC’s first report on Project Independence focused on analyzing program service delivery
strategies, participation patterns, and effects on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt during the
first year after the individuals in the research sample applied for AFDC or, in the case of current
recipients, were redetermined to still be eligible for AFDC.®> The report found that Project
Independence achieved substantial compliance with its participation mandate and produced increases
in earnings and reductions in welfare payments during the first year after research sample members
entered the study and were randomly assigned to either a "program group” or a "control group.” In
particular, individuals in the program group (i.e., those who were given access to Project
Independence and were subject to its participation requirements) earned, on average, 6 percent more
than those in the control group (i.e., those who were not required or permitted to enter Project
Independence) and received, on average, 6 percent less in AFDC payments. Importantly, the earnings
gains were concentrated among two groups: (1) individuals defined by the program as "job-ready” and
therefore targeted to participate in an independent job search (rather than basic education or training)
as their first program activity, and (2) single parents whose youngest child was age six or older. The
first-year results for the latter group were similar to those found for single parents with school-age
children in studies of a number of pre-JOBS programs and in the evaluation of California’s Greater

2Social scientists often use the term "cohort" when referring to a group of people who experienced a
particular event during the same time period, in this case entry into the Project Independence research sample.

3See James J. Kemple and Joshua Haimson, Florida's Project Independence: Program Implementation,
FParticipation Patterns, and First-Year Impacts (MDRC, 1994),
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Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, the most recent evaluation of a JOBS program with
comparable data.

The first report emphasized that these early results should be interpreted with caution and that
a more complete picture of Project Independence’s effectiveness should include a longer follow-up
pertod and a comparison of the program’s benefits and costs. The current report presents longer-term
(two- to three-year) results and compares the program’s costs with its benefits from the perspectives
of participants, government budgets, taxpayers, and society as a whole. It addresses crucial questions
about whether the program, with its emphasis on immediate entry into the labor force for most Project
Independence participants, was able to sustain the short-term earnings gains and welfare savings found
after the first year of follow-up. It also provides information about whether changes in Project
Independence during the evaluation period affected its impact on earnings and welfare savings.

| Project Independence and Changes over Time

This section of the chapter describes the Project Independence program model. [t also
describes changes in the program and in Florida’s AFDC caseload and economy during the evaluation
period. These changes constitute an important context for interpreting the evaluation findings.

A, The Project Independence Program Model

Figure 1.1 illustrates the intended flow of AFDC applicants and recipients through the Project
Independence program model during the evaluation period. For those required to participate, exposure
to Project Independence began at the HRS Pubiic Assistance Unit (also known in other states as the
Income Maintenance office) when an AFDC applicant or recipient was determined to be mandatory
for participation. At that time, all such applicants and recipients were informed by the Public
Assistance Specialist (PAS) that they were required to meet Project Independence participation
requirements and were scheduled to attend a program orientation appointment within the next 30 days.
If a person was required to participate but failed to attend orientation and did not provide an acceptable
reason, a Project Independence case manager was authorized to initiate procedures that could result
in a reduction of her* AFDC grant.> In some cases, the referral to orientation took place before
AFDC eligibility was determined. Those who were not approved for AFDC eligibility, and those who
found work and left the AFDC rolls before attending an orientation, were no longer required to
participate in Project Independence.

During orientation, Project Independence staff provided a more detailed explanation of the
participation requirements and described the opportunities Project Independence offered to help

“Since the overwhelming majority of the single parents in Florida who receive AFDC are women,
feminine pronouns are used throughout this report.

SFormal enforcement procedures leading to a grant reduction for failure to comply with Project
Independence rules are called "sanctioning procedures.” Sanctioning procedures can be initiated at any point
in the program if an individual fails to attend a required appointment or activity. These procedures are
discontinued when the individual complies with the participation requirement or provides an acceptable reason
(also known as "good cause") for not participating.

3-
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registrants get jobs and leave AFDC. It was also during orientation that participants were referred to
one of two service tracks based on an initial assessment of their educational attainment levels and
recent work experience.® During the period when individuals for the research sample were identified
(July 1990 through August 1991), Project Independence categorized most of its caseload as "job-ready”
by setting the initial assessment criteria at relatively low levels of education and work experience.’
These criteria, combined with an emphasis on case managers’ meeting specific job placement
standards, reflected Project Independence’s employment-focused approach to self-sufficiency.

Those assessed to be "job-ready" were first referred to a two-week individual job search.
Individual job search activities within Project Independence were usually unsupervised and required
participants to look for work independently. This contrasts with other welfare-to-work programs that
have focused on job search assistance and group job club activities as the primary strategies to help
move participants into jobs as quickly as possible.® If job search participants were unable to secure
employment on their own, they were then referred to job club classes, which were designed to teach
job search skills and to provide supervised opportunities to look for work.

Figure 1.1 shows that Project Independence participants who were assessed as not job-ready
(and job-ready participants who did not secure employment through job search or job club) were to
be referred to a more formal assessment of their educational needs and work experiences. During this
formal assessment, the participant and the case manager were to develop an Employability Plan, based
on a mutually agreed-upon set of employment goals. These plans usually prescribed education or
training assignments, but often included job search activities instead of, or in addition to, education
or training. Participants who remained unemployed after completing their education or training
assignments — and, usually, an extended independent job search — were, in most instances, reassigned
to formal assessment to determine additional activities. Some registrants were already in education
or training activities at the time they attended orientation. These individuals were usually referred for
formal assessment and were allowed to continue in their present activity if the case manager
determined that it was appropriate to the participant’s employment goal and was consistent with the
Employability Plan.

Project Independence was also designed to provide child care, transportation, tools, and
uniforms participants may have needed to engage in program activities and to secure employment.

®The program allowed individuals to be temporarily "deferred” from participating if there were legitimate
reasons.

"During the period when research sample members were identified, individuals were determined to be
"job-ready" if they had completed at least the tenth grade or had worked in at least 12 of the previous 36
months, and to be "not job-ready” if they met neither of these criteria. Although the basic program flow
model has remained unchanged since Project Independence was first implemented, HRS modified the criterta
by which individual participants were assessed for initial services. Beginning in October 1991, the job-
readiness criteria were elevated to include only those who had a high school diploma or a General Educational
Development (GED) certificate or who had worked in at least 12 of the previous 24 months. These
modifications enabled a higher percentage of the mandatory caseload to enter education or training activities
as their initial service.

8Gueron and Pauly (1991) describes the welfare-to-work programs MDRC evaluated during the 1980s.
Like Project Independence, these pre-JOBS programs emphasized immediate entry into the labor force for
most of their participants. However, these programs committed a higher percentage of their resources to job
search assistance and job club activities than did Project Independence.
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Figure 1.1 depicts the Project Independence program model as it was intended to operate.
Chapter 3 describes the program’s services (which are noted in the figure) and analyzes the
participation patterns of those in the research sample who were referred to Project Independence as
mandatory participants.

B. Changes in Project Independence and Its Environment During the Evaluation Period

Fundamental to understanding the findings in this report are changes that took place in Project
Independence and its wider economic context over the course of the evaluation. Figure 1.2 displays
the key milestones for the evaluation, which spanned the period from July 1990 through September
1993. The bottom of the figure shows the timing of various events related to changes in Project
Independence and the state during the evaluation period. The figure also illustrates the general trends
in Florida’s AFDC caseload sizes and unemployment rates during the evaluation period.

The horizontal axis in the figure begins with July 1990, the first month during which AFDC
applicants and recipients who were mandatory for Project Independence were enrolled in the study
(i.e., were randomly assigned to the program or control group). The sample enrollment period
(indicated by the shaded areas in Figure 1.2) ended in August 1991. Information about sample
members’ employment, earnings, and welfare receipt was collected through September 1993. The data
collection period (also referred to in this report as the "follow-up period") extended from the date an
individual was enrolled in the study through September 1993. Thus, the report includes two years of
follow-up information for all sample members and up to three years for those enrolled in July 1990.

Figure 1.2 shows that between July 1990 and August 1991 — the period during which AFDC
applicants and recipients were enrolled in the evaluation — Florida’s AFDC caseload grew by 25
percent and the state’s unemployment rate increased by 33 percent.” While the AFDC caseload
continued to grow through the end of the evaluation period, the state’s unemployment rate peaked in
July 1992 at nearly 9 percent and then fell to approximately 6.8 percent by September 1993.

Beginning in early 1991, the dramatic growth of the AFDC caseload was accompanied by a
series of state hiring freezes, which prevented Project Independence from increasing its staffing
capacity to meet the growing demand for its services.!® Also, beginning in January 1991, budget
constraints forced HRS to restrict the availability of child care for Project Independence participants,
particularly those who required longer-term services such as education and training. This is significant
because mandatory registrants with young children could be excused from the participation

By contrast, the average monthly caseload for the nation as a whole increased by 19 percent between
fiscal year 1990 (October 1, 1989, through September 3{, 1990) and fiscal year 1991 (QOctober 1, 1990,
through September 30, 1991). The national unemployment rate increased by 19 percent between July 1990
and July 1991. AFDC cascload data for Florida were obtained from the Florida Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services, District Economic Services, Quarterly Statistical Tables. AFDC caseload data for the
United States are from the U.S. Congress, House Committee on Ways and Means, Overview of Entitlement
Programs, 1991, 1992. U.8. and Florida unemployment rates were obtained from the U.S. Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1991, 1992, 1993.

10According to MDRC s survey of Project Independence staff, the average client-to-caseworker ratio was
over 200 by October 1991. (Project Independence does not keep records of these ratios.)

-6-



‘Aaaing uonendod 1uang ‘solSIEIS 10GET 10 Neaung ‘JoqeT o wewuedsd 's'n

pue ‘s@|ge] [es1s11elS AlslIENy 'S801AJ9G JIWOU0DT 121181 'S9IIALS aAlleljigeyay pue uijeay o Juawledag epuol SIDUNOS
(2661 Anry {166 | 190100} ‘(L66 L Aenuer)
aouapuadapuy) 108loid Jo) Anjiqisuodsal . Sainsesuwt UO1INpal PeoIBsED JO Lels sazaaly Buny syH pue .
2AILEIISIUIWLIPpE S2WINSSe §37 pue euallLd ssaulpeas-qof u) sebueyn SU0IoU1ISAI 31D PIIYD JO Lelg
‘£66 | Joqwaldss ybnouyl 06 | AINC Woly pauN3Is0 Udnos||00 BIEP dN-Mmo|04
"L66 | IsnBny ybnoiyl ggg L Anr woly paundso Juawubisse wopuel jo pouad ayl a1y adwes yoleasal ayl Jo Juawijosug .sjuang >mv_
£66 | Jequaldag ybnoiyl 9g6 | AlNr :pollad uollenjeal sauapuadapul 128loig
¥6/1 £6/L ge/l T6/L T6/1 L6/L L6/1L 06/L
_ I f f ! ;
0 0
ﬁ \\\\\ aley juawAojdwiaun -
peojssed 204V
Sz I -1 000°0G
S~
8 ] z o
Q [ o '
i @]
g ‘0oL &
S v |- -{ 000°001 G
E 7
> @
o | R o]
o o
£ Q
g2 9 -1 000°0G1
o]
- 1
8 - Tl B | 000°00¢
ol 000'08¢

aold3ad NOILYNTYAI JONIANI4IANI 1DO30Hd IHL ONIHNA
S3ALVYH LNJWAOTJININN ANV 'SAZIS AVOTISYI 2A4Y ‘'SLNIAT AN

¢'L J4NnOH



requirements if child care services could not be provided and alternative child care arrangements could
not be made. The increase in the state’s unemployment rate. meant that Project Independence’s
emphasis on moving a high percentage of its participants into the labor market as quickly as possible
coexisted with a growing shortage of available job openings. It may also account for part of the
increase in the AFDC caseload as some of those who lost their jobs may have turned to AFDC for
financial assistance.

Because of the events that took place during the evaluation period, this report provides what
amounts to an assessment of two different versions of Project Independence, which can be examined
by comparing the experiences of early versus later entrants into the research sample. The early cohort
entered the study between July and December 1990 (as indicated by the lighter of the two shaded areas
in Figure 1.2) and was exposed to Project Independence when it was operated more as originally
intended by HRS. While the program was not richly funded, staff were responsible for smaller
caseloads than they would later handle, child care was widely available, and the labor market was
relatively robust. Under these conditions, Project Independence staff were better able to enforce the
ongoing participation mandate and to help participants find work by facilitating their access to
employment-related activities and support services. The later cohort entered the study between January
and August 1991 (as indicated by the darker shaded area in Figure 1.2) and was exposed to Project
Independence at a time when it was forced to spread a fixed set of resources over a rapidly increasing
caseload. These conditions restricted the staff’s capacity to monitor participation and limited the level
of support they could provide to help participants gain work skills and find employment. As noted
earlier, by comparing the experiences of these two groups, this report will examine whether differences
in the program’s implementation and environment are associated with differences in its effectiveness.

Late in 1991, after enrollment in the study had ended, two important modifications to the
program model were implemented.!! First, HRS changed the job-readiness criteria to enable more
participants to enroll in education or training, rather than independent job search, as their first activity.
Second, some counties began implementing new priorities in order to reduce Project Independence
caseloads. Staff were now allowed to give first preference to those who volunteered for Project
Independence services, which made them more likely to place a lower priority on enforcing the
participation requirements for some of those who were determined to be mandatory but had not
volunteered to participate.

For several reasons, it is not likely that these modifications had a significant effect on the
evaluation findings. Both the changes in the job-readiness criteria and the shift to a priority on serving
volunteers were implemented unevenly over time and across the nine evaluation counties. In some
places, caseload reduction measures were never formally implemented. Furthermore, most of the
research sample members had already been referred to Project Independence and had participated in
a program orientation by the time these changes were implemented.

"Also, in June 1991, the State of Florida began implementing a new computer system to record data
related to its public assistance programs. Although random assignment in each of the study counties ended
before this system — called the Florida On-Line Recipient Integrated Data Access System (FLORIDA) —
came on line in that county, the level of effort devoted to the system’s implementation may have affected some
Project Independence and AFDC program operations.
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Finally, until July 1992, HRS had responsibility for policy development, planning,
administration, staffing, and operational oversight for Project Independence at the state and district
levels. InJuly 1992, HRS subcontracted responsibility for staffing and operating Project Independence
at the district level to the Department of Labor and Employment Security (LLES). Local Project
Independence staff remained in place under LES and continued to provide case management; monitor
participation in independent job search and job club activities; and develop linkages with other state
agencies, local education authorities, community-based organizations, Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) programs, and local employers, which provide most of Project Independence’s employment,
education, and training activities. HRS retained overall administrative responsibility for the program
and serves as its primary policymaking agency. The change in departmental responsibilities occurred
a year after the research sample was enrolled and is not likely to have affected the evaluation results.

IL. The Project Independence Evaluation Design

The research design for the Project Independence evaluation was conceived with four broad
objectives: (1) to produce findings that can be generalized to the state’s full JOBS-mandatory AFDC
caseload of single parents; (2) to reliably measure Project Independence’s effects on employment,
earnings, and AFDC receipt compared to what would have been the case if individuals had not had
access to the program; (3) to capture program effects that accrued from any knowledge of or
involvement with Project Independence beginning with an individual’s AFDC application or
redetermination; and (4) to measure the program’s effects for key subgroups of JOBS-mandatory
AFDC applicants and recipients — notably, mothers of preschool-age children. The research design
features that address each of these objectives are discussed briefly below.

A. The Research Counties

As noted above, the research design called for nine counties to be selected randomly from the
25 coumnties with the largest AFDC caseloads; the selected counties were to be required by the state
to participate in the study.!? The random selection of counties enables the evaluation to produce
findings on program participation patterns and effects that can be generalized to single-parent AFDC
applicants and recipients who became mandatory for Project Independence during the period under
study. The nine counties that were selected are listed here (along with the largest city in each) and
are also shown in Figure 1.3:

Bay (Panama City)
Broward (Fort Lauderdale)
Dade (Miami)

1The 25 counties from which the nine research counties were selected represented approximately 90
percent of the state’s AFDC caseload. The process that was used to randomly select counties was designed
to ensure a large cnough research sample for the analysis and to make it highly likely that several of the large
urban counties, with large AFDC caseloads, would be selected along with some counties with smaller
caseloads. In most multi-site evaluations of social programs, the counties, sites, or programs volunteer to be
included and might also be selected using other criteria, e.g., the quality of their services or the character of
their local conditions.
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FIGURE 1.3

THE NINE RESEARCH COUNTIES IN
THE PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EVALUATION
(WITH EACH COUNTY'S LARGEST CITY SHOWN IN PARENTHESES)

Duval
{Jacksonville)

Volusia
(Daytona Beach)

Orange
{(Orlando)

Pinellas
(St. Petersburg)

Hillsborough
{Tampa}

Broward
{Fort Lauderdale)

Dade
{Miami) e
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Duval (Jacksonville)
Hillsborough (Tampa)
Lee (Fort Myers)
Orange (Orlando)
Pinellas (St. Petersburg)
Volusia (Daytona Beach)

Demographic and economic characteristics of the nine selected counties, and the state as a whole, are
summarized in Table 1.1. Together these counties included 58 percent of the state’s AFDC caseload
at the start of the evaluation in July 1990. As noted above, they also include Florida’s eight largest
cities ~ Jacksonville (Duval), Miami (Dade), Tampa (Hillsborough), St. Petersburg (Pinellas),
Hialeah (Dade), Orlando (Orange), Fort Lauderdale (Broward), and Hollywood (Broward) — as well
as both suburban and rural areas. The proportion of the research sample represented by each county
(the second row of Table 1.1) is similar to the proportion of the nine-county AFDC caseload
represented by each county (the fourth row of Table 1.1).

As shown in the first two columns of Table 1.1, the nine counties as a group are similar to
Florida as a whole on a number of characteristics — e.g., poverty rates, unemployment rates, and
percentage employed in the service sector (the most likely source of employment for welfare
recipients).'> However, the nine counties have a smaller percentage of their population living in
rural areas because, as noted above, counties with very small AFDC caseloads are not represented in
the study. The nine counties also include a larger percentage of Hispanics than does the state overall
because Dade County includes more than 60 percent of the state’s Hispanic population.

Table 1.1 also indicates that the nine research counties represent a diverse range of
demographic and economic condittons. Dade County is the largest of the state’s 67 counties in terms
of both population and AFDC caseload, whereas Bay County, the smallest in the study, ranked twenty-
fourth in population and twenty-second in the size of its AFDC caseload at the start of the study. The
poverty rates in 1989 ranged from 14 percent in Dade to 6 percent in Lee and Pinelias, and
unemployment rates in July 1990 ranged from almost 7 percent in Dade to less than 5 percent in Lee
and Pinellas. The percentage of workers employed in the service sector in 1990 ranged from a high
of 36 percent in Orange to a low of 26 percent in Bay and Duval.

In summary, the information in Table 1.1 suggests that the counties in the evaluation are
representative of the state in terms of both their average characteristics and their diversity. This
condition enhances the evaluation’s capacity to produce results that can be generalized to the portion
of the state’s AFDC caseload that became mandatory for Project Independence during the period under
study — or at least to the approximately 90 percent of this AFDC caseload represented by the 25
counties from which the nine were selected.

B. Random Assignment of Individuals

Research on welfare dynamics has shown that there is normally a substantial amount of

The data presented in Table 1.1 reflect the available measures of conditions in Florida during the random
assignment peried (July 1990 through August 1991).
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turnover within the caseload, with many welfare recipients leaving welfare without any program
assistance and many subsequently returning to the rolls.!* Thus, without a random assignment
research design, it is especially difficult to determine the extent to which a program increases (or
decreases) the rate at which welfare recipients take jobs and stay off the welfare rolls above and
beyond what they would have done on their own. The Project Independence evaluation used random
assignment to create two groups of AFDC applicants and recipients for whom Project Independence
was mandatory: !>

e A program group, who had access to Project Independence’s services and was
subject to its participation requirements and to possible AFDC grant reductions
in the event of noncompliance with program rules.

* A control group, who, for a period of two years following random
assignment, was not required or permitted to participate in Project
Independence (and, consequently, was not subject to possible AFDC grant
reductions for noncompliance), and was not allowed to receive its case
management or employment and training services. However, control group
members could seek other services on their own. They could also receive
child care and college tuition assistance under the same guidelines and priorities
as Project Independence participants. ¢

Use of a randomly generated control group provides the best information on what would have
happened to eligible clients in the absence of the program. Since the program and control groups were
created randomly, the two groups do not differ systematically on both measurable and unmeasurable
characteristics. Thus, any subsequent differences found between the two groups can be attributed to
the Project Independence treatment to which program group members were exposed and control group
members not exposed. The program effects, or impacts, presented in this report are the differences,
over the post-random assignment period, between program and control group members’ employment,
earnings, and AFDC receipt.

In order for this design to yield accurate and reliable estimates of impacts, three important

l4gee Bane and Ellwood, 1983 Pavetti, 1992; and Friedlander and Burtless, 1995.

ISExempt applicants and recipients, as well as ongoing AFDC recipients who were participating (or had
recently participated) in Project Independence at the time of their redetermination hearing, were excluded from
the random assignment process. In 1990, Project Independence began its program for unemployed parents
in two-parent households that were receiving AFDC, and these individuals were also excluded from random
assignment.

'®Being a member of the evaluation’s control group did not affect a person’s eligibility for entitlements
such as AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps. In addition, the status of child care assistance as an
"entitlement” for welfare recipients engaged in education and training services has been vigorously debated
in Florida and other states. For purposes of the Project Independence evaluation, it was felt that if members
of the control group decided to pursue employment and training services on their own, they were eligible to
receive equivalent HRS-funded child care, as well as tuition assistance at community colleges, Control group
members were also given a list of other, non-Project Independence employment and training services in the
community.
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conditions must be met. First, there must be a sufficiently large number of individuals in the sample
to reduce the likelihood that measured differences are due to chance. As discussed below, the Project
Independence research sample includes 18,237 individuals — a sample size sufficient to detect policy-
relevant differences in earnings and AFDC receipt reliably. Second, data collection sources and
strategies must ensure that equivalent types of outcome information are obtained for both program and
control group members. As discussed in Chapter 2, MDRC used Florida’s administrative records data
systems to collect earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamp information for both program and control group
members.

Finally, control group members must be restricted from receiving the program treatment that
is being evaluated. Here, the interpretation of the Project Independence evaluation impact estimates
{and their comparison with findings from other random assignment evaluations of welfare-to-work
programs) will be complicated by the fact that, contrary to the research design, some control group
members were exposed to Project Independence services. As discussed in Chapter 3, however, more
than half of the control group members who were exposed to Project Independence attended only a
program orientation and did not enroll in employment-related activities. Others might have received
similar services in the community if they had been prevented from participating in Project
Independence as intended. In addition, in spite of the control group’s exposure to Project
Independence, the program group was still much more likely to participate in employment-related
activities than were control group members, a measured difference as large as, or larger than, those
found in past evaluations. As a result, and as concluded in Chapter 5, the control group’s exposure
to Project Independence is likely to have only modestly affected the levels of program impacts, and
does not appear to have affected the pattern of impacts over time or across subgroups of the research
sample.

C. The Early Point of Random Assignment

Figure 1.4 illustrates the random assignment research design. The random assignment
procedures were implemented at the HRS Public Assistance Units after AFDC applicants and recipients
had been determined to be mandatory for Project Independence but before they were actually referred
to a formal program orientation. This allows the evaluation to capture even very early effects of
Project Independence, beginning when an individual first learns of the program — on applying for
AFDC or (in the case of current recipients) when seeking redetermination for ongoing AFDC
eligibility. For example, if the prospect of having to attend a Project Independence orientation session
encouraged some people to instead find employment and leave the welfare rolls (or not to pursue their
application for welfare), that employment and those welfare savings would have been effects of Project
Independence captured in this evaluation. Other studies of welfare-to-work programs, which carry out
random assignment at program orientation, may not fully measure such effects. On the other hand,
this early placement of random assignment also means that the program group includes some
individuals who did not go on to attend orientation and who may not have been affected by the
program’s employment-related activities and support services. Therefore, the rates of participation in
post-orientation activities, and the estimated average effects of the program, may be lower than they
would have been if random assignment had taken place when individuals attended orientation.

D. The Research Sample and Key Subgroups

The research sample for the Project Independence evaluation consists of 18,237 AFDC
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FIGURE 1.4

OVERVIEW OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT PROCEDURES
FOR THE PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EVALUATION

AFDC Application or
Redetermination at
Public Assistance Unit
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Mandatory for Project Independence? Exit
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Project Independence Evaluation
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l

1 Program Group

Referred to
Project Independence

Orientation

Staff Follows Up,
Reschedules

Attend Project

Independence Orientation?

Orientation

Yes

Referred to
Project Independence

Activities and Services
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Control Group

May not participate in
Project Independence for 2 years

Not subject to participation
mandate or sanctions for 2 years

May seek training and employment
services from other sources

Eligible for HRS-funded child care
while in self-initiated activities, on
same terms as Project Independence
participants

Eligible for tuition assistance
on same terms as Project
Independence participants

No effect on entitlements such as
AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps




applicants and recipients for whom Project Independence was mandatory. Of these, 4,724 (26 percent)
were randomly assigned to the control group and 13,513 (74 percent) were randomly assigned to the
program group. This sample is large enough to permit the analysis to reliably detect overall program
effects on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt (assuming that these effects are at least as large
as those typically found in previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs). It should be noted that
the Project Independence research sample has a substantially lower proportion of people who were
already receiving AFDC at the time of random assignment (and, consequently, a substantially higher
proportion of applicants) than has been the case in other evaluations of welfare-to-work programs.
This is because random assignment for this evaluation was initiated approximately three years after
Project Independence began operating in the research counties. As a result, a large proportion of the
ongoing AFDC recipients who appeared for their AFDC redetermination appointments during the
random assignment period were already registered for Project Independence. In order to avoid having
to discontinue Project Independence services for those who might have been randomly assigned to the
control group, only ongoeing recipients who were newly mandatory for Project Independence (e.g.,
because their youngest child had turned three), and who were not currently registered for the program,
were randomly assigned. The evaluation’s overall findings on program participation and program
effects are influenced most heavily by the behavior of applicants and reapplicants, who make up 88
percent of the research sample. Thus, the research sample reflects the flow of newly mandatory
individuals into a mature, ongoing welfare-to-work program. However, caution should be exercised
in comparing the results to those of other studies whose research samples inctude a more even mix of
applicants and recipients.

Another key objective of the evaluation was to determine the relative effectiveness of Project
Independence for different groups of AFDC applicants and recipients, information that would be useful
in refining program operating and service delivery strategies. An important conclusion of the first
report on Project Independence was that the earnings impacts were concentrated among those
individuals with no preschool-age children, those who were classified as job-ready, and those who had
received AFDC for a total of two years or more (as adults) prior to their entry into the study. The
report also found that the program was somewhat more effective for individuals who were referred
to the program early in the evaluation (i.e., the early cohort) than it was for those who were referred
later (i.e., the late cohort) when caseloads increased and resources did not.

The current report extends the analysis of participation in employment-related activities and
program impacts for subgroups defined by: early or late entry into the research sample, age of the
youngest child (when the parent entered the study), and job-readiness status. Other subgroups are also
examined, but in less detail.

I11. The Significance of the Project Independence Evaluation

In addition to providing the state of Florida with an assessment of the overall effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness of Project Independence, this evaluation adds to knowledge about JOBS programs
and their effectiveness under various conditions and implementation strategies. For example, because
the Project Independence evaluation began three years after Project Independence was initiated and
more than a year after it became Florida’s JOBS program, its findings reflect the results of a mature
JOBS program. At the same time, the changes that occurred in Florida during the evaluation period,
although somewhat extreme compared to the nation as a whole, provided a unique opportunity to
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observe the evolution of a JOBS program from a relatively close approximation of its intended model
to a program operating under growing stress from increasing caseloads, stagnating resource
commitments, and a declining labor market. Finally, the findings on program participation and
program effects for single parents with preschool-age children are among the most extensive available
for a JOBS program. Previous evaluations have provided only limited findings concerning single
parents with children between the ages of three and five.!”

The Project Independence evaluation also provides a useful contrast to what has been learned
from other studies of welfare-to-work programs, including the welfare-to-work programs of the 1980s
— many of which also stressed labor force attachment services — and the recently completed
evaluation of California’s JOBS program (GAIN), another important random assignment evaluation
of a JOBS program for which there are comparable data. The Project Independence and GAIN
evaluations complement each other in many ways, providing important lessons for other states and for
federal policy related to JOBS and welfare reform more broadly. For example, Project Independence’s
heavy emphasis on independent job search activities for most of its caseload contrasts with GAIN’s
emphasis on basic education for a large proportion of its program registrants. In 1991, Project
Independence led the nation’s JOBS programs with 50 percent of its participants in job search
activities, whereas GAIN was one of four programs with more than 50 percent of its JOBS participants
in basic education.!® Results from the two evaluations provide information about the consequences
of choices that states have made about the mix, targeting, and costs of JOBS services. Florida and
California also differ in their AFDC grant levels, with Florida ranking in the lower part of the range
and California ranking near the top.!® Results from the two evaluations will shed light on the
different types of incentives JOBS participants faced in supplementing and replacing welfare with
earnings.

Iv. An Overview of This Report

The next chapter describes the data sources used in this report and examines the background
characteristics of individuals in the research sample.

Chapter 3 presents the findings on Project Independence’s impact on participation in
employment-related activities for the full research sample. These findings are the foundation for the
analysis of the costs of providing employment-related services to program and control group members
(Chapter 4), and they also provide a context for interpreting the analysis of the program’s impacts on
earnings and welfare receipt for the full sample (Chapter 5).

Chapter 6 analyzes participation patterns and two-year impacts for selected subgroups of the
research sample. It addresses several questions left open by the earlier chapters” findings for the full
research sample: the relative effectiveness of Project Independence for early and later entrants into

YSee Friedlander and Goldman, 1988; and Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994.

18See Greenberg, 1992,

'In January 1991, the basic AFDC grant in Florida for a family of three was $294; 14 states had lower
grant levels., In that same month, the basic AFDC grant for a family of three in California was $607; only
Alaska had a higher grant level.

-18-



the research sample; for single parents with preschool-age children compared to those with older
children; and for subgroups defined by the Project Independence job-readiness criteria, prior AFDC
receipt, and other background characteristics. Finally, it presents county-specific findings for the nine
research counties.

Chapter 7 analyzes the economic benefits of Project Independence and compares them to the
cost estimates discussed in Chapter 4. These benefit-cost estimates are presented from several
perspectives: those of AFDC applicants and recipients in the research sample, government budgets
(and taxpayers), and society as a whole (which combines the individual and taxpayer perspectives).
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CHAPTER 2

DATA SOURCES AND BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

The first section of this chapter describes the data sources used for this report, the subsamples
for which the data were collected, and the time periods to which the data apply. The second section
examines the background characteristics of the full research sample and selected subgroups.

I. Data Sources

Table 2.1 lists the general types of information that were collected for individuals in the
research sample: baseline data (i.e., background information collected at the time each sample member
entered the study), state administrative records data, survey data, and Project Independence casefile
data. Baseline data and information from state administrative records were collected for all program
and control group members. The survey and casefile data were collected for randomly selected
subsamples. Two considerations guided the selection of the survey and casefile subsamples. First,
a key objective of the analysis was to produce findings that reflected the experiences of the research
sample as a whole, and thus to increase their applicability to the entire state and the full random
assignment period. As a result, the survey and casefile subsamples include individuals from all nine
research counties who entered the study both early and late in the random assignment period.
However, it was also important to contain costs associated with long data collection periods (potentially
as long as 14 months for the two surveys) and with tracking sample members over wide geographic
areas. Therefore, the survey and casefile subsamples were concentrated in the middle of the random
assignment period (September 1990 through May 1991)! and in the more densely populated
geographic areas in each of the nine research counties. These limitations mean that care should be
taken in generalizing the survey and casefile findings to the full sample. However, the sampling frame
from which these subsamples were drawn includes 56 percent of the full research sample and reflects
much of the diversity represented in the nine counties. It also enables the data collected to reflect
many of the experiences of those who entered the study over the full random assignment period.

MDRC also administered a survey to all Project Independence staff in the research counties,
conducted on-site observations of program activities, and interviewed Project Independence staff to
learn about how the program was implemented and operated. Finally, state fiscal data were used to
calculate the costs of providing employment-related services for members of the research sample. The
remainder of this section of the chapter provides a detailed descriptions of each data source.

A. Baseline Data

Data collection for the Project Independence evaluation can be seen as a series of snapshots
taken of individuals in the research sample over the period of the evaluation. The first of these

'For the 24-month survey, for example, sample members randomly assigned in September 1990 were
surveyed in September 1992 and those randomly assigned in May 1991 were surveyed in May 1993. The
period between September 1992 and May 1993 represents a nine-month survey administration period, five
months shorter than if the subsample covered the full random assignment period.

220-



(penuiuos)

S3IUNOD
Yo.Ieasa) £ AU} Ul SISIUSD ueqn
1sab1e) auy Jo O Buss spun

608 dnoub jonuon 82UB)SISSY oI[QNd 8U) oy slagweaw dnoib
0es dnoib weiboiyg slaquew dnolb |o1uoo pue jonu02 pue weiboud jo
wawubisse wopuel Buimo||op syiuow ¥2 1661 A — 0661 1aqweldes  620') gidwes In4 weiboid jo aidwesgns wopuey famns Yyuow—pg
S3))UNOD YoIeasal 6 aL) Ul
slsjuao ueqin 1sebie| ayy Jo gt
Buinas syun saue)sissy Aqnd
a3yl wolj siaquaw dnolb  siaqusw dnoub weibold jo
wauubisse wepuel Bumopoy suyiuow zlL  Lest Aey — 0661 lequsidag  ate dnoib weibolq welboid jo sidwesgns wopuey fenns yluow-—z1
sAaAing
ajdwes yolessal
8y} Jo uoyod Ales ue Joj Jawubisse wopuel jo
Teu1 Buimol|oy pue Buipniou siauenb Jepusieo g
‘adiues [Ny ay) Jo} JuswubIsse WopUe) JO 18Ul vel'y dnoib onuon
Buimol|o) pure Buipn|oul siepenb Jepusieo Qi pue gig'el  dnolb weibold siaqwaw dno.b jo1u02 spieoal Wwawied
wawubisse wopuel 0y Joud sialenb Jepusiea g 1661 1snbBny — 0661 AIN® ZE2°81 a|dwes ||n4 pue weiboid v dwe)g poo4 pue N4y
ajdwes yoieasal
a1 Jo Hoyo2 Alles ue 1o} awubisse Wopues Jo
T2yl Bumaol|oy pue Buipnjoul siapenb fepusied Z|
taidwes ||y 8y} 10} Juswubisse Wopue) JO Tey) vel'v dnoub jojuon
Bumoljo} pue Buipniow siauenb Jepus(es 6 pue eig'el dnoib ueibBoid slaquaw dnolf |onuos spiooal sbulules
wawubisse Wopurl o} Joud siapenb tepuajes g k66t 1snbny — oesL AINP 2£2'81 8|dues |In4 pue uwelboidfly  souensul uswAojdwaun
S§p1003l
Aljesiulwpe ajelg
vel'y dnoub joiuon
gis'el  dnoib weibold siaquiall dnoub [oiuoD {s419) suuo4
olep juswubisse wopue) Jo se peuodal leQ 1661 Isnbny — 066 AN Ze2'8t ajdwes |jn4 pue weiboid iy uoleulo| punocibyoeg
elep auljasey
eleq ay) Aq palanos) pouad dn—mo||04 pa109|10D S13M B1RQ WOUM pa10a||0D) B19M Ble( Pa198)[0D) oM BleQ a0Inog eyeq
10} siaquiap e|dweg Jo WIOUAA JOJ Siagquiapy WOYM 1o} aidweg
saeQ wewubissy wopuey s|dweg jo 1aqunN

NOILLYNTVAS JONIANId3ANI 1O3r0Hd 3HIL HO4 ST1dAVS ANV S32dN0S viva

L'g 3NavL

21-



'PEUIEIQO SISM BIEP 3|ISSED LWLOUM 10} 9S0U] SE ||[aM SE PaIRo0] 24 10U PIN0D SI|I;eskD LWOYUM 10) siaquaw aiduies apnjoul s8zis ajdwes
asel] LWBY) J0] S8|ySsED BlESID 10U pip Yers Weiboid ‘souspuadapul 10alold Yim J0BIUOD aARY 10U pIp sisqsll sjdwes sWwos esnedsg ()
“p 1e1deyD Ul IB1Sp Ul pasSNIsIp pue g Jaideyn Jo xa) ay) Ul pajou sle 51500 Weibold o sisAjeue ay; 1o} 1Bp JO S92IN0S ' L661 Ul YBls aouspuadapu) 10elold

YIM SMBIAISIUl Uosiad —ul pue yoaeasal play YW YBnoly) pauieiqo sem saenss| jeuolieziuebio pue seibsiens Buijeiado weibBoid jnoge uoiepwIOUl [BUCIIPPY

‘S31LON

swubisse wopuel BUumo| o) SUILOW 2

wawubisse Wopues BUIMO|| 0} SYIUOW Z1

ose
ost
1661 Aoy — 0661 Jaquisldeg  OOp

1661 A — 066 Jeqweldes  gzZ

dnoJB jonuos
dnoib weiboiy
sdwes ||n4

dnoib weibold

Aanns Yuow—1g

8y} 0} papuodssl oym
siaquwaw dnoib |0Ju0D pue
weiboud jo aidwesqns wopuey

S2NUNOD YoIeasal § ayj ul
slelUa0 uequn 1sabie au) Jo 21
Buines spun 8oUR)SISSY J|IgNd
8yl woJ} siaquiew dnoub
weibold Jo ajdwesgns wopuey

siSAjeUR LOIRIIJISA
AsnIns Yuow—-pZ
8U) lo} ezep 3|yases

sisA[eur moj)
werboid yuow-z|
8l} Jo} lED BjYasED

{e) seyases

aouspuadspuj 199loid

ol s1abeurw asen
LB6 L J8qOIo0 92 siosinedng  sieBeueul ased pue siosialadns Asnng sepnily
pue Jaqiisidag ul pasmsiuwpe Asang a|geoidde joN 06l sjdwes |jny pun asuspuadapu) 3oalold ||v pue saniAnoy Jelg
Ble( 241 AQ palsaod) polad dn—moj|od P3193{|07) SIS E1B(] WOUA p2129|00) alep Bled 2128} |00 a1 Ble( 22In0g vleqg
10} s1aquiapy sidweg jo WOYM Jo} siaquuapy Woyp Joy adweg
seeq uswubissy wopuey sidwes Jo Jaquinn

(panunuod) 1'g 319VL

22



snapshots (referred to as "baseline data") was taken just before random assignment — the point at
which each sample member entered the study. Since random assignment was used to create the
program and control groups, the initial pictures of each group should look the same (as indicated later
in this chapter). The baseline data provide answers to questions about who is being studied and help
place the Project Independence research sample in the context of AFDC applicants and recipients who
were studied in evaluations of other welfare-to-work programs. The baseline data are also used to
address questions about who benefits most {or least) from Project Independence.

The primary source of baseline data is the Background Information Form (BIF) developed by
MDRC in collaboration with HRS Public Assistance Specialists (PASs). It was designed to collect
demographic and identifying information for all Project Independence-mandatory AFDC applicants and
recipients at the time they entered the research sample. Each BIF was completed by the PAS in
consultation with the sampie member, and the data reflect the characteristics of each sample member
as of the date she was randomly assigned. (People were randomly assigned throughout the period from
July 1990 through August 1991.) These forms were mailed to MDRC after random assignment was
completed. Partial BIF data are available for all program and control group members, while more
complete BIF data are available for 97 percent of each group.? BIF data are used later in this chapter
to describe the research sample members. They are also used in the impact analysis to increase the
precision of the estimates reported in Chapter 5 and to identify the subgroups that are the focus of
Chapter 6.

B. State Administrative Records

Because people are randomly assigned to the program and control groups, there should be no
systematic differences between the two groups at the point of random assignment. Therefore,
assuming that the research design has been implemented correctly, subsequent differences between the
two groups that appear in later "snapshots" (referred to as "outcome data") can be attributed to Project
Independence. The primary source of outcome data for this report was administrative records kept
by the state of Florida. These include information on sample members’ earnings reported by
employers to the Unemployment Insurance (UI) system. The state records also include AFDC and
Food Stamp payments made to sample members during the evaluation period. The rules for recording
information in these records apply equally to all state residents. As a result, they provide accurate and
unbiased measures of employment, earnings, and welfare receipt for both the program and control
groups. Following is a more detailed description of the state administrative records data used in this
report.

ZSome information from the BIF was collected by phone at the time of random assignment. When a
Public Assistance Specialist called MDRC to request a random assignment, she or he was asked to report
seven items: the name of the county and the location of the Public Assistance Unit, whether the individual
was an AFDC applicant or an ongoing recipient, and the individual’s name, social security number, birth date,
and AFDC case number (if she had already been given one). MDRC random assignment clerks then
keypunched these items into the random assignment data base, known as the Random Assignment Record
(RAR). Since all the RAR items were required before random assignment could be completed, these data are
available for all sample members. However, fully completed BIFs could not be obtained from the Public
Assistance Units for all sample members. Some BIFs may have been lost at the Public Assistance Units. It
is also possible that BIFs were not completed for some sample members and that Public Assistance Specialists
used some other source of identifying information to complete random assignment.
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1. Unemployment Insurance earnings records. Earnings reported by employers to the
state’s UI system provide measures of employment, earnings, and receipt of Ul benefits by calendar
quarter (January through March, April through June, July through September, and October through
December) for all 18,237 program and control group members. Data were collected for the period
April 1989 (five quarters prior to the first random assignment) through September 1993. For some
sample members, the calendar quarter in which random assignment took place may have included some
earnings secured before the actual day of random assignment; therefore, for all sample members, the
quarter in which random assignment occurred (quarter 1 of the follow-up period) is not counted in the
analysis of program effects. Eight full quarters of post-random assignment follow-up data (quarters
2 through 9) are available for the full sample, and 11 full quarters of follow-up data (quarters 2
through 12) are available for sample members randomly assigned from July through December 1990,
In addition, the UI data include a minimum of five calendar quarters of earnings data prior to each
sample member’s date of random assignment. These data are used to increase the precision of the
impact estimates by controlling for small random differences in the background characteristics of the
program and control groups.

Florida’s UT system is statewide and therefore provides data on earnings and Ul benefits that
sample members obtained in both research and non-research counties within the state. However, these
data are not available for earnings obtained in another state or for jobs not usually covered by the UI
system (e.g., some domestic work or informal child care). Such earnings will not be measured in this
study and will not appear in the data.

2. AFDC and Food Stamp payment records. Monthly AFDC payments and Food
Stamp issuance records were obtained for all 18,237 program and control group members from the
state’s computerized Assistance Payments System (APS) and FLORIDA System.® These data cover
the period from June 1988 (two years prior to the first random assignment) through September 1993.
For the analysis in this report, AFDC payments and Food Stamp issuance amounts were aggregated
into calendar quarters to match the intervals covered by the Ul earnings data. A total of nine full
quarters of AFDC follow-up data (not including the quarter of random assignment) are available for
the full research sample, and 12 quarters of follow-up data (not including the quarter of random
assignment) are available for sample members who were randomly assigned from July through
December 1990. In addition, the data include a minimum of eight calendar quarters of AFDC and
Food Stamp data prior to each sample member’s date of random assignment. As in the case of the
pre-random assignment Ul data, these data are used to increase the impact estimates’ precision by
controlling for small random differences in the two research groups’ background characteristics.

Florida’s welfare payments system is also statewide and therefore provides data on AFDC
payvments and Food Stamp issuances that sample members received in both research and non-research
counties within the state.* However, these data are not available for welfare payments made to

Beginning in June 1991, HRS began converting its automated public assistance benefits and service
system from APS to the Florida On-Line Recipient Integrated Data Access System (FLORIDA). This required
that extra care be taken to ensure that data were collected accurately for all sample members as their AFDC
cases were converted from APS to FLORIDA,

“The primary exception to this would be a sample member’s moving to a non-research county and
receiving AFDC under a new case number assigned there. Those payments will not be measured and will

(continued. ..}
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sample members by another state. These will not be measured in this study and will not appear in the
data.

C. Surveys of Research Sample Members

Administrative records provide a useful but limited picture of the experiences program and
control group members had after entering the study. For example, while they provide a complete
picture of sample members’ receipt of AFDC and Food Stamp benefits, they do not provide
information about their use of services designed to help them become less dependent on these benefits;
nor do they provide insights into their attitudes toward receiving welfare. Also, the Ul data provide
aggregate information about quarterly earnings, but nothing about the characteristics of the jobs held.
For these types of information, the evaluation drew on data provided by the sample members
themselves through two surveys: one administered 12 months after random assignment and the other
administered 24 months after random assignment. These surveys are described below.

1. The 12-month survey of program group members. MDRC fielded a 30-minute
survey for a subsample of program group members randomly selected from among all those who were
randomly assigned to the program group between September 1990 and May 1991 in the Public
Assistance Units serving the largest urban centers in the nine research counties.” The 12-month
survey subsample analyzed in this report consists of the 916 individuals in this group who completed
the survey interview, which was conducted by telephone or in-person.®

Fielded between January and May 1992, the 12-month survey asked questions about program
group members’ participation in Project Independence activities, attitudes toward the program, and use
of child care services during the 12 months following the date on which they had been randomly
assigned. The data are used in Chapter 3 (to provide information about whether Project Independence
participants found the program’s services helpful) and Chapter 4 (to measure child care use for the cost
analysis).

2. The 24-month survey of program and control group members. MDRC also fielded
a 30-minute survey for randomly selected subsamples of program and control group members.
Individuals in these subsamples entered the research sample between September 1990 and May 1991,
Like the 12-month survey subsample, the 24-month survey subsample included only individuals who

4(...continued)
not appear in the data. However, most cross-county migrants are assigned their original case number if they
reapply for AFDC in another county. If sample members received AFDC under more than one case number
— for example, because of the conversion from APS to FLORIDA or because they were given a new number
in one of the research counties for other reasons — these payments are included in the analysis.

The 12-month survey subsample was concentrated in 18 large urban areas within the counties: three from
each of the three largest counties (Dade, Duval, and Hillsborough); two from the three middle-sized counties
(Broward, Orange, and Pinellas); and one from each of the three smallest counties (Bay, Lee, and Volusia).

®In all, 1,134 program group members were randomly selected for the foliow-up survey. The 916
respondents in the 12-month survey subsample represent a response rate of 81 percent. An analysis of survey
nonresponse bias indicated that there were virtually no systematic differences in measured characteristics
between the subsample who completed the survey interview and the 1,134 originally selected.
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were randomly assigned from the Public Assistance Units located in large urban centers within the nine
research counties.” The survey subsample analyzed in this report consists of the 520 program group
members and 509 control group members who completed the survey interview, which was conducted
by telephone or in-person.?

The survey was fielded between September 1992 and May 1993, 24 months after each sample
member’s random assignment month. The questions asked about their participation in employment-
related activities, the characteristics of the jobs they held, and the general quality of their lives during
the two years following random assignment. Data from the 24-month survey are used in Chapter 3
to analyze patterns of participation in employment-related activities for program and control group
members during the two years following random assignment. These findings, along with findings from
Project Independence casefile data, were used in Chapter 4 as the basis for estimating costs of
providing services for the program and control group members.® In Chapter 5, the 24-month survey
data are used to analyze Project Independence’s impact on job characteristics and noneconomic
oufcomes.

D. Project Independence Casefiles

The survey data provided a general picture of sample members’ participation in employment-
related activities, but they proved less useful as sources of specific information about the types and
length of interaction they had with Project Independence. This is due, in part, to the fact that many
aspects of Project Independence overlap with other agencies in the community. For example, sample
members who were referred to a community college education or training program by Project
Independence may not have remembered the referral, only their connection to the college itself. In
addition, Project Independence staff often use specific rules and procedures to classify participants’
status in the program, and individual participants frequently cannot differentiate among these statuses.
For example, participants who are not actually engaged in activities at a particular time may be in the
process of being referred to an activity, temporarily deferred from participation, or prohibited from
participating because of a change in their AFDC status. Casefile data are generally more accurate for
capturing these important differences. Finally, some survey respondents had difficulty recalling the
dates on which they had participated in various aspects of Project Independence during the follow-up
periods.

"The 24-month survey subsample was concentrated in 10 large urban areas within the counties: two in
Dade and one from each of the other ¢ight counties.

8In all, 630 program group members and 630 control group members were randomly selected for this
follow-up survey. The 520 and 509 members of the 24-month survey subsamples represent response rates
of 83 and 81 percent for the program and control groups, respectively. An analysis of survey nonresponse
bias (Appendix B) indicated that there were virtually no systematic differences in measured characteristics
between the subsample who completed the survey interview and the 1,260 originally selected. In addition,
there were no systematic differences between program and control group survey respondents.

°As discussed later in this chapter and in Chapter 3, 24-month survey respondents, particularly control
group members, were limited in their capacity to identify activities that occurred through Project
Independence. As a result, the 24-month survey findings for the cost analysis were supplemented with
findings from Project Independence casefile data.
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To obtain more specific information about sample members’ involvement with Project
Independence, MDRC worked with Project Independence staff to collect data directly from the
individual casefiles that they maintained. These data were also used as a benchmark for checking the
accuracy of the 24-month survey data. The casefile data, and the subsamples for which they were
obtained, are described below.

1. Casefile data for the 12-month program flow analysis. MDRC’s first report on
Project Independence and Chapter 3 of this report present findings on the program group’s involvement
with Project Independence during the first 12 months following their random assignment. The findings
are based on data collected for a random subsample of 725 program group members (referred to as
the "12-month program flow subsample")} who were originally selected for the 12-month survey. Like
the 12-month survey subsample, the 12-month program flow subsample was concentrated in the largest
urban areas in each of the nine research counties.!® For 639 members (88 percent) of this
subsample, the Project Independence casefiles were obtained and data were collected from them.!!
These casefiles contain detailed information about program group members’ involvement with the
program — including referrals to program activities, the incidence of participation in activities, length
of stay in activities, and involvement with formal enforcement procedures.'?

Casefiles could not be located for the other 86 members (12 percent) of this subsample, most
of whom probably never attended a program orientation and so never had a casefile created for them.
For this group, the 12-month survey data were used, but only for information as to whether they had
or had not participated in Project Independence; there were insufficient data concerning their
sanctioning rates and length of participation in the program.

2. Casefile data for the 24-month survey verification analysis. Preliminary analysis
of the 24-month survey data indicated that a substantial number of control group members reported
that they had been involved in Project Independence. It was critical to verify the accuracy of this
information because the research design explicitly specified that control group members were not
permitted to participate in Project Independence for a period of two years. To the extent that control
group members received the same Project Independence services as program group members, the
measured post-random assignment differences between the two groups (i.e., the program impacts)
would be narrowed. Therefore, MDRC worked with staff in the local Project Independence units to
locate Project Independence casefiles for a random subsample of 250 control group members and (for
comparison) 150 program group members who responded to the 24-month survey. These random

""While the 12-month survey was drawn for 18 such areas within the counties, the 12-month program flow
subsample was confined to 12 of these areas; (wo from each of the three largest counties {Dade, Duval, and
Hillsborough) and one from each of the other six counties.

UTn all, 756 program group members from the 12-month survey subsample were targeted for Project
Independence casefile data collection. MDRC staff were able to obtain Project Independence casefiles for 639
(85 percent) of them. An analysis of casefile nonresponse bias indicated that there were virtually no
systematic differences in measured characteristics between the subsample for whom Project Independence
casefiles were obtained and the 756 sample members originally selected.

"2Casefile data, rather than computerized program tracking records, were required because an assessment
of data from the relatively new automated Project Independence Information System indicated that it did not
contain complete information about program group members’ participation in program activities,
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subsamples were drawn to include both individuals who reported participating in Project Independence
and individuals who did not.

In all, casefiles were found for 42 percent of the control group members and 77 percent of the
program group members. Project Independence staff reported that most of the remaining sample
members probably never made contact with the program and, that, consequently, a Project
Independence casefile would not have been created for them. However, this casefile data collection
effort was undertaken in August 1994 — three to four years following the random assignment dates
of those in the subsample. Project Independence staff reported that if involvement with Project
Independence had ceased two or more years prior to the data collection period, the casefiles might
have been shipped off site for archiving or destroyed. As a result, the findings from this effort had
to be adjusted to account for missing casefiles. These adjustments were based on casefile data used
in the 12-month program flow analysis.

For the Project Independence casefiles that were located, MDRC asked Project Independence
staff to provide information about whether individuals had been served by the program within the two
years after their random assignment date. Staff were also asked to indicate whether the individuals
had ever attended job search or job club activities or education or training activities. As discussed in
Appendix C, these data, along with the casefile data collected earlier in the evaluation, indicate that
the (self-reported) information on Project Independence participation from the 24-month survey is
reasonably accurate for the program group. However, according to the Project Independence casefile
data, control group members appear to have over-reported their involvement with the program. These
casefile data are used in Chapter 3, which presents the findings on the control group’s exposure to
Project Independence. Chapter 5 also uses this information in discussing a strategy for adjusting the
observed impact estimates to account for the control group’s exposure to Project Independence. As
noted in Chapter 1, this analysis indicates that the control group’s exposure to Project Independence
may have affected the overall level of the impact estimates, though probably only modestly, but is not
likely to have affected the trends over time or across subgroups.

E. The Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey

To describe the ways staff implemented the Project Independence program model in the
research counties, this report also relies on information from a Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey
developed by MDRC. It was administered in September and October 1991 to the 26 unit supervisors
and 164 case managers in the 26 Project Independence units in the nine research counties.

The survey included a broad range of questions about staff practices regarding several key
dimensions of Project Independence. It also asked staff about their attitudes toward their job, Project
Independence, and AFDC recipients; their perceptions of Project Independence’s services and goals;
and their own backgrounds. Because the survey was administered at a single point in time, it does not
capture the range of attitudes and activities over the full evaluation period. Data from this survey are
used in Chapter 3 to describe the staff’s assessment of the availability and quality of Project
Independence services.

F. Staff Interviews and Field Research

In early 1991, MDRC staff held in-person interviews with Project Independence district
administrators, unit supervisors, and case managers in each of the nine research counties. During this
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period, MDRC staff also observed a variety of Project Independence activities. This qualitative
research was used to learn about program operating strategies and organizational issues.

G. Cost Data

To estimate the costs and benefits of Project Independence, the study uses fiscal and program
participation data provided primarily by HRS. HRS expenditure data were obtained from the quarterly
Project Independence expenditure reports of HRS’s Economic Services Division (especially form ACF-
332, prepared for the federal government) and covered the period from July 1990 (the start of random
assignment) through June 1992. MDRC also collected cost data related to services provided by LES,
the Flortda Department of Education, local Central Child Care agencies, and several other sources.
Chapter 4 presents a detailed description of these data and how they were used for the cost analysis.

II. Background Characteristics of the Full Research Sample and Kev Subgroups

The full research sample for the Project Independence evaluation consists of 18,237 AFDC
applicants and recipients from the nine research counties. This group encompasses all of the AFDC
applicants who were determined to be mandatory for Project Independence during the period from July
1990 through August 1991. (More than half of these applicants had received AFDC previously under
their own or their spouse’s case.} The sample also includes most of the ongoing AFDC recipients who
were newly determined to be mandatory during this period. The primary exceptions were ongoing
recipients who had participated in Project Independence as volunteers within 45 days of their
redetermination for ongoing AFDC eligibility. These individuals were not included in the research
sample.

A total of 13,513 individuals (74 percent of the research sample) were randomly assigned to
the program group and, therefore, were referred to Project Independence orientation and were subject
to the program’s participation requirements. A total of 4,724 individuals (26 percent of the research
sample) were assigned to the control group and told that they were not required or permitted to
participate in Project Independence activities.

Appendix Table A.1 presents the demographic characteristics of the AFDC applicants in the
program and control groups; Appendix Table A.2 presents this information for the ongoing AFDC
recipients.!*> These tables indicate that the random assignment process produced two equivalent

BThese background characteristics are presented in separate tables because the applicants and recipients
were randomly assigned using different program-to-control-group ratios. Applicants were assigned at a ratio
of three program group members for each control group member. In the early part of the random assignment
period — from July through December 1990 — recipients were also assigned using a 3:1 ratio, but thereafter
(from January through August 1991), their ratio was lowered to 2:1 to increase the number of recipients in
the control group and, thus, the statistical reliability of the impact estimates for recipients. The use of separate
tables for applicants and recipients in Appendix A provides the opportunity to determine whether there were
differences in measurable characteristics between the program and control groups other than the change in the
random assignment ratio for recipients.
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research groups (as was its purpose), with only a few statistically significant'* demographic
differences between the program and control groups.

The "full sample” column of Table 2.2 presents the percentage distribution of selected
demographic characteristics for the full research sample.’® These characteristics are used to define
subgroups that are the focus of Chapter 6 and are likely to have contributed to differences in program
participation patterns as well as program impacts and costs. In particular, the chapter focuses on four
sets of subgroups defined by: (1) the period during which individuals were randomly assigned and
entered the research sample; (2) age of the youngest child; (3) Project Independence job-readiness
status; and (4) history of prior AFDC receipt. These subgroups were likely to vary in the degree and
nature of their involvement with Project Independence and in their likelihood of being able to secure
employment and leave AFDC without the aid of Project Independence. The characteristics of these
subgroups are discussed below and should be considered when comparing subgroup participation and
impact results presented in Chapter 6.

A. Characteristics of Subgroups Defined by the Period During Which They Entered the
Research Sample

As discussed in Chapter 1, the Project Independence evaluation occurred during a period when
Project Independence and its state and local environments were undergoing several important changes.
As a result, this report analyzes the effectiveness of Project Independence at different points during
this period. In particular, it compares the experiences of individuals who were randomly assigned and
entered the study early with those who entered later. The first subgroup (representing 41 percent of
the full sample) was randomly assigned between July and December 1990. This "early cohort” and
its experiences reflect the effects of Project Independence when it was operating under relatively
favorable conditions. The "late cohort” (randomly assigned between January and August 1991, and
representing 59 percent of the full sample) experienced Project Independence when it was operating
under the stress of growing caseloads, fixed resources, and increasing unemployment.

Comparing the experiences of these two subgroups must be informed by an examination of the
extent to which they were different to begin with because such differences may have contributed to
differences in the two subgroups’ patterns of participation in employment-related activities and in
program impacts (above and beyond differences associated with changes in the program and its
environment). The last two columns of Table 2.2 display the distribution of selected demographic
characteristics for the two cohort subgroups. They show that there were some differences between
the two subgroups, although most were relatively small (but statistically significant). Notably, the late
cohort included a slightly higher percentage of individuals who had earnings during the year prior to
random assignment. This may have been due, in part, to an increase in the number of people losing
their jobs, as reflected in the state’s rising unemployment rate during this period, and turning to AFDC

Y4When calculated differences are statistically significant (indicated by asterisks in the tables), one can have
a high level of confidence that the differences are not due to statistical chance.

The information in Table 2.2 was obtained from the Background Information Forms (BIFs). As
discussed earlier, BIFs could not be obtained for all sample members, and some items from the BIFs that were
obtained arc missing for some sample members. Table 2.2 presents percentages of the sample who are
missing data on selected characteristics.

-30-



TABLE 2.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FULL SAMPLE AND
OF SUBGROUPS DEFINED 8Y RANDOM ASSIGNMENT COHORT,

AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by
Random Assignment Cohort

Sample Full Early Cohort Late Cohort

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Sample {7/90 —12/00) {1/e1 —8/91)
Ethnicity (%6)

White, non—Hispanic 6,118 335 31.1 35,3 *ew

Black, non—Hispanic 6,878 ar.7 383 37.3

Hispanic 4,044 22.2 255 19,9 ***

Other 207 1.1 1.1 1.2

Data not available 990 54 40 6.4 *r*
Primary language (%)

English 13,887 76.1 74.5 77.3 ***

Spanish 3,282 17.7 206 15,7 ***

Other 303 1.7 2.2 1.3 **¥

Data not available 815 45 27 B.7 **+*
Average age (years) 18,237 32.1 32.0 321
Number of children (%)

1 child 7,860 431 430 43.2

2 children 5575 30.6 30.9 30.3

3 or more children 3,797 20.8 22.5 19,7 ***

Data not available 1,005 55 36 6.9 **
Age of youngest child {%)

Age3to5 7,211 395 41.9 37.9 %%

Age 6 or older 9316 51.1 50.8 51.3

Data not available 1,710 9.4 7.4 10.8 ***
Total prior AFDC receipt (a) (%)

First—time applicant 7,120 38.0 39.2 39.0

Applicant with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 4,373 240 249 233 **

Recipient with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 790 4.3 4.0 4.8 %

Applicant with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 3,593 19.7 216 18.4 ***

Recipient with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 1,029 56 4.7 6.3 ***

Data not available 1,332 7.3 5.6 8.5 ***
Education {%)

High school diploma or GED 9,437 51.7 516 51.8

No high school diploma or GED 7,543 41.4 43.1 40,1 ***

Data not available 1,257 6.9 53 8.1 %+
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 18,237 61.1 59.3 62.4 ***
Job-readiness status (b) (%)

Job—ready 14,936 819 82.1 B1.8

Not job—ready 1,816 10.0 109 9.3 **x

Data not available 1,485 8.1 6.9 9.0 ***
Research sample status (%)

Program group 13,513 741 747 738 *

Control group 4,724 259 253 264 *
Randem assignment cohort (%)

Early cohort (July—December 1990) 7,511 4.2 100.0 0.0

Late cohort (January—August 1991) 10,726 58.8 0.0 1000
Sample size 18,237 7,511 10,726

(continued)
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TABLE 2.2 (continued)
SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Background information Forms and Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) records.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

A chi—square test or two—tailed t—test was applied to differences between subgroups defined by
random assignment cehort.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

{a) This refers to the total humber of months accumulated from one or more spells on an individual’s own
or spouse’'s AFDC case. it does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name.

(b) Sample members are defined as “job—ready" if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed
for at least 12 of the 36 months prior to random assignment. They are defined as "not job—ready” if they did not meet both
criteria. These definitions are based on those used by Project Independence during the the random assignment peried.
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for income support. The late cohort also included a slightly higher percentage of ongoing AFDC
recipients and a somewhat lower percentage of families with children between the ages of three and
five.

In general, however, the findings presented in Table 2.2 suggest that, although AFDC (and
Project Independence) caseloads grew rapidly during 1991, the characteristics of mandatory AFDC
applicants and recipients who were referred to Project Independence were not very different from the
characteristics of those who were referred earlier. Thus, it is more likely that differences in outcomes
and impacts between the two cohort subgroups were due to changes in Project Independence and its
environment than to differences in their background characteristics.

B. Characteristics of Subgroups Defined by the Age of the Youngest Child

This report also provides participation and impact findings for AFDC applicants and recipients
with children between the ages of three and five — a group not usually mandated to participate in
welfare-to-work programs prior to JOBS — as well as for the traditional mandatory group of single
parents whose youngest child is age six or older. Participation rates and impacts may not be the same
for the two groups because mothers of preschool-age children are very likely to need child care if they
are to participate in program activities or become employed. Table 2.2 shows that 40 percent of the
sample members reported having children between the ages of three and five, while just over half (51
percent) had a youngest child age six or older.!® In addition, 43 percent of the sample had only one
child, and 21 percent had three or more children.

Appendix Table A.3 presents the distribution of background characteristics for the two age-of-
youngest-child subgroups and reveals several important differences.!” Sample members with
preschool-age children (i.e., between the ages of three and five) were an average of six and a half
years younger than those whose youngest child was six or older, but were more likely to have three
or more children (28 percent compared to 18 percent of those with children age six or older). Also,
those with preschool-age children were more likely to be ongoing AFDC recipients (rather than
applicants) at the time of random assignment. There were also smaller differences between the two
groups in terms of their ethnicity, primary language, educational attainment, and job-readiness status.

C. Characteristics of Subgroups Defined by Project Independence Job-Readiness Status

The Project Independence job-readiness criteria are based on an assessment of the educational
background and employment history of its participants and are used to determine initial service
referrals. Table 2.2 shows that 82 percent of the research sample would have been defined as "job-
ready” under the Project Independence criteria used at the time of their random assignment — i.e.,
they had completed at least the tenth grade or had been employed in at least 12 of the previous 36

18For a total of 1,710 sample members (9 percent of the full research sample), information about the age
of the youngest child is missing either becanse the information was not provided on the BIF or because the
BIF itself was missing.

"The percentages reported for subgroups defined by the age of the youngest child in Table A.3 reflect
the percentages of those for whom this subgroup information was available.
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months.!® In addition, 61 percent of the sample had some earnings in the year prior to random
assignment, and 52 percent had received a high school diploma or GED.

Appendix Table A.4 presents selected background characteristics of the two job-readiness
subgroups as defined by criteria in effect during the random assignment period.!” It shows, for
example, that members of the not job-ready subgroup were much more likely to be Hispanic (42
percent) and to speak Spanish as their primary language (37 percent) than were those defined as job-
ready (20 percent of whom were Hispanic and 16 percent of whom spoke Spanish as their primary
language). This suggests that limited English proficiency may have constituted another important
barrier to employment among many not job-ready subgroup members. Table A.4 also shows that
members of the not job-ready subgroup were also more likely to have preschool-age children and to
have three or more children, suggesting that they may have had more prominent child care needs than
did the job-ready subgroup. Finally, those in the not job-ready subgroup were more likely to be
ongoing AFDC recipients and to have received AFDC for two years or more than were those defined
as job-ready.

As noted in Chapter 1, Project Independence modified its job-readiness criteria in October
1991. Specifically, those who had no high school diploma or GED or had worked in fewer than 12
of the previous 24 months would now be defined as not job-ready. Because this occurred
approximately three months after the random assignment period ended, it is not likely to have affected
the initial service referrals of program group members who attended a Project Independence
orientation. However, an important question for the evaluation is whether the original program model
was effective for the group that, under the modified job-readiness criteria, would have had the option
of participating initially in education and training activities. This group consists mainly of members
of the job-ready subgroup of the research sample who did not have high school diplomas.?"
Appendix Table A.4 indicates that 35 percent of the job-ready subgroup did not have a high school
diploma and, therefore, would have been defined as not job-ready under the modified criteria.

D. Characteristics of Subgroups Defined by Prior AFDC Receipt

Past research indicates that the effects of welfare-to-work programs are related to an
individual’s prior history of AFDC receipt.?! Also, as noted in Chapter 1, the research sample for
the Project Independence evaluation is distinctive from those in other MDRC evaluations of welfare-to-
work programs because of the under-representation of ongoing AFDC recipients and the predominance
of AFDC applicants. This is important because those just coming on to the AFDC rolis — for the first
time or after a hiatus from a previous spell on welfare — differ in many ways related to their readiness
for employment.

¥For a total of 1,485 sample members (8 percent of the full research sample), BIF data about the highest
grade completed in school and employment experience were not available, so their job-readiness status could
not be ascertained.

"The percentages presented for these subgroups in Appendix Table A.4 reflect the percentages of sample
members for whom job-readiness information was available.

%1t is not possible to accurately identify sample members’ job-readiness status under the revised criteria
because the BIF asked only for information about employment in the previous 36 months {not the previous
24 months).

21See, e.g., Friedlander, 1988; and Hamilton and Friediander, 1989.
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Table 2.2 indicates that 39 percent of the research sample were applying for AFDC for the first
time. An additional 24 percent of the sample were not receiving AFDC at the time of random
assignment (i.e., they, too, were applicants) but had received it for less than two years prior to random
assignment, and 20 percent were not receiving AFDC but had received it for two years or more prior
to random assignment.??> Table 2.2 indicates that only 10 percent of the research sample were
receiving AFDC at the time of random assignment (4 percent had received it for a total of less than
two years and 6 percent had received it for two years or more).?> As noted above, this is because
individuals who had been in Project Independence recently were not included in the sample. During
the random assignment period, MDRC staff found that most ongoing recipients who were being
redetermined for AFDC eligibility were already registered for Project Independence.

Appendix Table A.5 displays selected demographic characteristics of three subgroups defined
by how long sample members had received AFDC prior to random assignment:>* those who had
never previously been on their own or their spouse’s AFDC case (referred to in this report as "first-
time applicants"); those who had previously been on their own or their spouse’s AFDC case for a total
of less than two years prior to random assignment (i.e., "short-term" applicants and recipients); and
those who had previously been on their own or their spouse’s AFDC case for a total of two years or
more prior to random assignment (i.e., "long-term" applicants and recipients).?*

Table A.5 indicates that these subgroups differed on several background characteristics. For
example, the first-time applicants were more likely to be Hispanic and to speak Spanish as their
primary language than was either of the other two subgroups. As noted above, limited proficiency in
English may have constituted an important barrier to employment. However, first-time applicants were
the least likely to have three or more children and the least likely to have preschool-age children.
They were also the most likely to be job-ready and to have a high school diploma or GED at the time
of random assignment. This suggests that first-time applicants faced the fewest barriers to employment
and, therefore, were the most likely to have been able to get a job and leave AFDC without the help
of Project Independence. Finally, long-term applicants and recipients were the most likely to have
three or more children, the least likely to be job-ready, and the least likely to have a high school
diploma or GED. Each of these factors may have constituted an important barrier to employment.

ZInformation on prior AFDC receipt was reported on the BIF in terms of the fotal number of months the
individual had received AFDC under her own or her spouse’s name, regardless of the number or duration of
spells of AFDC receipt this represenied. Thus, prior receipt of AFDC was not necessarily continuous and
was not necessarily recent. Also, prior receipt does not include AFDC received under her parent’s name.

SFor a total of 1,332 sample members (7 percent of the full research sample), information about prior
AFDC receipt is missing.

24The percentages reported for these subgroups in Table A.5 reflect the percentages of sample members
for whom BIF data about prior AFDC receipt was available.

*The subgroup of long-term applicants and recipients used in this report may differ from those used in
other MDRC reports. For example, the long-term group has often included only those who were receiving
AFDC at the time of random assignment and had received AFDC for two or more years. See Friedlander,
1988; and Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989.
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CHAPTER 3

THE IMPACT OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON
PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Project Independence aims to increase the employability and self-sufficiency of welfare
recipients through a combination of participation requirements, case management, and employment-
related activities provided directly by the program (i.e., independent job search and job club) or
through the program via linkages to education and training institutions, employment services, and
employers (as sources of both jobs and on-the-job training). To facilitate participation, support
services such as child care and transportation were also built into the program model. The Project
Independence evaluation was designed to test whether individuals who were exposed to these
requirements and components were more likely to find work and leave welfare than individuals who
were not required to participate in these employment-related activities but could pursue them in the
community on their own initiative. This chapter describes the Project Independence participation
requirements and services to which the program group was exposed and examines the program’s
impact on engaging individuals in employment-related activities. These findings provide a critical
context for interpreting the analysis of Project Independence’s impacts on earnings and welfare
payments (Chapter 5 and 6) and the analysis of whether the program’s costs were outweighed by its
benefits to individuals and to the government budget (Chapter 7).

The first section of the chapter presents an analysis of the Project Independence "treatment”
and the extent to which program group members were exposed to it. MDRC’s first report on Project
Independence described this treatment in detail and analyzed the program group’s "flow" through the
Project Independence program model during the first year following their referral to the program and
entry into the research sample.! Section I of this chapter summarizes the key findings from the earlier
report.

Section II extends this analysis by presenting findings from the 24-month survey on the
program group’s participation in employment-related activities provided through Project Independence
and (on their own initiative) through non-Project Independence sources. The 24-month survey data
afford the opportunity to observe participation over a longer follow-up period than does the 12-month
program flow analysis. This is important because Project Independence’s ongoing participation
mandate was intended to require program group members to participate in employment-related
activities for as long as they continued to receive AFDC payments and remained mandatory? (and to
the extent that resources permitted it). Since, as would be expected, some program group members
engaged in employment-related activities outside of Project Independence during the follow-up period
(usually after they had left the program), information about that participation is also included among
the chapter’s findings.

Section III presents an analysis of the extent to which control group members gained access
to (non-Project Independence) employment-related activities on their own. Unlike previous studies,

'Kemple and Haimson, 1994, Chapters 3-5.
“Individuals are no longer mandatory for Project Independence when they stop receiving AFDC.
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however, this analysis also had to include an estimate of the extent to which, contrary to the research
design, control group members were exposed to the Project Independence treatment by participating
in Project Independence activities or by being told (incorrectly) that they were required to do so. This
departure from the research design is unusual and affects the interpretation of the impact findings
presented in Chapters 5 and 6. Nevertheless, since the great majority of control group members were
not exposed to Project Independence, their experiences still provide the best benchmark for assessing
whether Project Independence increased (relative to the control group) the program group’s level of
involvement in employment-related activities.

The final section of the chapter makes this assessment. In other words, it examines Project
Independence’s net effect on participation in employment-related activities. The analysis uses new
data, based on the 24-month survey, to compare the experiences of program and control group
members over the two-year period after each member entered the research sample. It presents the
differences between the program and control groups in participation rates and length of participation
across particular types of activities. This is crucial because, even in cases where a high proportion
of the program group received a particular service, if control group members were just as likely to
receive the same service, then that service is unlikely to have contributed much to Project
Independence’s impact on employment or welfare receipt or its benefit-cost results (unless the quality
of the services received by the program and control groups was substantially different}.

In brief, this chapter shows that virtually all of the program group members were exposed to
Project Independence. By contrast, and contrary to the research design, an estimated 20 percent of
the control group were exposed to Project Independence by attending a program orientation or (much
less commonly) by participating in employment activities through the program. Even after accounting
for the control group’s exposure to Project Independence, however, the analysis shows that the
program group did participate in employment-related activities to a substantially greater extent than
the control group - in other words, that Project Independence had a large impact on the rate of
participation on such activities. In all, 64 percent of the program group participated in at least one
employment-related activity provided through Project Independence or non-Project Independence
sources during the two-year follow-up period. This represents a 60 percent increase over the control
group participation rate of 40 percent. Project Independence had its largest impact on participation
in independent job search activities, more than doubling the control group’s participation rate in this
activity. The program had a smaller effect on the receipt of basic education — adult basic education
(ABE), General Educational Development (GED) classes, which prepare people to take the GED test,?
and instruction in English as a Second Language (ESL); vocational training; and post-secondary
education services in addition to vocational training. By combining a strategy of emphasizing
independent job search over more expensive education and training with an attempt to engage a very
large portion of the AFDC caseload for at least a brief spell in the program, Project Independence was
operated as a JOBS program with a relatively low cost per person in the program.

As noted earlier, most of the program group members who participated in Project
Independence began their involvement prior to October 1992, when the program modified its job-
readiness criteria. This modification enabled more participants to choose education or training as their

*Those who pass the GED test are given a certificate that is intended to signify knowledge of basic high
school subjects.
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first activity. The state and the local programs have continued to revise program operating strategies
as they acquire more experience and respond to changing funding circumstances and caseload
dynamics. Thus, the treatment received by program group members prior to October 1992 may not
fully represent the current mode of operating Project Independence.

I. The Project Independence Treatment®

This section of the chapter is based on the first 12 months of follow-up. It begins by
describing the employment-related services available to Project Independence participants and staff and
participants® perceptions of the availability and quality of these services.> It then examines the
program group’s "flow" through the Project Independence program model during the initial 12-month
follow-up period.

A. The Nature of Project Independence Services

A cornerstone of JOBS, and of the Florida Employment Opportunity Act of 1987, which
created Project Independence, is an emphasis on enhancing coordination and cooperation among state
agencies and other organizations to provide employment-related services for public assistance
recipients. The primary purpose is to provide more - and more efficiently delivered — services to
public assistance recipients than a single agency or organization could provide alone. Thus, a key
function of Project Independence staff is to serve as conduits for linking program participants with
necessary and appropriate services.

The Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey asked Project Independence staff a series of questions
concerning the availability and quality of key Project Independence services. The findings are
presented in Table 3.1, which shows the proportion of staff who rated the normal availability of each
service as high and the proportion who rated each service as worthwhile for those assigned to it.®
The table indicates that a high percentage of Project Independence staff surveyed from the nine
research counties reported that services were normally available to program participants. However,
staff varied somewhat in their assessment of the "quality” of those services. Overall, 80 percent of
staff rated the availability of services as high, while 64 percent rated the services as worthwhile for
participants.

The 12-menth survey of a subsample of program group members also asked those who
participated in these activities whether they thought they were helpful. These findings are also
presented in Table 3.1, which shows the proportion of participants who rated each service as very

“This discussion is adapted from MDRC’s first report on Project Independence (Kemple and Haimson,
1994).

>The employment-related services discussed in this report include independent job search, job club, basic
education, and vocational training and post-secondary education. In some counties, Project Independence also
provided work experience activities (jobs in public or non-public agencies that are required as a condition of
receiving AFDC). The evaluation, however, did not find evidence that members of the research sample ever
participated in work experience activities.

6See Kemple and Haimson, 1994, Chapter 3, for a description of the measures used in Table 3.1.
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helpful. Among participants, 53 percent rated Project Independence services as very helpful. This
ranged from a low of 37 percent in Orange County to a high of 71 percent in Volusia County.

These aggregate ratings across all Project Independence services mask differences in staff and
participant perceptions of specific activities. These are discussed below in the context of a more
detailed description of the various activities. Then Section IB focuses on the rates at which program
group members in the research sample participated in these activities within the first 12 months
following their initial referral to Project Independence.

1. Independent job search. During the Project Independence orientation, participants
received a detailed explanation of Project Independence’s opportunities and obligations. Case
managers then conducted an initial assessment of their educational attainment and recent work
experience to determine whether they were "ready” to enter the labor market immediately. Based on
the outcome of this assessment, case managers referred participants to either up-front job search or
a formal assessment of their education and training needs. Independent job search was generally the
first activity assigned to job-ready participants and involved a two-week period during which
participants looked for work on their own.” A referral to independent job search usually occurred
at the end of the Project Independence orientation, when job-ready participants were given forms on
which to document their job contacts.® Participants assigned to independent job search activities were
required to make at least six in-person employment applications per week. In order to meet the
participation requirement for these activities, they must have documented the applications on a job
search report form and then had to return the form to their case manager at the end of each two-week
period. MDRC’s interviews with Project Independence staff indicated that the case managers did not
often contact the employers listed on the forms to confirm that the participant had submitted a job
application. However, case managers did tend to follow up with participants who did not turn in their
forms at all, and in some cases this led to referrals for sanctioning. Case managers also encouraged
participants to use the job referral services of Project Independence or LES-contracted staff who have
access to Job Service employment contacts. These staff provided job leads from the Job Service job
bank, gave advice on conducting a job search, and offered other support. In general, however,
participants did not appear to have made extensive use of these services.

As discussed later in the chapter, independent job search activities were the most widely used
Project Independence services. This contrasts with many other welfare-to-work programs that also
emphasized immediate job placement for large portions of the caseload, but did so through more
intensive and expensive activities such as job clubs and supervised job search assistance.’

The 12-month survey of a subsample of program group members asked participants in job
search about whether they thought Project Independence was helpful in putting them in contact with
employers and telling them about job openings. As shown in Table 3.1, 44 percent of participants

In Project Independence, job search activities are often referred to as "individual," “up-front," or (for
second and subsequent job search assignments) "extended” job search. Because of the relatively low level of
formal supervision that Project Independence participants received during the job search activities, this report
uses the term "independent” job search to describe them.

SHRS-ES Form 4133.

“See Gueron and Pauly, 1991.
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rated job search as very helpful, the lowest percentage for any of the activities listed.

2. Job club. Job club was a workshop and training session intended to teach participants
better ways to search for, apply for, and keep a job.!® Participants were supposed to be assigned
to job club if they were unsuccessful in finding employment on their own or, occasionally, if they had
completed education and training activities and needed to develop job search skills. Job clubs were
generally scheduled for at least 20 hours per week for two to four weeks and were conducted in two
phases. During the first phase, participants received classroom instruction in job-seeking strategies,
procedures for completing a job application, job-interviewing skills, labor market trends, and life
skills. During the second phase, participants were supposed to be involved in a supervised group job
search in which they would receive instruction on how to make employer contacts and would schedule
job interviews over the phone. During this group job search, participants were also intended to
practice making phone calls to employers under the supervision of program staff. In most Project
Independence units, job clubs were conducted by LES employment specialists. In some counties,
however, Project Independence established a subcontract with the local Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) agency to conduct their job clubs or referred participants to job clubs conducted by the JTPA
agency. The top panel of Table 3.1 shows that 82 percent of Project Independence staff across the
nine counties rated the availability of job club as high. This ranged from 59 percent in Pinellas to 100
percent in Bay.

MDRC’s observations of several job clubs indicated some variation in the quality and emphasis
of the classroom instruction and group job search components. For example, staff in one unit had
developed innovative role-playing exercises to help participants practice interviewing skills, while staff
in another unit focused on helping participants contact employers and schedule interviews as quickly
as possible. Some job clubs, however, appeared to place very little emphasis on the group job search
components, in part because the units did not have adequate telephone service for participants to use
to make employer contacts. In these units, job club was primarily a job-readiness workshop, with little
emphasis on group-directed efforts to look for work. Participants were asked to develop job leads by
looking at the want ads and usually contacted employers on their own, rather than in a group setting
using a telephone room.

The variable quality of job clubs is reflected in staff responses to the Staff Activities and
Attitudes Survey. As shown in Table 3.1, 67 percent of all Project Independence staff rated job club
services as worthwhile for participants. This ranged from 25 percent in Bay to 79 percent in
Hillsborough.

The 12-month survey of a subsample of program group members also asked job club
participants how much instructors helped them, how much job club increased their confidence about
looking for a job, and how much the activity helped them learn useful job-hunting skills and
techniques. Table 3.1 indicates that 70 percent of participants rated job club as very helpful. In
general, participants were much more likely to give a rating of "helpful” to job club than to
independent job search.

3. Basic education services. Project Independence basic education services, as well as

%In Project Independence parlance, job club is known as "job-readiness skills training."
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the training activities to be discussed shortly, were targeted to participants the program defined as not
job-ready and to others who were not able to find work on their own. (As discussed in Chapter 2,
only 10 percent of the Project Independence evaluation sample would have been defined as not job-
ready at random assignment.) Basic education services included adult basic education (ABE),
consisting of remedial classes designed to teach participants basic literacy and numeracy skills
equivalent to the completion of the eighth grade; General Educational Development (GED) classes,
which give participants an opportunity to prepare for the GED test; and English as a Second Language
(ESL) classes, which offer intensive instruction in English to participants who are not proficient in it.
Participants who were not job-ready were usually referred to basic education activities after a formal
assessment of their education needs (including literacy testing) and the development of an
Employability Plan. In most counties, Project Independence coordinated with local education agencies
(LEAs) for basic education services.

The findings presented in Table 3.1 indicate that more than 80 percent of Project Independence
staff across the nine counties rated basic education services as normally available. This high
percentage was consistent across all counties, suggesting that there were very few slot limitations in
basic education services.

Table 3.1 also indicates that staff and participant ratings of the quality of basic education
services were relatively high compared to their ratings of the other services. Seventy percent of
Project Independence staff across the nine counties rated basic education services as worthwhile for
the participants whom they referred to those services, and 65 percent of those who participated in basic
education activities rated them as very helpful.

4. Vecational training and post-secondary education. Project Independence also
offered other types of education and training services primarily for participants with a high school

diploma or GED. Vocational training provided training in an occupational skill that was expected to
lead to employment. Community college education was usually provided if the education program was
consistent with the participant’s Employability Plan and offered training in skills that lead to
employment. Community college education was generally limited to one year, but exceptions could
be granted if approved by the case manager, the unit supervisor, and district program staff. Finally,
some Project Independence participants were referred to JTPA agencies to be placed in on-the-job
training (OJT) positions.

Vocational training and post-secondary education services were generally provided by a
consortium of local school districts, JTPA agencies, and community colleges. In some counties, local
public school systems and community colleges were able to develop special programs targeted
specifically to Project Independence participants. Interviews with Project Independence staff, however,
indicated that the relationship between Project Independence and local JTPA programs was somewhat
more variable and, in some cases, quite strained. This may have resulted from the fact that the JTPA
system placed a very high premium on performance standards. These standards, and the financial
incentives that accompanied them, often provided an incentive for local JTPA programs to serve those
who were most likely to experience positive outcomes and thus enhance program performance levels.

Table 3.1 indicates that 76 percent of Project Independence staff felt that training and post-
secondary education services were normally available — a perception that was quite consistent across

the counties. Also, Project Independence staff and participants had generally positive perceptions of
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the quality of training and post-secondary education services. Almost 70 percent of Project
Independence staff felt that these services were worthwhile, and nearly 80 percent of the participants
surveyed felt that they were very helpful.

B. The Program Group Flow Through Project Independence During the First 12 Months
After Random Assignment'!

Implementation of the Project Independence model can be viewed as having three levels. The
first level involves engaging mandatory participants in a program orientation, during which staff
explain the requirements and opportunities of participating in Project Independence and then refer
participants to an initial activity. The rates at which program group members attended orientation (and
the program’s treatment of those who did not attend) provide an assessment of the extent to which the
initial Project Independence mandate was enforced. The second level of implementation involves
engaging participants in specific employment-related activities. These participation rates provide
insights into the types of strategies that were emphasized in helping participants find work or prepare
for work. The third level entails the process of keeping those who remain on AFDC and mandatory
for Project Independence engaged in the program on an ongoing basis. Each of these levels is
discussed below.

1. Level 1: Complying with the initial participation mandate. Figure 3.1 illustrates
the flow of 100 typical program group members through the Project Independence program model
during the 12 months following each person’s referral to a program orientation — which was also
when random assignment took place. The second box in the top row of the figure shows that 77
percent of program group members attended Project Independence orientation within the 12 months
following their initial referral from the Public Assistance Unit. The first box in the second row shows
that just over half of the program group members who never attended oriemtation (12 out of 23
program group members) were sent a formal "sanction” notice from Project Independence indicating
that, since they had not complied with program rules and were deemed not to have had a "good cause”
for their noncompliance, their AFDC grant was in the process of being reduced (i.e., they were
"referred for sanction").'? Finally, the vast majority of those who did not attend orientation and

This section draws on Project Independence casefiles and the 12-month survey data for the 725 program
group members in the 12-month program flow subsample (see Chapter 2). These data sources, rather than
the 24-month survey data, provide the best information about the extent to which program group members
were exposed to the various aspects of Project Independence. In Section II of this chapter, the 24-month data
are used to examine the program group’s participation in employment-related activities through Project
Independence and non-Project Independence sources over two years.

12"Referrals" for sanction, rather than actual AFDC grant reductions that resulted from sanction requests,
are emphasized in this report in part because the data collected from Project Independence casefiles may not
have included a complete record of whether the sanctions were actually enforced (i.e., the AFDC grant was
reduced). In many instances, case managers closed the individual’s Project Independence case for other
reasons before they received a notice from the Public Assistance Unit indicating that the sanction had been
implemented. In other instances, the casefiles did not contain either a sanction enforcement notice or a formal
case closure notice, even though a sanction might have been enforced. Based on information that was found
in the casefiles, 5 percent of those who did not attend orientation had a sanction enforced. The 12-month
survey of a subsample of program group members provides some evidence that this is a reasonably good

(continued. . .)
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were not referred for sanction were ultimately deregistered from the program. In many cases, these
individuals either were never approved for AFDC or left AFDC quickly.

In sum, 98 percent of the program group either attended orientation or, if they did not, were
referred for sanction or deregistered from the program by the end of the follow-up period. In other
words, only 2 percent of the program group did not experience some formal involvement with Project
Independence.!? This is strong evidence that Project Independence staff placed a heavy emphasis on
enforcing this initial participation requirement.

2. Level 2: Participating in employment-related activities. The third box in the top
row of Figure 3.1 shows that 43 percent of program group members participated'* in at least one
post-orientation activity during the initial 12-month follow-up period. This represents 56 percent of
those who attended orientation and is in the range of participation rates reported in other studies of
mandatory welfare-to-work programs.!®> The second box in the middle of Figure 3.1 shows that 34
percent of the program group attended orientation, but did not participate in employment-related
activities. The vast majority (85 percent) of these were either temporarily deferred from participation,
were subject to formal sanctioning procedures, or were deregistered from the program. In a modest
percentage of cases (5 percent of the program group), however, it appears that case managers did not
follow up with program group members after orientation, even though they remained registered for
the program.

Table 3.2 displays the rates of participation in each type of Project Independence employment-
related activity, calculated in three different ways to facilitate comparisons with findings from other
studies. The first column presents these rates for all program group members, including those who
never attended orientation and those who attended orientation but never started an activity. This
approach is helpful for understanding the extent to which the entire program group received particular
kinds of services. The second column presents the participation rates for only those program group

12¢,. continued)
estimate of the overall rate at which sanctions resulted in actnal AFDC grant reductions. Of those who
reported that they did not attend orientation, 8 percent indicated that their AFDC grant had been reduced at
some point during the follow-up period for a failure to participate in Project Independence.

BThese are the individuals labeled "never referred for sanction and not deregistered" in the first box in
the second row of the figure,

YIn this evaluation, "participation” is defined as attending an activity for at least one day, though most
participants attended much longer than that.

BFor example, Riccio et al., 1989, showed that, within six months following their referral from the
Income Maintenance (AFDC) offices, 71 percent of GAIN registrants attended orientation and 34 percent
participated in at least one activity. Using a longer follow-up period (11 months), Riccio and Friedlander
(1992) reported that approximately 56 percent of those who attended GAIN orientation participated in at least
one post-orientation activity. This is very similar to the comparable figure for Project Independence (43 out
of 77 is 56 percent). Gueron and Pauly (1991) reported on 13 evaluations of welfare-to-work programs in
which between 38 and 64 percent of orientation attenders took part in at least one employment-related activity
within a year after being referred to the program. However, comparisons with GAIN and other programs
should be interpreted with caution because these programs differed from Project Independence and from one
another in scale, eligibility requirements, and procedures for bringing mandatory registrants into the program.
Programs also differed in terms of the types of services they emphasized.
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TABLE 3.2

RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ACTIVITIES
FOR ALL PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS, ORIENTATION ATTENDERS, AND PARTICIPANTS
WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Program Group Program Group
Members Who Members Who
All Program Attended an Participated in any
Group Members Orientation Activity
Participation Measure (%6) (%) (%)
Ever attended a Project
Independence orientation 77.2 100.0 100.0
Ever participated in any activity,
excluding orientation and
formal assessment {(a,b) 429 555 100.0
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club {b) 323 41.8 75.3
Independent job search 31.0 401 72.2
Job club 9.9 12.8 230
Ever participated in education or training (b) 17.6 228 41.0
ABE, GED, or ESL 6.4 8.3 14.9
Vocatienal training or post—secondary education 7.3 9.5 17.1
Self—initiated activities (c) 4.9 6.4 11.5
Ever participated in both independent job
search or job club and education or training 7.0 9.1 16.3
Sample size 725 585 292

SOURCES: The 12—month program flow subsample.

NOTES: Results are weighted by the full research sample in each county.

(a) Includes self-initiated activities that were approved by Project Independence.

(o) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up pericd; therefore, the
distribution may exceed the category percentage.

{c) Includes seff—initiated basic education, vocational training, and community college courses.
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members who attended Project Independence orientation. This information is useful for comparing
these results with results from studies of welfare-to-work programs that identified the research sample
at orientation. The final column presents participation rates for only those program group members
who ever participated in at least one Project Independence activity. These measures are useful for
gauging the relative emphasis Project Independence placed on particular services.

Table 3.2 shows that a total of 32 percent of the program group members participated in at
least one independent job search or job club activity during the follow-up period. This represents 75
percent of those who participated in at least one activity and reflects the labor force attachment focus
of Project Independence. The table also shows that independent job search was the most widely used
Project Independence activity: 31 percent of the program group participated in independent job search
(representing 72 percent of those who participated in at least one activity). Also, a total of 10 percent
of the program group participated in at least one job club (23 percent of those who participated in at
least one activity). In most cases, this occurred after they completed an independent job search.
However, MDRC interviews with Project Independence staff indicated that, partly as a relatively low-
cost strategy for meeting participation and job placement goals and for managing their very large
caseloads, they often referred participants to two or three independent job search activities before
referring them to a job club. Many of these participants may have found work (at least temporarily)
and others may have become disengaged from the program after several independent job search
activities. This may account, in part, for the relatively low level of participation in activities such as
job club, education, or training, which were intended for job-ready participants who could not find
work on their own.

Table 3.2 also shows that 18 percent of the program group members participated in an
education or training activity. This represents 41 percent of those who participated in at least one
activity and indicates that Project Independence was not solely focused on independent job search.
Staff appeared to place at least a modest emphasis on helping participants enhance their employability
through education and training. Interestingly, training and community college courses, rather than
basic education, represented the most widely used education activities, with 7 percent of the program
group (17 percent of those who participated in at least one activity) participating in them. Finaily, 7
percent of the program group (representing 16 percent of those who participated in at least one
activity) participated in both independent job search or job club and education or training activities.!®

In sum, the high rate of participation in independent job search activities reflects the labor force
attachment emphasis of the Project Independence program model. However, Project Independence
chose to pursue a relatively low-cost and unintensive labor force attachment strategy by referring
participants to independent job search rather than to supervised group job club activities. At the same
time, a substantial percentage of program group members also made use of education and training
services, either as their only activity or in combination with independent job search or job club. Basic

'5As noted in Table 3.2, some members of the program group participated in "self-initiated"” education
or training. This refers to activitics people enrolled in on their own (usually) prior to the time they were
referred to Project Independence, and which Project Independence subsequently approved as satisfying their
Project Independence participation requirement.
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education services were used far less than in other JOBS programs.'’

3. Level 3: Meeting the ongoing participation mandate. While the findings presented
above indicate that Project Independence succeeded in engaging a high percentage of mandatory

participants in the initial stage of the program model (a program orientation and the first activity
referral for those who remained in the program), it was less successful in enforcing the ongoing
participation mandate. For example, program group members participated in Project Independence
employment-related activities for an average of 1.6 months during the 12-month follow-up period.
This represents less than one-quarter of the average number of months they were registered in the
program (7.8 months).

This point is also illustrated in Figure 3.2, which presents a month-by-month breakdown of
the AFDC and Project Independence status of the program group during the first 12 months following
random assignment. The sections of each bar in the figure represent mutually exclusive categories.!®
Month 1 in the figure represents the month during which the sample member applied or was
redetermined for AFDC eligibility, randomly assigned, and then referred to Project Independence
orientation. !’

Figure 3.2 shows that about two-thirds of the program group members were not subject to the
Project Independence participation mandate at the end of the 12-month follow-up period (37 percent
were not receiving AFDC at that point and another 29 percent were deregistered from the program
but were receiving AFDC), However, of those who were receiving AFDC and were registered in
Project Independence, 70 percent were not engaged in employment-related activities. Specifically, 13
percent of the program group (representing 38 percent of those on AFDC and registered for Project
Independence) were unaccounted for, and an additional almost 11 percent (representing 32 percent of
those on AFDC and registered for Project Independence) were either waiting to start an activity,

UFindings from MDRC’s evaluation of California’s GAIN program indicate that approximately half of
those who were engaged in at least one GAIN activity participated in basic education. County-specific
percentages found in the GAIN evaluation ranged between 35 and 72, See Riccio, Friedlander, and
Freedman, 1994.

"¥During any given month, it was possible for an individual to have been receiving AFDC and to have
been in more than one of the remaining categories. For example, an individual could have participated in
independent job search for part of a month and then remain registered and monitored for the remainder of the
month. Thus, in order to construct meaningfil mutually exclusive categories, a hierarchy was developed to
reflect individuals’ level of engagement with the program. Those who were deregistered from the program
during a given month (and received AFDC) are included in the "deregistered" category. Those who
participated in an activity during a given month (and received AFDC) are included in the "participating"
category even if they completed that activity during the month. Those who did not participate in an activity
but had been temporarily deferred from participation, were referred to an activity and were waiting to start,
or were referred for a sanction during a given month are included in the "not participating but monitored"
category. Finally, those who had no record of participation or referral to an activity during a given month
(but were registered and received AFDC) are included in the "not participating and not monitored” category.

*Month 1 represents the month of random assignment, which, for many sample members, occurred before
AFDC eligibility was determined. This is reflected in the high percentage of program group members not
receiving AFDC in month 1 (81 percent) and the dramatic decline (to 19 percent) in month 3 as their
applications were approved.
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deferred, or in the process of being referred for a sanction. Finally, at the end of the follow-up
period, 10 percent of the program group (representing 30 percent of those on AFDC and registered
for Project Independence) were participating in employment-related activities.

I1. The 24-Month Survey Findings on the Program Group’s Participation in Employment-
Related Activities

Past research has shown that a complete accounting of welfare recipients’ participation in
employment-related activities — as well as the costs of providing those services — requires that it be
measured over several years and that it include services provided by welfare-to-work programs as well
as by other agencies in the community. This section of the chapter extends the previous analysis by
examining data from the 24-month survey that include information about program group members’
participation in Project Independence and non-Project Independence activities during a two-year follow-
up period.?® The findings are presented in Table 3.3.

The top panel of Table 3.3 displays rates of participation in employment-related activities, as
reported by program group members on the 24-month survey. This panel represents all such activities
— those program group members identified as having been provided by or through Project
Independence and those provided by or through some other source. It shows that 64 percent of the
program group members reported participating in at least one employment-related activity during the
two-year survey follow-up period. It also shows that 43 percent of the program group members
reported participating in at least one independent job search or job club activity and that 42 percent
reported participating in at least one education or training activity.

The bottom panel of Table 3.3 shows that 16 percent of the program group members reported
participating in education or training activities through Project Independence.?! This means that
approximately 26 percent of the program group (the difference between the overall rate of 42 percent
and the Project Independence rate of 16 percent) participated in education or training activities through
non-Project Independence sources. This accounts for over 60 percent of all participation in education
or training activities reported by program group members on the 24-month survey. In contrast,

X Appendix D presents findings from an analysis that projects participation patterns over a five-year
period. These are used in the longer-term cost projections presented at the end of Chapter 4, which form the
basis of the benefit-cost analysis presented in Chapter 7.

1t is important to note that the 24-month survey findings on Project Independence participation patterns
are generally consistent with the findings from the 12-month program flow analysis discussed above. Both
data sources reflect the relative emphasis Project Independence placed on independent job search and job club
activities compared to education and training activities. However, the self-reported (i.e., survey-reported)
rates of participation in Project Independence education and training activities over the two-year survey period
are actually slightly lower than those found by analyzing the 12-month casefile data. This is due, in large
part, to the fact that survey respondents were not likely to report seif-initiated education and training activities
as being part of their involvement with Project Independence. Since, as noted earlier, such activities usually
began prior to an individual’s involvement with Project Independence, they were especially likely to be seen
from a client’s perspective as identified with the local community college, vocational training school, or
community-based organization the client attended. In other words, such activities would be greatly under-
counted in the bottom panel of Table 3.3, but would be fully counted in the top panel.
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TABLE 3.3

RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT INDEPENDENCE AND
NON—PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES
BY PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS WITHIN TWO YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Program
Group
Activity Source and Participation Measure (%)
Project Independence and
non—Project Independence sources combined
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity {a) 63.9
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 427
Independent job search 41.0
Job club 13.2
Ever participated in education or training (a,b) 415
ABE or GED 12.1
ESL 46
Vocational training or post—secondary education 29.2
On—the—job training 4.0
Project Independence activities
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 44.4
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a} 375
Independent job search 36.0
Job club 116
Ever participated in education or training {(a.c) 16.4
ABE or GED 5.6
ESL 27
Vocational training or post—secondary education 9.4
On—the~job training 25
Sample size 520

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: (a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up period.;
therefore, the sum of percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.

(b) This includes self—initiated basic education, vocational training, or post—secondary
education.

(¢} These participation rates are slightly lower than those presented in the first Project
Independence report. This is probably because same respondents to the 24—~month survey
did not identify their self—initiated education and training activities as Project Independence
activities. In this study, self—initiated activities that Project independence allowed to continue as
satisfying the program's participation requirements are categorized as Project Independence
activities.
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program group members attributed virtually all of their participation in independent job search or job
club activities to Project Independence. This is not surprising, since education and training activities
were much more widely available through other sources than were job search or job club activities.

III. Participation in Employment-Related Activities Among Control Group Members During
the Two Years After Random Assignment

As discussed in Chapter 1, in a random assignment evaluation of a welfare-to-work program,
the behavior of a randomly selected control group (which is not permitted access to the program under
study) is the benchmark against which to measure the behavior (including the participation rates) of
the (also randomly assigned) program group. The difference between the two groups’ behavior over
time represents the effects (or "impacts") of the program being evaluated.

This section of the chapter assesses the extent to which control group members in the Project
Independence evaluation participated in employment-related activities. This is important because, as
shown by previous random assignment evaluations of welfare-to-work programs, many AFDC
applicants and recipients participate in employment-related activities even when they are not required
to do so and even when they do not have access to case management and other services provided by
programs such as Project Independence.?? By definition, the higher the participation rates of the
control group (relative to those of the program group), the smaller the effects of the program on
participation rates.

Four important factors provide a critical context for this discussion. First, as discussed earlier,
all control group members were to be informed that they were not permitted (or required) to participate
in Project Independence for a period of two years following their random assignment. Second, all
control group members were also to be told that they could apply for other employment-related
activities on their own initiative but were not required to do so. To facilitate their access to these
services, they were provided with the names, addresses, and phone numbers of JTPA programs, public
schools and community colleges, and community-based organizations that provide employment-related
services for low-income populations. Third, all controi group members were told that they would be
eligible to receive subsidized child care and college tuition assistance under the same priorities and
guidelines as those applicable to Project Independence participants.?® Fourth, and contrary to the
research design, some control group members were permitted to attend a Project Independence
orientation, and some of these individuals went on to participate in employment-related activities
through the program.

“See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994; Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993; and Gueron and Pauly,
1991.

BControl group members were told that they could receive tuition assistance through HRS if they were
enrolled in a community college program that would have been approved by Project Independence if these
individuals had not been in the control group. They were also provided with a list of local child care agencies
and informed that they could receive subsidized child care if they were enrolled in an activity that would have
been approved by Project Independence if they had not been in the control group, and if child care resources
were available. These modifications to the research design were made in response to recommendations of the
Project Independence Evaluation Advisory Panel and the Florida State Legislature, which were concerned that
control group members might be unfairly harmed by being excluded from Project Independence.
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The first three factors were in keeping with the research design that was developed by MDRC
in collaboration with HRS. They account for a large portion of the control group’s participation in
employment-related activities. The fourth factor represents a departure from the research design. The
second part of this section, therefore, provides an assessment of the extent to which exposure to
Project Independence may have affected the control group’s overall rates of participation in
employment-related activities.

A. Control Group Participation in Emplovment-Related Activities

The top panel of Table 3.4 displays rates of participation in employment-related activities, as
reported by control group members on the 24-month survey. It shows that 40 percent of the control
group members reported participating in at least one employment-related activity during the two-year
survey follow-up period. It also shows that 19 percent of the control group members reported
participating in at least one independent job search or job club activity and that 31 percent reported
participating in at least one education or training activity. In particular, control group members were
most likely to report participating in vocational training or post-secondary education activities (21
percent), followed by independent job search (18 percent). Again, the higher rate of participation in
education and training activities (compared with the rates for independent job search or job club
activities) can be attributed, in large part, to the greater availability of these services outside Project
Independence.

Findings from previous evaluations of mandatory welfare-to-work programs provide a context
for assessing whether the participation rates for control group members are unusually high. In the few
cases where data on the control group’s receipt of services are available, these evaluations found
substantial participation in education and training activities, but very little if any participation in job
search or job club activities.?* These findings suggest that the control group’s rate of participation
in education and training activities in the Project Independence evaluation is consistent with the rates
found in other evaluations. However, the Project Independence control group participated in
independent job search activities to an unusually large extent. Several factors may account for this.
First, the 24-month survey used in the Project Independence evaluation asked control group members
specifically about independent job search activities in which they contacted employers and submitted
job applications on their own and without the help of a counselor or a special class or the support of

2*For example, in the GAIN evaluation, over 23 percent of control group members participated in some
type of education or training activity within two to three years after random assignment, but only 4 percent
participated in job search activities (see Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994). Similarly, the evaluation
of the San Diego Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) Program found that over 28 percent of control
group members participated in education or training activities within two to three years after random
assignment, but that less than 1 percent participated in job search activities (see Hamilton and Friedlander,
1989). Two other evaluations from the 1980s — Virginia’s Employment Services Program and Illinois” Work
Incentive (WIN) Demonstration Program in Cook County — provide findings on participation in employment-
related activities for control group members. Thirteen percent of the control group in the Virginia evaluation
participated in education or training activities within 15 to 28 months after random assignment; rates of
participation in job search activities were not reported for control group members. In the Cook County
evaluation, 18 percent of the control group members were active in education or training activities within nine
months after random assignment, and just over 2 percent participated in job search activities.
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TABLE 3.4

RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT INDEPENDENCE AND
NON-PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EMPLOYMENT--RELATED ACTIVITIES

BY CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS WITHIN TWO YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Control
Group
Activity Source and Participation Measure (%)
Project Independence and
non—Project Independence sources combined (a)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (b) 401
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club {b) 18.7
independent job search 17.9
Job club 58
Ever participated in education or training (b} 305
ABE or GED 8.3
ESL 3.0
Vocational training or post—secondary education 21.4
On—the—job training 3.1
Project Independence activities (c)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (b) 7.5
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (b} 6.0
Independent job search 5.8
Job club 1.9
Ever participated in education or training {b) 22
ABE or GED 0.7
ESL 0.1
Vocational training or post—secondary education 1.4
On—the—job training 0.3
Sample size 509

SOURCES: The 24-—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members and
Project Independence casefile data.

NOTES: {a) These percentages were calculated from the 24 -month survey data.

{b) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up period;
therefore, the sum of percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.

(c} These percentages were calculated from Project Independence casefile data.
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a group of similarly situated AFDC recipients. Project Independence provided independent job search
activities for some participants, but this is also the kind of job search activity required of those who
receive Unemployment Insurance or who leave AFDC but continue to receive Food Stamps.® i is
possible that some comtrol group members were subject to the job search requirements of
Unemployment Insurance or Food Stamp programs at some point during the two-year follow-up
period. Second, programs such as those operated through JTPA and the Job Service of Florida offer
job search services for all AFDC recipients. It is possible that control group members obtained these
services on their own initiative. Third, some education and training programs offer job search services
as part of occupational skills or post-secondary education classes. Some control group members may
have received these services in conjunction with their participation in these activities.

Finally, and most significantly, the relatively high rate of participation in employment-related
activities, particularly independent job search activities, is due, in part, to the finding that some control
group members gained access to Project Independence. This issue is addressed in greater detail below.

B. Control Group Participation in Project Independence

This section of the chapter examines three components of the control group’s exposure to
Project Independence: (1) being subject to the participation mandate by being referred for an AFDC
grant reduction (sanction) for failure to attend a Project Independence orientation; (2) attending a
Project Independence orientation; and (3) participating in employment-related activities through Project
Independence. Using data collected from Project Independence casefiles, it was estimated that 19.8
percent of the control group were exposed to at least one of these three components during the two-
year follow-up period.?® The three components of the control group’s exposure to Project
Independence are discussed below.

First, the Project Independence casefile data indicate that, during the two-year follow-up
period, an estimated 1.2 percent of the control group members were referred for a sanction for not
attending a program orientation for which they were (incorrectly) scheduled. It is not known whether
these sanction referrals resulted in actual grant reductions. It should be noted, however, that none of

S All recipients of Unemployment Insurance are required to look for work and to provide evidence of their
job applications on a monthly basis. Similar requirements are sometimes placed on Food Stamp recipients
who do not also receive AFDC. In Florida, this requirement for Food Stamp recipients is also administered
through Project Independence, although very little funding is available and the program has relatively few
participants.

®Estimating the control group’s exposure io Project Independence was complicated by limitations in the
24-month survey data. By comparing survey responses against Project Independence casefiles, it became
apparent that the 24-month survey did not provide an accurate reflection of the extent to which the control
group’s participation in employment-related activities was associated with Project Independence. Most likely,
this occurred because several survey questions that were intended to be about Project Independence may have
been construed by control group respondents as being about other employment and training programs. As
noted earlier in this chapter, however, findings on the program group’s participation in Project Independence
activities from the 24-month survey are generally consistent with findings from the Project Independence
casefile data that were used for the 12-month program flow analysis. A more detailed discussion of the data
issues and analysis strategy used to estimate the control group’s involvement in Project Independence is
presented in Appendix C.
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these control group members attended an orientation or participated in employment-related activities
through Project Independence during the follow-up period. However, control group members may
have changed their behavior in other ways in response to the threat of an AFDC grant reduction.

Second, using data coltected from Project Independence casefiles, it was estimated that
approximately 11.1 percent of the controf group members attended a Project Independence orientation
but did not participate in any employment-related activities through the program after that point. It
is not clear how much this type of exposure to the program affected the behavior of control group
members. MDRC’s observation of Project Independence orientation sesstons and interviews with
Project Independence staff indicate that the orientations were sometimes occasions when control group
members were identified and prohibited from further participation. However, after hearing about the
participation requirements, control group members (assuming that they were, in fact, treated as
mandatory) may have been prompted to find work and leave AFDC more quickly than they would
have otherwise. Thus, the 11.1 percent attendance rate may represent an upper bound on the most
intensive exposure the control group could have experienced through orientation.

Third, and probably constituting the most intensive involvement the control group had with
Project Independence during the follow-up period, an estimated 7.5 percent of the control group
members participated in at least one employment-related activity through Project Independence during
the two-year follow-up period (see the bottom panel of Table 3.4). This represents approximately 19
percent of the control group’s total participation in employment-related activities (7.5 of the 40.1
percent presented in the top panel of Table 3.4). Table 3.4 also shows that 6.0 percent of the control
group participated in independent job search or job club activities through Project Independence and
that 2.2 percent participated in education and training activities through the program. This means that
32 percent of the control group’s participation in independent job search or job club activities occurred
through Project Independence (6.0 of the 18.7 percent presented in the top panel of Table 3.4),
compared to only 7 percent of their participation in education or training activities (2.2 of the 30.5
percent presented in the top panel of Table 3.4). This reflects the job search focus of Project
Independence and the fact that such services are less readily availabie outside Project Independence.

The sum of these three components — 1.2 plus 11.1 plus 7.5 — yields the estimate of 19.8
percent of the control group who were exposed to some aspect of the Project Independence
treatment.?” Chapter 5 discusses the implications of this exposure for interpreting the estimates of
Project Independence’s impacts on earnings, employment, and welfare receipt. As discussed earlier
in this chapter, virtually the entire program group was exposed to Project Independence. Also, even

2"This is the most reliable estimate of the control group’s exposure to Project Independence. In contrast,
the 24-month survey data suggest that up to 44.8 percent of the control group may have been exposed to some
aspect of the Project Independence treatment. This estimate is almost certainly much too high, given the types
of confusion control group members may have encountered in answering questions about Project Independence
on the survey. This estimate was obtained by combining: the 21.8 percent of the control group who reported
participating in employment-related activities through Project Independence; the 14 percent who reported only
attending an orientation; the 1 percent who said they were sanctioned for not attending an employment or
training program they were required to attend in order to receive AFDC; and the 8.1 percent who said they
were informed that they were required to participate in an education, training, or employment program in
order to receive AFDC. See Appendix C for a discussion of these estimates.
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after the control group’s exposure to Project Independence was factored in, the program was found
to have substantially increased the program group’s participation in employment-related activities
relative to the control group (as will be shown in the next section of this chapter). Program-contro}
group differences in employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt reflect the impact of these increases.

Finally, it should be noted that most of the control group’s exposure to Project Independence
occurred during the first year of follow-up, and that the level of exposure was similar for the key
subgroups analyzed in this report. Thus, the control group’s erroncous involvement with Project
Independence is not likely to have had an effect on the time pattern of program impacts discussed in
Chapter 5 or on the subgroup differences discussed in Chapter 6.

IV. Program-Control Group Differences in Participation During the Two Years After Random
Assignment

Using the 24-month survey data, this section of the chapter assesses the extent to which the
Project Independence participation requirements and service delivery strategies had an impact on
program group members’ participation in employment-related activities. It does so by examining the
difference between the program and control groups’ rates and length of participation in employment-
related activities. This section also examines Project Independence’s effects on program group
members’ educational attainment (i.e., receipt of a credential).

A. Program-Control Group Differences in Rates of Participation in Employment-Related
Activities

Table 3.5 directly compares the percentage of program and control group members who
participated in employment-related activities within the two-year survey follow-up period. The
difference in these rates represents the "impact” (i.e., effect) of Project Independence and indicates
how much program group members’ participation was affected by their involvement with the program.
The table shows that 64 percent of the program group members participated in at least one
employment-related activity during the survey period, compared to 40 percent of control group
members — a 24 percentage point (approximately 60 percent) difference. The table also shows that
Project Independence had its largest impact on participation in independent job search and job club
activities (24 percentage points), with a program group rate more than double that of the control group
(43 versus 19 percent). The program had a smaller, although still substantial, impact on participation
in education and training activities — 11 percentage points, with the program group rate (42 percent)
being about one-third higher than the control group rate (31 percent).

In addition (not shown in the table), Project Independence more than doubled the rate at which
program group members participated in both independent job search or job club activities and
education or training activities (20 percent of the program group compared to 9 percent of the control
group). Both groups were equally likely to engage in education or training activities without also
participating in independent job search or job club. This means that Project Independence had its
primary effect on participation by increasing the rate at which program group members engaged in
independent job search or job club either as their only employment-related activity or in combination
with education or training activities.
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TABLE 3.5

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
AND NON-PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Activity Source and Participation Measure (%) (%) Difference Change
Project Independence and
non—Project Independence sources combined
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 63.9 401 23.8 59.3%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 427 18.7 240 128.8%
Independent job search 41.0 17.9 231 128.8%
Job club 13.2 58 7.4 128.8%
Ever participated in education or training {a) 415 305 111 36.4%
ABE or GED 12.1 8.3 39 46.9%
ESL 4.6 30 1.7 56.6%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 292 214 7.8 36.5%
On—the—job training 4.0 3.1 09 28.7%
Sample size (total = 1,029) 520 509

SOURCES: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members and Project Independence
casefiles.

NOTES: Tests of statistical significance of differences between research groups were not performed,

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up period; therefore, the sum of
percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.
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B. Program-Control Group Differences in Length of Participation in Employment-
Related Activities

Another aspect of whether employment-related activities are likely to make a difference for
welfare recipients is the "amount” or intensity of their involvement in these activities. A key measure
of intensity is the length of time sample members participated in employment-related activities. In this
study, as in calculations of participation measures for federal reporting on JOBS programs, length of
participation is defined as the average number of months in which a person participated for at least one
day.?® The top panel of Table 3.6 presents the estimated average length of participation for 24-month
survey subsample members who started a specified activity during the two-year survey period.”® As
indicated in the first row of the table, program and control group members who participated in the
various activities were engaged in them for the same number of months — an average of 6.7 months
during the survey period. With the exception of ESL classes, program group members who
participated in education or training classes were engaged in these activities slightly longer than were
control group members in these activities.

More importantly, as shown in the top panel of Table 3.6, people in both groups participated
in education and training activities more than three times longer than they did in independent job
search or job club activities — 9 months compared to 2.5 months, with respect to the program group,
with a range of 1.6 months in job club to 8.8 months in vocational training or post-secondary
education. This is important because people in education or training activities are expected to take
longer to enter the labor market than those in independent job search or job club activities. To the
extent that Project Independence resulted in an increase in participation in education and training
activities (relative to the control group), the program’s effects on employment and further training may
be delayed.

The primary measure used to capture Project Independence’s impact on levels of service
receipt is the length of stay in activities across all program group members and across all control
group members in the 24-month survey subsample. The bottom panel of Table 3.6 presents this
information (including zeros for people who never participated in a given activity). When estimated
this way, the results for program and control group members can be compared directly to determine
Project Independence’s impact on the use of employment-related services — an impact that will affect
the program-control group differences in costs and, in turn, the program’s overall cost-effectiveness.
It shows that Project Independence increased the length of participation in all activities except ESL and
on-the-job training. Again the largest impacts were for independent job search or job club, with
Project Independence doubling the length of participation (from an average of .5 months for the control
group to an average of 1.1 months for the program group). Project Independence also increased
participation in vocational training and post-secondary education by over 50 percent (from an average
of 1.7 months for the control group to an average of 2.6 months for the program group).

**This definition was used to be consistent with the general approach that was considered most appropriate
for measuring participation for the cost analysis presented in Chapter 4. For individuals who participated in
an activity for more than one spell, the length of participation measure reflects the sum of all spells in the
activity during the two-year survey period.

*Because the calculations in the top panel of Table 3.6 do not include all program and control group
members in the 24-month survey subsample, the differences in the third column of the table do not represent
program impacts.
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TABLE 3.6

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS ON THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF MONTHS OF
PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT—-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Program Control Percentage

Sample and Participation Measure Group Group Difference Change

Subsample members

who started the specified activity

within two years after random assignment (a)

Average number of months of participation 6.7 67 0.1 1.5%

Average number of months participating in

independent job search or job club 25 25 0.0 0.4%
independent job search 22 24 -0.1 -5.1%
Job club 16 1.7 -0.0 —-1.2%

Average number of months participating in

education or training 9.0 8.z 0.8 9.8%
ABE or GED 59 54 0.6 10.6%
ESL 5.7 89 -3.2 —35.9%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 8.8 7.9 0.9 11.4%
On—the—job training 6.1 585 0.6 10.5%

Full subsample {b}

Average number of months of participation 4.3 27 1.6 58.1%

Average number of months participating in

independent job search or job club 1.1 0.5 0.6 129.7%
Independent job search 09 0.4 0.5 116.1%
Job club 0.2 0.1 0.1 124.8%

Average number of months participating in

education or training 37 25 1.2 49.8%
ABE or GED 07 0.4 0.3 62.5%
ESL 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 26 17 09 52.1%
On—the—job training 0.2 0.2 0.1 42.1%

Sample size (total = 1,029) 520 509

SOURCE: The 24 —month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Tests of statistical significance of the differences between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

Length of participation is defined as the number of months with any participation in a given activity.

(a) Estimates in italics were based only on individuals who participated in the specified activities. Because
some program and control group members were excluded from the calculations, the program—control group differences
do not reflect the impact of Project Independence.

(b} The results shown in the bottom panel were calculated by multiplying the average number of months
participating in a given activity within two years after random assignment for those who started the activity by the
percentage who reported participating in the activity.



In summary, Tables 3.5 and 3.6 indicate that Project Independence produced a substantial
increase in participation rates and length of participation in employment-related activities for program
group members. This impact was greatest for independent job search, the least costly and most widely
used activity in Project Independence. Project Independence also increased the program group’s
participation in vocational training, post-secondary education, and ABE and/or GED classes. Impacts
were smallest for ESL and on-the-job training, the least frequently used services by both program and
control group members. These patterns are important because they are the key determinants of the
cost estimates presented in Chapter 4.

C. Program-Control Group Differences in Educational Attainment

An important outcome of the education and training activities discussed above is often the
attainment of a credential (such as a General Educational Development — GED — certificate) or
license that provides employers with an indication of competency or skill development in a particular
area. One question for the Project Independence evaluation is whether the increase in participation
in education and training activities resulted in an increase in educational attainment.

Table 3.7 shows the percentage of program and control group members who reported that they
obtained various education credentials during the two-year survey follow-up period. It indicates that
Project Independence had very little impact on receipt of GEDs or high school diplomas, trade
certificates, and associate’s degrees. The final item in the table also shows that approximately 57
percent of both the program and control groups had GEDs or high school diplomas at the end of the
two-survey period, and that there were only small differences between the two groups in the
percentage who had trade certificates and higher education degrees.
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TABLE 3.7

TWO—-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON
RECEIPT OF AN EDUCATION CREDENTIAL

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Qutcome (%) (%) Difference Change
Received a GED or high
school diploma during
the follow —up period 17 1.0 0.7 68.0%
Received a trade certificate
during the follow—up pericd 886 6.3 23 36.6%
Received an associate's degree
during the follow—up period 27 1.4 1.4 101.5%
Received a bachelor's degree
during the follow—up period 0.2 04 -2 -51.3%
Had a credential by the end
of the follow—up period (a) (%)
GED or high school diploma 575 56.2 1.3 2.3%
Trade certificate 31.9 31.6 0.3 0.9%
Associate's degree 4.4 36 08 22.6%
Bachelor's degree 2.2 1.9 0.4 18.7%
Sample size (total = 1,029) 520 500 o

SOURCE: The 24 —-month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.
Results are regression—adjusted.
A two —tailed 1—test was applied to the differences between the experimental and
control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent;
* = 10 percent.
{a} This includes those who already had the credential at the time they entered the study and
were randomly assigned, as well as those who received the credential at some point during the two—year
follow—up pericd.
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CHAPTER 4

THE COST OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE AND
NON-PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ACTIVITIES

The cost analysis presented in this chapter estimates how much the government spent on Project
Independence per program group member. It also shows how these costs varied across program
components and support services. In so doing, it separates expenditures made by the Department of
Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) — for administration, case management, and other direct
services — from those made by other agencies providing education and training activities for Project
Independence participants. This information may be useful to administrators and planners who want
to understand, in a comprehensive way, the nature of the government’s investment in Project
Independence. It may be especially useful to those who may wish to alter the structure and operation
of Project Independence, or who may need to estimate the cost of other state and national welfare
reform proposals.

However, the primary goal of the cost analysis is to estimate the government’s average nef cost
of providing employment-related services to members of the program group. The net cost is the
difference between the average cost per program group member and the average cost per control group
member of all Project Independence and non-Project Independence employment-related services that
were used during a fixed period of time following a person’s entry into the study.! In the benefit-cost
analysis (Chapter 7), to assess whether Project Independence has been a cost-effective program from
the perspective of government budgets, the net cost will be compared to the value of any budgetary
savings during the same period (e.g., through lower average payments for AFDC, Food Stamps, and
Medicaid) and tax revenue increases associated with additional earnings of program group members.
Chapter 7 also analyzes the benefits and costs from the perspectives of the welfare clients and society
as a whole.

This chapter presents costs for the two-year period following each sample member’s random
assignment (the point at which program group members were referred to Project Independence). A
five-year cost estimate is also calculated; it adds projected costs for the subsequent three years to the
two-year estimates. The five-year cost estimate is less certain than the two-year estimate because of
data limitations, but it attempts to capture the costs of additional participation that is likely to have
occurred in years 3 to 5 and that, consequently, may have contributed to any impacts of Project
Independence during these later years (which are included in the benefit-cost analysis).

To summarize the main findings presented in this chapter: The estimated average cost (in 1993
dollars) of Project Independence per program group member within two years after random assignment
was $921. About 47 percent of this ($430) was spent directly by HRS, with the remainder ($491)
having been spent by schools and other agencies, mostly in providing education and training to Project
Independence participants. The non-Project Independence cost per program group member (usually

1As discussed in Chapter 3, and contrary to the research design, an estimated 20 percent of controls
received some type of Project Independence service. The cost of these services is included in the average cost
per contro! group member.
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for activities they entered after leaving the program) added another $1,041, bringing the total cost per
program group member to $1,962. Comparing this cost to the total cost of all Project Independence
and non-Project Independence services per control group member during the same period (i.e., $1,074)
yielded a two-year net cost of $888 per person in the program group. The estimated five-year net cost
is $1,150 per program group member, or $262 higher than the two-year estimate.

The chapter commences with an explanation of the major components of the cost analysis.
Sections II through V discuss the two-year cost findings for the program group, while Section VI does
the same for controls. Net costs for the two-year period are presented in Section VII. Finally, Section
VIII presents the five-year cost estimates.

I. Main Components of the Cost Analysis2

Figure 4.1 illustrates the main expenditure components for both the program group and the
control group. For the program group, it shows that Project Independence-related expenditures by
HRS (box 1P) plus Project Independence-related expenditures by agencies other than HRS (box 2P)
constituted the fotal cost of Project Independence (box 3P). When non-Project Independence
expenditures (box 4P) are added to the Project Independence expenditures, the result is the foral gross
cost per program group member (box 5P). This was the government’s total investment per person in
the program group.

Boxes 1C to 5C in Figure 4.1 depict the types of expenditures per control that were included
in this analysis. The Project Independence-related expenditures by HRS (box 1C) and the Project
Independence-related services by agencies other than HRS (box 2C), which together made up the total
Project Independence expenditures (box 3C) per control group member, appear in Figure 4.1 as
"dotted" boxes to indicate that these expenditures for controls were incurred contrary to the research
design. When non-Project Independence expenditures (box 4C) are added to the Project Independence
expenditures, the total gross cost per control group member (box 5C) is obtained, representing the
government’s total investment per control group member.

The net cost of Project Independence, i.e., the cost per program group member over and above
the cost per control group member (see Section VI), is represented in Figure 4.1 by box 6. The net
cost is obtained by subtracting the total gross cost per control group member from the total gross cost
per program group member.

II. Average Cost of Project Independence to HRS per Program Group Member
(Figure 4.1, Box 1P)

HRS expenditures for Project Independence consisted of operating costs and support service
payments. Operating costs largely reflected the costs of case management — e.g., following up on

2The cost analysis presented in this chapter uses an analytic approach similar to that used in MDRC’s
previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs, particularly in the cost analysis for California’s GAIN
program (Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994). Many of the techniques were originally developed for
the evaluations of state programs in MDRC’s Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives; see Long and
Knox, 1985, for additional information.
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FIGURE 4.1

THE MAIN COMPONENTS OF GROSS AND NET COSTS
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applicants and recipients who failed to attend their scheduled orientation appointments, providing initial
and subsequent assessments and employability planning, and referring and monitoring program group
members assigned to independent job search, education, and training activities. HRS operating costs
also included the costs of operating job clubs, providing other job search assistance, and implementing
job development.? The following section presents an estimate of HRS operating costs per program
group member within two years after random assignment, and how these costs were divided across
specific program functions. The chapter then turns to a discussion of HRS support service
expenditures, which cover Project Independence child care and other support services to enable
individuals to participate in program activities.

A. Operating Costs (Figure 4.1, Box 1P)

Project Independence operating costs covered expenditures for all program group members and,
for this analysis, have been divided among eight main program activities or functions: orientation,
formal assessment and employability planning, independent job search, job club, adult basic education
(ABE) and GED preparation classes, English as a Second Language instruction, vocational training
and post-secondary training, and on-the-job training.* An overview of what these costs consisted of
follows.

1. Orientation. Expenditures allocated to this activity included the cost of staff time and
overhead for working with both orientation attenders and those who were referred to the program but
did not attend orientation (about 23 percent of those referred to Project Independence). For orientation
attenders, staff time was spent explaining the participation mandate and the Project Independence
activitics in group sessions; conducting brief, individual, initial assessments to determine job-readiness;
and assigning an individual to her first activity or granting (and monitoring) a deferral (i.e., temporary
suspension of the participation requirement). For orientation "no-shows," staff time was spent
rescheduling appointments and, for those who remained mandatory for Project Independence but failed
to attend orientation, implementing the sanctioning process.’

2. [Formal assessment and employability planning. Costs covered salary plus overhead
expenditures for case managers’ time spent on formal assessments (including literacy testing) and the
development of an Employability Plan for participants who were judged to be not job-ready as well
as for those who completed an up-front independent job search without finding a job.

3. Independent job search and job club. HRS expenditures for independent job search
covered staff time and overhead costs for monitoring individuals assigned to independent job search,
meeting with those who did not find a job to assign them to their next activity, and doing the
paperwork for initiating the sanctioning process for noncompliant individuals. Similar expenses were
incurred for persons assigned to job club activities. In addition, costs for job club covered the staff
time required to conduct job club sessions (or the costs of paying others — JTPA, LES, or another

3Job development staff promoted Project Independence within the community, researched the local labor
market, contacted employers, compiled lists of job opportunities, and posted job openings.

“As noted in Chapter 3, Project Independence provided work experience activities in some counties.
However, because this evaluation did not find evidence that the members of the research sample participated
in these activities, such costs are not included in the analysis.

Some AFDC applicants who were referred to Project Independence were not approved for AFDC and
thus were no longer mandatory for Project Independence.
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provider — to run the clubs). In this analysis, expenditures for staff time spent on job development
were also included in the cost of job search and job club activities.

4. Basic education, vocational training and post-secondary education, and on-the-job
training. As discussed in Chapter 3, basic education encompassed adult basic education (ABE), GED
preparation, and instruction in English as a Second Language (ESL). For Project Independence
participants who had a high school diploma or GED certificate, vocational training, post-secondary
education, and on-the-job training were offered (if they were consistent with the participant’s
Employability Plan). The costs incurred by HRS for these activities were for Project Independence
case managers’ salaries (together with overhead expenditures) and not for the education or training
itself, which was usually provided by adult schools, vocational training centers, and colleges (mainly
community colleges}. Project Independence staff counseled participants, made referrals to education
and training institutions, followed up on no-shows and dropouts, and applied the sanctioning
procedures for noncompliance with the participation mandate. Case managers also made referrals for
child care services and arranged for transportation and other support services. (HRS child care and
other support service payments to participants or providers were accounted for separately, as discussed
in the next section.)

HRS’s average operating cost per program group member for a specified activity was usually
calculated by first estimating a unit cost (i.e., the average operating cost per participant per month —
or per "participant-month" ~ for the activity).® The unit cost was then multiplied by the average
length of time (in months) that people participated in the activity.

To determine the unit cost, the total HRS expenditures for the activity for a specified peried
of time were divided by the total number of participant-months in that activity over the same period.
The HRS expenditures were taken from the quarterly Project Independence expenditure reports of
HRS’s Economic Services Division for the period from July 1990 (the beginning of random

A person was counted as having participated in an activity in a given month if she participated in it at
least one day that month. In the case of orientation and formal assessment, the unit cost was per session,
rather than per participant-month. (Each individual’s orientation and each formal assessment was counted as
a single session, even if it extended beyond one day or took place in a group setting, as was common for
orientation.) The unit cost was then multiplied by the total number of sessions of orientation or formal
assessment to obtain the cost of each of these components.

In order to avoid double counting of some education and training costs, the cost of HRS contracts for
education and training (approximately 2 percent of total HRS expenditures for the period used for this report)
was excluded in calculating HRS unit costs because the full cost of education and training was captured by
the method used to calculate the costs incurred by the education and training providers themselves, as
discussed in Section III.

Calculations of HRS units costs included all those who received Project Independence services — both
the program group members who participated in Project Independence and the control group members who
(contrary to the research design} participated. In other words, for each component, there is a single HRS unit
cost per participant, which applies to control group participants as well as program group participants. These
unit costs are presented in Table 4.1. As was true for the program group, the duration of participation for
control group members (i.e., the number of months or sessions in which they participated in Project
Independence) was based on data from the 24-month survey of a subsample of program and control group
members. See Appendix C for further details,
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assignment) through June 1992.7 The number of participant-months in each activity was obtained
from the on-line Project Independence Information System, in which case managers entered the dates
of each registrant’s activities. However, for the purposes of this report, the cost analysis used the four
consecutive quarters from July 1991 through June 1992. This is because monthly participation counts
for each activity could be obtained for this same 12-month period, but not for the prior year.? All
expenditures were inflation-adjusted to 1993 dollars before unit costs were estimated.

Unit cost estimates for each of the main Project Independence activities are displayed in Table
4.1. It is important to note that although unit costs apply to activities, they include the cost of working
with nonparticipants. For example, if, in a given month, 20 clients are assigned to a job club but only
15 participate, the cost of job club per participant in that month includes the direct and indirect costs
of the staff time spent with five "no-shows.”

On the whole, these HRS unit costs were relatively low.” For example, the estimated HRS
unit cost for independent job search was only $72 per person per month, and it was not much higher
for basic education activities (ABE, GED, and ESL). (However, as noted earlier, these costs did not
include the costs incurred by the schools.) One factor keeping the unit costs low was the relatively
high client-to-caseworker ratio in Project Independence. Indeed, program group members were
referred to Project Independence, and participated in its activities, during a time when caseloads were
increasing. According to the Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey, the average client-to-caseworker
ratio was over 200 by October 1991 and may have continued to increase after that date. At the same
time, Project Independence expenditures remained approximately the same.!? Therefore, the HRS
unit costs were probably lower during July 1991 through June 1992 (the period used for the estimates
in this report) than they were in the prior year (a peried in which a large share of the research sample

7As noted in Chapter 2, the main HRS expenditure forms used were the ACF-332 (and the earlier report
form, FSA-104), quarterly reports that Project Independence sends to the federal government listing
expenditures by activity. (The Administration for Children and Families — ACF — was formerly called the
Family Support Administration — FSA. It is the part of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
responsible for the AFDC and JOBS programs.) For those reports, the allocation of costs to each activity is
based on quarterly “random moment samplings" (RMS) conducted by the state to determine the percentage
of time staff devoted to each activity. In this analysis, the cost of staff time devoted to administrative and
other non-activity-specific tasks was reallocated proportionately to the various activities.  Finally,
approximately 4 percent of the total expenditures were for education and training support services, such as
books and tuition, paid directly to the provider or client. These costs were allocated directly to the specific
activitics for which they were used. Work-related support services, such as child care and transportation,
were exciuded from the operating costs.

8Unit costs during this period may have been somewhat lower than in the previous year. The implications
for the cost analysis are discussed below.

“Unit costs were estimated to be much higher for California’s GAIN program (see Riccio, Friedlander,
and Freedman, 1994). For example, in GAIN, the county-specific unit costs for the combination of individual
job search and group job club activities (including the cost of following up on nonparticipants) ranged from
$537 to $1,120, depending on the county.

1045 discussed in Chapter 1, AFDC caseloads in Florida were increasing during the first two years of
follow-up, resulting in an increase in the number of participants served by Project Independence, while
expenditures for Project Independence remained fixed (or decreased slightly).
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was served). The HRS unit costs presented here should be viewed as lower-bound estimates.!!
Some evidence, based on estimated annual counts of the number of participants in Project
Im:lf:pendencf:12 in each year (July 1990 through June 1991 and July 1991 through June 1992),
suggests that HRS unit costs may have been up to 20 percent higher in the first year. As previously
noted, the HRS average operating cost of a Project Independence activity per program group member
was obtained by multiplying the average unit cost by the corresponding average length of stay. Table
4.2 presents the results for a period of two years after random assignment. As column A of the top
panel shows (on the subtotal line), the estimated two-year average operating cost was $312 per person
in the program group. If, however, it is assumed that HRS unit costs were 20 percent higher the
previous year (as discussed above), the effect on the HRS average operating cost would be an increase
of only $62, from $312 to $374.

B. Child Care and Other Support Service Costs (Figure 4.1, Box 1P)

The total cost of Project Independence included expenditures for support services to enable
those referred to the program to participate in it. These services were child care, transportation, and
miscellaneous expenses (e.g., for tools, uniforms, and equipment). Project Independence participants
who engaged in an education or training activity and needed assistance with child care were referred
to the Central Child Care agencies' in their local community. In contrast, child care for participants
in short-duration components (e.g., independent job search) was arranged by Project Independence
staff.!* All Project Independence child care is paid for through Family Support Act (FSA) child care
funds (Title IV-A). However, access to these child care resources was severely curtailed in January
1991, when the demand for them exceeded the amount of program dollars allocated for child care.!”

1 A5 previously noted, random assignment took place from July 1990 through August 1991. Because the
period used for estimating unit costs was July 1991 through June 1992, program group members entering
Project Independence toward the end of the random assignment period and those who had longer lengths of
stay would have been eligible to participate in activities during that period. It is estimated that one-third of
all participation during the first two years took place during the July 1991 through June 1992 period, and that
two-thirds of the participation occurred during the prior year.

12The data used to estimate annual counts are from the 1990-91 and 1991-92 Project Independence Annual
Management Report prepared by HRS and LES, respectively.

131n Florida, the Children, Youth, and Families (CYTF) division of HRS contracts with Central Child Care
agencies in the counties to provide referrals for child care. The Central Child Care agencies are the conduits
for paying providers for Project Independence-subsidized child care as well as other types of publicly funded
child care.

14Case managers at the local Project Independence offices authorized and arranged payment for up to 30
days of child care. In October 1992, it became mandatory for all child care to be arranged and paid for
through the Central Child Care agencies.

ISFSA (IV-A) funds are also used to pay for child care for working AFDC recipients and transitional child
care for people who leave AFDC for employment. Both such uses are entitlements. As AFDC caseloads and,
consequently, the number of Project Independence participants increased, the demand for child care also grew,
but without a proportionate increase in the amount of child care dollars available. Restrictions on the
availability of Project Independence child care were impilemented at different rates and at different levels,
depending on the HRS service district (and, therefore, county). However, all districts began implementing
cutbacks in January 1991, and the cutbacks expanded thereafter, with Project Independence child care being

(continued...)
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TABLE 4.2

ESTIMATED PROJECT INDEPENDENCE COST PER PROGRAM AND
CONTROL GROUP MEMBER WITHIN TWO YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT,
BY SERVICE COMPONENT AND AGENCY (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Program Group Control Group (a)
Average per Percentage Average per Percentage
Person ($) Distribution Persan ($) Distribution
Agency and Compeonent {A) (B) (C) )
HRS Project Independence Cost
Orientation 67 156 13 124
Formal assessment/ employability planning 55 12.8 7 6.7
Independent job search 58 135 10 95
Job club 43 10.0 7 6.7
ABE or GED 25 5.8 3 29
ESL 12 2.8 1 1.0
Vocational training or post—secondary educaticn 17 4.0 2 1@
On-the—job training 35 8.1 4 3.8
Unpaid work experience c 0.0 0 0.0
Subtotal (operating costs) 312 72.6 47 44.8
Child care 80 186 52 49.5
Other support services 38 8.8 6 57
Total ’ 430 100.0 105 100.0
Non—HRS Agencies’ Project Independence Cost (b)
Orientation 0 c.0 0 0.0
Formal assessment/ employability planning 0 0.0 0 0.0
Independent job search Q 0.0 0 0.0
Job club 0 0.0 0 0.0
ABE or GED 65 13.2 B 14.0
ESL 30 6.1 3 53
Vocational training or post—secondary education 396 807 46 80.7
On—the—job training 0 0.0 o 0.0
Unpaid work experience 0 0.0 o 0.0
Subtotal (operating costs) 491 100.0 57 100.0
Total Project Independence Cost
Crientation 67 7.3 13 8.0
Formal assessment/ employability planning 55 6.0 7 4.3
Independent job search 58 6.3 10 6.2
Job club 43 47 7 4.3
ABE or GED 90 9.8 11 6.8
ESL 42 46 4 25
Vocational training or post—secendary education 413 44.8 48 29.6
On-the—job training 35 38 4 25
Unpaid work experience C 0.0 ¢ 0.0
Subtotal (operating costs) 803 87.2 104 64.2
Child care 80 87 52 32.1
Other support services 38 4.1 6 37
Total 921 100.0 162 100.0

SOURCES: See Table 4.1, Child care data are from Florida's Central Child Care agencies and the 12—month survey of a
subsample of program group members,

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(a) As discussed in Chapter 3, contrary to the research design, some control group members received Project
Independence services. The cost of these services was included in the Project Independence cost per control group
member.

(b} Non—HRS agencies did not pay for any Project Independence support services.
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HRS restricted access to Project Independence child care to participants who were already taking part
in an activity and receiving child care, although a small amount of child care money remained
available for those who were newly entering independent job search or job club. The average child
care costs presented here cover two years of follow-up, which span the period of change in child care
availability.

To estimate Project Independence child care costs, information on monthly payment amounts
and the number of months that these payments were made was collected from the Central Child Care
agencies’ records for a subsample of program group members.!® For those who participated in an
education or training activity and received child care, the average child care payment was $275 a
month and reached a total of $1,438 per person using child care within the first two years after random
assignment. Participants in independent job search or job club (and other short-term components) who
used child care did so for an estimated one month, implying a total cost of $275. Overall, however,
according to the evaluation’s 12-month survey of a subsample of program group members, only 11
percent of orientation attenders reported using any Project Independence child care.!” Thus, when
the cost of all Project Independence child care was averaged over all program group members
(including those who did not use it), the two-year cost was estimated to be only $80 per person (see
Table 4.2, column A in the top panel).'®

Project Independence participants were also eligible for support service payments for
transportation and miscellaneous expenses for work-related needs. The two-year cost of these other
services is estimated to have been $38 per program group member (see Table 4.2, column A of the
top panel).19

15(...continued)
virtually eliminated in many districts, although some child care remained available for job search activities
lasting less than one month.

16Individual-level child care data were collected for up to 42 months from the Central Child Care agencies
in four counties: Broward, Dade, Duval, and Orange. The sample in each county was 150 program group
members and 50 control group members who were randomly assigned in September and October 1990 (in
Broward, Dade, and Orange) and October and November 1990 (in Duval). The duration of child care use
was calculated separately for the program and control groups in all four counties combined. The average child
care payment was calculated as the average for the program and control groups combined for Duval and
Orange counties, the two of the four counties in which the records showed actual payment amounts.

"The subsample included individuals randomly assigned both before and after the child care restrictions
went into effect, so the 11 percent rate represents child care use for the full sample.

18The child care cost of $80 per program group member was calculated by weighting the child care cost
per person in education or training and the child care cost per person in independent job search or job club
by the rates of participation in these activities and then applying the average cost per person using child care
to all program group members.

19The cost of other support services per program group member was estimated to have been 12.2 percent
— or $38 — of the $312 HRS operating cost per program group member, based on HRS expenditures from
July 1991 through June 1992 for everyone in Project Independence. Some additional support service costs
for books, tuition, etc., were paid directly to clients for education and training activities and were included
in the total operating cost per program group member,
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III. Average Cost of Project Independence to Non-HRS Agencies per Program Group Member
(Figure 4.1, Box 2P)

Non-HRS agencies provided education and training for program group members. Although
HRS did not directly incur the costs of these activities, those expenditures were counted as Project
Independence-related costs. This is because they covered activities that program group members were
referred to (or continued in, if their participation was self-initiated) in accordance with the Project
Independence participation mandate.

To estimate these non-HRS costs, the types of institutions used by the program group for
educationt and training had to be determined and data on their unit costs had to be obtained. The
evaluation’s 24-month survey showed that program group members participated in basic education
(ABE, GED, and ESL) activities primarily at adult schools. In addition, it showed that for vocational
training and post-secondary education, the main providers were vocational training centers and
community colleges. The unit cost for each institution is expressed as the cost per FTE (i.e., one
“full-time equivalent” student).’’ One FTE unit represents the total number of scheduled hours for
a student attending full-time for one academic year.2!  Using this information, a unit cost
representing all non-HRS agencies providing vocational training or post-secondary education was
calculated.

The unit costs appear in column D of Table 4.1. Non-HRS agencies spent an estimated $2,688
per FTE for ABE, GED, and ESL activities and almost twice as much ($4,768 per FTE) for vocational
training and post-secondary education.??

Multiplying the unit cost for each activity by the corresponding average number of FTEs per
program group member yields the average cost of each activity for the program group.?’> For

2The adult school cost data are from the Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools,
Bureau of School Business Services, Financial Management Section. The reports used were: Profiles of
Florida School Districts: 1990-91 Financial Data Statistical Report and 1990-91 Program Cost Analysis Report
Series, Numbers 1 and 5. These reports also provided cost data regarding the vocational training centers.
Community college cost data are from the Florida Department of Education, Division of Community Colleges.
The reports used were: 1990-91 Cost Analysis: CA-2 Svstemwide Summary and Summary of Revenue,
Expenditures, and Fund Balances by General Ledger Code for the Fiscal Year 1990-91.

2lFor adult schools, vocational training centers, and non-credit courses at community colleges, one FTE
equals 900 scheduled hours of class, which is equivalent to 180 days of five one-hour classes per day, or 36
weeks with 25 scheduled hours of class per week. Hours for a student attending less than a full schedule
equal a fractional FTE. For community college credit courses, one FTE equals 30 credit hours, which MDRC
estimated to be equivalent to 15 credits for each of two semesters, where a semester is 18 weeks and the class
meets one hour each week for each credit taken. Therefore, one community college credit FTE is equivalent
to 540 scheduled hours (15 credit hours times 18 weeks times 2 semesters equals 540 hours),

22 A unit cost per FTE for vocational training and post-secondary education was calculated by weighting
the vocational training unit cost and the community college unit cost by the percentage of the program group
attending a vocational training or post-secondary activity at each institution.

23The average number of FTEs was calculated by multiplying the average length of stay in months by the
number of scheduled hours per month, and then dividing by the number of scheduled hours for one FTE (as
defined in footnote 21).
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example, the non-HRS Project Independence cost of ABE and GED was $65 per person in the program
group (i.e., the unit cost of $2,688 per FTE multiplied by the average number of FTEs). The total
non-HRS operating cost per program group member for all Project Independence-related activities was
$491 (Table 4.2, column A of the middle panel). Of that amount, nearly 81 percent was spent on
vocational training and post-secondary education.

Iv. Total Cost of Project Independence per Program Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 3P)

As illustrated in Figure 4.1, the total cost of Project Independence per program group member
was the sum of the average costs incurred by HRS and non-HRS agencies. This was estimated to be
$921 over the two-year period (Table 4.2, column A of the bottom panel) and was almost equally split
between HRS ($430) and non-HRS agencies ($491). The percentage distribution in column B of the
bottom panel shows that, of this total, 87 percent was accounted for by operating costs ($803), another
9 percent was accounted for by child care expenditures ($80), and another 4 percent by other support
services ($38). The distribution of Project Independence costs for activities and support services
shown in Table 4.2 is graphically represented in Figure 4.2.

V. Total Gross Cost (for Project Independence and Non-Project Independence Services) per
Program Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 5P)

In addition to using Project Independence services, some program group members participated
in vocational training and post-secondary activities on their own after their departure from Project
Independence. Because these services have the potential to increase program group members’ longer-
term earnings and reduce their use of welfare (effects that would be captured as "benefits” in the
benefit-cost analysis, which is presented in Chapter 7), it is important to count their cost in estimating
the total government investment for program group members. This total investment is the tofal gross
cost per program group member and is the amount that must be compared to the total gross cost per
control group member in order to determine the net cost per program group member.

A. Non-Project Independence Operating Cost per Program Group Member (Figure 4.1,
Box 4P)

The estimation of non-Project Independence (i.e., post-Project Independence) operating costs
employed the same method that was used to calculate non-HRS provider costs (see Section IIT): The
provider unit cost was multiplied by the program group members’ average length of stay in the
specified activity. The results for the two-year period are presented in column A of the middle pane!
of Table 4.3. Column B displays the percentage distribution. It is noteworthy that vocational training
and post-secondary education accounted for 80 percent of the non-Project Independence two-year cost
of $1,041 per program group member.

B. Non-Project Independence Child Care (Figure 4.1, Box 4P)

Program group members could receive other types of child care (not paid for by Project
Independence) after leaving Project Independence if they met the eligibility requirements. "AFDC-
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FIGURE 4.2

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE ESTIMATED TWO-YEAR TOTAL COST
OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PROGRAM GROUP, BY SERVICE COMPONENT

Other Support Services

Formal Assessment/ . . 4.1%
Employability Planning Orientation
6.0% 7.3% Child Care

Unpaid
8.7% Work Experience

/ 0-0%

On-the-Job Training
3.8%

Independent
Job Search
6.3%

Job Club PO
4.7% |

S 'ﬁﬁ':":':-':-;:"';VocationaITrainingor
ABEorGED \ . il RS

Post-Secondary
98% N I i Education

44.8%

SOURCE: Table 4.2.

NOTES: Distribution may not sum to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
The estimated two-year total cost of Project Independence per program group
member was $921 and included HRS and non-HRS expenditures.
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TABLE 4.3

ESTIMATED PRO.JECT INDEPENDENCE, NON~PROJECT INDEPENDENCE, AND TOTAL GROSS COST
PER PROGRAM AND CONTROL GROUP MEMBER WITHIN TWO YEARS
AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY SERVICE COMPONENT (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Program Group

Control Group (&)

Average per Percentage Average per Percentage
Person ($) Distribution Person ($) Distribution
Component (A) (B) (9] D)
Total Project Independence Cost
Crientation 67 7.3 13 8.0
Formal assessment/ employability planning 55 6.0 7 4.3
Independent job search 58 6.3 10 6.2
Job club 43 4.7 7 4.3
ABE or GED 90 9.8 11 68
ESL 42 46 4 25
Vocational training or post—secondary education 413 448 48 29.8
On—~the—job training 35 38 4 25
Unpaid work experience o 0.0 0 0.0
Subtotal (operating costs) 803 87.2 104 64.2
Child care 80 8.7 52 321
Other support services 38 41 6 3.7
Total 921 100.0 162 100.0
Non—Project Independence Cost
Orientation 0 0.0 o 0.0
Formal assessment/ employability planning o 0.0 0 0.0
Independent job search & 06 15 16
Job club 8 0.8 21 23
ABE or GED 76 7.3 85 9.3
ESL 22 2.1 61 87
Vocational training or post—secondary education 832 799 661 72.5
On~—the—job training 22 2.1 36 3.9
Unpaid work experience 0 0.0 0 0.0
Subtotal (operating costs) 966 g2.8 B79 96.4
Child care (b} 75 7.2 33 3.6
Cther support setvices (c) n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total 1041 100.0 912 100.0
Total Gross Cost
Orientation 67 34 13 1.2
Formal assessment/ employability planning 55 28 7 07
Independent job search 64 3.3 25 23
Job club 51 26 28 26
ABE or GED 166 8.5 96 8.9
ESL 64 3.3 65 6.1
Vocational training or post—secondary education 1245 63.5 709 66.0
On—the—job training 57 28 40 37
Unpaid work experience 0 0.0 0 0.0
Subtotal (operating costs) 1769 90.2 983 915
Child care 155 7.9 85 79
Cther support services 38 19 6 08
Total 1962 100.0 1074 100.0

SOURCES: See Table 4.1. Child care data are from Florida's Central Child Care agencies and the 12—month survey of

a subsample of program group members.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.
{(a) As discussed in Chapter 3, contrary to the research design, some control group members received Project
Independence services. The cost of these services was included in the Project Independence cost and total gross cost

per control group member.

(b) Child care costs include three types of non—Project Independence child care: AFDC—employed child care,

transitional child care, and income —eligible (working poor) child care.

{c) Costs are not available (n/a) because data were not collected on the use of other support services. Although
both program and contral group members who participated in non—Project Independence activities may have received some
public subsidies, the cost was probably low because many education and training providers do not offer other support services.
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employed” child care is available in Florida to welfare recipients who are also employed.?*
(Usually, but not always, a program group member who was receiving AFDC-employed child care
had been deregistered from Project Independence.) Also, under federal regulations, welfare recipients
who leave AFDC for employment are entitled to receive 12 months of “transitional” child care.
Afterwards, sample members whose income is below a prescribed level are eligible for "income-
eligible" child care, which is also called "working poor" child care.

Since being referred to Project Independence is not a condition for receiving these other types
of child care, the payments were not considered a Project Independence-related cost in this analysis.
However, Project Independence may have increased the use of these types of child care if it succeeded
in increasing the percentage of the program group who left AFDC for employment and to the extent
that Project Independence staff made recipients aware of their eligibility for other types of child care.
Thus, the cost of these other types of child care were considered a "complementary” cost of Project
Independence rather than a direct cost. For these reasons, it is appropriate to discuss them in an
analysis of the total cost of serving the program group (and in the benefit-cost analysis). Therefore,
this cost — estimated to be $75 per program group member over two years®® — is listed in Table
4.3 (column A in the middle panel) as the non-Project Independence cost of child care.?®

C. Total Gross Cost per Program Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 5P)

The two-year total gross cost per program group member is obtained by adding the top-panel
estimates of Project Independence costs in column A of Table 4.3 to the middle-panel estimates of non-
Project Independence costs. As shown in column A of the bottom panel, the estimated total gross cost
per program group member was $1,962. Column B of the bottom panel indicates that 64 percent of
the total gross cost was spent on vocational training and post-secondary education. When ABE and
GED costs (8.5 percent) and ESL costs (3.3 percent) are added in, all education and training activities
combined accounted for three-fourths of the average total gross cost of Project Independence for the
program group. Child care accounted for 7.9 percent of the total.

VI Total Gross Cost per Control Group Member (Figure 4.1, Boxes 1C—5C)

Ideally, the total gross cost per control group member would indicate what the government
would have spent on employment-related services for the program group in the absence of Project
Independence. (Some members of the program group, on their own initiative, would have participated
in activities available in the community.) In this evaluation, the expenditures for control group

24In Florida, some AFDC recipients who are employed receive AFDC-employed child care in lieu of an
AFDC child care disregard.

23The breakdown was as follows: AFDC-employed child care, $25; transitional child care, $22; and
working poor child care, $28.

26Individual-level payment data were collected for the same sample as for Project Independence child care
(see the description of that sample in footnote 16). The rate of child care usage, the average monthly payment
for those receiving child care, and the average number of months (length of stay) were calculated separately
for each type of child care. The same methodology used for calculating the cost of Project Independence chiid
care was used to calculate these other types of child care per program group member,
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members were primarily for services they used on their own initiative, without the assistance of Project
Independence staff. However, contrary to the research design, an estimated 20 percent of control
group members received some aspect of the Project Independence treatment. (See Chapter 3 and
Appendix C for a full discussion of this issue.)

A. Project Independence (HRS and non-HRS) Cost per Control Group Member (Figure
4.1, Box 30C)

Table 4.2 (column C of the bottom panel) shows that the estimated Project Independence
operating cost per control group member was $104,%7 which is only 13 percent of the average
operating cost for the program group. This is consistent with the estimate, presented in Chapter 3,
that 20 percent of the controls were exposed to Project Independence, but that only 7.5 percent
participated in its employment-related activities. This implies that controls who were exposed to
Project Independence received a less intensive set of services than did program group members,
perhaps because some of them were identified at the initial orientation and thereafter were no longer
served by Project Independence.

Under the research design, control group members who participated in a non-Project
Independence education or training activity on their own initiative were eligible to receive Project
Independence-funded child care on the same basis as members of the program group. The cost of that
child care is estimated to have been $52 per control group member over the two years foilowing
random assignment (see Table 4.2), or almost two-thirds the $80 cost per program group member.?
Control group members were not eligible for other support services. However, because some of them
entered Project Independence, the program incurred a two-year average cost of $6 per control group
member for those services (Table 4.3, column C of the top panel).?* Adding the costs of child care
and other support services to the operating cost produces a total cost of Project Independence per
control group member of $162 over the two-year period.

B. Non-Project Independence Cost per Control Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 4C)

Control group members participated mostly in employment-related services that were not paid
for or arranged by Project Independence. These activities accounted for approximately 85 percent of
the total gross cost per control group member.>® Vocational training and post-secondary education

¥7As noted earlier, there is a single HRS unit cost for each component, which applies to both control
group members who received Project Independence services and program group participants.

28Based on information collected from Central Child Care agencies (as discussed in footnote 16), control
group use of such child care for education and training activities (and, in a few cases, for Project
Independence job search activities) was estimated to have been approximately 65 percent of program group
child care use. Therefore, the cost of Project Independence child care per control group member was
estimated to have been $52 (65 percent of $80).

29This estimate was based on the ratio of control group (7.5 percent) to program group (44.4 percent)
participation in any Project Independence employment-related activity. Since 7.5 percent divided by 44.4
percent is 17 percent, the control group cost of other support services was probably about 17 percent that of
the program group cost, or $6.

30No data were collected on the receipt of support services (other than child care) by members of the
control group in the course of their participation in employment-related activities. (Similarly, no data were

(continued...)
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were by far the most widely used activities, accounting for 73 percent (Table 4.3, column D of the
middle panel) of the two-year $912 cost per control group member for non-Project Independence
services. Basic education (ABE, GED, and ESL) accounted for 16 percent of the non-Project
Independence cost per control group member. Control group members made modest use of
independent job search and job club activities, which together represented only 4 percent of the
operating cost for non-Project Independence agencies.

Data were also collected on control group members’ use of non-Project Independence child
care that is available to employed welfare recipients — i.e., AFDC-employed, transitional, and
income-eligible (working poor) child care, as discussed in Section VB.?! The total two-year cost of
that child care was estimated to have been $33 per control group member (Table 4.3, column C of the
middle panel).*

C. Total Gross Cost per Control Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 5C)

The total gross cost per control group member is the average cost of all non-Project
Independence and Project Independence services used by control group members. As shown in Table
4.3 (column C of the bottom panel), this was estimated to have been $1,074 per control group member
for two years.

VII. Net Cost per Program Group Member (Figure 4.1, Box 6)

The net cost is determined by subtracting the total gross cost per control group member from
the total gross cost per program group metnber (column B of Table 4.4 subtracted from column A).
As presented in column C, the estimated net cost per program group member was $888 for (wo years.
Column C also shows the net cost of each activity. The two-year net cost of vocational training and
post-secondary education, $536, accounted for over half of the total net cost.

VIII. Five-Year Cost Estimates

The two-year cost estimates do not capture the entire cost of Project Independence and non-
Project Independence employment-related activities. The 24-month survey found that 21 percent of
the program group and 15 percent of the control group were still participating in activities at the end
of the 24-month follow-up period, implying that costs were still being incurred beyond that point.

30( ...continued)
collected on the use of such services by program group members while participating in non-Project
Independence education and training activities. )

*lndividual-level payment data were collected for the same sample that was used for collecting
information on Project Independence child care (see footnote 16). The rate of child care use, average monthly
payment for those receiving child care, and average number of months (length of stay) were calculated
separately for each type of child care. The same methodology used for estimating the cost of Project
Independence child care per control group member was used for estimating the cost of each type of child care
per control group member.

32The breakdown is as follows: AFDC-employed child care, $21; transitional child care, $5; and income-
eligible (working poor) child care, $7.
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TABLE 4.4

ESTIMATED TOTAL GROSS COST PER PROGRAM AND CONTROL GROUP MEMBER
AND NET COST PER PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER, WITHIN TWO YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT,
BY SERVICE COMPONENT (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Total

Gross Cost

per Program Group

Total Gross Cost
per Control Group

Net Cost per
Program Group

Member ($) Member (a) ($) Member (A—B) ($)
Component {A) (B) C)
Orientation 67 13 54
Formal assessment/ employability planning 55 7 48
Independent job search 64 25 39
Job club 51 28 23
ABE or GED 166 96 70
ESL 64 65 -1
Vocational training or post—secondary education 1245 709 536
Cn—the—job training 57 40 17
Unpaid work experience 0 0 o]
Subtotal (operating costs) 1769 983 786
Child care (b) 155 85 70
Other support services (c) 38 6 32
Subtotal {support services) 193 91 102
Total 1962 1074 888

SOURCES: See Table 4.1. Child care data are from Florida’s Central Child Care agencies and the 12—month survey of

a subsample of program group members.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(@) As discussed in Chapter 3, contrary to the research design, some control group members received Project
Independence services. The cost of these services was included in the total gross cost per control group member.

(b) Child care costs include Project Independence child care and three types of non—Project Independence
child care: AFDC —~employed child care, transitional child care, and income —eligible {working poor) child care.

(c) The other support services cost is for Project Independence other support services. Data on the cost of

other support services for non—Project Independence activities were not collected.
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Thus, just relying on the two-year costs would underestimate the full cost of Project Independence and
non-Project Independence activities. Costs incurred after the second year are important to consider
because the additional investment may contribute to whatever post-two-year earnings gains or welfare
savings (and other effects) are captured on the "benefits" side in the comparison of benefits and costs
(see Chapter 7). Therefore, costs have been projected for years 3 to 5, based on trends in participation
patterns from the first year of follow-up to the second.”® The projected costs of years 3 to 5 were
added to the two-year costs (discussed in Sections II to VI) to obtain the estimated five-year costs.

The five-year costs must be viewed with caution because they include three years of projected
costs covering an unstable period in the life of Project Independence. During the first two years of
follow-up, AFDC caseloads and Project Independence caseloads were rising, but resources remained
the same or were slightly shrinking (see Chapter 1). Therefore, there was increased strain on the use
of Project Independence resources, affecting, over time, sample members’ access to program activities
and support services (e.g., child care) and the intensity of case management. The changing
environment thus makes it more difficult to predict sample members’ future use of program resources.

A. Five-Year Total Gross Cost per Program Group Member

The estimated total gross cost per program group member for five years is $3,096 (Table 4.5,
last row of column C). This reflects the addition of $1,134 in projected expenditures for years 3 to
5 to the two-year gross cost per program group member. Most of this increase is for continued
participation in vocational training and post-secondary education (not shown in the table). The
estimated five-year Project Independence-related cost is $1,304 of the average total cost for the
program group; the distribution across program components is depicted in Figure 4.3.

The estimated five-year total gross cost per program group member is a little less than two-
thirds of the $4,895 estimated five-year cost of California’s Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN)
Program. This is consistent with Project Independence’s up-front emphasis on independent job search
and GAIN’s more costly emphasis on up-front basic education along with its inclusion of other
education and training activities and largely group-based job search activities. In addition, Project
Independence had a client-to-staff ratio roughly double that of GAIN.

B. Five-Year Total Gross Cost per Control Group Member

For control group members, the estimated five-year total gross cost is $1,946 (Table 4.5,
column F), which is an additional $872 over the two-year gross cost of $1,074. As was true for the
program group, control group members’ continued participation in vocational training and post-
secondary education accounts for most of the projected cost.

¥The cost projection for years 3 to 5 used the same unit costs that were used for estimating the costs for
the first two years. The unit costs were multiplied by a projected length of stay in each activity for years 1
to 5. The projected length of stay in each activity took into account the participation "decay” rate from year
1 to year 2, the percentage who were still participating in the activity at the end of year 2, and an estimated
percentage of those who began the activity for the first time during the projection period. See Appendix D
for the average length of stay in each activity for years 1 to 5.
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TABLE 4.5

ESTIMATED TOTAL GROSS COST PER PROGRAM AND CONTROL GROUP MEMBER
WITHIN TWO AND FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Average Cost per Program Group Member Average Cost per Control Group Member (a)

Years 1—-2 Years 3—5 Years 1—5 Years 12 Years3—5 Years 1-5
{Observed) ($) (Projected) ($) (A+B) ($) (Observed) ($) (Projected) ($) {D+E) ($)
Cost Category (A) {B) {C) D) (E) {F)
Operating cost
Project Independence 803 349 1152 104 77 181
Non—Project Independence 966 712 1678 879 769 1648
Total 1769 1061 2830 983 846 1829
Support services cost
Project Independence (b) 118 34 152 58 16 74
Non=Froject Independence (c) 75 39 114 33 10 43
Total 193 73 266 91 26 117
Total gross cost
Project Independence 921 383 1304 162 93 255
Non—Project independence 1041 751 1792 912 779 1691
Total 1962 1134 3096 1074 872 1946

SOURCES: See Table 4.1. Child care data are from Florida's Central Child Care agencies and the 12—month survey of a
subsample of program group members,

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(a) As discussed in Chapter 3, contrary to the research design, some control group members received Project
Independence services. The cost of these services was included in the total gross cost per control group member.

(b} The support services cost for Project Independence includes child care and other support services.

{c) The support services cost for non—Project Independence is only for child care. Data were not collected on
other support services.

TABLE 4.6
ESTIMATED TOTAL GROSS COST PER PROGRAM AND CONTROL GROUP MEMBER,

AND NET COST PER PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER,
WITHIN TWO AND FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Total Gross Cost Total Gross Cost Net Cost per

per Program Group per Control Group Program Group

Member ($) Member (a) ($) Member {A—B) (3$)

Cost Time Period (A) (B) C)
Two —year estimate (b)

(observed) 1962 1074 888
Five—vyear estimate (c)

(observed plus projected) 3096 1946 1150

SOURCES: See Table 4.1, Child care data are from Florida's Central Child Care agencies and the 12—month survey of a
subsample of program group members.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(a) As discussed in Chapter 3, contrary to the research design, some control group members received Project
Independence services. The cost of these services was included in the total gross cost per control group member,

(b} The total gross cost estimates per program and control group member are from Table 4.5, columns A and D,
respectively.

{c) The total gross cost estimates per program and control group member are from Tabfe 4.5, columns C and F,
respectively.
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FIGURE 4.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE ESTIMATED FIVE-YEAR TOTAL COST
OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PROGRAM GROUP, BY SERVICE COMPONENT

Formal Assessment/ Other Support Services
ili i 3.8%
Empioyagllzlgt;g Planning Orientation Unpaid
. 5.4% Child Care Work Experience
Independent b i
Job Search
6.7% o On-the-Job Training
- 3.9%
Job Club 2
40% fonaaam oo NG T R o
e
ABE or GED |- f-ﬁ.ﬁ-fﬁ::::::: 5, 1P Vocational Training or
B.0% [ g Post-Secondary
L T e Education
e P e e 51.8%
ESL
339 © 0

SOURCES: Table 4.5 and MDRC five-year cost estimates.

NOTES: Distribution may not sum to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
The estimated five-year total cost of Project iIndependence per program group
member was $1,304 and included HRS and non-HRS expenditures.
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C. Five-Year Net Cost per Program Group Member

The estimated net cost per program group member for five years is $1,150 (Table 4.6, column
C). Compared to the two-year net cost of $888 (Table 4.6, column C), the five-year net cost is only
$262 higher. This small increase in net cost results from the program and control groups’ having
fairly similar patterns of participation in employment-related activities during the projection period,
with the program group participating in vocational training and post-secondary education at a slightly
higher rate. Figure 4.4 compares the two-year and five-year costs. The higher five-year total gross
costs for both the program and control groups are attributable primarily to the cost of additional
participation in non-Project Independence activities.

The five-year net cost of $1,150 is one-third of GAIN’s five-year net cost of $3,422. The net
cost of Project Independence more closely resembles those found in earlier studies of employment
programs for welfare recipients.

3MEor example, in Arkansas WORK, the net cost was $118; in Virginia ESP, $430; in San Diego I, $636;
in San Diego SWIM, $919; and in Baltimore Options, $953 (see Gueron and Pauly, 1991). If the net costs
are inflation-adjusted to 1993 dollars, both San Diego SWIM and Baltimore Options have a higher net cost
than Project Independence.
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CHAPTER 5

THE TWO-YEAR IMPACTS
OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE

This chapter examines whether Project Independence’s services and mandates translated into
changes in the work and welfare behavior of program group members. Their increased participation
in employment-related activities (relative to the control group) was described in Chapter 3, and the net
cost of that increased participation was analyzed in Chapter 4. This chapter presents the two-year
impacts of Project Independence on employment, earnings, AFDC receipt (i.e., the percentage of
sample members receiving AFDC), AFDC payments (i.e., the dollar amounts), Food Stamp receipt,
and Food Stamp payments. It also examines patterns of impacts over time; levels of earnings; average
total income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps; and characteristics of jobs held. The potential
importance of some control group members having received Project Independence services is also
analyzed. This chapter focuses on the research sample as a whole, whereas Chapter 6 addresses key
questions that can be answered only by analyzing the participation and impacts for the early and late
evaluation cohorts and key subgroups.

To summarize the major findings of this chapter: Over the two-year follow-up pertod, Project
Independence increased employment and earnings and decreased AFDC receipt and payments. The
program increased (above the control group level) the percentage of program group members ever
employed during this period by 2.5 percentage points and raised earnings by $227, or 4.1 percent,
relative to the control group’s earnings. Earnings effects were larger in year 1 than year 2 — $146
versus $80. Over the same period, Project Independence reduced the average length of time on AFDC
by about three and a half weeks. The program also resulted in a $265 average decrease in AFDC
payments — a 6.2 percent saving relative to AFDC payments to control group members. The two-
year reduction in AFDC payments was thus slightly more than the increase in earnings. Two-year
impacts on Food Stamps were $136 — a reduction of 3.3 percent of the control group average, or
about half the amount saved in AFDC payments. Program group members experienced a $39 (2.3
percent) decrease in the sum of their earnings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps in the last quarter
of year 2. Responses to the 24-month survey suggest that program group members did not perceive
any change in the overall quality of their lives as a result of Project Independence.

Project Independence produced a slight shift in attitudes in the direction of favoring work over
continued welfare receipt, but the program did not lead to an increase in full-time employment.
Rather, based on the control group’s employment behavior, it appears to have induced some program
group members who would not have worked at all in the absence of Project Independence to take part-
time jobs. These individuals were probably less skilled than other workers: They reported hourly
wages, weekly hours, and weekly earnings slightly below those of employed control group members.

This kind of employment did not give program group members a permanent advantage over
control group members. Employment among the latter increased over time, and by the end of year
2 had begun to catch up to employment among program group members. As a consequence, the
earnings difference between the program and control groups declined toward the end of the two-year
follow-up period. Any future additions to earnings impacts are likely to be smaller than those for the
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first two years. Impacts on AFDC payments appear to have declined at a slower rate, and future
AFDC savings are likely.

The program-control group differences presented in this chapter may underestimate the true
impact of Project Independence because, contrary to the research design, some control group members
were made subject to the Project Independence participation mandate and received services through
the program (as discussed in Chapter 3). This may have reduced the two-year estimates of program
impacts by as much as 20 percent. Adjusting the impact estimates using this figure, however, would
not dramatically change the picture of Project Independence’s effects for the full evaluation sampie.
Nor would it affect the pattern of declining earnings impacts over time. More important to any
complete assessment of the program’s effectiveness than the issue of Project Independence services to
controls is the analysis of subgroup impacts undertaken in the next chapter.

A number of questions remain unanswered in this chapter. Why did earnings impacts decline
over time? Did the reduction in program dollars and services during the evaluation affect the ability
of Project Independence to achieve impacts? Were impacts larger during the initial stage of the
evaluation, when program dollars and staff were larger in proportion to the number of Project
Independence enrollees? Did the presence of the new mandatory subgroup of AFDC recipients with
preschool-age children reduce the impacts of Project Independence? Were impacts larger for the
traditional mandatory subgroup of AFDC recipients who had no preschool-age children? Did Project
Independence produce larger effects for subgroups the program had targeted for more intensive
education and training? The answers to these questions have important ramifications for understanding
the effects of the program, as discussed in the next chapter.

I. Understanding Impacts

A. What Do I_mpact Estimates Mean?

As discussed in Chapter 2, follow-up data for the full research sample are available for each
of the eight quarters following quarter 1 (the quarter in which each person was randomly assigned to
the program or control group). Because quarter 1 contains some earnings, AFDC payments, and Food
Stamp payments from the months and weeks immediately preceding random assignment, it is excluded
from the summary measures for the first year of follow-up. Hence, the "total first-year” earnings,
AFDC payments, and Food Stamp payments impacts are defined as the sum of impacts over quarters
2 through 5; year 2 is defined as quarters 6 through 9. One additional quarter (quarter 10) is available
for AFDC and Food Stamp data and will be shown graphically where appropriate.

In analyzing the effects of Project Independence (as well as other welfare-to-work programs),
a key distinction is between program "outcomes” and "impacts.”" "Outcomes" refer to the status of
sample members during one or more quarters in the follow-up period. For this study, four principal
kinds of outcomes have been measured: employment, earnings, AFDC receipt, and AFDC payments,
In the following discussion, persons are considered to have been employed in a given quarter if they
received earnings at any point during that three-month period; similarly, they are classified as having
received AFDC (or Food Stamps) in a given quarter if they received AFDC (or Food Stamp) payments
during one or more months within that quarter.
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An "impact" is the program’s effect on an outcome. The average outcome levels for the
program group alone provide potentially misleading measures of the impacts of Project Independence.
Past research has shown that, even in the absence of any intervention, many recipients will go off
welfare and/or succeed in obtaining a job.! Thus, even if they had not had access to Project
Independence, many members of the program group would have reduced their AFDC receipt and/or
increased their earnings.

Impacts are estimated by determining the difference between average outcome levels for
members of the program and control groups. Because individuals were randomly assigned to the
program and control groups, the two groups should not differ systematically in their background
characteristics. The only difference between them should be in their access to Project Independence.
Hence, any differences in outcomes between the two groups can be attributed to Project Independence.
The differences between program and control group outcomes have been regression-adjusted to control
for any differences in the two groups’ background socioeconomic characteristics remaining after
randomization, and to increase the precision of the impact estimates.”

B. How Do Impacts Occur? How Long Do They Last?

Welfare-to-work programs can increase employment and earnings in a number of ways.
Providing job search assistance may help people find job openings or teach them the interview and
self-presentational skills they need to be hired. The resulting increase in employment clearly increases
the amount of earnings going to program graduates. Earnings may also be increased by education and
training, which are intended to build job skills and thereby increase the amount of earnings an
individual can command. Finally, employment may rise as the result of changes in recipients’ attitudes
or perceptions. For example, exposure to the program may lead to more favorable attitudes toward
work vis-a-vis continued welfare receipt, thus inducing some people to accept job offers they might
have rejected previously. Some program enrollees may view the participation requirement as a
"hassle” and opt for a job to avoid program participation altogether.

There are three mechanisms through which AFDC receipt and payments could be affected by
the program. First, by increasing employment rates, Project Independence may reduce AFDC
payments and rates of AFDC receipt. Since Florida’s AFDC grant levels are relatively low, one

!See Bane and Ellwood, 1983; Ellwood, 1986; and Friedlander, 1988.

20n a theoretical level, regression adjustment was necessary to control for differences in random
assignment ratios among subgroups and over time — specifically, whether a sample member was randomly
assigned with a program-control group ratio of 75:25 or 65:35 (the two ratios used in this evaluation). This
would be standard practice in any experiment having two different program-control group ratios. Beyond that,
the program and control groups were similar in most background characteristics, but differed in some pre-
random assignment characteristics that meant that program group members had higher predicted future
earnings. As a consequence, regression adjusiment reduced the estimated program-control group differences
in outcomes. For earnings, two-year impacts without regression adjustment were $385; controlling for
random assignment ratio reduced this to $319; controlling for all demographic variables reduced this further
to the $227 reported in the text. For AFDC payments, two-year savings without regression adjustment were
$329; controlling for random assignment ratio reduced this to $273; controlling for all demographic variables
reduced this further to the $265 given in the text.
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would expect positive impacts on employment to translate quickly into reductions in AFDC receipt.’
Second, regardless of whether Project Independence led to employment gains, the participation
mandate may have made AFDC unattractive to some members of the program group, leading to
reductions in their average welfare receipt rate. Third, recipients’ AFDC grants are reduced as the
final step in the sanctioning process for failure to fulfill the Project Independence participation
requirements.

Program structure may determine how quickly — or with how much delay — program impacts
are likely to appear. As discussed in previous chapters, Project Independence was structured to
increase employment among AFDC recipients as quickly as possible, primarily through independent
job search activities. Other studies of programs emphasizing job search assistance have found that
employment impacts are typically realized within the first year of follow-up — often within the first
two or three calendar quarters. Inthose studies, program-control group differences typically continued
to grow through the end of year 1 and into year 2. Eventually, however, by the third or fourth year
of follow-up, the employment and AFDC receipt of controls began catching up to that of program
group members, leading to an eventual narrowing of the differences between the two groups. Thus,
the results of earlier studies often showed that the annual differences between program and control
group members grew smaller in succeeding years. Nevertheless, the cumulative impact on earnings
and AFDC payments kept growing with each additional quarter of follow-up, although at a decreasing
rate.

It is often difficult to predict how long program-control group differences in earnings and
AFDC payments might last, especially for programs that change over time or work with different kinds
of individuals. In such cases, persistent impacts for one part of the research sample may be obscured
by weak or declining impacts for another part.* Analysis of impacts for Project Independence must
deal with both subgroup differences and programmatic changes over time. These are explored in the
next chapter.

C. The Point at Which Random Assignment Takes Place

In general, impact estimates capture all the effects that have accrued from the time sample
members were randomly assigned. As discussed in Chapter 1, random assignment in this evaluation
occurred early in the Project Independence intake process — i.e., at the point of AFDC application
or eligibility redetermination. Caution is required when comparing the present impacts with those
found in studies where random assignment was conducted later, during program orientation sessions.

For two reasons, the earlier point of random assignment may capture impacts that might
otherwise be missed. First, some persons assigned to the program group may have decided to avoid
the Project Independence participation mandate by not pursuing their AFDC application, and hence
would not have received AFDC. Any substantial "deterrence effect” would have increased overall
AFDC receipt impacts. Such an effect might also have increased employment and earnings impacts

In states with relatively low grant levels, the AFDC eligibility rules make it difficult for persons to
combine welfare receipt and employment unless their earnings are quite small.

4For a case in point, see the comparison of applicant and recipient impacts for the Baltimore Options
program (Friedlander and Burtless, 19935).
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if program group members who were deterred from following up on their applications chose instead
to increase their job search efforts.”

Second, the impact estimates include AFDC grant reductions resulting from sanctioning
program group members for not attending orientation, whereas a research design with a later point of
random assignment would pick up sanction effects only for orientation attenders who failed to
participate in post-orientation activities. As discussed in Chapter 3, more than half of those who did
not attend a Project Independence orientation were referred for a sanction, although it is not clear how
many of those referrals resulted in an actual grant reduction.

On the other hand, the Project Independence evaluation design could also make the impact
estimates appear somewhat smaller than those that might have been found if random assignment had
been conducted later, at orientation. As noted in Chapter 3, some 23 percent of the program group
did not attend Project Independence orientation within 12 months after being referred to the program,
and an additional 34 percent attended orientation but did not participate in post-orientation activities
(i.e., independent job search, job club, education, or training) during the same follow-up period. If
participation in these activities, rather than the mandate or sanctioning, is the primary source of the
program’s impacts, then the fact that 57 percent of the program group did not participate may have
"watered down" the impact estimates.

D. Inclusion of Nonparticipants, Non-Earners, and Sample Members Off AFDC

Nevertheless, it is critically important to calculate impact estimates on the basis of all program
group members, not just those who participated in activitics — especially for mandatory programs such
as Project Independence, where the very existence of a requirement to participate may produce
impacts. For example, almost one-quarter of the program group members were referred for a sanction
at some point during the first year of follow-up because they did not comply with the Project
Independence mandate. Most of these referrals for a sanction were for people who did not meet the
very first participation requirement — attending Project Independence orientation — or who attended
orientation but did not go on to attend an employment-related activity, though required to do so. Such
effects, which would have been part of the true impact of the program, would not have been captured
if the impact estimates had been based on orientation attenders or program participants only. Thus,
for this analysis, program impacts were calculated by including all sample members, nonparticipants
as well as participants.

Including all research sample members in the impact calculations means that the estimates of
average earnings and AFDC payments must be interpreted carefully. For example, estimates of
average earnings per program group member necessarily will include zero dollar amounts for sample
members who were not employed during the follow-up period. Similarly, estimates of average AFDC
payments will include zero dollar amounts for sample members who did not receive AFDC during the
follow-up period. To the extent that the program converts non-earners to earners, Or encourages

*There is another type of "deterrence" effect that cannot be measured in an evaluation of this kind:
Knowledge of Project Independence’s participation mandate may have discouraged some people from ever
applying for AFDC or attending a redetermination session.
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AFDC recipients to leave the rolls, excluding the zero values from the program and control group
averages would obviously lead to a serious underestimation of program impacts.

E. Statistical Significance

Another issue of interpretation concerns the "statistical significance"” of impact estimates.
Statistical significance is a measure of the degree of certainty that some non-zero impact actually
occurred. If an impact estimate is statistically significant, then one may conclude with some
confidence that the program really had an effect. If an impact estimate is not statistically significant,
then the non-zero estimate may be the product of chance.

Statistical significance does not directly indicate the magnitude or importance of an impact
estimate, only whether any impact occurred. In an evaluation such as this one, numerically small
impact estimates are usually not statistically significant. Some numerically large impact estimates may
not be statistically significant, either, particularly when sample sizes are small. Smaller sample sizes
yield less reliable impact estimates — estimates in which one can have less confidence — than are
possible when samples are larger. In this chapter, sample sizes are large. In the next chapter, smaller
sample sizes are created by breaking up the full sample for subgroup or county-level analyses.
Therefore, an estimate of a given magnitude that is statistically significant for the full sample will often
not be statistically significant for a subgroup or a county.

The next chapter also examines whether impact estimates differed among subgroups and
counties. In that context, "statistically significant” differences in subgroup or county impact estirates
give one confidence that the effectiveness of the program was different across subgroups or counties.
If variation in impacts among subgroups or counties is not statistically significant, then it may be the
result of chance. In this report, subgroup and county differences in impacts are often not statistically
significant.

F. The Effects of Project Independence on Control Group Members

Part of estimating program impacts for Project Independence is to assess the effect of some
controls having been exposed to the Project Independence participation mandate and having received
Project Independence services (an issue discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix C).° If a program
works with some members of the control group, the rate at which those individuals participate in
employment and training activities is likely to be greater than it otherwise would have been. In
addition, some of them may be sanctioned for failure to comply with participation requirements.
Working with some controls may therefore decrease the difference in employment and training activity,
as well as the difference in sanctioning, between program and control group members. As a
consequence, the estimated differences in outcomes between the two groups will be less than they
would have been had no controls been exposed to the program. One might therefore wish to adjust
the estimated impact upward as a better representation of the true impact of the program, i.e., the
impact with none of the controls exposed to the program. A correction of the basic impact estimates
to take into account participation in Project Independence by some controls is examined in this chapter.

®Exposure to the program under study by members of the control group is generally referred to among
researchers as "control crossover.”
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11. The Behavior of the Control Group: The Benchmark for Measuring Impacts

In a random assignment evaluation, the control group’s outcomes — such as employment,
earnings, AFDC receipt, and AFDC payments — are the "benchmarks" used to assess how the
program affected the program group. A number of studies have shown that the behavior of control
group members changes over time as a result of normal welfare dynamics. In particular, in a study
of a large-scale program, control group employment generally increases and AFDC receipt decreases
substantially following random assignment. These changes occur as some control group members find
jobs and leave public assistance through employment or other avenues.” This typical pattern was
found for the Project Independence control group also.

The top of Figure 5.1 displays the contro! group’s average earnings during each of 13 quarters:
the four quarters prior to random assignment, the quarter of random assignment (quarter 1), and the
eight quarters of follow-up (quarters 2 through 9). It shows that control group earnings decreased
dramatically in the quarters leading up to random assignment and then increased gradually over the
follow-up period. By the last quarter of follow-up (quarter 9), the control group’s earnings had risen
to $849, more than double their earnings of $422 in the quarter of random assignment (quarter 1) and
about equal to their earnings a year prior to random assignment. In all, control group members earned
an average of $2,401 during the first year of follow-up (quarters 2 through 5) and $3,138 during the
second year (quarters 6 through 9).

The bottom of Figure 5.1 shows average quarterly AFDC payments for the control group
(through quarter 10). Average payments were quite low during the four quarters prior to random
assignment and then increased dramatically in the quarter of random assignment (quarter 1) and the
first quarter of follow-up (quarter 2). Control group members were recetving an average of $432 in
AFDC payments by the end of year 2 (quarter 9), 34 percent less than the $654 average for the second
quarter of follow-up, which was their maximum quarterly payment. In all, control group members
received an average of $2,348 in AFDC payments during the first year of follow-up (quarters 2
through 5) and $1,945 during the second year (quarters 6 through 9).

I11. Two-Year Impacts for the Full Sample

This section presents Project Independence’s two-year impacts on employment, earnings,
AFDC receipt, AFDC payments, Food Stamp receipt, and Food Stamp payments for the full sample.
These are presented in Table 5.1 and Figures 5.2 and 5.3. Quarter-by-quarter estimates may be found
in Appendix Table E.1.

A. Impacts on Employment and Earnings

The first section of Table 5.1 shows that, during the follow-up period, 66.3 percent of the
program group worked, an increase of 2.5 percentage points over the control group rate of 63.8
percent. The program group also experienced a two-year increase in earnings of $227, a statistically
significant effect amounting to a 4.1 percent increase over the control group’s earnings of $5,539. A

"See, e.g., Bane and Ellwood, 1983; and Friedlander and Burtless, 1995.

2.



FIGURE 5.1

PROJECT INDEPENDENCE:
QUARTERLY EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS

Year 1: Quarters 2-5
Year 2: Quarters 6-9
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TABLE 5.1

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AFDC RECEIPT, AFDC PAYMENTS,
FOOD STAMP RECEIPT, AND FOOD STAMP PAYMENTS FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Program Control Percentage

Outcome and Follow—up Period Group Group Difference Change
Ever employed (%)

Years 1-2 66.3 63.8 2.5 *h* 4.0%

Year 1 55.4 52.6 2.8 ¥ 5.4%

Year 2 53.3 51.2 2.1 A 4.1%

Last quarter of year 2 38.3 378 0.4 1.1%
Average total earnings ($)

Years 1—2 5766 5539 227 * 41%

Year 1 2548 2401 146 ** 6.1%

Year 2 3219 3138 80 2.6%
Ever received any AFDC payments {%)

Years 1-2 88.3 89.5 —1.1 ** -1.3%

Last quarter of year 1 64.6 68.7 —4.2 Wa* -6.0%

Last quarter of year 2 51.2 53.6 —2.4 *** ~-4.5%
Average total AFDC payments received (§)

Years 1—2 4028 4283 —265 *** —6.2%

Year 1 2196 2348 —152 *** —6.5%

Year 2 1832 1845 =113 *** —5.8%
Ever received any Food Stamps (%)

Years 1-2 90.5 91.0 -05 ~0.6%

Last quarter of year 1 705 71.8 —-13* —1.8%

Last quarter of year 2 56.8 57.4 -0.6 -1.0%
Average value of Food Stamps ($)

Years 1—-2 4002 4138 —136 *** -3.3%

Year 1 2148 2213 —BB *** —-3.0%

Year 2 1855 1925 —70 *** —3.6%
Sample size (total = 18,233) 13,509 4,724

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records, AFDC records, and
Food Stamp records.

NOTES: The sample used to analyze Project Independence’s impacts was slightly smaller than the full research
sample.

Dollar averages inciude zero values for sample members who were not employed or were not receiving
welfare. Estimates were regression—adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre—random assignment
characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and
differences.

For all measures, year 1 refers to follow—up quarters 2—5, and year 2 refers to quarters 6—9.

Quarter 1 refers to the quarter in which random assignment occurred. Because quarter 1 may have contained some
earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignment, it was excluded from the summary
measures of follow—up.

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

-04.



100%

80%

60%

40%

Quarterly Employment

20%

0%

100%

80%

60%

40%

Quarterly AFDC Receipt

20%

0%

FIGURE 6.2

PROJECT INDEPENDENCE:
QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT RATES FOR THE FULL SAMPLE
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Year 2: Quarters 6-3
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FIGURE 5.3
PROJECT INDEPENDENCE:

QUARTERLY EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Year 1: Quarters 2-5
Year 2: Quarters 6-9
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large portion of this gain, $146, was realized during year 1 (see Table 5.1 and Figure 5.3). In year
2, earnings impacts were down to $80. As shown in Figure 5.2, the control group’s employment
increased over the two years, narrowing the difference from the program group. From a peak in
quarter 2, quarterly employment impacts declined almost to zero by the final quarter {(quarter 9). As
shown in Figure 5.3, quarterly earnings impacts peaked in quarter 3 and declined thereafter, reaching
Zero in quarter 9.

Control group members, on average, made $1,950 during each quarter in which they were
employed (not shown in the table). Program group members made $1,931. The similarity of these
numbers suggests that the program’s effect on earnings is primarily attributable to the increases it
produced in employment, rather than to its effects on the number of hours worked per quarter or on
hourly wage rates. This explanation is supported by the findings presented in Table 5.2, which shows
the distribution of earnings for the program and control groups in year 2. The table shows the
percentage of program and control group members in six income classes: $0, $1-$999, $1,000-$2,999,
$3,000-$6,999, $7,000-$9,999, and $10,000 or more.® As indicated in the table, Project
Independence decreased the percentage of program group members with zero earnings, but produced
little change in the percentage of individuals in each earnings bracket. There was a slight increase in
the percentage of the sample with the lowest positive earnings ($1-$999 for the year), and a slight
increase in the second highest bracket ($7,000-$9,999). There was, however, no change in the highest
earnings bracket. These results support the conclusion that Project Independence increased
employment but did not substantially increase the proportion of workers with higher levels of earnings.

B. Impacts on AFDC Receipt and AFDC Pavments

Table 5.1 shows that Project Independence reduced the percentage of the program group who
received any AFDC payments during the follow-up period by 1.1 percentage points. It also shows that
Project Independence reduced AFDC payments by an average of $265 over the two-year follow-up
period, a 6.2 percent decrease from the control group’s average of $4,293. AFDC savings were $152
in year 1 and $113 in year 2. The impact in year 2 was large enough to indicate that additional AFDC
savings will accrue in future years.

Figure 5.2 and Appendix Table E.1 show that quarterly impacts on AFDC receipt peaked in
quarter 4 at about 5 percentage points, and then declined to about one-third that amount in quarter 10.
On average, relative to the control group, program group members spent about 0.85 months (about
three and a half weeks) less on AFDC during the follow-up period. The average AFDC payment per
month received was $284 for program group members and $285 for control group members. This
small difference suggests that the decline in the number of months on AFDC, rather than a reduction
in the average monthly grant for recipients, accounted for most of the reduction in AFDC payments.’
As noted above, reductions in receipt were facilitated by Florida’s relatively low benefit levels.

8The five ranges above zero were selected to correspond approximately to the income distribution of
employed sample members, about one-fifth of whom had earnings in each of those five ranges (as shown in
Table 5.2).

*This inference assumes that the average monthly AFDC grant amount for individuals who left the rolls
as a result of Project Independence was not very different from that for all sample members who did not leave
AFDC.
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TABLE 5.2

IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS
FOR THE FULL SAMPLE IN YEAR 2

Full Sample: If Ever Employed in Year 2:
Percentage in Annual Earnings Bracket Percentage in Annual Earnings Brackst (a)

Year 2 Earnings Program Control Program Controf

Bracket Group Group Difference Group Group Difference
$0 46.7 48.8 —2.1 *** nfa n/fa n/a
$1-$999 11.4 10.3 1.1 ** 214 20.2 1.2
$1,000—%$2,999 106 10.4 0.2 19.8 20.2 -0.4
$3,000—$6,999 12.2 12.4 -0.2 229 242 -1.3
$7,000—-$9,999 7.4 6.6 os* i3.9 2.8 1.1
$10,000 or more 11.7 115 0.2 21.9 225 -0.5
Sample size (total = 18,233) 13,509 4,724

SOURCE: MBDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records.

NOTES: See Table 5.1.
"N/a" means not applicable.

{a) Estimates in italics were based only on persons with earnings. Statistical tests were not applied
to the differences.
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C. Impacts on Combined Employment and AFDC Receipt

Table 5.1 shows that the 4.2 percentage point reduction in AFDC receipt in the last quarter
of year 1 was somewhat larger than the 2.8 percentage point increase in employment for the year.
Also, the ratio of AFDC impacts to earnings impacts is high in either year, and over the two-year
follow-up period as a whole. In part, this is because some people left AFDC as a result of Project
Independence and were not employed. This is illustrated in Table 5.3, which displays the impacts on
sample members’ combined employment and welfare status averaged over year 1, year 2, and the full
two-year follow-up period. To create the measures in this table, sample members were classified for
each quarter into one of four mutually exclusive categories defined by their employment and AFDC
receipt status. The percentage of quarters in a year or in the two-year follow-up period spent in each
status was then calculated for each sample member. For example, someone who spent two quarters
of the two-year follow-up period in a status would be in the status 2/8 = .25, or 25 percent of the
time. Impact estimates are the differences between program and control group members.

The top section of Table 5.3 shows that Project Independence reduced the percentage of
program group members who were "not employed and received AFDC" in a quarter by 3.3 percentage
points, on average, over the two-year follow-up. The effect was 4.0 percentage points in year 1 and
declined to 2.5 percentage points in year 2. There was very little change in the status "employed and
received AFDC" in a quarter. Instead, sample members shifted, in approximately equal proportions,
into the bottom two statuses: There was a 1.8 percentage point increase in "employed and did not
receive AFDC" and a 1.5 percentage point increase in "not employed and did not receive AFDC."
Thus, a little less than half the quarters off AFIXC produced by Project Independence were quarters
without employment — representing sample members who were no longer receiving AFDC but did
not have any earnings to replace those payments.!® This effect contributed to the high ratio of AFDC
reductions to earnings gains,

D. Impacts on Food Stamp Receipt and Food Stamp Payments

The dollar amount of Food Stamps received by control group members over the two-year
follow-up period was similar to the dollar amount of AFDC payments: $4,138 for Food Stamps and
$4,293 for AFDC. The percentage of control group members receiving these two forms of assistance,
and the amounts received, were also similar in years 1 and 2, with Food Stamp receipt having declined
at about the same rate as AFDC receipt.

Project Independence did not affect the number of people who received any Food Stamps at
all during the two-year follow-up period: 91.0 percent and 90.5 percent of control and program group
members, respectively. At the end of year 1, there was a 1.3 percentage point decrease in Food
Stamp receipt, which had diminished by the end of year 2. Project Independence’s two-year impacts
on Food Stamp payments were about half the size of its impacts on AFDC payments, in terms of both
dollar reductions and the reduction as a percentage of the control group average. As shown in Table

Note that sample members who were "not employed and did not receive AFDC" could have received
support from a variety of sources, including Food Stamps, jobs that were not covered by the Unemployment
Insurance system (and so were not in the earnings data collected for this report), and contributions from an
absent co-parent or other family members.
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TABLE 5.3

TWO—-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON COMBINED EMPLOYMENT
AND AFDC RECEIPT STATUS FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Program Control
Qutcome and Fellow—up Period Group Group Difference
Percentage of the follow—up period during which
the sample members were not employed
and were receiving AFDC (a)
Years 1-2 43.9 47 .1 —3.3 ***
Year 1 487 52.8 —4.0 *e*
Year 2 39.0 41.5 —2.5 ***
Percentage of the follow—up period during which
the sample members were employed
and were receiving AFDC (a)
Years 1-2 20.2 20.2 -0.0
Year 1 222 218 03
Year 2 18.2 18.5 -0.3
Percentage cf the follow—up period during which
the sample members were employed
and were not receiving AFDC (a)
Years 1—2 17.1 153 1.8 ¥v¥
Year 1 14.6 127 1.9 ***
Year 2 19.7 18.0 1.7 *w
Percentage of the follow—up period during which
the sample members were not employed
and were not receiving AFDG (a}
Years 1 -2 18.8 17.3 1.5 *ik
Year 1 145 127 1.7 ¥
Year 2 231 220 1.2 **
Sample size (total = 18,233} 13,509 4724

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES: See Table 5.1. Also, the "differences” are not strictly independent across categories.

(a) Calculated as the number of quarters in the indicated employment and AFDC receipt status, divided by
the number of quarters in the follow—up period, and multiplied by 100.
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5.1, Food Stamp payments were down by $66 per sample member in year 1 and $70 in year 2, for
a two-year saving of $136, or 3.3 percent of the control group’s average payments. These annual
estimates mask a modest decline in quarter-by-quarter impacts beginning in year 2. The decline was
not sharp, but the pattern suggests that total Food Stamp impacts will not continue to grow with time.
Average Food Stamp payments for months in which they were received were $261 and $264 for
program and control group members, respectively. The difference, which was about 1.1 percent,
indicates that Food Stamp dollar reductions came mostly from fewer months of receipt and much less
from reduced monthly payments.!!

E. Impacts on Total Income from Earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps

Table 5.4 shows that in the last quarter of follow-up, total earnings, AFDC payments, and
Food Stamp payments averaged $1,719 per control group member. Program group members averaged
$39 less, for a decrease of 2.3 percent relative to the control group. About one-fifth of sample
members in both research groups had no income from earnings, AFDC, or Food Stamps. But they
may have had income from a spouse, other partner, or family members, or from jobs not covered by
the Unemployment Insurance system. Project Independence had no impact on the number of people
who did not have earnings of their own, AFDC, or Food Stamps.

F. The Effects of Exposure to Project Independence by Some Control Group Members

Exposure of some control group members to Project Independence may have reduced impact
estimates by as much as 20 percent. For example, two-year impacts on earnings may have been as
high as $283 instead of $227, and two-year AFDC savings may have been as high as $330 instead of
$265. This section gives the rationale and method for adjusting impact estimates for control group
exposure to Project Independence.

In this study, it is estimated (see Chapter 3 and Appendix C) that 19.8 percent of controls were
exposed to Project Independence services and mandates: An estimated 7.5 percent of controls attended
Project Independence orientation and participated in Project Independence activities; an estimated 11.1
percent attended orientation but did not participate in Project Independence employment-related
activities; and 1.2 percent did not attend an orientation and received a sanction notification. This 19.8
percent figure is likely an overestimate, and the true crossover rate may well have been lower.
Exposure of controls to Project Independence services and mandates probably reduced the treatment
difference between the program and control groups somewhat. If so, then the impact estimates given
in this study would tend to understate the true impact of the program.!? In general, when there has
been control group exposure to the program under study, impact estimates will be affected if two
conditions hold: (1) Few of those control group members would have obtained similar services

NThis inference assumes that the average monthly Food Stamp payment for individuals who stopped
receiving them as a result of Project Independence was not very different from that for sample members who
kept on receiving Food Stamps.

12Since control group exposure to Project Independence occurred mostly in the first year of follow-up,
it is unlikely to have contributed to changes in impacts between year 1 and year 2. In addition, exposure rates
appear to have been similar for control group members in the early and late cohorts, so exposure would not
have affected differences in impacts for the two cohorts, which are described in Chapter 6.
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TABLE 5.4

IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON INCOME FROM EARNINGS, AFDC, AND FOOD STAMPS
AND ON INCOME SOURCES FOR THE FULL SAMPLE IN THE LAST QUARTER OF YEAR 2

Program Control Percentage
Outcome Group Group Difference Change
Average total value of AFDC, Food Stamps,
and earnings in quarter 9 ($) 1680 1719 -39 -2.3%
Income sources (%)
Earnings without AFDC 21.8 20.2 1.7 *=* 8.3%
Earnings and AFDC 16.4 177 —1.2 ** —7.0%
AFDC without earnings 34.8 36.0 ~1.2 —3.3%
No AFDC or earnings 27.0 26.2 08 2.9%
Food Stamps without AFDC or earnings 4.1 38 0.3 7.2%
No Food Stamps, AFDC, or earnings 229 22.4 05 2.2%
Sample size (total = 18,233 13,509 4,724 'j

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records, AFDC records, and
Food Stamp records.

NOTES: See Table 5.1,
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elsewhere in the community, and (2) the program’s services (or mandates) had an impact on the
control group members who received them.!?

Regarding the first condition, it is likely that some of the control group members who were
exposed to Project Independence would have sought out education and training opportunities on their
own, as evidenced by the behavior of other controls (as discussed in Chapter 3). Therefore, adjusting
the impact estimates on the basis of the estimated rate of exposure of controls to Project Independence
is likely to produce an upper bound of what the correction really should be. In other words, the true
impact will probably be less than the "corrected” impact. The extent of such overcorrection may be
substantiat, 14

The second condition may or may not hold in this instance. Controls who were exposed to
Project Independence may well have experienced average impacts of a similar magnitude to the
average impact for members of the program group. Or their impacts may have been smaller or larger,
given any differences in characteristics between them and members of the program group. If the
average impact on a control who was exposed to the program under study is less than the average

131t is a common but mistaken belicf that exposed controls can simply be dropped from the analysis sample
without biasing the impact estimates, as long as their observed characteristics are similar, on average, to those
of the rest of the control group. Differences in urobservable characteristics, however, can lead to bias if the
exposed controls are dropped. Also, if exposed controls would have participated in activities on their own
at rates higher than the average control group participation rate, then dropping them will make the treatment
difference between program and control groups larger than it really is, thereby biasing the impact estimates
upward, even if the characteristics of exposed controls are similar to those of other members of the group.
{Conversely, if controls who are dropped would have participated in activities on their own at a lower rate
than the average for the control group, the impact estimates could be biased downward.)

In any event, according to their survey responses, the exposed controls in the Project Independence
research sample differed from other members of the control group only in the extent to which they participated
in employment and training activities in the period just prior to random assignment. This was determined by
selecting the control group members in the 24-month survey subsample and regressing the dummy variable
"exposed control” on demographic characteristics. The F-value for the regression was statistically significant
only when a variable was included for "currently enrolled in employment or training activities at the time of
random assignment." Otherwise, the F-value was not statistically significant, indicating that exposure to
Project Independence among controls was not strongly related to any of the other characteristics utilized in
the regression. The same result was found when exposure to Project Independence was defined broadly (as
having heard any mention that they were required to look for work or to participate in an employment-related
activity) and more narrowly (as having attended Project Independence orientation, having participated in the
program, or having been sanctioned for failure to comply with a program requirement}.

“Two pieces of evidence suggest that controls exposed to Project Independence would have participated
in employment-related activities at significant rates on their own, even without the program. First, controls
who were enrolled in an employment and training activity just prior to random assignment had a statistically
significantly greater probability of subsequently being classified as "exposed to Project Independence.” Those
individuals might well have continued their activities into the follow-up period even without the program.
Second, status as an "exposed” control could not be distinguished statistically from status as a "non-exposed”
control participating in a self-initiated employment and training activity. In other words, in the subsample
of exposed control group participants and self-initiated, non-exposed control group participants, a regression
of "exposed to Project Independence” on the list of demographic characteristics produces an F-value that is
not statistically significant.
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impact on a program group member, then the correction to the estimated impact will be an
overcorrection. The opposite will hold if the average impact on a control who was exposed to the
program is more than the average impact on a program group member. There is, however, no
evidence to determine which condition pertains. It is therefore reasonable to assume that effects on
control participants were no greater than effects on participants in the program group.

Evaluators facing the problem of control group exposure to program services generally adopt
a standard set of assumptions to obtain corrected impact estimates. In this instance, those assumptions
take the following form: that none of the 19.8 percent of controls who were reached by the program
would have engaged in similar services on their own; that the average impact on them was similar in
magnitude to the average impact on program group members; and that the program had no impact on
the other 80.2 percent of controls who were not exposed to the program. Under these assumptions,
the standard correction to the original impact estimates is made by dividing them by one minus the
fraction of controls who were exposed to the program.!> Since these assumptions are not fully
realized in Project Independence, the resulting estimate will constitute an upper bound on program
tmpacts. Using the 19.8 estimnate as the basis for this adjustment yields two-year Project Independence
tmpacts of $283 (rather than $227) on earnings and $330 (rather than $265) on AFDC savings, and
the percentage reduction in AFDC payments increases from 6.2 percent to 7.7 percent. Food Stamp
savings would be $170 (rather than $136) or 4.1 percent {(rather than 3.3 percent) of the control group
mean. Although the adjustment increases the estimated program impacts, it does not affect the finding
of a decline in earnings impacts from year 1 to year 2, which, in the absence of actual data beyond
year 2, is important in projecting what future earnings impacts might be.!®

13The derivation of this adjustment is as follows. Let the true impact per program group member be called
D. The observed mean outcome for the program group will then be
M, =M + D,
where M is the mean outcome in the absence of the program. If no controls are exposed to the program, then
the mean outcome for the control group will be
M, = M.
If the fraction f of the control group is exposed to the program and obtains the same average impact as
program group members, then
M,=M+ fxD + (1-H X0 =M + XD,
The impact actually estimated, d, will then be
d =M, -M, = M+D) - (M+{XD) = DX(1-f),
yielding
D=d/(1-.
That is, the true impact of the program is equal to the observed impact divided by one minus the crossover
rate.
15The available data indicate that control group exposure to Project Independence did not increase from
year 1 to year 2 and therefore did not contribute to the decrease in earnings impacts from year 1 to year 2.
Another way to assess the importance of program services for control group members is to ask how
large the impacts of Project Independence on control group members reached by the program would have to
have been to make a substantial difference in impact estimates. Using the 19.8 percent estimate again, it is
found that controls reached by Project Independence would require an average impact approximately five times
the size of the observed program impact in order to make the observed impact half the size of the true
(continued...)
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Iv. Two-Year Impacts on Job Quality and Quality of Life

The previous sections of this chapter reported that Project Independence increased the
employment and earnings of the full sample of program group members, but that those increases were
relatively modest and declined to almost zero by the end of the second year of follow-up. The findings
also indicate that most of the impact on earnings came from the program group’s having had a higher
rate of employment than the control group, and not higher earnings once employed. The decline in
earnings impacts over time may have come about because program group members did not obtain
higher-paying or longer-lasting jobs than control group members. The analysis in the preceding
section was not able to pursue this hypothesis very far because quarterly Unemployment Insurance (UI)
carnings data (the data used in that analysis) do not include information about the characteristics of the
Jjobs people held.

Using data for the 1,029 program and control group members who responded to the Project
Independence 24-month survey, this section examines the characteristics of the jobs held by sample
members: the hourly or weekly wage rates, number of hours worked per week, and number of weeks
worked, which combine to make annual earnings. The pattern of impacts on these components of
earnings provides crucial information about the processes through which Project Independence
produced the earnings impacts. This section also presents information about selected non-wage
characteristics of these jobs, such as fringe benefits, job security, and potential for advancement. The
analysis concludes by examining sample members’ perceptions of their quality of life and their attitudes
toward work and welfare.

A. Impacts on Job Quality

The top section of Table 5.5 shows the percentage of program and control group members who
were ever employed during the two-year survey follow-up period and the percentage who were
employed at the end of that period. Because survey respondents constituted only part of the total
impact sample, the estimates for them may differ from those already presented for the full sample.
Also, survey data about jobs were based on memory rather than records made at the time of
employment, as is the case with Unemployment Insurance (UI) data.'” In general, however, results
from the 24-month survey were quite similar to those presented earlier. The survey data indicate that
about two-thirds of the program group worked at any time during the follow-up period, and somewhat
over one-third were employed at the end of that period. Project Independence increased by 4.6
percentage points the number of sample members who worked at any time during the two years. This
is a somewhat larger effect than was seen for the full sample earlier. As was the case for the full

16(. . .continued)
program impact. This figure may be obtained from the equations given in footnote 15 by imposing the
condition that d = 0.5 X D. The multiple of five is extremely large, suggesting that the observed program
impacts are well over half the true program impact.

Y"Furthermore, some jobs are not covered by the Ul system. For these and other reasons, it is not unusual
for survey employment and earnings data and Ul earnings data to produce different findings on employment
effects. For a discussion of this issue, see Bloom et al., 1993,
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TABLE 5.5

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE MEMBERS' MOST RECENT JOB

Program Control
Qutcome Group (%) Group (%) Difference
Employment
Ever employed during the
two year follow—-up period 65.6 60.9 4.6
Employed at the end of the two—vyear
follow—up period 38.3 38.9 -0.7
Weekly hours (a)
Ever employed during the follow—up period
AND most recent job provided:
Less than 30 hours of work per week 21.6 15.7 5.9 **
At least 30 hours of work per week 43.2 44.3 -1
Weekly earnings (b,c)
Ever employed during the follow—up period
AND most recent job paid:
Less than $150 per week 271 21.5 56 **
At least $150 per week 371 373 -0.2
Health benefits (d)
Ever employed during the follow—up period
AND most recent job provided:
No health benefits 446 37.4 7.2 **
Health benefits 204 23.2 —-2.8
Sample size (total = 1,029) 520 509

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

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.

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

Job characteristics refer to the most recent job as of the time of the 24 —~month survey interview. Sample
members not employed during the follow—up are counted as "no's" or zeroes to all outcomes.

(a) Excludes the less than 3 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.

(b) Most respondents reported pre—tax earnings. However, a sizable minority (approximately 13 percent)
reported post—tax earnings. No adjustment was made for those reporting post—tax earnings. Therefore, the estimates
presented in the table slightly underestimate the percentage of respondents with gross weekly earnings in excess of a
given level.

(c) Excludes the less than 5 percent of this sample whe did not respond to these survey items.

(d) Excludes the less than 2 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
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sample, about equal percentages of program and control group members were still unemployed at the
end of the follow-up period.!®

The remainder of Table 5.5 shows the percentages of program and control group members who
worked at jobs with certain characteristics associated with job quality. These percentages were based
on the most recent job for those who held more than one job during the follow-up period. They also
included zero values for sample members who reported that they did not work at all during the follow-
up period. By including all program group members and all control group members in the analysis,
it was possible to determine Project Independence’s impact on program group members’ likelihood of
getting a particular type of job, compared to what their chances of obtaining such a job would have
been in the absence of Project Independence. The analysis focused on three summary characteristics
of respondents’ most recent job: whether the job was part-time (defined as less than 30 hours per
week) or full-time (defined as at least 30 hours per week); whether the respondent earned less than or
at least $150 per week; and whether or not the job provided health benefits, The absence of increases
in full-time employment and weekly earnings corresponds to the lack of impacts on the top bracket of
annual earnings, the "$10,000 or more" annual earnings category, shown in Table 5.2.'°

Table 5.5 shows that Project Independence had virtually no effect on full-time employment,
but that it did have a statistically significant impact on part-time employment. This means that Project
Independence had an impact on employment mainly because some program group members who would
not otherwise have worked took part-time jobs. Those who were working full-time were likely to have
done so anyway, since they were matched by a similar proportion of control group members who also
had full-time jobs. Inaddition, Project Independence did not increase the percentage of program group
members who worked in jobs that paid at least $150 per week or in jobs that provided health benefits.
The absence of increases in full-time employment and weekly earnings corresponds to the lack of
impacts on the top bracket of annual earnings, the "$10,000 or more" annual earnings category, shown
in Table 5.2.%

B. Impacts on Job Characteristics Among Employed Sample Members

Tables 5.6 and 5.7 use the 24-month survey data to examine characteristics of the most recent
Jjobs of program and conirol group members who were employed at some point during the two-year
follow-up period. Estimates in these tables, unlike those in Table 5.5, do not include program group
members and control group members who did not work. They therefore do not provide true measures
of the impact of Project Independence. This is because the personal characteristics of employed

18Because the survey subsample was much smaller than the full sample, the "ever employed” impact
estimates in Table 5.5 were not statistically significant, even though they were larger than the full-sample
impacts calculated from UI data and presented earlier in the chapter. Smaller samples do not yield the same
statistical precision as larger samples. This means that impact estimates in smaller samples are more subject
to chance variation and are less likely to be statistically significant at any given level.

Differences in the number of missing survey responses for the various categories of survey questions
imply that percentage distributions and other sums will not necessarily precisely match across sections of the
tables in this portion of the chapter.

Impacts on levels of earnings (shown in Table 5.2) were rerun on the survey sample alone and yielded
the same pattern as that found for the full impact sample.
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WEEKLY HOURS, WEEKLY EARNINGS, AND HOURLY WAGES OF THE MOST RECENT JOB
AMONG PROJECT INDEPENDENCE SAMPLE MEMBERS WHO WERE EVER EMPLOYED

TABLE 5.6

WITHIN TWO YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Employed Program

Employed Control

Qutcome Group Members Group Members Difference

Average number of hours

usually worked per week (a} 32.3 334 -1.1 (2}

Percentage distribution of number

of hours worked per week (a) (%)
Fewer than 10 hours 1.5 4.0 —2.5(z)
10—19 hours 8.8 6.7 2.1 (2)
20—29 hours 23.0 15.4 7.6 {z)
30—-39 hours 23.3 26.5 —-3.2 (2}
40 hours or more 43.3 47.3 -4.0 (2}

Average earnings per week (b,c) (8) 178.30 184.63 ~6.33 (2)

Percentage distribution of

earnings per week (b,c) (%)
Less than $100 21.0 17.8 3.2 (z)
$100—-$149 21.0 18.9 2.1 (@)
$150-%199 Z21.9 19.6 2.3 (2)
$200—$299 27.5 327 -5.3 ()
$300 or more 8.6 11.0 ~2.4 (2)

Average earnings per hour (b,d} ($) 5.38 5.80 —-0.42 (2}

Percentage distribution of

earnings per hour (b,d) (%)
$4.25 or less 31.1 26.7 4.4 (2)
$4.26-$5.00 25.2 246 0.6 (2)
$5.01-$6.00 19.2 19.5 -0.3 ()
$6.01-$7.00 104 10.1 0.3 (2)
$7.01-$10.00 10.4 11.9 -1.5 (2)
More than $10.00 3.8 7.2 —-3.4 (2)

Sample size (total = 651) 342 309

SOURCE: The 24 —month survey of a subsample of pregram and control group members.

NOTES: ltalics indicate a nonexperimental comparison.
Estimates were not regression—adjusted.

Reunding may cause slight discrepancies in calcuiating sums, averages, and differences.
(a) Excludes the less than 4 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.

(b) Most respondents reperted pre —tax earnings. However, a sizable minority (approximately 13 percent) reported
post—tax earnings. No adjustment was made for those reporting post—tax earnings. Therefore, the estimates presented
in the table slightly underestimate the percentage of respondents with gross weekly earnings in excess of a given level.

{c} Excludes the less than 8 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
{(d) Excludes the less than 10 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
(z) Nenexperimental comparison; no test of statistical significance,
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NON-WAGE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MOST RECENT JOB AMONG
PROJECT INDEPENDENCE SAMPLE MEMBERS WHO WERE EVER EMFLOYED

TABLE 5.7

WITHIN TWO YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Employed Program

Employed Centrol

Cutcome Group Members (%) Group Members {%) Difference
Number of hours worked
per week changed 'a lot”
or ‘a fair amount” (a) 29.9 28.8 1.1 (2)
Job provided:
Faid sick days (b} 30.2 27.1 3.0 (2)
Pajid vacation days (b} 39.8 42.3 —-2.5 (z)
Health benefits (a) 31.6 38.0 —-6.4 (2)
Dental benefits (a) 19.6 27.3 -7.7 (2)
Tuition assistance or
paid training classes (a) 16.6 15.0 1.6 (2)
Seascnal job (b) 29.6 294 0.2 (2)
On a 0— 10 scale, percentage who
strongly agreed (answered 7—10)
with the following statements.
"The job security was good.” (a) 50.6 51.0 —-0.4 (2)
*The job had good opportunhities
for promotion or advancement.” (a) 33.2 29.5 3.8 (2)
"The people there taught you new
things that would be valuable for
doing your job better.” (a) 48.2 54.0 —-5.8 (2)
"The skills you were learning
would be valuable for getting
a better job." (b) 45.1 523 —7.2 (2)
On a 0-10 scale, percentage who
reported high job satisfaction
(answered 7—10). (a) 49.9 554 -5.6 (2)
Sample size (total = 651} 342 309

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and centrol group members.

NOTES: ltalics indicate a nonexperimental comparison.
Estimates were not regression—adjusted.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(&) Excludes the less than 3 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
(b) Excludes the less than 2 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.,
(z) Nonexperimental comparison; ne test of statistical significance.
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program and control group members were not necessarily the same. The similarity of program and
control groups, assured by the random assignment process that created them, cannot be assured when
examining just those in each research group who were employed. Tables 5.6 and 5.7 need to be
interpreted carefully for this reason. The tables indicate whether program group members who worked
obtained jobs that were better, worse, or comparable to the jobs of control group members who
worked. But they do not say whether any differences in job characteristics resulted from differences
in the kinds of people in each research group who worked, or from effects that Project Independence
might have had on the ability of program group members to find and hold different kinds of jobs.

The findings presented in Table 5.6 are consistent with those described in the previous section.
Employed program group members worked an average of 32.3 hours per week at their most recent
job, while employed control group members worked an average of 33.4 hours. The negative
difference of 1.1 hours represents 3 percent fewer hours of work per week for employed program
group members. Table 5.6 also shows that the most recent jobs held by employed program group
members were more likely to have fallen in the low end of the distribution of hours of work per week
(fewer than 30 hours per week) than the most recent jobs held by employed control group members,
and were less likely to fall in the high end of the distribution (30 or more hours per week). Weekly
earnings were 3 percent lower for employed program group members compared to employed control
group members ($178.30 versus $184.63), and hourly wages were 7 percent lower ($5.38 versus
$5.80). In the distributions of both weekly and hourly earnings presented in Table 5.6, employed
program group members were more likely than employed control group members to hold jobs in the
lower brackets, and less likely to hold jobs in the upper brackets.

Table 5.7 presents differences between employed program and control group members on five
types of job benefits and on overall satisfaction with their most recent jobs. It shows that the most
recent jobs held by employed program group members were less likely to provide health or dental
benefits than those held by employed control group members. Subjective appraisals of job security
were similar. Somewhat more employed program group members believed there were promotion
opportunities, but fewer thought they were acquiring valuable skills on the job. Employed program
group members were also less likely than employed control group members to report being satisfied
with their most recent job.

In summary, the survey findings indicate that Project Independence’s strategy of encouraging
quick entry into the labor market for most of the caseload produced an increase in employment that
was mainly in part-time, relatively low-paying jobs that did not provide fringe benefits or job
satisfaction. It appears that the alternative, however, was that the program group members who took
these jobs would not have worked at all. The lower average job quality among employed program
group members may have been the result of program group members with marginal job skills having
been induced to enter the labor market. Poor skills command lower wages. Therefore, the program’s
success in increasing employment for these program group members would have lowered the average
job quality of those employed without affecting the job quality of persons who would have worked
even without the program.

C. Impacts on Quality of Life and Attitudes Toward Work and Welfare

The analysis of survey data indicated that Project Independence produced little effect on other
economic and noneconomic aspects of the lives of program group members. On most measures in
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Table 5.8, program and control group members had quite similar outcomes. This was true, for
example, for the percentage who were currently married, had recently given birth, were covered by
Medicaid, were in government-subsidized housing, and were currently satisfied with life as a whole.
The program group had slightly higher percentages of people who were not covered by health
insurance or who had a child who was not covered, and a slightly lower percentage of people who
were currently "satisfied” or "very satisfied" with their overall standard of living. These differences
were not statistically significant, however.

Table 5.9 indicates that Project Independence slightly changed program group members’
attitudes in favor of work over welfare. Fewer program than control group members strongly agreed
with the statement: "I would only take a full-time job if it paid more than $6 an hour and provided
medical benefits." Fewer said it was better to stay home and care for a child than to work, if given
the choice. Both these differences were statistically significant. Smaller and not statistically significant
differences were found on other survey items. For example, a somewhat larger percentage of program
than control group members strongly agreed that: "Even a low-paying job is better than being on wel-
fare.” More program group members also strongly agreed that: "It’s wrong to stay on AFDC if you
can get a job, even a job you do not like." Fewer felt that making mothers on AFDC work was bad
for their children. These changes in attitudes are consistent with the finding that Project Independence
increased employment of program group members who would not have worked in the absence of the
program. It is not clear whether the increase in employment resulted from the change in attitude or
the attitude change resulted from the experience of working.

Finally, although there was no difference between program and control groups, it is interesting
that only about one-quarter of each research group reported that, unless a job offered medical benefits
and paid more money than AFDC, they would rather remain on AFDC. In other words, most
respondents said it was better to work, even at a low-wage job without full benefits, than to be on
welfare.
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TABLE 5.8

IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON SELECTED NONMONETARY OUTCOMES

Outcome

Program

Group (%)

Control

Group (%)

Difference

Family status

Currently married, living with spouse (a)

Gave birth during the follow—up period (b)

14.4

115

14.3

11.0

0.1

0.5

Medical coverage and
disability income (a)

Covered by (or had a spouse or child

covered by) Medicaid in the month prior

to the survey interview

Not personally covered by Medicaid or

other health insurance in the month prior

to the survey interview

Had a child not covered by Medicaid or

other health insurance in the month
prior to the survey interview

Received Supplemental
Security Income (SSI)

729

243

19.1

3.0

73.6

214

17.2

35

-0.7

29

1.9

—-0.5

Government housing
and energy assistance (a)

Currently living in public housing or
receiving a government rent subsidy
(e.g., "Section 8" housing assistance)

19.6

195

0.1

Perceptions of
overall quality of life (a)

Currently unhappy, sad, or depressed
“very often" or "fairly often"

Currently "satisfied" or "very satisfied"
with overall standard of living

Currently "satisfied" or "very
satisfied" with life as a whole

Rated life as a whole "a little
better" or "much better" than it
was two years earlier

42.4

49.4

61.4

42.8

45.7

50.0

631

0.4

-1.6

Samprte size (total = 1,029)

520

509

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: See Tables5.5.

Responses pertain to status or attitude at the time of the 24 —month survey interview.
(a) Excludes the less than 1 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
{b) Excludes the less than 8 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
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TABLE 5.9

IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ON ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK AND WELFARE

Program Control
Outcome Group (%) Group (%) Difference

Strongly agreed that: "Unless a

job offers me medical benefits

and more money than AFDC,

I'd rather be on AFDC." (a) 28.9 253 1.5

Strongly agreed that: "| would

only take a full—time job if it

paid more than $6 an hour and

provided medical benefits.” (b} 431 48.8 -57 *

Strongly agreed that: "Even a
low=paying job is better
than being on welfare." (a) 59.2 55.5 3.6

Strongly agreed that: "Making

mathers receiving AFDC

work if they don't want to

is bad for their children." {(c} 18.3 213 -3.1

Strongly agreed that: "If a mother

has a choice of working and staying

home and caring for her children,

it is better if she stays at home." (d) 451 51.1 -60 *

Strongly agreed that: "It's wrong

to stay on AFDC if you can

get a job, even a job you

do not like." {d) 66.4 63.9 25

Percentage of respondents who said they
would be very likely to take a full—time job if:

The job paid a little less than AFDC but
respondent would like the work. (e} 58.3 56.9 1.4

The job paid a little more than AFDC but
respondent would not like the work. (a} 68.1 67.7 0.4

Sample size (total = 1,029) 520 509

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: See Table 5.5.
Responses pertain 1o status or attitude at the time of the 24 —month survey interview.
(a) Excludes the less than 3 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
(b) Excludes the less than 2 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
(c) Excludes the less than 7 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
(d) Excludes the less than 5 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
(e) Excludes the less than 4 percent of this sample who did not respond to these survey items.
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CHAPTER 6

THE TWO-YEAR PARTICTPATION RATES AND IMPACTS
OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE FOR SUBGROUPS

The preceding chapter left open some central gquestions about the relative effectiveness of
Project Independence when operated as intended and after changes were made to deal with rising
caseloads, and its effectiveness for single parents with preschool-age children — a large group of
welfare recipients who, under the JOBS legislation, were newly mandatory for such programs. These
and other questions are investigated in this chapter, which integrates participation and outcome data
to describe the results of Project Independence for several segments of the evaluation sample.

To summarize the findings: There is evidence that Project Independence, when operated as
originally designed, couid produce larger earnings impacts than might be concluded from the full-
sample averages presented in Chapter 5. Specifically, the early cohort — who entered the research
sample when client-to-caseworker ratios were at their intended levels and child care funding was avail-
able — had earnings impacts larger than those for the late cohort. Also, these impacts did not show
any clear tendency to decline over time. Impacts on AFDC payments were similar for the early and
late cohorts, however.

Two-year earnings impacts were small for the new JOBS-mandatory group (i.e., single parents
with preschool-age children), suggesting that they may be more challenging to work with than the
traditional mandatory group. Again, however, the results for the early cohort were markedly better
than for the late cohort — especially in year 2, when the impacts for the early-cohort sample members
with preschool-age children equaled those for the early-cohort sample members without preschool-age
children. For late-cohort sample members with preschool-age children, the earnings impacts were
actually negative, bringing down the overall program impact on earnings. Even for early-cohort
sample members with preschool-age children, earnings impacts declined in year 3. There were
impacts on AFDC payments for subgroups defined by the age of their youngest child, even when
earnings impacts did not appear. These impacts held up in year 3 for the early cohort without
preschool-age children, but declined almost to zero for the early cohort with preschool-age children
- further evidence of the difficulty of achieving lasting results for the new-JOBS mandatory subgroup.

Earnings impacts emerged, but not until year 2, for the Project Independence "not job-ready"”
subgroup. This is the subgroup to whom Project Independence allocated education and training
resources, on the premise that their low skills levels might make it difficult for them to find
employment with job search assistance alone. Their delayed earnings impacts are consistent with the
widely held view that "human capital investment" (i.e., education and training) increases earning
power, but that such effects are delayed because of the greater amount of "up-front” time required for
participation in such activities compared to job search activities. The two-year impacts on AFDC
payments for the not job-ready subgroup were not particularly large.

Across subgroups, impacts on earnings and AFDC payments were not closely correlated.
Earnings impacts of average or above-average magnitude were found for some subgroups that had
relatively small AFDC impacts, and reductions in AFDC payments were found for some subgroups
that had relatively small earnings impacts. The use of education and training did not appear to have
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produced larger AFDC payments impacts, although there is some evidence that it may have produced
larger long-term earnings impacts.

It should be noted that the evidence on all of these issues is indicative but not conclusive.
Results from a number of other JOBS evaluations — results that might buttress the conclusions from
the Project Independence evaluation — are not yet available. Additional subgroup analyses performed
for this chapter and an analysis of impacts by county did not yield significant additional information.

Finally, a comparison was attempted between Project Independence’s results and evaluation
results for pre-JOBS programs of the 1980s and California’s JOBS program, the Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) Program. In order to control for the changed definition of "mandatory” under
the JOBS program, the comparison focused on the traditional (i.e., pre-JOBS) mandatory group, single
parents without preschool-age children. For this group, Project Independence was in the middle rank
of programs in its impacts on earnings and AFDC payments. For the early cohort, which better
represents Project Independence operating as its planners intended, it appears likely that there will be
sustained impacts on earnings for the subgroup without preschool-age children. But earnings impacts
appear less likely to persist for the late-cohort subgroup without preschool-age children, and these
impacts therefore compare much less favorably with those for other programs. AFDC impacts were
more consistent than earnings impacts across cohorts in the subgroup without preschool-age children.
The average dollar impact on AFDC payments per sample member was smaller for Project Indepen-
dence than for some other programs, but the reduction in AFDC as a percentage of payments to the
control group equaled or exceeded that found for many other programs in large-scale random
assignment evaluations.

I. Analysis Issues

There are three statistical issues important to interpreting subgroup impact findings. First, the
statistical significance of impact estimates is sensitive to sample size. Impact estimates of a given
magnitude are less likely to be statistically significant when sample sizes are small. For example, a
$100 impact on earnings that is statistically significant for the full sample may not be statistically
significant for subgroups. The smaller sample sizes also mean that impact estimates are less precise.
For a smaller sample, there is a greater chance that the true impact will be somewhat larger or smaller
than the estimate of that impact.

Second, some of the demographic data that define the subgroups in this study were unavailable
for portions of the sample. For example, just under 10 percent of the sample could not be classified
by age of their youngest child. Sample members who could not be placed in one or another category
of a subgroup because the relevant data were missing were not included in the analysis of impacts for
that subgroup. One consequence was to reduce sample sizes somewhat. Another was that the
weighted average of the impacts for a particular set of subgroups of the full sample was not generally
equal to the full-sample impacts presented in Chapter 5.

Third, an examination of subgroup impacts often requires not only an estimate of the impact
but also an assessment of the magnitude of differences in impacts across subgroups. The dollar
difference in impacts does not provide all the relevant information, however. In some cases, it is also
important to consider whether differences in impacts reflect real, underlying differences or could,
instead, embody a large element of chance. To minimize the element of chance, tests of statistical
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significance are performed on the differences in two-year impacts across subgroups. Whenever such
differences are statistically significant, one can have greater confidence that the underlying impacts for
the subgroups involved are actually different. For example, estimates of $100 and $200 for the
impacts for two subgroups may represent chance differences in the estimaftes rather than real
differences in the underlying impacts unless the difference between the $100 and $200 estimates is
statistically significant.

II. The Effects of Changes in Project Independence and Growing AFDC Caseloads: A
Comparison of Impacts for the Early and Late Cohorts

This section explores the possible effects of changes in Project Independence services and in
the AFDC environment in which the program operated. As discussed in Chapter 1, Florida’s AFDC
(and Project Independence) caseloads increased markedly between 1990 and 1992 at the same time as
the state’s fiscal circumstances forced HRS to put a freeze on hiring new Project Independence staff.
Given the relatively fixed number of Project Independence staff, AFDC caseload growth meant an
increase in the number of program enrollees for each staff member. This increase inhibited staff’s
ability to follow up with many of their clients, which may have reduced the program’s ability to
achieve impacts with them.

Also during this period, HRS administrators found that they had expended a large share of total
AFDC child care funds for Project Independence participants. Beginning in January 1991, in order
to ensure that adequate resources would be available for AFDC recipients entitled to child care,!
Project Independence dramatically reduced the availability of child care for those participating in
program activities.”> The child care restrictions were likely to have had their greatest effect on parents
with preschool-age children who, by law, could not be required to participate in program activities if
child care needs presented a barrier.>

IThose who leave AFDC for employment are entitled to receive subsidized child care for up to 12 months,
as long as they continue to work. In Florida, ongoing AFDC recipients who are enrolled in Project
Independence and are employed fewer than 30 hours per week are also entitled to subsidized child care while
they are working.

ZRestrictions on the availability of subsidized child care for Project Independence participants were
implemented at different rates and at different levels, depending on the county. However, all counties began
implementing some cutbacks in Januvary 1991, and the cutbacks expanded thereafter, with subsidized child care
eventually being virtually eliminated in many counties. Program enrollees who were already participating in
education or training and receiving child care at the time these restrictions went into effect were eligible to
continue receiving child care umntil the activity ended. Those who subsequently were determined to need
education or training services could not, in general, be offered subsidized child care services. If they needed
child care in order to participate in these activities, and could not secure arrangements on their own, they were
usually excused from participation. Subsidized child care was also drastically reduced for those assigned to
independent job search and job club activities, although there were Project Independence support services
resources available that staff could use to cover short-term child care needs for some independent job search
and job club participants.

*Although individuals were not required to participate if needed child care was not available, case
managers often encouraged them to make unsubsidized informal arrangements with family or friends in order
to participate in program activities,
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A. Impacts on Participation

Table 6.1 presents the participation measures for two random assignment cohorts: sample
members entering the Project Independence study (i.e., being randomly assigned to the program or
control group) before January 1991 (the "early cohort™) and those entering the study from January
1991 on (the "late cohort"). These estimates were calculated from the 24-month survey data. Survey
response rates among sample members sought for interviewing were high — above 80 percent — and
the total number of respondents was 1,029. The survey data covered both the early and late cohorts
and the other major subgroups. On the other hand, these data cover only sample members randomly
assigned in the middle part of the random assignment period, and concentrated in the more densely
populated areas in each of the nine research counties. The participation estimates calculated from the
survey data and presented in this chapter are therefore reasonably, but not perfectly, representative of
the activities of the full impact sample, early and late cohorts, and other major subgroups. See
Appendix B for a more detailed analysis of the representativeness of the survey.

Table 6.1 lists the same activities as Table 3.5 and shows total participation in both Project
Independence activities and activities available from other community sources. Although the sample
sizes are small, the table shows that overall participation rates for both program and control groups
were clearly lower in the later cohort than in the earlier cohort. Among those in the early cohort, 70.7
percent of program group members participated, compared to 58.6 percent of those in the late cohort.
Participation among control group members also declined, but not as much. The impact on
participation therefore declined, from 26.5 percentage points for the early cohort to 21.4 percentage
points for the late cohort. The impacts on independent job search and job club were not much
affected, remaining at about 24 percent for both activities for both cohorts. Rather, the overall decline
was associated with a decline in the impact on education and training participation. In particular, the
percentage of program group members participating in education and training activities decreased from
48.0 percent for the early cohort to 36.6 percent for the late cohort, thereby reducing Project
Independence’s impact on participation in these activities by about half (from 15.5 percentage points
to 7.6 percentage points), mostly because of a decline in impacts on vocational training and post-
secondary education. This decrease may have resulted, at least in part, from the reduction in child
care availability for Project Independence participants in education and training activities. Also, as
caseloads grew and demands on their time increased, Project Independence staff may have referred
fewer participants to education and training activities, particularly those who had already participated
in independent job search or job club activities,

B. Impacts on Employment and Earnings

Follow-up data on earnings and AFDC for the early cohort extend three quarters beyond those
for the full sample. As shown in Table 6.2, the early cohort’s two-year earnings impacts were $439,
more than four times the $99 earnings impact for the late cohort over the same period. The difference
between these estimates was not statistically significant, however. Earnings impacts for the early
cohort did not decline over time. In fact, they remained steady at $216 in year 1, $223 in year 2, and
$277 in year 3 (taken as 4/3 times the sum of earnings in quarters 10 through 12). In contrast, the
late cohort had only a $111 earnings impact for year 1 (not statistically significant), which declined
to approximately zero in year 2. The difference between the early and late cohorts’ two-year earnings
impacts does not decline when one controls for the fact that the cohorts had somewhat different
demographic characteristics and were distributed differently across counties.
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TABLE 6.1

TWO-—YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
ON RATES COF PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES,
BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT COHORT

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Subgroup and Participation Measure (%) (%) Difference Change
Early cohort
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 70.7 442 26.5 60.0%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a} 45.8 21.8 239 109.6%
Independent job search 43.9 21.0 23.0 109.6%
Job club 14.2 6.8 7.4 109.6%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 48.0 325 15.5 47 6%
ABE or GED 11.6 8.3 3.3 40.1%
ESL 3.6 44 —-0.6 -18.5%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 36.0 228 13.2 57.8%
On-—the—job training 53 49 05 9.9%
Sample size (total = 431) 225 206
Late cohort
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity {a) 58.6 37.3 214 57.3%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 40.3 16.5 23.8 144.5%
Independent job search 387 15.8 229 144.5%
Job club 125 51 7.4 144 5%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 36.6 200 7.6 26.1%
ABE or GED 125 83 4.3 52.0%
ESL 5.4 2.0 3.4 173.7%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 241 205 36 17.6%
Cn—the —job training 3.1 2.0 1.1 54.0%
Sample size (total = 598) 295 303

SOQURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Participation includes Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities.

Tests of statistical significance between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up period; therefore, the sum of
percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.
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TABLE 6.2

TWO—-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AFDC RECEIPT, AND AFDC PAYMENTS,
BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT COHORT

Program Control Percentage
Subgroup, Outcome, and Follow—up Period Group Group Difference Change
Early cchort
Ever employed (%)
Years 1-2 65.6 63.5 21 * 3.3%
Last quarter of year 1 36.0 337 23 * 6.8%
Last quarter of year 2 36.5 36.1 0.4 1.1%
Last available quarter of year 3 (a) 38.7 347 4.0 ¥ 11.5%
Average total earnings ($)
Years 1-2 5619 5180 439 ** 8.5%
Year 1 2499 2283 216 ** 9.5%
Year 2 3120 2897 223 * 7.7%
Year 3 (b) 3538 3261 277 * 8.5%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Years 12 87.5 88.9 —-14* —-1.6%
Last quarter of year 1 61.3 66.3 —5.0 *¥** -7.5%
Last quarter of year 2 55.3 58.3 —3.0 ** -5.1%
Last quarter of year 3 41.3 43.3 -2.0 —4.6%
Average total AFDC payments received ($)
Years 1--2 4003 4244 —241 *** —5.7%
Year 1 2115 2240 =125 *** —-5.6%
Year 2 1889 2004 —115 *** -57%
Year 3 1438 1503 —65 —4.3%
Sample size (total = 7,509) 5612 1,897
Late cohort
Ever employed (%)
Years 1-2 66.9 64.0 2.9 *h* 4.5%
Last quarter of year 1 373 35.2 2.2 ** 6.3%
Last quarter of year 2 395 39.0 0.5 1.3%
Last available quarter of year 3 n/a n/a n/a nfa
Average total earnings ($)
Years 1 -2 5873 5774 99 1.7%
Year 1 2584 2473 111 4.5%
Year 2 3289 3301 -12 —0.4%
Year 3 n/a nfa n/a nfa
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Years 1 -2 89.0 89.9 -1.0 ~1.1%
Last quarter of year 1 66.9 7086 —3.7 ** —-5.2%
Last quarter of year 2 48.3 50.4 —2.2 ** —4.4%
Last quarter of year 3 n/a nfa nfa n/a
Average total AFDC payments received ($)
Years 1-2 4043 4333 —289 *** —~6.7%
Year 1 2253 2426 —173 *** -7.1%
Year 2 1791 1907 —116 *** -6.1%
Year 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Sample size {total = 10,724) 7,897 ’ 2,827

{continued)
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TABLE 6.2 {continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES: The sample used to analyze Project Independence's impacts was slightly smaller than the full research sample.
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed or were not receiving welfare.
Estimates were regression—adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre—randem assignment
characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and
differences.
For all measures, year 1 refers to follow—up quarters 2-5; year 2 refers to quarters 6—9; and year 3 refers
to quarters 10—13. Quarter 1 refers to the quarter in which random assignment occurred. Because quarter 1 may have
contained some earnings and AFDC payments from the pericd prior to random assignment, it was excluded from the
summary measures of follow—up.
A two—tailed t—test was applied to differences between pragram and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
Differences in two—year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments between cohorts were not statistically
significant at the 10 percent level.
"N/a" means not available.
(a) For the early cohort, AFDC data were available for all of year 3, but earnings data were available only for

the first three quarters.
(b) Year 3 earnings equal the sum for quarters 10 through 12 times 4/3.
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The quarter-by-quarter impacts for cohorts are shown graphically in Figure 6.1. This figure
shows that early-cohort earnings impacts, after an initial peak in quarter 3, varied around a level well
above zero, without showing evidence of decline over time. Late-cohort earnings impacts were not
only smaller to begin with but also declined to about zero by the middle of year 2.

What explains the differences between cohorts? As shown in Table 6.2, employment impacts
for the two cohorts were quite similar in years 1 and 2. If anything, initial employment effects were
slightly larger for the late cohort. But early-cohort program group members increased their
employment in more stable jobs. For example, by year 2, the percentage of program group members
who were employed in all four quarters of the year had increased by a statistically significant 2.1
percentage points (not shown in the table) for the early cohort, but by only 0.3 percentage points {not
statistically significant) for the late cohort. As a consequence, the impact on total number of quarters
employed during year 2 was more than twice as large for the early cohort as for the late cohort (0.085
versus 0.037).

Thus, the cohort differences in earnings impacts were not the resuit of differences in rates of
job-finding. Rather, the greater impact on employment stability for the early cohort led to a greater
impact on total time employed, which, in turn, led to a greater impact on total earnings. It may be
that the greater ability of Project Independence staff to supervise participation in skill-developing
activities for the early cohort resulted in an increase in their ability to hold stable employment. Such
a result would be consistent with human capital theory. These results for the late cohort also raise an
issue regarding the minimum program effort that must be expended to achieve a significant earnings
impact for a group of program enrollees. It may be that, when program resources are severely
stretched and spread thin across a large caseload, the amount of atiention that can be paid, on average,
to each enrollee is not sufficient to reach those enrollees who otherwise could be assisted in obtaining
more stable employment. If resources fall below a certain threshold level, then the "placements” or
"job entries" recorded by program staff may occur largely in lower-quality jobs.* It should be noted,
however, that the pattern of earnings impacts for the late cohort is not typical of the effects of job
search, even in fairly low-cost programs. In the great majority of previous random assignment studies
of programs with a major job search component, earnings impacts have grown for two or three follow-
up years. Also, there are potential explanations of the cohort differences in earnings impacts other
than changes in Project Independence over time. For example, changing labor market conditions may
have played a role: Increasing weakness in the labor market may have contributed to the greater
instability of job-holding for the late cohort.

C. Impacts on AFDC Payments

Unlike impacts on earnings, impacts on AFDC payments were quite similar for the two
cohorts. Two-year AFDC reductions were $241 for the early cohort and $289 for the late cohort, both
statistically significant. The small cohort difference in two-year AFDC impacts was not statistically
significant. Year 1 impacts declined somewhat over time for both cohorts, and year 2 savings were
almost identical: $115 and $116, respectively, for the early and late cohorts. Figure 6.1 shows almost

4An example of possibly overstretched resources may be found in the MDRC study of a job search and
work experience program in Chicago during the 1980s (Friedlander et al., 1987).
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FIGURE 6.1

PROJECT INDEPENDENCE:
IMPACTS ON QUARTERLY EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS

FOR THE FULL SAMPLE AND COHORTS N P—
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overlapping time patterns for AFDC impacts for the two cohorts. Impacts on the percentage receiving
AFDC, shown in Table 6.2, were also quite similar for the two cohorts.?

Since the stretching of Project Independence resources for the late cohort affected the
availability of child care, it is likely that program impacts for enrollees with preschool-age children
would have been affected more than those for other enrollees. A full assessment of cohort differences,
therefore, depends on the analysis of results for subgroups defined by the age of the youngest child,
which are reported in the next section.

I111. Impacts for Single Parents Who Had Preschool-Age Children

As previously discussed, the impact results by the age of the youngest child are particularly
important, given the fact that the Family Support Act of 1988 mandated for the first time at the federal
level that single parents with childrenr between the ages of three and five (and as young as age 1, at
state option) must participate in welfare-to-work programs. A key policy question is whether JOBS
programs can generate significant earnings or AFDC impacts for single parents with children under
the age of six, given the special child care needs of preschool-age children.® Results for the subgroup
with preschool-age children are also important in light of the change in availability of child care over
time: Those results may help explain the differences in impacts observed for the early and late cohorts.

A. Impacts on Participation

The top section of Table 6.3 displays estimates of participation (combining Project Indepen-
dence and non-Project Independence activities) for sample members whose youngest child was six or

SWhy should AFDC impacts be so similar when earnings impacts were so dissimilar? The answer may
lie, again, in the kinds of employment impacts achieved for the two cohorts, Although not shown in Table
6.2, the impacts on ever employed in year 1 were similar across cohorts, and the differences emerged only
in year 2, from the greater increase in stability of employment for the early cohort. AFDC reductions,
however, may stem more from the initial push into employment, which is sufficient to speed up AFDC case
closure, than from greater employment stability over the longer term. Once off AFDC, many former
recipients do not return quickly to public assistance, even if they lose a job. This leads, as reported in the
previous chapter, to some increase in time spent off AFDC without employment. Such behavior would
cxplain the patterns of earnings gains and AFDC reductions for the two cohorts. It also suggests a possible
trade-off of savings for government budgets against income gains for program enrollees, a trade-off that has
been noted in other studies. (See especially Friedlander and Burtless, 1995; and Friedlander and Gueron,
1992.) In particular, it may be possible to achieve some budgetary savings with relatively inexpensive
services that speed up job-finding and produce quick case closures. Income gains for program enrollees, on
the other hand, may come more from long-term increases in employment stability and earnings on the job.

®Subsequent to the launching of the Project Independence evaluation, some impact estimates became avail-
able for AFDC recipients with children between the ages of three and five in three counties that were part of
the random assignment evaluation of California’s GAIN program. In general, the impacts for that subgroup
in each county paralleled the impacts obtained in the same county for the subgroup with older children. Over
a three-year follow-up period, one county obtained large impacts on earnings and AFDC payments, another
produced large (but not statistically significant) impacts on earnings, and the third produced no impacts on
either outcome. For details, see Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994,
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TABLE 6.3

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT-RELATED ACTIVITIES,
BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Subgroup and Participation Measure {%) (%) Difference Change
Youngest child, age 6 or older
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity {a) 62.4 41.8 20.6 49.3%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 43.4 221 213 96.3%
Independent job search 41.6 21.2 204 96.3%
Job club 13.4 6.8 6.6 96.3%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 42.3 309 11.4 36.8%
ABE or GED 129 8.0 4.9 60.6%
ESL 5.0 36 1.4 39.1%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 287 233 5.4 23.1%
On—the—job training 47 2.0 2.7 131.8%
Sample size (total = 528) 279 249
Youngest child, age 3—5
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 68.2 38.5 29.7 77.1%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 455 15.0 30.4 202.2%
Independent job search 43.6 14.4 29.2 202.2%
Job club 14.1 4.7 9.4 202.2%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 40.9 31.0 9.9 32.1%
ABE or GED 11.6 93 23 25.1%
ESL 5.1 1.8 3.3 185.3%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 29.3 19.5 9.8 50.4%
On—the—job training 35 4.4 -0.9 —-19.9%
Sample size (total = 424) 108 226

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Participation includes Project independence and non--Project Independence activities.

Tests of statistical significance between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences,

{a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow —up period; therefore, the sum of
percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.
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older, and the bottom section presents the corresponding estimates for those with preschool-age
children. Project Independence’s impact on overall participation rates was somewhat larger for sample
members with preschool-age children than it was for those with older children. The largest difference
occurred for independent job search and job club activities, where the impact for those with
preschool-age children was 30.4 percentage points, compared to 21.3 percentage points for those
whose youngest child was six or older. This difference was due primarily to the difference in control
group participation rates in these activities. While 22.1 percent of the control group members whose
youngest child was six or older participated in independent job search or job club activities, only 15.0
percent of control group members with preschool-age children did so. The lower participation rates
for control group members with preschool-age children (and thus the larger impact on participation
rates) may have resulted from difficulties they had in meeting their child care needs on a short-term
basis without the help of Project Independence. In fact, Project Independence was able to provide
short-term child care for some individuals enrolled in independent job search or job club activities even
when child care resources for those in education and training activities were limited or eliminated.

Table 6.3 also shows that Project Independence’s impacts on participation in education and
training activities were somewhat larger for sample members whose youngest child was six or older
(11.4 percentage points), compared to those with preschool-age children (9.9 percentage points). The
exception to this is the larger impact on participation in vocational training and post-secondary
education for those with preschool-age children (9.8 percentage points versus 5.4 percentage points
for those whose youngest child was six or older). Again, this resulted primarily from the lower
participation rate among control group members with preschool-age children compared to control group
members whose youngest child was six or older.

B. Impacts on Employment and Earnings

Table 6.4 presents the two-year impacts on employment, earnings, AFDC receipt, and AFDC
payments for the two subgroups defined by the age of the youngest child.” For the subgroup without
preschool-age children, the impact on employment over the two-year follow-up was 4.2 percentage
points. Employment impacts were found in years 1 and 2, but employment among program and
control group members had converged by the last quarter of year 2, leaving only a small difference.
Two-year earnings impacts totaled $473 per sample member, an increase of 8.2 percent over the
average for the control group. FEarnings impacts were larger in year 1 than in year 2, but year 2
impacts accounted for nearly 40 percent of the two-year total. It may be expected that total earnings
gains will continue to accurnulate beyond year 2.

The picture was quite different for sample members with a child three to five years old. There
was a 3.1 percentage point employment impact in year 1, not much lower than that for the subgroup
without young children. But this effect had largely dissipated by year 2. The measure "ever employed
over the full two-year follow-up period” increased only slightly, indicating that the employment
increase in year 1 represented faster job-finding among sample members who would eventually have
found work even without Project Independence. Earnings impacts were quite small and not statistically
significant in year 1 and they declined in year 2, producing a two-year total earnings increase of only

"It should be noted that there were substantially smaller earnings impacts for the group of sample members
who could not be classified according to the age of their youngest child. This implies that the impacts for one
or both subgroups defined by the age of the youngest child would have been somewhat smaller if the full
sample had had no missing data on the age of the youngest child.
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TABLE 6.4

TWO—-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AFDC RECEIPT, AND AFDC PAYMENTS,
BY AGE OF YCUNGEST CHILD

Program Control Percentage
Subgroup, Qutcome, and Follow—up Period Group Group Difference Change
Youngest child, age 6 or older
Ever employed (%)
Years 1-2 67.1 629 4.2 *uw 6.7%
Year 1 56.7 52.6 4.1 ** 7.8%
Year 2 54.0 50.0 4.0 *¥¥ 8.0%
Last quarter of year 2 39.1 374 1.7 4.6%
Average total earnings ($)
Years 1=2 6228 5755 473 ** 8.2%
Year 1 2790 2506 284 *** 11.3%
Year 2 3438 3249 190 5.8%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Years 1--2 87.5 89.1 ~1.6 ** —-1.8%
Last quarter of year 1 61.4 66.8 —5.4 *** —8.1%
Last quarter of year 2 48.3 51.3 —3.0 *** —-5.9%
Average total AFDC payments received ($}
Years 1-2 3720 4024 —-304 *** -7.5%
Year 1 2053 2224 =171 *** -7.7%
Year 2 1667 1800 —133 *** ~7.4%
Sample size (total = 9,312) 6,926 2,386
Youngest child, age 3—5
Ever employed (%)
Years 1-2 65.9 64.1 1.8 2.8%
Year 1 548 51.7 3.1 ** 6.1%
Year 2 52.3 51.8 05 0.8%
Last quarter of year 2 37.0 38.4 —-14 —3.6%
Average total earnings ($)
Years 1—-2 5202 5183 20 0.4%
Year 1 2268 2214 54 2.4%
Year 2 2935 2969 —34 —-1.1%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Years 1 -2 90.5 80.8 -04 —0.4%
Last quarter of year 1 68.6 71.3 —2.7 ** —-3.7%
Last quarter of year 2 55.6 57.2 -1.6 —29%
Average total AFDC payments received ($)
Years 1-2 4457 4677 =210 *** —-4.5%
Year 1 2405 2538 ~133 *** -5.2%
Year 2 2062 2139 =77 * —3.6%
Sample size {total = 7,211) 5321 1,890

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES: See Table 6.2.
Differences in two —year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments between chiid —age subgroups were not
statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
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$20, which was not statistically significant and was only 0.4 percent of average earnings for control
group members in this subgroup. It should be added, however, that the difference in total earnings
impacts for the two subgroups was not statistically significant, indicating that there is some uncertainty
about whether real differences between the subgroups do exist.

As suggested above, one potential explanation for the small earnings impacts for those with
younger children is that this subgroup encountered more formidable labor market barriers as a result
of their need for child care. If child care barriers were pervasive throughout this subgroup, however,
one would expect the average earnings for control group members with children three to five years
old to have been considerably smaller than those of their counterparts with older children. Although
there was a difference between these groups’ average earnings, it was not very large: Control group
members whose youngest child was six years old or older had average earnings of $5,755 during the
two-year follow-up period compared to $5,183 for the group with preschool-age children (see Table
6.4). This suggests that child care was not a severe barrier to employment for at least some of the
single parents with preschool-age children. Child care may nevertheless have been a severe barrier
for many others in this subgroup. As discussed below, this barrier may have been felt most strongly
by those in the late cohort, when child care availability was constrained.

C. Impacts on AFDC Receipt and Payments

Child care barriers could also lead to longer periods of welfare receipt among single parents
with preschool-age children. There were moderate differences in the levels of AFDC payments for
the two control groups defined by the age of the youngest child. Whereas control group members with
no preschool-age children received $4,024 during the two years of follow-up, the comparable figure
for those with preschool-age children was $4,677. The latter subgroup was more likely to remain on
AFDC longer, but the differences were moderate rather than large: 57.2 percent were still on aid in
the last quarter of year 2, compared to 51.3 percent for the subgroup with no young children.

The two-year AFDC savings for those with preschool-age children were somewhat smaller than
those for program group members with no preschool-age children: $210 and $304, respectively. Both
of these impacts were statistically significant (see Table 6.4), and the difference between them was not
statistically significant. For the subgroup without preschool-age children, there was a 1.6 percentage
point decrease (statistically significant) in the "ever received AFDC" rate for the two years, indicating
a slight reduction in the completion of AFDC applications, but this effect was not found for the
subgroup with preschool-age children. In addition, impacts on AFDC payments declined from year
1 to year 2 at a faster rate for the subgroup with preschool-age children. Although cumulative AFDC
savings appear likely to continue to increase beyond year 2, the increases will probably be larger for
the subgroup without preschool-age children.

D. Parents of Preschool-Age Children in the Early and Late Cohorts

Table 6.5 presents impacts on participation in employment-related activities for the two age-of-
youngest-child subgroups within the early and late cohorts. It shows that the impact on participation
for those whose youngest child was age six or older remained stable across cohorts at about 20.5
percent. For those with preschool-age children, however, the program’s impact on participation in
any employment-related activity declined from 35.4 percentage points for the early cohort to 24.4
percentage points for the late cohort. For this subgroup, impacts on participation in independent job
search or job club activities were the same in both cohorts, but the impact on participation in education
and training activities declined from 18.5 percentage points for the early cohort to 2.7 percentage
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TABLE 6.5

TWO—-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE

ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES,
BY AGE OF YOUNGEST GHILD AND RANDOM ASSIGNMENT COHORT

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Subgroup and Participation Measure (%) {%) Difference Change
Youngest chikl, age 6 or older;
Early cohort Sample size ({total = 219)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 656 45.0 206 45 8%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 45.4 23.0 22.4 97.3%
Independent job search 43.6 22.1 215 97.3%
Job club 141 7.1 6.9 97.3%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 445 33.0 115 35.0%
ABE or GED 126 7.0 56 80.1%
ESL 1.7 6.0 —4.3 —-72.0%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 3386 25.0 8.6 34.4%
On—the—job training 6.7 3.0 3.7 124.0%
Late cohort Sarmple size {iotal = 309)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 60.0 39.6 204 51.5%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 419 215 20.4 95.0%
Independent job search 40.2 20.6 19.6 95.0%
Job club 13.0 6.7 6.3 95.0%
Ever participated in education cr training (a) 40.6 295 111 37.6%
ABE or GED 131 8.7 4.4 50.6%
ESL 7.5 2.0 55 273.1%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 25.0 222 29 12.9%
On—the —job training 3.1 1.3 1.8 133.6%
Youngest child, age 3—5:
Early cohort Sample size (total = 182)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 77.8 42.4 35.4 83.5%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 50.0 207 294 142.1%
Independent job search 48.0 19.8 28.2 142.1%
Job ciub 15.5 6.4 9.1 142.1%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 50.0 315 185 58.6%
ABE or GED 10.0 2.8 0.2 2.2%
ESL 8.7 11 5.6 511.9%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 36.7 19.6 17.1 87.4%
On—the—job training 3.3 6.5 -3.2 —48.9%
Late cohort Sample size (total = 242)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 60.2 358 244 68.0%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) a7 11.2 305 272.4%
Independent job search 40.0 10.7 29.3 272.4%
Job club 12.9 35 g4 272.4%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 33.3 30.6 27 8.9%
ABE or GED i3.0 8.0 4.0 44.6%
ESL 37 2.2 1.5 65.2%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 23.2 194 3.8 19.3%
On—the—job training 3.7 3.0 07 23.7%
{continued})
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TABLE 6.5 (continued)
SOURCE: The 24 —month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Participation includes Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities.

Tests of statistical significance between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

(a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up period; therefore, the sum
of the percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.
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points for the late cohort. At the same time, the impact on participation in education and training
activities for those whose youngest child was age six or older remained at just over !1 percentage
points in both cohorts.

These estimates suggest that Project Independence child care enabled the new JOBS-
mandatories to achieve a large impact on participation in the longer program activities, namely,
education and training. Reduced availability of Project Independence child care for the late cohort
inhibited their ability to participate in those activities. But were these dramatic differences in
participation associated with differences in impacts and earnings and AFDC payments? Table 6.6
displays impacts for the age-of-youngest-child subgroups by cohort.

The table indicates that the two-year earnings impact for those with preschool-age children was
larger in the early cohort than in the late cohort. The inter-cohort differences were most apparent
during year 2, when the subgroup with preschool-age children in the early cohort had an earnings
impact of $216; the comparable figure for the same subgroup in the late cohort was -$189. The early
cohort experienced an increase in earnings impacts from year 1 to year 2 (although neither impact was
statistically significant). By year 3, however, earnings impacts for the early cohort of the subgroup
with preschool-age children showed a marked decline. The earnings impact in year 3 was less than
half what it had been in year 2. This decline appears to have been at least partly associated with
control group "catch-up,” i.e., the gradual increase in earnings for the control group over time. For
AFDC payments, impacts had declined almost to zero by year 3. This pattern of growth and then
decline of impacts is evidence of the challenge of achieving lasting impacts with the new JOBS-
mandatory subgroup.

For the subgroup with no preschool-age children, none of the differences in early-cohort versus
late-cohort earnings impacts was very large, indicating that the change in availability of child care did
not affect this subgroup. Moreover, third-year impact estimates for the early cohort of this subgroup
suggest that program effects may be more persistent than is indicated by the two-year data alone.
Earnings impacts for the early cohort in year 3 were $424 (4/3 times earnings for quarters 10 through
12), a statistically significant increase and more than double the earnings impacts of year 2. Why
earnings impacts should have shown a slight decline from year 1 to year 2 is unclear, but the quarter-
by-quarter pattern of earnings results (not shown) indicates that earnings impacts are likely to continue
for this subgroup in the early cohort beyond year 3. The apparent persistence of earnings impacts for
the early-cohort subgroup with no preschool-age children is typical of the pattern of impacts found in
prior studies of programs featuring job search and working with this same subgroup. The reductions
in AFDC payments in year 2 continued in year 3. They held at $101 (statistically significant), almost
the same as in year 2, although the quarter-by-quarter results (not shown) indicate that these impacts
are likely to be lower in year 4 and beyond.

Iv. Impacts for Subgroups Defined by Job-Readiness Status and Welfare History

A. Impacts on Subgroups Defined by Job-Readiness Status

Project Independence classified new enrollees as either "job-ready” or not. The small subgroup
classified as not job-ready was not required to participate in independent job search and job club as
their first activity in order to give them an opportunity to participate in education or training activities.
The effects of this treatment difference, in combination with differences in socioeconomic
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characteristics (see Chapter 2, Section IIC), may have led to different activity rates and different
impacts for the job-ready and not job-ready subgroups. This section analyzes such differences.

During the period of random assignment, a program enroliee was judged job-ready if she had
attained the tenth grade in school or had worked in at least 12 of the previous 36 months. As
discussed in Chapter 1, however, Project Independence later changed its job-readiness definition to let
more enrollees participate in education and training activities.® An important rationale for this
modification was that many of the job-ready participants (particulariy those with no high school
diploma or GED) may not have been served effectively by the program’s up-front emphasis on
independent job seatch.

Table 6.7 presents the findings on Project Independence’s impact on participation in
employment-related activities for three subgroups defined by combinations of the original and modified
job-readiness criteria.” The top panel includes those who would be defined as job-ready using either
set of criteria. This group is referred to in this analysis as the "job-ready subgroup.” The middle
panel includes those who would be defined as job-ready using the original criteria, but would be
defined as not job-ready using the new criteria because they had no high school diploma or GED.
This group is referred to in this analysis as the "modified job-ready subgroup."!? The bottom panel
includes those who would be defined as not job-ready using either set of criteria. This group is
referred to in this analysis as the "not job-ready subgroup.” The discussion first compares the job-
ready and not job-ready subgroups and then examines the modified job-ready subgroup.

As shown in Table 6.7, participation rates for the not job-ready subgroup (both program and
control groups) were lower than those for the job-ready subgroup. In addition, Project Independence
had a much larger impact on participation in independent job search and job club for the job-ready
subgroup: 27.1 percentage points compared to 15.8 percentage points for the not job-ready subgroup.
This is largely because the not job-ready program group members were much less likely to have
participated in independent job search or job club activities than their counterparts in the job-ready
subgroup. Not surprisingly, the program had a larger impact on participation in ABE or GED classes
for the not job-ready subgroup (9.1 percentage points compared to 2.1 percentage points for the job-

8Under the modified criteria, job-readiness is defined as having a high school diploma or GED or having
worked in at least 12 of the 24 months prior to orientation. "Not job-ready"” is defined as having no high
school diploma or GED and not having worked in at least 12 of the 24 months prior to orientation. This
change went into effect in October 1991, and is not likely to have affected members of the research sample
during the follow-up period, since almost all of the program group members who attended orientation did so
before the change was made.

To ascertain which sample members met (or did not meet) these criteria, the program group members’
Background Information Forms (BIFs) were analyzed with respect to educational attainment levels and work
experience. That information served as the basis for constructing the job-ready and not job-ready subgroups
used in the present analysis (and in Table 6.11). However, case managers were allowed to make some
exceptions to the job-readiness criteria when referring individuals to their first activity.

100t was not possible to define research sample members according to the complete set of revised job-
readiness criteria because the BIFs collected data only on employment in the previous 36 months (in
accordance with the original job-readiness criteria), not the previous 24 months {as prescribed in the revised
job-readiness definition).
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TABLE 6.7

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE

ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT—-RELATED ACTIVITIES,

BY JOB—READINESS STATUS

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Subgroup and Participation Measure {%) (%) Difference Change
Job—ready (high school diploma or GED) (a)
Ever participated in any employment —
related activity (b} 64.7 409 239 58.4%
Ever participated in independent
job search or jab club (b} 45.4 18.3 2741 148.1%
Independent job search 43.5 17.5 26.0 148.1%
Job club 14.1 57 8.4 148.1%
Ever participated in education or training (b) 42.2 315 10.7 34.1%
ABE or GED 7.4 54 2.1 38.1%
ESL 48 2.7 2.1 77.3%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 329 253 7.6 30.2%
On—the-job training 45 35 1.0 29.2%
Sample size (total = 749) 377 arz
Modified job—ready {no high school diploma or GED) (c)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (b) 66.2 37.3 28,9 77.5%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (b) 38.2 186 1986 105.2%
Independent job search 36.7 17.9 18.8 105.2%
Job club 11.9 5.8 6.1 105.2%
Ever participated in education or training {b) 485 322 16.3 50.7%
ABE or GED 324 203 12.0 59.0%
ESL 59 1.7 4.2 247 9%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 26.5 13.6 129 95.2%
On—the—job training 4.4 3.4 1.0 30.1%
Sample size (total = 127) 68 59
Not job—ready
Ever partticipated in any employment—
related activity (b) 55.3 21.0 24.4 78.7%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (b) 277 1.9 158 132.4%
Independent job search 26.6 11.4 15.1 132.4%
Job club 8.6 37 49 132.4%
Ever participated in education or training (b) 34.0 238 10.2 43.0%
ABE or GED 23.4 143 9.1 63.8%
ESL 2.1 0.0 21 n/a
Vocational training or post—secondary education 10.6 7.1 35 49.0%
On—the—job training 21 24 -0.3 -10.5%
Sample size (total = 89) 47 42 -
(continued)
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TABLE 6.7 {continued)

SCURCE: The 24 —month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Participation includes Project Independence and non—Project independence activities.

Tests of statistical significance between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

Sample members are defined as "job—~ready" if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed
for at least 12 of the 36 months prior to random assignment. They are defined as "not job—ready" if they did not meet both
criteria. These definitions are based on those used by Project Independence during the the random assignment period.

"N/a" (not available) is used where the percentage change cannot be calculated.

(a) Sample members in this category are defined as job—ready under the definition stated above and had
earned a high school diploma or GED by the time of random assignment.

(b) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up pericd; therefore, the sum of
percentages in specific activities may exceed the category pefcentage.

{c) Sample members in this category are defined as job—ready under the definition stated above and had
not earned a high school diploma or GED by the time of random assignment.
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ready subgroup). On the other hand, the impact on vocational training or post-secondary education
was larger for the job-ready (7.6 percentage points versus 3.5 percentage points for the not job-ready).

Although not shown in Table 6.7, the job-ready subgroup was much more likely to have
participated in both independent job search or job club and education or training as a result of Project
Independence than the not job-ready subgroup. In particular, Project Independence more than doubled
the percentage of job-ready program group members who received both types of services, while
increasing the rate at which not job-ready program group members participated in both types of
activities by less than one-third.

As shown in Table 6.8, patterns of impacts on earnings and AFDC payments were different
for the job-ready and not job-ready subgroups.!! The job-ready subgroup showed earnings impacts
in year 1 but a much smaller impact in year 2. AFDC impacts were relatively large in both years,
although there was some decline over time. Total AFDC reductions exceeded earnings gains, and the
divergence is likely to increase with more follow-up. In contrast, the not job-ready subgroup showed
no earnings impact in year 1. The gains in year 2 were relatively large, however: nearly $300 per
sample member. AFDC savings, on the other hand, were less than $100 in year | and were even
smaller in year 2. The two-year AFDC savings of $144 over two years were less than half the two-
year earnings gain of $318 and were also less than half the two-year AFDC savings for those in the
job-ready category.

An examination of control group outcomes for these two subgroups suggests a possible
explanation for the opposite patterns of impacts. Earnings for the job-ready subgroup grew over time,
from $2,809 in year 1 to $3,729 in year 2. Evidently, many control group members in that subgroup
found employment on their own. Project Independence speeded up job-finding and got some people
off AFDC sooner, thereby producing initial earnings gains and AFDC reductions. But, by year 2,
control group members’ earnings had substantially caught up with those of program group members.
AFDC impacts therefore persisted longer than earnings impacts but may be expected to decrease
further after year 2.

The not job-ready subgroup had much less chance of becoming employed on their own. As
shown in Table 6.8, control group members in this subgroup had year 1 earnings of only $1,008, and
these increased only slightly to $1,109, in year 2. The two-year average was only about one-third the
two-year average for the job-ready subgroup. Efforts by Project Independence to increase the skills
levels of the not job-ready subgroup did, apparently, increase earning power, but the human-capital-
building activities took much longer to complete than the primarily independent job search activities
of the job-ready subgroup. Earnings impacts for the not job-ready subgroup therefore took longer to
appear. These earnings impacts may last longer, beyond year 2, because an increase in earning power
should give program graduates a more permanent labor market advantage than faster job-finding alone.
The trade-off appears to have been fewer AFDC case closures. The absence of a strong initial push
into employment, coupled with the more lengthy program activities, may have been the reason for the
absence of AFDC impacts in years 1 and 2. Since control group AFDC receipt is continuing to
decrease among the not job-ready, it is by no means certain that AFDC reductions will begin to appear
for the not job-ready after year 2, even if their earnings impacts continue.

UTable 6.11 shows impacts for the first two job-readiness categories combined.
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TABLE 6.8

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS,
BY JOB—READINESS STATUS

Program Controf
Group Group Percentage
Subgroup, Cutcome, and Follow—up Period () %) Difference Change
Job—ready (high school diploma or GED) (a)
Average earnings
Years 1-2 6852 6538 314 * 4.8%
Year 1 3044 2809 235 ¥ 8.4%
Year 2 3808 3729 80 21%
Last quarter of year 2 1003 1013 —10 —1.0%
Average AFDC payments received
Years 1-2 3752 4101 —349 *** —8.5%
Year 1 2057 2259 —202 *** —8.9%
Year 2 1695 1842 —147 *** —-8.0%
Last quarter of year 2 375 404 —29 *** —-7.2%
Sample size (total = 12,537) 9,356 3,181 —
Modified job—ready
{no_high school diploma or GED) {b)
Average earnings
Years 1-2 3113 2904 209 7.2%
Year 1 1342 1320 22 1.7%
Year 2 1772 1584 187 11.8%
Last quarter of year 2 458 438 20 4.6%
Average AFDC payments received
Years 1-2 4822 4990 —168 —3.4%
Year 1 2578 2607 —-29 -1.1%
Year 2 2244 2382 —139 * -5.8%
Last quarter of year 2 509 542 —-34 -6.2%
Sample size (total = 2,395) 1,743 652 -
Not job—ready
Average earnings
Years 1-2 2435 2117 318 15.0%
Year 1 1035 1008 27 2.7%
Year 2 1400 1109 280 * 26.2%
Last quarter of year 2 361 270 120 ** 44 .6%
Average AFDC payments received
Years 1—-2 4518 4662 —-144 -3.1%
Year 1 2467 2564 -97 —3.8%
Year 2 2051 2098 —47 —-2.2%
Last quarter of year 2 456 479 -23 —4.8%
Sample size {total = 1,816} 1,349 467 B
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TABLE 6.8 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES: See Table 6.2.
Variation in two —year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments acress job—readiness subgroups was not
statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
Sample members are defined as "job—ready" if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed
for at least 12 of the 36 months prior to random assighment. They are defined as "not jocb—ready* if they did not meet both
criteria. These definitions are based on those used by Project Independence during the the random assignment pericd.
{&) Sample members in this category are defined as job—ready under the definition stated above and had
earned a high school diploma or GED by the time of random assignment.
(b) Sample members in this category are defined as job—ready under the definition stated above and had
not earned a high school diploma or GED by the time of random assignment.
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What were Project Independence’s effects on the middle subgroup? In general, Table 6.7
indicates that the program’s impact on independent job search and job club for the modified job-ready
subgroup fell in between the comparable impacts for the job-ready and not job-ready subgroups. At
the same time, the impact on participation in education and training for the modified job-ready
subgroup was larger than it was for either the job-ready or the not job-ready subgroup. The largest
impact occurred on participation in vocational training and post-secondary education.

The estimates in Table 6.8 indicate that there were no statistically significant impacts on two-
year earnings for the modified job-ready subgroup. The two-year impact on earnings for this subgroup
was $209 (compared to $314 for the remainder of the job-ready subgroup and $318 for the not job-
ready subgroup). The two-year AFDC savings were $168 — similar in magnitude to the savings for
the not job-ready ($144), but less than the savings for the job-ready ($349). The overall differences
in impacts among the three subgroups were not statistically significant. Nevertheless, the increase in
impacts on earnings and AFDC payments for the middle group from year 1 to year 2 is consistent with
the relatively large impact on education and training participation rates reported for that group. It also
suggests that the up-front independent job search did not have a payoff for this group.

B. Impacts on Long-Term AFDC Recipients

This section addresses the question of whether Project Independence’s impacts varied for
subgroups defined on the basis of their prior AFDC history. This issue has taken on particular
importance because the Family Support Act of 1988 requires states to focus more than half of their
resources on target groups that include longer-term AFDC recipients.!?> For purposes of the present
analysis, prior welfare history can be analyzed along two dimensions. The first is the number of years
of prior AFDC receipt. The second is whether the sample member was receiving AFDC at the time
of random assignment. Sample members who were applying for AFDC at the time of random
assignment are called "applicants”; those who were already on AFDC are called "recipients.” Both
applicants and recipients may have had short or long histories of prior AFDC receipt, possibly in one
or more prior spells of receipt.

Several previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs have examined impacts for sub-
groups defined by prior AFDC receipt patterns. These evaluations have found that applicants with no
prior AFDC receipt have generally produced below-average earnings gains and AFDC reductions.!?
This is because many first-time applicants find jobs and leave AFDC fairly quickly even without
program assistance. The ability of a program to increase job-finding and welfare case closure, above
and beyond normal behavior, is therefore limited for this subgroup. The impacts for those with some
previous AFDC receipt have varied, depending on the program and the outcome measure. Long-term
AFDC recipients have usually accounted for a major share of AFDC reductions (in programs that had
any welfare impacts), but have not as consistently obtained sizable earnings gains. In the absence of

12Specifically, federal law requires that a minimum of 55 percent of JOBS expenditures be directed to
participants who belonged to specified "target groups.” One of these target groups includes those who have
received AFDC for a minimum of 36 of the previous 60 months.

13See Friedlander, 1988; Gueron and Pauly, 1991; and Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994. One
exception was the San Diego Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) Program, which generated substantial
impacts for first-time applicants. For those results, see Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993.
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a program intervention, long-term AFDC recipients often tend to remain on AFDC for several years
into the future, so any program-induced changes in their behavior can result in relatively large AFDC
reductions. However, the very low skills levels of many long-termers reduce their ability to sustain
employment over the long run. These low levels of skills may partly explain the lack of consistent
earnings impacts for this subgroup in the low- to moderate-cost programs of the past.

The Project Independence research sample was divided into three subgroups based on sample
members’ history of AFDC receipt prior to random assignment: first-time applicants, AFDC receipt
totaling less than two years on the person’s own or spouse’s case {"short-term” applicants and
recipients), and AFDC receipt totaling two years or more on the person’s own or spouse’s case {"long-
term" applicants and recipients).!* Note that "applicants” to AFDC often have received AFDC
previously, and such persons may be classified as short term or long term. As shown in Table 6.9,
the overall participation rates among program group members and the program’s impact on
participation rates for the three subgroups were generally similar. The primary exceptions were the
relatively high rate of participation in ESL classes among first-time applicants (in both the program
and control groups) and the relatively low rate of participation in vocational training or post-secondary
education classes among long-term applicants and recipients in the program group.

Impact estimates for the welfare history subgroups are displayed in Table 6.10. As has been
the pattern in previous studies, firsi-time applicants realized a small and not statistically significant
earnings impact: $54 over the two-year follow-up. Surprisingly, those who had two years or more
of prior AFDC receipt generated the largest two-year earnings impact, $738 per sample member. The
$87 earnings impact for those with less than two years of prior AFDC receipt was similar to the
impact for first-time applicants. The differences in the two-year earnings impacts among these three
subgroups were statistically significant. Despite their larger impacts, program group members with
two years or more of previous AFDC receipt had average earnings that were substantially lower than
the earnings of those with fewer months of past AFDC receipt. Even in year 2, the average earnings
of program group members with longer prior AFDC receipt were $2,413, compared to $3,134 for
those with less than two years of AFDC receipt and $3,775 for first-time applicants (zero earnings
were included in the averages for sample members who were not employed).

AFDC payments impacts for the three subgroups were closer in size than the earnings impacts
and were not correlated with subgroup earnings impacts. The two-year AFDC savings were $407 for
those with two years or more of receipt, $295 for those with less than two years of receipt, and $252
for first-time applicants. The differences among the three subgroups in these impacts on AFDC
payments were not statistically significant.

Each of the two subgroups with prior AFDC receipt can be further divided by their status as
applicants or recipients. Specifically, there are applicants and recipients with less than two years of
prior AFDC receipt and applicants and recipients with two years or more of prior AFDC receipt.
Combined with the first-time applicants, this leads to a five-way breakdown of the sample. The
impacts for each of these five subgroups are reported in Table 6.11. This table reveals that applicants

%These definitions differ from those used in other MDRC studies of welfare-to-work ptograms. In most
of these studies, applicants were defined as a single group, and only ongoing recipients were divided into
subgroups defined by long-term and short-term AFDC histories.
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TWO—YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE

TABLE 6.9

ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT —-RELATED ACTIVITIES,

BY AFDC HISTORY

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Subgroup and Participation Measure (%) (%) Difference Change
First—time applicant
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 63.3 38.0 24.3 62.3%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 41.2 18.2 28.0 212.4%
Independent job search 396 127 269 212.4%
Job club 12.8 4.1 8.7 212.4%
Ever participated in education or training (&) 437 335 10.2 30.4%
ABE or GED 10.1 55 4.6 83.1%
ESL 8.5 6.6 1.9 29.6%
Vocational training or pest—secondary education 30.2 22,0 8.2 37.2%
On—the—~job traihing 4.0 28 1.3 46.2%
Sample size (total = 381) 199 182
Less than two years {b)
Ever participated in any employment—
related activity (a) 64.9 42.9 22.0 51.3%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 43.6 207 229 110.7%
Independent job search 41.9 19.9 220 110.7%
Job club 135 6.4 71 110.7%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 40.6 300 10.6 35.4%
ABE or GED 12.7 9.3 3.4 37.0%
ESL 2.4 Q.0 24 nfa
Vocational training or post—secondary education 30.9 214 9.5 44.2%
On-—the—job training 3.0 5.0 —-2.0 —39.4%
Sample size (total = 305) 165 140
Two years or more (b)
Ever participated in any employment-—
related activity (a) 61.8 39.3 225 57.4%
Ever participated in independent
job search or job club (a) 431 215 216 100.7%
Independent job search 41.4 206 208 100.7%
Job club 13.4 6.7 8.7 100.7%
Ever participated in education or training (a) 39.0 28.2 10.8 38.3%
ABE or GED 13.8 9.8 4.0 40.7%
ESL 1.6 1.2 0.4 32.5%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 252 208 4.3 20.8%
On-the—jcb training 5.7 25 32 132.2%
Sample size (total = 286) 123 163

SOURCE: The 24-month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Participation includes Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities.

Tests of statistical significance between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences.

“Nfa" {not applicable) is used where the percentage change cannot be calculated.

(a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow—up period; therefore, the sum of

percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.

{b) This subgroup includes both applicants and recipients, and refers to the total number of months accumulated
from one or more spells on an individual's or spouse's AFDC case. |t does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name.
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TABLE 6.10

TWO—YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE

ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS,
BY AFDC HISTORY

Program Control
Group Group Percentage
Subkgroup, Outcome, and Follow—up Period {3$) %) Difference Change
First—time applicant
Average earnings
Years 1-2 6734 6680 54 0.8%
Year 1 2959 2520 39 1.3%
Year 2 3775 3759 15 0.4%
Last quarter of year 2 1004 992 12 1.2%
Average AFDC payments received
Years 1 -2 3286 3538 —252 *** -7.1%
Year 1 1830 1972 —141 *k* —7.2%
Year 2 1456 1566 —110Q *** -7.1%
Last quarter of year 2 313 351 —37 *%* —-10.6%
Sample size (total = 7,118) 531 1,807
Less than two years (a)
Average earnings
Years 1-2 5651 5564 87 1.6%
Year 1 2516 2367 150 6.3%
Year 2 3134 3197 -63 —2.0%
Last quarter of year 2 827 872 —-45 —5.1%
Average AFDC payments received
Years 1—-2 4188 4484 --205 *** -6.6%
Year 1 2274 2474 —200 *** -8.1%
Year 2 1914 2010 -96 * —4.8%
Last quarter of year 2 426 439 -13 —-29%
Sample size (total = 5,163} 3,851 1,312
Two years or more (a)
Average earnings
Years 1—-2 4382 3644 738 *h+ 20.3%
Year 1 1969 1584 385 *** 24.3%
Year 2 2413 2060 353 *** 17.1%
Last quarter of year 2 616 584 32 5.5%
Average AFDC payments received
Years 1—2 4946 5353 —4Q7 *** —-7.6%
Year 1 2642 2831 —189 *** —B.7%
Year 2 2304 2522 =218 *** —B.6%
Last quarter of year 2 529 566 —37 ** —6.6%
Sample size (total = 4,620) 3,373 1,247 B

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings records and AFDC records.

NOTES: See Table 6.2,

Variation in two —year impacts on earnings across welfare history categories was statistically significant at the
5 percent level. Variation in two—year impacts on AFDC payments across welfare history categories was not statistically

significant at the 10 percent level.

{a) This subgroup includes both applicants and recipients, and refers to the total number of months

accumulated from one or more spells on an individual’s or spouse’s AFDC case. It does not include AFDC receipt under

a parent's name.
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with more than two years of prior AFDC receipt tended to experience large and sustained earnings
impacts.!> In other words, earnings impacts were largest for a subgroup in the middle of the
spectrum of prior welfare receipt, neither among those with the least prior welfare receipt nor among
those with the longest prior welfare histories. This finding is consistent with earlier research.!®
AFDC impacts were smallest for first-time applicants and recipients with a welfare history of two
years or more.

V. Impacts for Other Subgroups

Table 6.11 presents impacts for a number of other subgroups of the Project Independence
research sample, and a summary of the findings is presented in this section. Two-year impacts on
AFDC payments were similar for sample members with and without employment in the year prior to
random assignment; earnings impacts were slightly higher for those who were not employed in the year
prior to random assignment.

Across ethnic subgroups, earnings impacts were large for the Hispanic and Asian/other
categories. This latter subgroup was quite small, however, and impact estimates for it are unreliable
as a consequence. Two-year earnings impacts for Hispanics were $474, although the effect appeared
to be decreasing over time. For whites and blacks, earnings impacts were below the full-sample
average. Their AFDC impacts were larger than those for Hispanics, however, and exceeded their
earnings impacts. Hispanic earnings impacts appeared not to have accrued to sample members who
were not proficient in English: Two-year impacts on both earnings and AFDC payments were small
for sample members whose primary language was Spanish. Differences in two-year impacts across
ethnic subgroups were not statistically significant. Differences in two-year earnings impacts across
primary language subgroups were not statistically significant, but two-year differences in AFDC
payments impacts were.

About one in eight sample members were already participating in an education or training
program at the time of their referral to Project Independence. For those individuals, it is a question
whether Project Independence could achieve any impacts above and beyond any impacts that might
have been achieved by the pre-Project Independence activities. In fact, earnings gains were
particularly large for this subgroup, and AFDC reductions were above the full-sample average. Cross-
subgroup impact differences were not statistically significant.

Across subgroups based on sample members’ number of children, differences in impacts were
not statistically significant for either two-year earnings or two-year AFDC payments. Two-year
earnings impacts were not widely different. Two-year AFDC reductions were somewhat larger for
the subgroup with two children and smaller for the subgroup with three or more children, but the

BCollectively, the differences in first-year earnings impacts among the five subgroups were statistically
significant. However, the only pair-wise differences in these impacts that were statistically significant were:
(1) the differences between impacts for applicants with two years or more of prior AFDC receipt and those
for first-time applicants, and (2) the differences between impacts for applicants with two years or more of
prior AFDC receipt and those for recipients with less than two years.

16See Friedlander, 1988.
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differences were not large enough to suggest that Project Independence was more effective with any
one of these subgroups.

V1. Two-Year Impacts by County

The impacts on participation in employment-related activities for each county are presented in
Table 6.12.17 The table indicates considerable variation across the counties in the mix of services
utilized and in Project Independence’s impact on participation. For example, Project Independence’s
impact on rates of participation in any employment-related activity ranged from a high of 35.7 per-
centage points for Hillsborough to a low of 11.9 percentage points for Orange. These two counties
were also at the extremes of impacts on participation in independent job search or job club (31.8
percentage points for Hillsborough compared to 11.8 percentage points for Orange). Impacts on
participation in education and training activities were largest for Dade (26.7 percentage points) — with
an especially large impact on participation in ESL (15.9 percentage points) — and smallest for Orange
(2.9 percentage points).

Table 6.13 presents the two-year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments for each of the nine
research counties and for the full research sample. The impacts on two-year earnings were positive
for all the counties except Duval and Hillshorough, although they were statistically significant only in
Lee and Orange. Although not statistically significant, the two-year impacts on earnings exceeded the
all-county average impact in Broward, Dade, Orange, Pinellas, and Volusia. The table also shows that
two-year AFDC payments were reduced in all research counties except Bay, and that these reductions
were statistically significant in Broward, Dade, Duval, Hillsborough, and Orange. Hillsborough and
Orange achieved the largest AFDC reductions. Earnings gains exceeded AFDC payments reductions
in all counties except Duval and Hillsborough.

It is important to note that the differences among counties in two-year impacts were not
statistically significant. This means that much of the apparent variation in county impact estimates
displayed in Table 6.13 may well have stemmed from chance rather than from real differences in
county performance. Thus, the differences among counties displayed in Table 6.13 should not be
interpreted as a reliable ranking of the relative effectiveness of the county-specific Project
Independence programs. There may, however, be important reasons why some county impact
estimates are relatively high and others relatively low.

This report does not attempt to identify the causes of variation in county impacts. However,
it is worth noting that there are no obvious or consistent relationships between the level of county-
specific impacts and county characteristics such as labor market conditions, program service
availability and quality, or program participation patterns. This can be seen by comparing the county-
specific impacts in Table 6.13 with the county-specific participation information in Table 6.12, the
service availability and quality information in Table 3.1, and the labor market information in Table
1.1. It may be that a combination of these factors, or some other factor altogether, explains the
variation in county impacts. In general, however, no conclusions can be drawn from the evidence

"Because of small sample sizes, special caution should be used in interpreting the county-specific
participation patterns and estimates of Project Independence’s impact on participation.
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TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE

TABLE 6.12

ON RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES,

BY COUNTY
Program Control
Group Group Percentage

County and Participation Measure (%) (%) Difference Change

Bay

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 64.7 44.0 20.7 47 1%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club (a) 41.2 20.0 21.2 105.9%
Independent job search 395 19.2 2083 105.9%
Job club 128 6.2 6.6 105.9%

Ever participated in education or training (a) 47 1 36.0 1141 30.7%
ABE or GED 58 14.0 -8.1 —58.0%
ESL 0.0 4.0 —4.0 n/a
Vocaticnal training or post—secondary education 41.2 28.0 13.2 47 1%
On-—the—job training 9.8 10.0 —-0.2 —2.0%

Sample size {total = 101) 51 50 o

Broward

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 67.4 46.3 21.1 45.6%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club (a) 49.0 22.2 26.8 120.4%
Independent job search 47.0 213 257 120.4%
Job club 15.2 6.9 8.3 120.4%

Ever participated in education or training {(a) 429 37.0 5.8 15.7%
ABE or GED 204 111 9.3 83.7%
ESL 0.0 7.4 74 h/a
Vacational training or post—secondary education 36.7 204 16.4 80.3%
On—the—job training 20 1.9 0.2 10.3%

Sample size (total = 103) 49 54

Dade

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 67.0 35.7 31.3 B7.7%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club {a} 47.3 19.1 28.2 148.0%
Independent job search 45.4 18.3 27 1 148.0%
Job club 14.6 59 8.7 148.0%

Ever participated in education or training (a) 517 250 287 106.6%
ABE or GED 9.9 36 6.3 177.0%
ESL 231 71 15.9 223.2%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 297 17.9 11.8 66.1%
Cn—the —job training 2.2 24 -0.2 -7.6%

Sample size (total = 175) 91 84 )

{continued)
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TABLE 6.12 (continued)

Program Control
Group Group Percentage

County and Participation Measure (%) (%) Difference Change

Duval

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 52.0 32.1 19.9 62.1%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club (a) 32.0 11.3 20.7 182.7%
Independent job search 30.7 10.9 1.9 182.7%
Job club 9.9 3.5 6.4 182.7%

Ever participated in education or training (a) 36.0 30.2 5.8 19.2%
ABE or GED 12.0 9.4 28 27.3%
ESL 2.0 0.0 2.0 n/a
Vocational training or post—secondary education 240 8.9 51 27.2%
On—the—job training 6.0 19 4.1 217.5%

Sample size (total = 103) 50 53 i

Hillsborough

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity {a) 61.1 25.5 35.7 140.1%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club (&} 46.3 14.6 318 218.6%
Independent job search 444 14.0 30.5 218.2%
Job club 14.4 45 9.8 218.2%

Ever participated in education or training (a) 278 6.4 11.4 69.8%
ABE or GED 111 3.6 7.5 205.2%
ESL 1.9 1.8 00 1.6%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 18.5 109 76 69.8%
Cn—the —job training 1.9 1.8 0.0 1.6%

Sample size {total = 109) 54 55 T

Lee

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 64.8 429 220 51.2%

Ever paricipated in independent

job search or job club (a) 44 4 16.1 28.4 176.5%
independent job search 427 15.4 27.2 176.5%
Job club 13.8 5.0 88 176.5%

Ever participated in education or training (a) 37.0 33.9 3.1 9.2%
ABE or GED 11.1 107 0.4 3.7%
ESL 1.8 1.8 01 3.4%
Vocational training or post—secondary education 222 23.2 -1.0 —-4.3%
Cn—the—job training 5.6 3.6 2.0 55.7%

Sample size (total = 110) 54 56

(continued)
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TABLE 6.12 (continued}

Program Control
Group Group Percentage

County and Participation Measure (%) {96) Difference Change

Qrange

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 53.5 41.5 11.9 28.8%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club (a} 345 22.6 11.8 52.83%
independent job search 33.1 217 11.4 52.3%
Job club 10.7 7.0 3.7 52.3%

Ever participated in education or training (a} 29.3 26.4 2.9 10.9%
ABE or GED 12.1 9.4 26 28.0%
ESL 0.0 0.0 0.0 nfa
Vocational training or post--secondary education 155 151 0.4 2.8%
On-the-job training 35 38 -0.3 ~-8.5%

Sample size (total = 111} 58 53 o

Pinellas

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (&) 66.7 47 .2 19.5 41.3%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club (a) 38.6 208 17.9 86.0%
Independent job search 371 19.9 17.1 86.0%
Job club 12.0 6.4 55 86.0%

Ever participated in education or training (a) 491 359 13.3 37.0%
ABE or GED 2141 7.6 13.5 178.8%
ESL c.0 1.9 —-1.9 n/a
Vocational training or post—secondary education 33.3 30.2 3.1 10.4%
Cn—the—job training 7.0 1.9 5.1 271.4%

Sample size {total = 110) 57 53 ' .

Volusia

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 75.0 49.0 26.0 53.0%

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club {(a) 48.2 216 26.6 123.5%
Independent job search 46.3 20.7 256 123.5%
Job club 14.9 6.7 8.3 123.5%

Ever participated in education or training (a} 48.4 37.3 g.2 24.6%
ABE or GED 7.1 7.8 -0.7 -8.9%
ESL 00 0.0 0.0 nfa
Vocational training or post—secondary education 42.9 31.4 115 36.6%
Cn—the—job training 0.c 2.0 —2.0 —-100.0%

Sample size {total = 107) 56 51 )

SOURCE: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members.

NOTES: Participation includes Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities,

Tests of statistical significance between research groups were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight disrepancies when calculating sums, averages, and differences.

"N/a" (not applicable) is used when there is zero participation by program or contrel group members and,
therefore, a percentage change calculation is meaningless.

(a) Individuals could participate in mere than one activity during the follow—up period; therefore, the sum
of the percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.
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presented in this report about the true magnitude, source, or policy importance of county variation in
impacts.

VII. Comparisons with Other Welfare-to-Work Programs

To provide a context for gauging the magnitude of Project Independence’s two-year impacts,
it is useful to compare them with those generated by other JOBS programs and pre-JOBS programs.
One important random assignment evaluation of a JOBS program for which there are comparable data
is the study of California’s Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, which was conducted
by MDRC. During the 1980s, MDRC also conducted random assignment evaluations of seven pre-
JOBS welfare-to-work programs, which provide another set of comparisons. One must be cautious
in comparing impacts for Project Independence and these programs because there are several important
differences in the research designs used, program models, and the environments in the various states.
These are discussed briefly below.

First, as discussed in Chapters 1 and 5, random assignment for the Project Independence
evaluation took place at the point of AFDC application or redetermination; in GAIN and some of the
other evaluations, random assignment took place at orientation. As also discussed previously, it is not
clear whether the earlier point of random assignment used in the Project Independence evaluation
served to increase the impact estimates {(by capturing more of the total program effect) or to "water
down" the impact estimates (by including in the research sample individuals who did not attend
orientation and thus did not participate in activities). In any case, the Project Independence research
sample includes individuals who did not attend orientation and so would not have become part of the
samples in GAIN and other studies.

Second, there is evidence that perhaps 20 percent of the Project Independence control group
may have been exposed to the program, a condition that was generally not present in the other
evaluations. Such crossover would have decreased the difference in treatment between program and
control group members and thereby decrease the estimate of program impacts. In addition, control
group members in the Project Independence evaluation were given access to subsidized child care and
tuition assistance under the same guidelines and priorities as program group members, which tended
to decrease the treatment difference between program and control group members. This was generally
not the case in the other evaluations.

Third, the research sample for Project Independence differed in several important respects from
those of the other evaluations. The Project Independence evaluation research sample included single-
parent AFDC applicants and recipients whose youngest child was between the ages of three and five
(as well as those whose youngest child was six years old or older), whereas the research samples for

81t is worth noting that program administrators, in advance of the evaluation, picked Lee County as the
one likely to have the largest impacts. That the large earnings impacts for Lee came out in accord with their
expectations suggests that administrators can identify superior performance across a number of program sites.
This would be an important finding, if it could be replicated, since other studies have indicated that the
measures of performance traditionally relied on by administrators are not reliable (e.g., see Friedlander,
1988).
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most of the other evaluations did not include this group. To increase comparability, this section
focuses on Project Independence results for single-parent AFDC applicants and recipients whose
youngest child was age six or older at the time of random assignment.!® It may also be noted that
the Project Independence research sample included a much higher proportion of AFDC applicants and
reapplicants than did most of the other research samples. Applicants and reapplicants made up 83
percent of the Project Independence research sample. Only one of the other programs in this
comparison exceeded this rate, and most were far below it.2® GAIN had a much lower rate (only
22 percent for the research sample as a whole), and zero percent for two of the research counties. !
This means that research sample members in the Project Independence evaluation may have been
somewhat less "disadvantaged,” on average, than was typical in the other evaluations.

Fourth, the evaluations differed in their state AFDC grant levels. In particular, Florida ranks
in the lower range of states across the country. In this respect, it differs especially from California,
which ranks among the highest. For example, in January 1991, the basic AFDC grant in Florida for
a family of three was $294, and 35 states had higher grant levels. In that same month, the basic
AFDC grant for a family of three in California was $607; only Alaska had a higher grant level. This
difference means that Project Independence and GAIN participants faced very different incentives and
opportunities to supplement or replace welfare with earnings. It may also be noted that labor market
conditions differed across evaluations.

Fifth, the other evaluations were conducted in earlier years, and inflation has changed the value
of the dollar. A given dollar amount of impact from the earlier programs would be worth more in
today’s dollars. For GAIN, inflating the evaluation impacts to current dollars would have only a
minor effect. But dollar amounts from most of the other program evaluations would increase by about
one-third above those shown below.?2 It is not clear that such an inflation adjustment would yield

"The Arkansas program (which pre-dated JOBS) did include sample members whose youngest child was
between the ages of three and five, and individuals in that group are included in the estimates presented below
for that program. Three counties in the GAIN evaluation — Alameda, Riverside, and Tulare — also worked
with this group, but most of those individuals were brought into the program after the start of the evaluation,
and this subgroup is not included in the basic GAIN estimates presented later in this section. Estimates for
this subgroup from these three GAIN counties and from Project Independence are compared after the main
discussion.

208an Diego I (the San Diego Employment Preparation Program/Experimental Work Experience Program,
or EPP/EWEP) worked only with applicants.

21The percentage of AFDC applicants and reapplicants in the GAIN research sample was calculated as
the average of the percentages in each of the six GAIN research counties, which were weighted equally (see
Table 1.2 in Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994). Alameda and Los Angeles did not include any AFDC
applicants or reapplicanits in their research samples; those counties worked only with long-term AFDC
recipients.

22Data on earnings and AFDC payments for the Project Independence evaluation came largely from the
period 1992-1993. The year 1993 can therefore be taken as the "current year." An appropriate year upon
which to base inflation adjustments for GAIN would be 1992, For most of the other evaluations cited later
in this section, an appropriate base year would be 1985. Louisville group and individual job search were
evaluated earlier, but the estimates shown for them below have been inflated to 1985 dollars. For San Diego
SWIM, the appropriate base year would be 1988. Inflating GAIN results from 1992 to 1993 requires that

{continued...)
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the most appropriate comparison figures, however. AFDC grant levels and the minimum wage have
increased at a slower rate than general inflation. Adjustment for inflation in the usual fashion would
therefore not account for the levels of AFDC and the wage rates available to the welfare population.

Finally, the programs differed in the relative emphasis they placed on immediate labor force
attachment and human capital development. They also differed in the amount of resources available
and in their targeting approaches. Most of the programs were relatively low-cost, consisting mainly
of job club or other job search assistance, often including a work experience activity as well. Florida
relied heavily on very low-cost independent job search, but Florida and three other programs also
added some more costly education and training to the service mix. San Diego SWIM put those more
expensive activities at the end of a sequence that began with job search and work experience. Balti-
more Options allowed caseworkers to assign education or training to enrollees whom they deemed
appropriate for it, and also allowed enrollees latitude to choose those activities. GAIN placed the most
emphasis on basic education, making it a mandatory first activity for enrollees who scored low on a
basic skills test or had no high school diploma or GED.?3

The above cautions should be kept in mind when comparing results for Project Independence
to those from other evaluations. Table 6.14 presents short-term impacts on earnings and AFDC
payments for single-parent AFDC applicants and recipients for all the programs. Results for all the
programs listed in the top portion of the table pertain to the subgroup without preschool-age children.
Project Independence is shown first in the table (with a breakdown for the early and late cohorts),
followed by GAIN and the other programs, which are shown in order of decreasing net program cost.
GAIN was the most costly program, with net costs of $3,422 per sample member (about $3,500 in
present dollars). Baltimore Options and San Diego SWIM were in the middle range, with net costs
just under $1,000, uninflated (about $1,200 to $1,300 in present dollars). The other programs were
less expensive, in the range of $100 to $600 per sample member, uninflated (from about $150 to about
$800 in present dollars). Estimates for the subgroup with preschool-age children are shown at the
bottom of the table.?*

To summarize: A wide range of impacts on AFDC have been measured in previous evaluations
of welfare-to-work programs. The 6 percent reduction in two-year AFDC payments measured for

22(. ..continued)
dollar amounts be multiplied by 1.03. Inflating San Diego SWIM results from 1988 would require
multiplication by 1.20, and inflating the other program results from 1985 would require multiplication by
1.33.

23 Although GAIN’s service emphasis varied substantially by county, on average, the program placed a
greater emphasis on basic education than did Project Independence, San Diego SWIM, or Baltimore Options
(see Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994).

24 Although not shown in the table, the crossover adjustment described in Chapter 5 may be applied to any
Project Independence estimate by dividing 1 minus .198, which is approximately the same as multiplying by
1.25. This crossover adjustment may correct for one of the differences between the Project Independence
evaluation and the others, namely, that significant numbers of control group members in Florida were exposed
to the program treatment. Crossover in the Florida evaluation would tend to make Project Independence’s
impact estimates understate the program’s true impacts, especially in comparison with other evaluations where
crossover did not occur.
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TABLE 6.14

IMPACTS FOR SINGLE—PARENT AFDCs IN RANDOM ASSIGNMENT EVALUATIONS
OF STATE WELFARE—TO—-WORK PROGRAMS

Average Annual Earnings ($) Average Annual AFDC Payments ($)
Subgroup and Program Net Cost Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Youngest child, age 6 or older
Project Independence nfa 284 *** 190 nfa {71 wEN 433 *w* nfa
Early cohort {(a) 1128 278 * 211 424 ** —139 *** {05 * —-101 *
Late cohort 877 307 ** 181 n/a —192 *** {55 *x* n/a
California GAIN (b) 3422 266 *** 512 *** 636 *** —283 *** 347 *** (331 ***
Baltimore Options 953 140 401 ** 511 **¥ 2 —34 ~31
San Diego SWIM (c) 919 352 ¥+ 644q *xx 555 *** =419 *** 5 *Hk 483
San Diego | (EPP/EWEP) 636 443 *** n/a n/a —206 *** nfa n/a
Virginia ESP 430 69 280 ** 268 * —69 —36 —111 **
Woest Virginia
CWEP 260 16 n/a n/a C n/a nfa
Louisville WIN Lab—
Group Job Search (d) 230 464 ** n/a n/a —40 n/a n/a
Cook County
WIN Demonstration 157 10 n/a n/a -40 n/a n/a
Louisville WIN Lab—
Individual Job Search (d}) 138 289 ** 456 ** 435 ** =75 * —164 **  —184 **
Arkansas WORK
Program (e) 118 167 ** 223 337 ** —145 *kx  _qQQ *rE 158 ***
Youngest child, age 3—5
Project Independence n/a 54 -34 n/a —133 *** 77 * n/a
Early cohort (a) 1831 142 216 97 —86 -117 * -2
Late cohort 8o4 14 —-189 nfa —182 *** -59 n/a
California GAIN
Three counties {f) n/a 512 (z) 732 (2) 711 {2) —108 (2 —194(z2) —350 (2)

SOURCES: Gueran and Pauly, 1991; Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994; Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993.

NOTES: All estimates are uninflated unless otherwise noted.

A two—tailed t—test was applied to the differences between program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = { percent, ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

Where results are not available, "n/fa" is used.

(a) Year 3 earnings equal the sum for quarters 10 through 12 times 4/3,

(b) Estimates are averages across six counties, with results for each county weighted equally. The counties are

Alameda, Butte, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare.
{c) All SWIM data in this table are taken from Friedlander and Hamiltan, 1993,
(d) Lousiville WIN Lab estimates are inflated to 1985 dollars.

(e} Arkansas WORK Program estimates include a significant number of sample members with a youngest

child 3 to 5 years of age.

(f) Estimates are averages across three counties, with results for each county weighted equally. The counties

are Alameda, Riverside, and Tulare.
(z) Statistical tests are not available.
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Project Independence falls roughly in the middle of the observed range of welfare savings. On the
other hand, earnings impacts for Project Independence showed an atypical decline after the first year.
Earnings impacts for the early cohort without preschool-age children do rank in the middle of the
range established by other programs, but impacts for the other groups are lower.

A detailed analysis requires an examination of the year-by-year results. Project Independence’s
first-year earnings impact of $284 for sample members without a child under age six was virtually
identical to the first-year earnings impact for GAIN. It exceeded the first-year earnings impacts for
Cook County, West Virginia, and Virginia. It was exceeded by the first-year impacts for both Louis-
ville programs and both San Diego programs, and would be similar to the first-year earnings impacts
for Arkansas and Baltimore if those were inflated to current dollars. Earnings impacts in year 1 are
not the most important for purposes of comparison, however. In all six evaluations with follow-up
beyond one year, impacts on earnings increased from year 1 to year 2, and impacts on earnings either
grew from year 2 to year 3 or declined by less than 16 percent (as they did for San Diego SWIM).
All of these programs featured a major job search component, and, in several, job search was by far
the dominant activity. For example, in the Louisville Individual Job Search program, individual job
search was the only activity, the net cost of the program was $136 per sample member (in 1985
dollars), and the earnings impacts increased substantially from year 1 to year 2 and remained at almost
their peak level in year 3. Similarly, in the Arkansas WORK program, group and individual job
search were the program activities for almost all participants, the net cost of the program was $118
(in 1985 dollars), and the earnings impacts increased substantially from year 1 to year 2 and again
from year 2 to year 3. The evidence from past evaluations is that job search can be effective in
increasigsg earnings, and the earnings c¢ffects can last at least three to four years before beginning to
decline.

In Project Independence, earnings impacts for the subgroup without preschool-age children
decreased about one-third between year 1 and year 2. For the early cohort in that subgroup, however,
the substantial increase from year 2 to year 3 more than made up for that temporary decline. The
impact for year 3 is the most important to compare across programs, since it is probably most repre-
sentative of longer-term impacts. The third-year earnings impact for Project Independence is in the
same range as third-year results for Virginia ESP, Louisville Individual Job Search, and Arkansas
WORK, all of which were primarily job search programs. These estimates, when inflated, would form
a range of approximately $350 to $600 for third-year earnings impacts. The third-year earnings impact
for the Project Independence early cohort of the subgroup without preschool-age children is in this
range. When the crossover adjustment is applied, the resulting third-year earnings impact estimate is
still in this range.

Two-year impacts on AFDC payments for Project Independence were $304 for the group
without preschool-age children, a reduction of 7.5 percent of payments to the control group. For the
early cohort of this subgroup, the two-year impact was $244, a reduction of 6.3 percent. These
amounts are similar, and the third year for the carly cohort does not show much change over time.
Conclusions about the relative magnitude of Project Independence AFDC payments impacts are
therefore less contingent on early-cohort results than is the conclusion about earnings impacts. As with
earnings, the early-cohort estimates are taken as representative of Project Independence. The dollar

238ee, €. g., Friedlander and Burtless, 1995,
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amount of those savings was clearly exceeded by GAIN and San Diego SWIM. Dollar impacts in
Arkansas, when inflated, would exceed those in Florida. Dollar impacts for San Diego I, when
inflated and projected into the unavailable year 2, would also probably exceed Florida’s. Inflated
impacts for Louisville Individual Job Search would exceed Florida’s. Florida clearly achieved larger
AFDC savings than four of the other five programs. It also probably achieved larger AFDC impacts
than Virginia, although longer-term follow-up would be helpful in determining the relative magnitudes
of AFDC impacts for that comparison. Across all programs, then, Project Independence would be in
the middle rank for dollar AFDC impacts.?6

The direct comparison of impacts on AFDC payments discussed above is problematic owing
to differences in AFDC benefit levels and differences in sample composition. The low AFDC benefit
levels in Florida placed a limit on the dollar saving that could be achieved from any given case closing.
In addition, the high proportion of AFDC applicants in the Project Independence sample meant that
a large fraction of control group members would leave AFDC within a few years after random
assignment. The average AFDC payment per control group member would be reduced by the large
number of controls who left AFDC. A given percentage AFDC impact would therefore appear as a
smaller average dollar impact than it would in a sample where a large fraction of controls continued
to receive AFDC. It is therefore useful to examine impacts on AFDC payments as a percentage of
payments to the control group. Comparing percentage AFDC effects is a way of adjusting for the
differences in grant levels across states. When the question is how well a program has reduced AFDC
expenditures for its own particular caseload, comparing percentage AFDC effects is more informative
than comparing dollar effects.?’

The two-year AFDC impact in Project Independence for the early cohort of the subgroup
without preschool-age children was 6.3 percent of control group average payments (not shown in Table
6.14). This was similar to the two-year reduction achieved by GAIN (5.6 percent) and Louisville Indi-
vidual Job Search (about 6 percent); larger than the saving in Virginia (about 3 percent); and slightly
smaller than the saving in San Diego I (8 percent in year 1). The only substantially larger percentage
reductions for two-year AFDC impacts were in San Diego SWIM (about 11 percent) and Arkansas
(about 16 percent). In addition, the decline in dollar AFDC impact from year 1 to year 2 in Florida
did not amount to a significant decline in percentage terms because the average payments to control
group members fell, too. In fact, the percentage impact increased from year 2 to year 3 for the early
cohort. Thus, converting AFDC impacts from dollars to percentages makes the impacts of Project

26 Applying the crossover adjustment to AFDC savings yields a two-year impact estimate of $304 for the
early cohort of the subgroup without preschool-age children, which does not significantly change the ranking
of dollar impacts in Project Independence relative to those of the other programs. The crossover-adjusted two-
year AFDC impact for the full subgroup without preschool-age children is $379, which is also not large
cnough to change the relative ranking of the program.

27To see the utility of percentage effects, suppose that three programs have different fractions of enrollees
who would be on AFDC in the long term without intervention. Those fractions are 20 percent, 50 percent,
and 80 percent. Further, suppose that ¢ach program is successful in inducing 20 percent of those potential
long-term recipients to leave AFDC in the short term. The percentage point impacts would be 4, 10, and
16, respectively (i.e., .20 x 20, .20 x 50, and .20 X 80). The percentage AFDC effects would, however,
all be 20 percent, indicating a 20 percent success rate in reducing fong-term AFDC receipt for all three
programs.
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Independence appear larger when compared to the other programs, and percentage AFDC impacts are
likely to continue to compare favorably over time.?®

Another way of comparing effects across programs is to examine the degree to which earnings
increases replaced or exceeded reductions in AFDC payments. Given a similar percentage reduction
in AFDC payments between two programs, the one with the higher ratio of dollars of earnings impact
to dollars of AFDC payments impact could be judged the more effective. Over two years, earnings
impacts for the subgroup without preschool-age children in Project Independence were 56 percent
greater than the AFDC payments impacts. This ratio declined from year 1 to year 2. For the early
cohort in this subgroup, however, the ratio was larger for the first two years and also improved with
the addition of third-year impacts. In year 3, taken alone, earnings impacts for the early cohort in this
subgroup were more than four times the size of the AFDC payments impacts. The cumulative ratio
of earnings impacts to AFDC payments impacts may therefore show improvement over time. That
kind of pattern of improvement over time was found in some other programs. For example, in GAIN,
earnings impacts in year 1 were less than AFDC payments impacts, but by year 3 the former were
almost double the latter. Moreover, earnings impacts in GAIN were still growing in year 3, and the
cumulative excess over AFDC reductions is likely to increase in GAIN in later years.

The preceding discussion pertains to impacts for the subgroup without preschool-age children.
Findings for the Project Independence subgroup with preschool-age children are shown at the bottom
of Table 6.4. This subgroup was generally not part of the mandatory target population for welfare-to-
work programs prior to JOBS. Impact estimates for that subgroup, however, are available for three
GAIN counties following the implementation of JOBS. The annual impact estimates for these three
counties combined are shown in Table 6.14. Earnings impacts for this subgroup in GAIN grew from
year 1 to year 2 and did not decline much from year 2 to year 3. Over the three years of GAIN
follow-up, the total of the annual earnings impacts reached nearly $2,000. Impacts on AFDC
payments were not especially large initially but were still growing in the third year of follow-up.
These GAIN results indicate that it is possible to achieve large earnings impacts for this subgroup and
perhaps large AFDC impacts as well.

Achieving such results for the subgroup with preschool-age children may require more
resources than were available to Project Independence. As shown in the table, earnings impacts in
Project Independence were not large for this subgroup and declined substantially for both the early and
late cohorts by the end of the follow-up period. Impacts on AFDC payments were found during the
first two years of follow-up, but these effects had mostly faded out for both early and late cohorts by
the end of the follow-up period.

Finally, it is of interest to determine whether the difference in characteristics of sample
members contributed to the relative ranking of Project Independence versus the other programs. For
example, would the earnings impacts of Project Independence have been larger if the percentages of

2 Applying the crossover adjustment raises the two-year percentage reduction to 7.8 percent for the early
cohort of the subgroup without preschool-age children. The adjustment thus makes percentage AFDC impacts
look slighily more favorable in comparison to other programs. The AFDC payments percentage reduction
for the full subgroup without preschool-age children was 7.5 percent of the control group average. Crossover-
adjusted, this figure was 9.4 percent.
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the sample in each of the major subgroups had been more similar to those in the earlier program
evaluations? For such an assessment, the distribution of the "level of disadvantage" subgroups in some
GAIN counties is suitable. The "level of disadvantage" categories were defined in the same way in
both studies. The distribution across these categories can be compared for GAIN and for the full
sample (with and without preschool-age children) in Project Independence. Inthe GAIN samples, the
level of disadvantage was generally greater than in the Project Independence sample. Impact estimates
for the level of disadvantage categories in the Project Independence study can be averaged to produce
a new overall impact estimate, giving each category the weight it had in a GAIN county. This
increases the total earnings impacts of Project Independence by as much as 20 percent and reduces the
rate of decline from year 1 to year 2 by about one-third. AFDC impacts are increased by a little less
than 15 percent. Thus, sample characteristics probably have a role, but a relatively minor one, in
explaining the impact results for Project Independence.?’

PTwo GAIN counties were used in these calculations, Riverside and San Diego. These were selected
because they represented a middie level of disadvantagedness among the GAIN counties. The impact estimates
and percent-of-sample weights for the level-of-disadvantage subgroups were obtained from Table 6.11 of the
present report, which includes cases with and without preschool-age children, For the GAIN counties,
percent-of-sample weights were obtained from Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman (1994), p. 142. The impact
estimates produced were as follows:

Weighted Impact Estimates

Earnings Impacts AFDC Payments Impacts
Years Years
1-2 Year 1 Year 2 1-2 Year 1 Year 2
Project Independence $280 $183 $97 -$307 -$172 -$135
Riverside GAIN 5330 $197 5133 -$343 -$201 -$143
San Diego GAIN $336 $200 $136 -$347 -$204 -$144

These are the estimates supporting the discussion in the text. Note that the Project Independence estimates
differ from those for the full sample presented in Table 5.1 because they are weighted subgroup averages, and
are not estimated directly from the full sample. Details may not sum (o totals owing to rounding.
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CHAPTER 7

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

Drawing on the analysis of net costs presented in Chapter 4 and the analysis of Project
Independence’s impacts presented in Chapters 5 and 6, this chapter provides an overall accounting of
the financial gains and losses produced by the program. It presents these results from the perspective
of the AFDC applicants and recipients who were required to participate in Project Independence
(referred to in this chapter as the "welfare sample"}), the government budget, taxpayers, and society
as a whole. The analysis of benefits, like the study of impacts, includes program-control group
differences in the value of earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. However, it goes beyond these basic
impact measures to consider Project Independence’s effects on fringe benefits from employment, taxes,
Unemployment Insurance (UT) benefits, Medicaid, and the cost of administering transfer programs.
Cost estimates include the ref costs of providing Project Independence and non-Project Independence
employment-related services to program group members. As in Chapter 4, net costs were estimated
by subtracting the average value of resources used by control group members from the corresponding
average for program group members.

The chapter begins by describing the scope of the analysis and the framework used. The next
sections examine Project Independence’s effect on earnings, fringe benefits, taxes, and transfer
payments for the full research sample. These effects are then added together to produce a single
measure of Project Independence’s benefit-cost results from each of the four perspectives noted above.
The chapter concludes with a brief discussion of the results for the cohort and age-of-youngest child
subgroups.

I Analytical Approach’

The benefit-cost analysis places dollar values on the program’s effects and its use of resources.
It includes both measured effects on earnings, AFDC payments, Food Stamps, and Unemployment
Insurance benefits and imputed effects on fringe benefits, state and federal taxes, Medicaid payments,
and the costs of administering transfer programs. The analysis uses earnings and transfer payment
records in combination with transfer payment eligibility rules, tax regulations, published data from
state and federal agencies, and other sources to calculate imputed values.

A. Accounting Methods

The primary benefit-cost estimates presented in this chapter cover a five-year time horizon
starting with the first quarter after the quarter of random assignment (quarter 2). This time frame is

!The benefit-cost analytical approach used in the Project Independence evaluation is virtually the same as
that used in previous MDRC evaluations, and many of the techniques employed were originally developed
for the evaluations of state programs in MDRC’s Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives. (See Long
and Knox, 1985, for additional information.) This report’s description of that approach is adapted from
Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994 (the final report from MDRC’s evaluation of California’s GAIN
program). Minor distinctions have been introduced because of the data that were available for the present
evaluation and the unique features of Project Independence and its contexts.
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similar to the one used in most previous MDRC evaluations of welfare-to-work programs that
emphasized short-term, job-search-oriented activities and where effects were expected to occur quickly
and then decrease over time.

The five-year time horizon includes an observation period and a projection period. The
observation period for each sample member encompassed the portion of follow-up when benefits were
estimated (or imputed) directly from "observed" — i.e., recorded — earnings and transfer payments
data. It extended from quarter 2 through the last month of available data (September 1993) and
covered two full years for the full sample and up to three years for those randomly assigned during
the first month of the study — July 1990. (It should be noted that 69 percent of the sample had at least
two and a half years of follow-up in the observation period.) Gains and losses observed at the end of
this period were then projected to the end of year 5, using several assumptions about the size of future
effects. For the Project Independence evaluation benefit-cost analysis, the projection period ranges
from two to three years. In general, benefit-cost estimates based primarily on observed data are more
reliable because they are less affected by assumptions about how costs and benefits are likely to change
in the projection period. Projecting estimates for this study is particularly complicated because, as
discussed earlier, the implementation of Project Independence and the state and local environments in
which the program was operated underwent several very important changes during the evaluation
period. The analysis attempts to account for the effect of some of these changes by making different
projection assumptions for different cohort subgroups in the research sample. However, it is important
to recognize that the combination of changes exacerbates the uncertainty of the projected estimates both
on the cost side (as discussed in Chapter 4) and on the benefits side. At the same time, this
uncertainty is not so extreme as to challenge the general pattern of benefit-cost results presented in this
chapter.

The main findings of the analysis are expressed in terms of nef present values per program
group member. "Net" means that the amounts represent differences between program and control group
members, just as impacts do. "Present value" is an accounting method for estimating the worth today
of monetary effects that occur in the future.

In a welfare-to-work program such as Project Independence, most costs are incurred early on,
particularly in the first two years, when service use is heaviest, while many benefits (e.g., earnings
gains and welfare savings) continue to be realized in later years. However, simply comparing the
nominal dollar value of program costs and benefits would be problematic. The value of a dollar is
greater in the present than in the future: A dollar available today (either to program group members
or to the government) can be invested and produce income over time, making it worth more than a
dollar available in the future. Thus, to make a fair comparison between costs and benefits, it is
essential to focus on their value at a common point in time — i.e., in the present.

The benefit-cost analysis addresses this issue by discounting, i.e., by adjusting the value of
benefits accruing after the program "investment period" to reflect their lower value in terms of the time
when program costs were incurred. In effect, an estimated amount of interest income foregone must
be subtracted from the nominal value of the benefits occurring after the investment period.*

2Put differently, a benefit occurring at time 2 has the same value as a smaller benefit occurring at time
1 plus interest; thus, subtracting the interest income from the time 2 benefit yields its value at time 1.
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This analysis uses the end of the first year following random assignment (quarter 5) as the
comparison point for the investment period, since it is about mid-way in the period in which most of
the program and control group members’ participation in employment-related activities occurred (and,
accordingly, mid-way in the period when many costs were incurred, as noted in Chapter 4). Thus,
gains that were accrued later were discounted to reflect their value at the end of quarter 5. In
calculating these discounted values, it was assumed that a dollar invested at the end of quarter 5 would
earn a real rate of return of 5 percent annually.> Furthermore, all benefits and costs are expressed
in 1993 dollars, eliminating the effects of inflation.

B. Analytical Perspectives

Once estimated, particular net benefits and net costs will constitute gains or losses, or be
irrelevant, depending on which of the analytical perspectives — the welfare sample, the government
budget, taxpayers, or society — is considered.* The welfare sample perspective identifies net gains
or losses for members of the program group, indicating how they fared as a result of the program.’
As illustrated by the in-text box that follows shortly, earnings impacts represent gains for the welfare
sample, while reductions in AFDC (and other transfers) represent losses.® Higher taxes paid by
program group members compared to control group members also constitute losses to the welfare
sample. In essence, a program produces a net gain from the standpoint of the welfare sample if
program group members’ earnings gains exceed the value of reductions in transfer payments and
higher taxes.” The net costs of providing employment-related services to program group members
have no direct effect on their income and are not considered as net gains or losses from the perspective

3For cxample, if a welfare-to-work program increased revenues to the government budget by an average
of $1,221 per program group member in the last quarter of year 5, its net present value would be $1,000 from
the standpoint of the investment period. That is because $1,000 invested at the end of quarter 5 at a 5 percent
annual rate of interest (compounded continuously) equals $1,221 at the end of year 5.

4See Friedlander and Gueron, 1992; Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993; and Riccio, Friedlander, and
Freedman, 1994, for other examples of these analyses.

SThe analysis does not take into consideration any effect Project Independence may have had on any
"under the table" earnings of program group members. It also does not distinguish {or make any value
judgments about) reductions in AFDC payments resulting from sanctions for noncompliance versus reductions
owing to increased earnings or to case closures without earnings or sanctions; it counts g/l reductions in
AFDC payments as losses to the welfare sample and savings for government budgets.

°In this analysis, net increases in support service payments to program group members are nof considered
to be gains from the perspective of the welfare sample. These payments for child care, transportation, and
ancillary expenses simply offset additional costs to program group members resulting from Project
Independence’s participation requirements. However, the analysis does include these payments as costs
incurred from the government budget and taxpayer perspectives.

71t follows that one program may produce higher earnings gains than another, but that the second may still
show more positive benefit-cost results from the standpoint of the welfare sample. This result will occur if
the second program produces smaller welfare reductions and increases in tax payments than the first. See,
e.g., the comparison of earnings gains and AFDC reductions recorded by the San Diego SWIM and Baltimore
Options programs in Friedlander and Gueron, 1992, pp. 24-33. Put differently, a program produces a net
gain from the standpoint of the welfare sample if program group members’ total estimated income (the sum
of earnings and transfer payments, plus the Earned Income Tax Credit, minus taxes) exceeds that of control
group members.
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of the welfare sample. Similarly, any budgetary savings in administering transfer programs have no
direct effect on the welfare sample.

The government budget perspective identifies net gains and losses incurred by federal, state,
and local governments combined. Net gains to the government budget occur through savings in
transfer payments and their related administrative costs and through higher taxes paid by program
group members compared to control group members. The government budget comes out ahead to the
extent that tax increases (resulting from earnings gains) and savings in transfer payments and
administrative costs exceed the net cost of providing employment-related services to program group
members. Inand of themselves, program group members’ earnings gains do not affect the calculations
of net gains or losses from the standpoint of the government budget.

The taxpayer perspective identifies benefits and costs from the standpoint of everyone in society
other than individuals in the AFDC sample.® Estimates of net gains and losses from the taxpayer
perspective closely resemble those from the government budget perspective. The two perspectives
differ only in the treatment of Social Security and Medicare taxes (and, in evaluations that include
unpaid work experience, net gains from output that program group members produce in such
assignments). Specifically, the government budget gains from both the welfare sample’s and their
employers’ contributions to the two payroll taxes (i.e., Social Security and Medicare), while taxpayers
(who include employers) gain only from employee contributions. (Also, only taxpayers would gain
from program group members’ output in unpaid work experience assignments. However, this effect
was not estimated for this evaluation because, as noted in Chapter 3, this activity was not used by the
evaluation’s research sample.)

This analysis assumes that no displacement occurred as a result of employment gains by
program group members. Rather, because displacement could not be measured, it assumes that
employment gains for program group members represented an increase in the total level of employment
and value of output. Alternatively, one could assume that at least a portion of program group
members’ employment gains (and earnings increases) occurred because program group members took
jobs that would have gone to other members of society, leaving those individuals unemployed and
possibly causing some of them to use government transfer programs. To the extent that this occurred,
it would reduce the program’s overall return for government budgets and taxpayers.

As suggested by the above discussion, the results from the perspectives of the welfare sample,
government budget, and taxpayers may be complementary, or they may conflict. One group’s gains
may appear as another group’s losses. The accompanying box helps to illustrate this point. Here, a
reduction in AFDC use would translate into a loss for the welfare sample and a corresponding gain
for the government budget and taxpayers. However, an increase in earnings would reflect a gain to
the welfare sample, but not to the government budget — although any taxes paid on those earnings
would be a gain for the government budget. The net cost of employment-related services (e.g.,
education and training), in contrast, would be a loss to the government budget while leaving the
welfare sample unaffected.

8The term "taxpayer” is used for convenience and for the sake of consistency between this analysis and
previous benefit-cost analyses. It should be noted that all members of the program group pay sales taxes and
that many pay income and Social Security taxes as well.
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Government

Welfare Budget and

Sample Taxpayer Societal
Effect Perspective  Perspectives Perspective
Increase in earnings + 0 +
Increase in income
tax payments - + 0
Reduction in AFDC
payments - + 0
Net cost of
employment-
related services 0 - -

A welfare-to-work program might also produce net gains from the welfare sample, government
budget, and taxpayer perspectives simultaneously, or net losses from all three perspectives.” When
the results are mixed (i.e., positive from some perspectives but not from others), an overall assessment
of the program’s merits depends upon one’s willingness to value one perspective more highly than the
others. Some will consider a program that increases the income of welfare recipients to be successful,
even if taxpayers and the government budget realize some net loss. Others may judge a program as
successful only if it produces budgetary savings.

The final perspective, the perspective of society as a whole, combines the perspectives of the
welfare sample and taxpayers (and the government budget). For a given component in the analysis,
a net gain to society occurs only when a gain to one group is not at the expense of another group. For
example, earnings gains for program group members represent a gain to the welfare sample without
affecting taxpayers; thus, they are counted as a net gain to society. Net losses to society occur when
what is a loss from one perspective is not a benefit from another. For example, the net costs of
services represent a loss to the taxpayers and government budget but do not affect welfare recipients.
Program effects that constitute a net gain from one perspective but a net loss from another (such as
AFDC savings) have no financial consequences from the societal perspective — these effects, which
represent a fransfer from one group in society to another, simply cancel each other out. Thus, from
the standpoint of society, a welfare-to-work program such as Project Independence would be judged
successful in benefit-cost terms if it produced earnings gains for the welfare sample (these do not affect
the government budget or taxpayers) and savings in transfer payment administrative costs (these do

There will be net gains from all three perspectives when earnings gains exceed the reductions in transfer
payments and increases in taxes {(a net gain from the perspective of the welfare sample), and the reductions
in transfer payments and administrative costs, combined with increased tax revenues, exceed the net cost of
providing employment-related services (a net gain from the perspectives of taxpayers and the government
budget). Itis also possible for a program to produce net losses from all three perspectives (e.g., when welfare
savings plus tax increases exceed earnings gains, but net costs are higher still).
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not affect welfare recipients) that together exceed the net cost of services. It should be noted that,
when adopting the societal perspective, one assumes that the "value," or importance, of a dollar lost
by one group is equivalent to that of a dollar gained by another group, which may or may not be a
valid assumption.

C. Limitations of the Analysis

Some limits on the comprehensiveness of the benefit-cost analysis should also be recognized.
In addition to the fact (already noted) that the estimates below do not take into account possible
displacement of other workers by any increased employment of program group members, they do not
include the value of the clear, but difficult-to-monetize, benefits associated with society’s preference
for work over welfare. Also, they do not place a dollar value on the foregone personal and family
activities that are replaced by working or the intrinsic benefits of education that are not reflected in
earnings. As is typical in benefit-cost analyses, certain effects cannot be quantified, and long-run
effects cannot be gauged precisely.

IL. Program Effects (Benefits) for the Full Sample

A. Earnings and Fringe Benefits

Chapter 5 showed that Project Independence produced increases in work and earnings by
program group members (compared to the control group) during the two-year follow-up period used
for the impact analysis. Table 7.1 presents the net present value of these earnings gains over the entire
observation period (which, as previously noted, ranged from two to three years).!® As the table
shows, the earnings gain for that period was $365 per program group member (in 1993 dollars).!!

Fringe benefits — in the form of employer-paid health and life insurance, pension
contributions, and worker’s compensation associated with these earnings — were part of sample
members’ total compensation from working, and are included in the analysis. Using published data,
these were estimated at the rate of 14.8 percent of wages.!2 Thus, the average increase in earnings

0Tables 7.1 through 7.4, like the cost and impact tables, show program-control group differences as
positive when the mean (i.e., average) value for program group members exceeds the mean value for control
group members and as negative when the control group mean is higher, Table 7.5, which incorporates the
four analytical perspectives, uses a different format for displaying benefit-cost results. In this table, an effect
has a positive value if it represents a net gain from the perspective in question and a negative value if it
represents a net loss. Therefore, the same effect will appear positive in some columns and negative in others.

"Earnings gains and reductions in AFDC and Food Stamps are discounted and expressed in 1993 dollars.
In addition, the observation period used in the benefit-cost analysis differs somewhat from the two-year follow-
up period used in the impact analysis. Therefore, program-control group differences in these measures differ
from the value of impacts displayed in earlier chapters, even for the two-year follow-up, because of these
transformations.

12{J.S. Bureau of the Census, 1993, p. 430. The estimated value of fringe benefits was calculated as a
ratio of the combined costs of employer-provided life and health insurance, retirement and pension accounts,
and worker’s compensation to the combined costs of regular wages, paid leave (e.g., vacation and sick days)

(continued. . .)
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TABLE 7.1

ESTIMATED PROGRAM—-CONTROL GROUP DIFFERENCES IN EARNINGS, FRINGE BENEFITS,
AND PERSONAL TAXES FOR THE OBSERVATION PERIOD,
PER PROJECT INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER
(IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Program Control
Component of Analysis Group Group Difference L
Earnings 7729 7365 365
Fringe benefits (a} 1144 1090 54
Total earnings and fringe benefits 8873 8454 419
Personal taxes
Social Security payroll tax (b} 591 563 28
Federal income tax -485 —-454 —-31
State income tax {c) n/a nfa n/a
State sales and excise tax 259 257 2
Total taxes 365 367 -2
Sample size (tolal = 18,233) 13,509 4,724

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from the State of Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings and benefits records,
and from published data on tax rates and employee fringe benefits. The end of the cbservation period was September
1993 for all outcome measures.

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.

Differences are regression—adjusted using ordinary feast squares, controlling for pre—random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

Tests of statistical significance were not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

{(a) These include employer—paid health and life insurance, pension contributions, and workers' compensation.

(b) Employee portion only.

{c} Florida does not have a state income tax, as indicated by "n/a" (not applicable).
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of $365 per program group member plus an additional $54 in fringe benefits yielded an average
increase in total work-related compensatton of $419 per program group member during the observation
period.

B. Tax Payments

Project Independence produced an increase in earnings, with effects on federal income taxes,
payroll taxes, and state sales and excise taxes.!> Tax rates and rules for 1992, including the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC),'* were applied to an appropriate income base to impute taxes from
earnings and other income.!> As shown in Table 7.1, total taxes per program group member actually
decreased very slightly ($2) during the observation period. Interestingly, Project Independence
decreased the level of federal income taxes paid by program group members despite their earnings
gains because many program and control group members owed no federal income taxes once the value
of standard deductions and exemptions was subtracted from their taxable income. Program group
members also received larger EITC tax subsidies than control group members, which further offset
potential tax increases. Increases in Social Security and Medicare payroll taxes were more than offset
by the decrease in federal income taxes. 16

12( ...continued)
and other benefits, which include severance pay, and supplemental (employer-provided)} unemployment
benefits. (Payments for leave time are captured dircctly by the earnings data and thus are not counted as a
fringe benefit in this analysis.) The nwmerator in this ratio represented 12.0 percent of employer costs in
1992, while the denominator represented 81.1 percent. Dividing the second term into the first yields the
fringe benefit rate of 14.8 percent used in this analysis. Legally mandated employer contributions for Social
Security and Medicare were treated as taxes and were included later in the analysis.

3Florida does not have a state income tax.

14The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is a credit against federal income taxes for taxpayers with annual
earnings below a threshold level. As with other tax credits, each dollar of EITC reduces by a dollar the taxes
owed. Eligible persons can receive EITC as a payment from the government if they owe no federal income
taxes. Schedule Z EITC rates for 1992 were used in this analysis. For 1992, only taxpayvers who had
dependent children and whose earnings ranged from $1 to $22,373 were eligible for the EITC. Taxpayers
who had two or more children and who earned between $7,520 and $11,840 received the maximum value of
the EITC, $1,384; those with only one child received up to $1,324. Taxpayers earning between $11,840 and
$22,373 received a progressively fower value of the EITC. Not all eligible taxpayers receive the EITC.
Following the approach MDRC adopted in its evaluation of California’s GAIN program (Riccio, Friedlander,
and Freedman, 1994), the EITC "take-up" rate was set at 70 percent. The GAIN analysis based this rate on
findings from Scholz, 1994, and subsequent conversations with the author. The rate was applied to all sample
members. That is, each sample member’s earnings were used to calculate the value of the EITC that she
would have received; that amount was then multiplied by .7.

DTotal earnings plus Unemployment Insurance compensation were used in computing federal income taxes
for every sample member. The combined income from earnings, AFDC payments, and Unemployment
Insurance compensation was used in calculaling sales and excise taxes, The estimation of federal taxes are
based on 1992 tax rates, exemption amounts, and Earned Income Tax Credit rules, since that year was about
midway in the 1990-93 period of data collection for the earnings and AFDC data analyzed in this report.

Y Employers pay an "employer’s share" of these payroll taxes, which maiches the rate paid by their
employees. Therefore, the same increase in these payments by employers ($28 per program group member)

(continued...)
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C. Transfer Payments

The impact analysis presented in Chapters 5 and 6 found that Project Independence produced
modest savings in AFDC payments and smaller savings in Food Stamps during the common two-year
follow-up period. The benefit-cost analysis estimates the effects of Project Independence on these two
transfer payments and also considers its effects on Unemployment Insurance (UI) benefits, Medicaid
payments, and the costs of administering all four transfer programs. This section discusses the results
of this analysis during the two- 1o three-year observation period. As before, program-control group
differences are expressed in 1993 dollars and discounted to the end of quarter 5.

As shown in Table 7.2, Project Independence realized an average of $300 in AFDC savings
per program group member and $145 in Food Stamp savings per program group member during the
observation period. Unemployment Insurance payments actually increased slightly ($27).

Program-control group differences in average Medicaid payments were imputed on the basis
of observed differences in AFDC receipt and earnings, rules governing Medicaid eligibility, and
published data on average Medicaid payments made to all eligible individuals. An individual on
AFDC is automatically entitled to receive Medicaid and, under certain circumstances, is eliﬁible to
receive transitional Medicaid for 12 months after leaving the AFDC rolls for employment.”* The
analysis estimates program-control group differences for AFDC-related and transitional Medicaid and
then combines these effects into a single estimate of Medicaid savings. To impute the value of
Medicaid payments for AFDC recipients, it is necessary, first, to estimate the average value of
Medicaid dollars paid on behalf of the sample member’s AFDC case during a typical month of
Medicaid eligibility. This average is calculated by multiplying the average Medicaid monthly payment
for a single adult or child on AFDC by the number of adults and children on the sample member’s
case (as recorded at random assignment). (In 1990-91, in Florida, the average value of Medicaid
payments per AFDC eligible person per month was $117.)'® This average is then multiplied by the
total number of months of AFDC receipt for each sample member, resulting in an estimate of total
Medicaid expenditures for the observation period. Finally, the program-control group difference in
total payments is calculated. A similar strategy was used to estimate Project Independence’s effects
on transitional Medicaid payments (based on the number of months of imputed eligibility for those
paymernts).

16¢ . .continued)
was estimated for the analysis (but was not included in Table 7.1). Employer contributions do figure in the
benefit-cost results from the perspective of the government budget. See Table 7.5.

7Estimates of the value of transitional Medicaid for the entire follow-up period are based on eligibility
rules in effect since April 1990. Former AFDC recipients and their families can receive up to 12 months of
transitional Medicaid if they lose AFDC eligibility because of increased earnings, increased hours of
employment, or loss of earnings disregards. A basic requirement for transitional Medicaid eligibility is that
a person receive earnings high enough to terminate her AFDC eligibility. (A person would not be eligible
for transitional Medicaid if her gross monthly earnings minus necessary child care costs exceeded 185 percent
of the federal poverty level. However, this requirement was not considered in the analysis because relatively
few sample members earned that much.) Because only quarterly earnings data were available for the analysis,
it was assumed that a sample member had met the earnings requirement in all three months of a calendar
quarter if her quarterly earnings were at least three times the minimum level that, in a single month, would
have closed her AFDC case.

8This information was obtained from Florida’s Medicaid Services Budger Forecasting System Reports:
Final Report, FY 1990-91.
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TABLE 7.2

ESTIMATED PROGRAM—CONTROL GROUP DIFFERENCES IN TRANSFER PAYMENTS
AND ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS FOR THE OBSERVATION PERIOD,
PER PROJECT INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER
(IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Program Control
Type of Payment or Cost Group Group Difference
Transfer payments
AFDC 43202 5202 —300
Ul cormpensation 321 295 27
Food Stamps 4897 5042 —145
Medicaid (while on AFDC}) 6158 6489 —-331
Transitional Medicaid 388 362 26
Total 16666 17390 ~724
Administrative costs
AFDC 819 869 -50
Ul compensation 26 24 2
Food Stamps 741 763 —-22
Medicaid (while on AFDC) 254 267 —14
Transitional Medicaid 16 15 1
Total 1856 1938 -B83
Sample size (total = 18,233) 13,509 4,724

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from the State of Florida Unemployment Insurance {UI) earnings and benefits records.
The end of the observation periocd was September 1993 for all outcome measures.

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.

Differences are regression—adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre —random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

Tests of statistical significance wete not performed.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
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As indicated in Table 7.2, Project Independence achieved savings in Medicaid (while sample
members were on AFDC) of $331. It is interesting to note that total Medicaid payments for program
and control group members exceeded the value of their AFDC benefits. This is because, compared
to other states, Florida has relatively low AFDC benefit rates and relatively high Medicaid payment
rates.1® Not surprisingly, program group members received slightly higher levels of transitional
Medicaid, on average ($26), reflecting their gains in earnings as well as decreases in their AFDC
receipt.

Combining average savings in AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid with the small increase in
average Unemployment Insurance benefits yielded an average savings in transfer payments of $724
during the observation period. These savings, in turn, decreased the costs of administering transfer
payments by an average of $83 per program group member. Project Independence’s effects on
transfer program administrative expenditures were estimated based on differences in use of the
transfers and on information about state and federal program costs.2

D. Future Effects

Thus far, only program effects that occurred during the two- to three-year observation period
have been considered. However, as discussed above, these effects are likely to last beyond this period,
an expectation that should be taken into account in the analysis. Effects are consequently projected
for each sample member beyond what was actually observed, so that the measured and projected
effects together cover five years from the first quarter of the follow-up period (quarter 2). As
discussed above, all sample members have at least two years of projected data, and the last individuals
to enter the research sample have three years.

Projecting program effects entails caiculating @ base period estimate and then making an
assumption about how it will change in the future. This evaluation used data from each sample
member’s last four quarters of available follow-up to estimate Project Independence’s base period
effects. Assumptions then had to be made about the future effect of Project Independence for these
individuals through the end of the five-year period.

The first assumption for this analysis was that Project Independence’s impacts on AFDC
payments and Food Stamp payments would decrease at a rate of 25 percent per year during the
projection period. This was based on the patterns observed for the full sample, which indicated that
AFDC and Food Stamp impacts declined somewhat in the second year of follow-up and appeared

YFor example, in 1991, the average monthly AFDC payment in Florida for a family of three was $294
compared to the national average of $400.

2Combined federal, state, and local administrative costs for each of the four transfer payments were
estimated as a percentage of the value of the payments, i.c., by dividing total administrative costs by total
payments. The estimated percentages were 16.7 (AFDC), 15.1 (Food Stamps), 8.2 (Unemployment Insurance
benefits), and 4.1 (Medicaid). Data for calculating these measures were obtained from tables in the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, "Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Information
Memorandum,” March 14, 1994, No. ACF-IM-94-1; U.S. Congress, House Committee on Ways and Means,
Overview of Entitlement Programs, 1993; Florida Health Care Financing Administration, "Summary of
Quarterly Medicaid Statement of Expenditures for the Medical Assistance Program (Form HCFA64)," 1994;
and Florida Agency for Health Care Administration, Medicaid Statistics, February 1992.
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likely to keep doing so after that point. The analysis also assumes a 25 percent decay rate for
Medicaid.

Assumptions about the likely pattern of decay in earnings impacts were complicated by the
divergent patterns observed for the cohort subgroups. Specifically, earnings impacts for the early
cohort remained stable or increased slightly after the common two-year follow-up.?! However, the
earnings impacts for the late cohort had already declined to less than zero at the end of two years (i.e.,
in that cohort, those in the program group eventually had slightly lower earnings than those in the
control group). Thus, the projection of earnings impacts assumed a split decay rate: For the early
cohort, the analysis assumes no decay in earnings impacts during the projection period; for the late
cohort, the analysis assumes a 100 percent decay rate (i.e., no impacts on earnings and earnings-
related outcomes) during the projection period.

The resulting estimates are presented in Table 7.3. The values of all program effects have
been discounted at a 5 percent real annual rate and adjusted for inflation to reflect 1993 dollars. Note
that the $236 in projected earnings effects represent 39 percent of the total $600 five-year earnings
increase. The projected amounts for AFDC, Food Stamp, and Medicaid impacts represent
approximately 30 percent of the five-year totals. This means that projected earnings gains for program
group members will not keep pace with their projected losses of AFDC, Food Stamp, and Medicaid
benefits. However, as discussed below, the decrease in transfer payments for individuals represents
savings from the government budget perspective. The projections in Table 7.3 indicate that the net
gain to the government budget will grow in the future.

The projected effects add some uncertainty to the overall five-year estimates, particularly for
the earnings impact projections. For example, Table 7.4 shows that assuming a 45 percent decay rate
for the full sample would yield a five-year earnings impact of $438 (27 percent less than the $600
estimate using the split decay rate). It is also interesting to note that using a 0 percent decay rate for
the full sample would yield a lower five-year earnings impact than the split decay rate. This is because
the base period earnings impacts for the late cohort were slightly negative and, under the assumption
of no decay, would have continued to be negative throughout the projection period. This makes the
five-year earnings impacts lower than they would be assuming that there were no earnings impacts (as
opposed to negative impacts) for the late cohort.

For AFDC and Food Stamps, more extreme assumptions about impact decay rates {(for
example, O or 45 percent per year, rather than 25 percent, starting with the projection base amounts
measured at the end of the observation period) would not change the five-year estimated effects by
very much. In addition, using the different impact decay rate assumptions for earnings, AFDC, and
Food Stamps would not change the general pattern of benefit-cost findings, which is discussed below.

21gome earlier studies of employment programs for welfare recipients have documented such a pattern
and, in some cases, have indicated that program effects can actually increase over time. For examples, see
the evaluation of the National Supported Work Demonstration (Masters and Maynard, 1981); the evaluation
of a WIN job search program in Louisville, Kentucky (Wolfhagen, 1983); the evaluation of longer-term
impacts of Options, a welfare employment program in Baltimore, Maryland (Friedlander, 1987); and the
evaluation of longer-term impacts of the Arkansas WORK Program (Friedlander and Goldman, 1988).
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II. Comparing Benefits and Costs for the Full Research Sample

Table 7.5 summarizes Project Independence’s monetary effects from the welfare sample,
government budget, taxpayer, and societal perspectives. The analysis defines program-control group
differences as gains (indicated by positive values) and losses (indicated by negative values). Results
are then added together to produce an estimate of the overall net gain or loss — net present value —
of the Project Independence program from the perspective in question. As indicated earlier, all
estimates for society as a whole constitute the sum of the results for the welfare sample and taxpayer
perspectives (the latter includes the government budget perspective). All results cover a five-year
period, are discounted and expressed in 1993 dollars, and reflect the assumption of a 25 percent decay
in impacts on AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid payments and a split rate of decay (0 percent for
the early cohort and 100 percent for the late cohort) in impacts on earnings-related outcomes during
the projection period. Five-year estimates of the net cost of providing Project Independence and non-
Project Independence services are taken from Table 4.6. Because of the uncertainty surrounding the
projections of cost and benefits beyond the observation period, this section of the chapter concludes
by examining various benefit-cost results based on alternative assumptions about the projection
estimates.

A. Results from_the Perspective of the Welfare Sample

The first column of Table 7.5 presents the benefit-cost results from the perspective of the
welfare sample. It should be remembered that these results represent program-control group
differences in earnings and fringe benefits, taxes, and transfer payments. As discussed earlier, the
overall net gain or loss from the perspective of the welfare sample is estimated by subtracting the
combined value of tax increases and savings in transfer payments from the value of earnings gains and
increased fringe benefits. As the first column of Table 7.5 shows, Project Independence program
group members, on average, experienced a net financial loss as a result of the program, estimated at
$369 per program group member over the five-year period. This occurred because the increase in
earnings produced by the program was not enough to compensate for the decreases in AFDC, Food
Stamps, and Medicaid benefits. As discussed in Chapter 5, this was likely to have occurred because
program group members typically left AFDC for a short-term, relatively low-wage job, but then did
not return to the welfare rolls immediately (or at all) after leaving that job.

B. Results from the Perspective of the Government Budget

The second column of Table 7.5 presents the benefit-cost findings from the perspective of the
government budget. On average, Project Independence produced a small net gain to the government
budget of $72 per program group member. One can also consider the cost-effectiveness of the Project
Independence program from the standpoint of the government budget by estimating the value of
budgetary savings and tax increases per dollar of investment (i.e., per dollar of net costs of Project
Independence and non-Project Independence employment-related activities and services). This measure
is called return to budget per net dollar invested and is presented in the last row of Table 7.5. One
calculates Project Independence’s return to budget by adding together gains in taxes and savings in
transfer payments and assoctated administrative costs and then dividing this total by the total net cost
of services (both Project Independence and non-Project Independence). According to this measure,
government budgets come out ahead if the program produces more than a dollar’s worth of additional
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TABLE 7.5

FIVE—-YEAR ESTIMATED NET GAINS AND LOSSES AND RETURN
PER PROJECT INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER, BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE
(IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Accounting Perspective

Government

Component of Analysis Welfare Sample Budget Taxpayer Society
Earnings 600 0 0 600
Fringe benefits (a) 89 0 0 89
Tax payments

Payroll taxes —46 92 46 o]

Income and sales taxes (b) 25 —25 -25 0
Transfer programs

AFDC payments —422 422 422 0

Food Stamps —208 209 209 o]

Ul compehsation 24 —24 —24 o]

Total Medicaid —430 430 430 0

Transfer administrative costs 0 118 118 118
Net cost of Project Independence and

non=Project Independence

activities and services 0 -=1180 —1180 —1150
Preference for work over welfare + 0 + +
Foregene personal

and family activities - (v} 0 -
Value of education not

reflected in earnings + 0 + +
Net gain or loss

(net present value) —369 72 26 —343
Return to government budget per net dollar

invested in Project Independence

and non—Project Independence

activities and services (¢) n/a 1.06 per $1 1.02 per $1 n/a

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from the State of Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul} earnings and benefits records,
and from published data on tax rates and employee fringe benefits. The end of the abservation period was September
1993 for all outcome measures.

NOTES: Results include estimates of projected program effects beyond the observation period (see Table 7.3).

(a) These include employer—paid health and life insurance, pension contributions, and workers' compensation.

(b) Florida does not have a state income tax.

(¢) The return to government budget per net dollar invested in Project Independence and non—Project
Independence activities and services is computed by dividing tax payments and transfer program savings by the net cost
of Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities and services. ("N/a" means not applicable.)
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revenues and savings for each additional dollar spent on employment-related services to program group
members (compared to control group members).

As seen in the second column of Table 7.5, Project Independence led to a return of $1.06 in
revenues and savings for every net dollar spent on program group members (i.e., an increase of six
cents per net dollar spent) — a marginally positive return to the budget which, given the uncertainties
behind parts of the analysis, is probably best viewed as a "break-even” effect.??

C. Results from the Perspective of Taxpayers

The results from the taxpayer perspective are almost identical to those from the perspective of
the government budget. As discussed earlier in this chapter, taxpayers (defined for this analysis as
everyone in society other than the welfare sample) realized mostly the same benefits as the government
budget. However, they benefited less from increased payroll taxes because only the employee share
of those taxes is counted as a benefit to taxpayers. As the third column of Table 7.5. shows, the five-
year net gain for taxpayers was estimated to be $26, or about one-third the size of the gains for the
government budget.

D. Results from the Perspective of Society as a Whole

The last column of Table 7.5 presents the final benefit-cost results from the societal perspective
— a combination of the welfare sample and taxpayer perspectives. Once again, benefits accrued to
society through earnings gains and savings in transfer program administration. All other effects
represent gains from one perspective and losses from the other, resulting in no effect for society as
a whole. The net present value of the program to society as a whole (the sum of taxpayer and welfare
sample gains) was $343 below the break-even point. As previously discussed, this assumes that a
dollar lost by one group has the same value as a dollar gained by another group, and that Project
Independence caused no displacement effects.

E. Comparing Results That Exclude and Include Projected Benefits or Costs

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the reliance on two to three years of projected benefits and
costs in estimating the program’s results over a five-year time horizon introduces considerable
uncertainty into the analysis. One way to gauge how much those projections affect the overall
conclusions one would draw from the analysis is to compare the pattern of results based on estimates
that include the projected values of benefits and costs with the pattern found when the projected values
are excluded. The in-text table that follows offers such a comparison for the welfare sample and
government budget perspectives.

22The ratio of $1.06 returned to budget per net dollar invested is calculated by dividing the combined
savings in transfer payments and administrative costs plus tax increases ($1,222) by the $1,150 in net costs
of providing Project Independence and non-Project Independence activities and services to program group
members,
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Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) in 1993 Dollars

Welfare Government
Sample Budget

Effect Perspective Perspective

Observed estimates only (within

two to three years after random

assignment) -$304 -$55

Observed plus projected estimates

{within five years after random

assignment) -$369 $72

As the table shows, whether or not the projected benefits and costs are included in the analysis,
the pattern of results is quite similar: The welfare sample experiences a net financial loss exceeding
$300 per person in the program group (reflecting the low full-sample earnings impacts), while the
government budget roughly breaks even (i.e., a marginal loss is estimated without making projections
and a marginal gain is estimated if projected values are included).

IV. Benefit-Cost Results for Key Subgroups

The final objective of the benefit-cost analysis is to determine whether the economic gains and
losses produced by Project Independence varied for sample members according to the time they entered
the program and the age of their youngest child. Comparing the early and late cohorts is a way to
assess whether the program was more successful for those who (for the most part) experienced it early
on, when it was operated more as its designers had intended and in a more favorable economic
climate. (See Chapter 1 for a discussion of these changes.) In addition, by separately examining
within each cohort the results for the child-age subgroups, the analysis can determine whether being
in the earlier versus the later cohort mattered more for sample members with preschool-age children
or for those whose children were all at least 6 years old.

Before reviewing the findings, it important to stress that the subgroup estimates are subject to
greater uncertainty than are the full-sample results because the sample sizes on which the estimates
were based are considerably smaller, and because a number of simplifying assumptions had to be made
in performing the calculations (especially in estimating the variation in program costs by subgroup).
Thus, the reader should focus more on the broad patterns of results than on the specific numerical
estimates.

With those caveats in mind, one can see in comparing the first two panels of Table 7.6 that
there were substantial differences in benefits and costs for the early and late cohorts among sample
members whose youngest child was age 6 or older. For example, the estimated five-year net
government cost (for Project Independence and non-Project Independence activities and services)
dropped from $1,128 for the early cohort to $877 for the late cohort, a reduction of $251, or 22
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TABLE 7.6

FIVE—YEAR ESTIMATED NET GAINS AND LOSSES AND RETURN
PER PROJECT INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM GROUP MEMBER, BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE,

BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT COHORT AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

(IN 1993 DOLLARS)
Accounting Perspective o
Government
Subgroup and Component Welfare Sample Budget Taxpayer Society
Youngest child, age 6 or older:
Early cohort
Total from earhings
and fringe benefits 1817 0 0 1817
Total from tax payments (a) -175 296 175 0
Total from transfer payments
and administrative costs (b) —-1309 1454 1454 145
Net cost of Project Independence
and non—Project Independence
activities and services 8] —-1128 —-1128 —-1128
Net gain or loss
(net present value) 333 621 500 834
Return to government budget per net dollar
invested in Project Independence
and non—Project Independence
activities and services (c) nfa 1.55 per $1 1.44 per $1 nfa
Youngest child, age 6 or older:
Late cohort
Total from earnings
and fringe benefits 657 0 0 657
Total from tax payments (a) 8 36 -8 o]
Total from transfer payments
and administrative costs (b) —1420 1587 1587 167
Net cost of Project Independence
and Project Independence
activities and services o] —-877 —-877 —877
Net gain or loss
(net present value) =755 745 702 —53
Return to government budget per net dollar
invested in Project Independence
and non—Project Independence
activities and services (c) n/a 1.85 per $1 1.80 per $1 n/a
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TABLE 7.6 (continued)

Accounting Perspective

Government
Benefit—Cost Component Welfare Sample Budget Taxpayer Society
Youngest child, age 3—5:
Early cohort
Total from earnings
and fringe benefits 782 0 0 782
Total from tax payments (a} 50 3 -50 0
Total from transfer payments
and administrative costs {b) —554 609 609 54
Net cost of Project Independence
and non—Project Independence
activities and services o] —~1831 —1831 —-1831
Net gain or loss
{net present value) 277 —1220 -1272 —995
Return to government budget per net dollar
invested in Project Independence
and non—Project Independence
activities and services (¢) n/a 0.33 per $1 0.31 per $1 n/a
Youngest child, age 3—5:
Late cohort
Total from earnings
and fringe benefits 29 0 0 —-291
Total from tax payments (a) 55 -74 —55 0
Total from transfer payments
and administrative costs (b) -512 567 567 55
Net cost of Project independence
and non—Project Independence
activities and services 8] —894 —-894 —B894
Net gain or loss
(net present value) —748 —402 —382 -1130
Return to government budget per net dollar
invested in Project Independence
and non—Project Independence

activities and services (C) n/a 0.55 per $1 0.57 per $1 n/a

SOURCES: See Table 7.5.

NOTES: See Table 7 5.

(a) This category includes payroll, income, and sales taxes. Florida does not have a state income tax,

{b} This category inciudes AFDC payments, Food Stamps, Unemployment Insurance compensation,
Medicaid, and transfer administration costs.

(c) The return to government budget per net dollar invested in Project Independence and non—Project
Independence activities and services is computed by dividing tax payments and transfer program savings by the net cost
of Project Independence and non—Project Independence activities and services.
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percent.”> From the government budget perspective, this drop in net costs resulted in a greater

overall economic gain: The return per net dollar invested rose from $1.55 to $1.85. However, from
the welfare sample perspective, being in the late cohort meant a financial loss of $755 per program
group member over five years, compared to a gain of $333, on average, for those in the early cohort.
Unlike the early cohort, the late cohort’s earnings gains were simply too small to make up for their
losses in transfer benefits (especially AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid).

The third and fourth panels of Table 7.6 present the findings for sample members with
preschool-age children. Again, average net costs were lower for the late cohort — but by a much
larger margin than was the case for the subgroup with older children. Estimated five-year net costs
fell from $1,831 per program groulz;) member in the early cohort to $894 for those in the late cohort,
a reduction of $937, or 51 percent.®* However, for neither of the cohorts did the government budget
come out ahead for those with younger children. In fact, less than a dollar was returned to the budget
for every net public dollar invested, largely because the combined savings in reduced transfer program
costs were smaller than the net government outlays per program group member for employment-related
activities and services. From the welfare sample perspective, however, the pattern of results was
similar to that observed for the sample members whose children were all age 6 or older: For those
with preschool-age children, being in the early cohort meant a small net gain of $277 on average over
five years, while being in the late cohort resulted in a net loss of $748.

Overall, then, Project Independence was most successful from a benefit-cost standpoint for the
early cohort of sample members whose children were at least 6 years old. Tt achieved savings for the
government budget, while at the same time making the welfare sample somewhat better off financially.
Among the other three subgroups, either the welfare sample, the government budget, or both were
made worse off financially.

BOverall, the lower net costs of serving the late versus the early cohort (for each of the child-age
subgroups) are due in large part to a reduction in net expenditures on vocational training and post-secondary
education.

24project Independence child care costs, overall, do not account for a large share of the five-year estimated
total gross cost or net cost per program group member with a preschool-age child. However, the reduction
over time in access to child care may have affected those overall costs indirectly by making participation in
relatively expensive vocational training and post-secondary education activities more difficult. Project
Independence child care expenditures were estimated to be roughly $230 per program group member with
preschool-age children in the early cohort (averaged across those who did and did not use child care). This
average fell to only about $80 for those in the late cohort (a 65 percent decline). Also, subtracting imputed
payments for control group members with preschool-age children (who could also receive Project
Independence child care) reveals a lower ner expenditure per program group member. One estimate shows
those net expenditures falling from an average of roughly $80 for the early cohort to close to $60 for those
in the late cohort (a 25 percent decline).

Although none of these numbers is precise, the downward direction of the changes in both the gross
and net cost estimates is consistent with program staff members’ descriptions of their responses to the reduced
availability of Project Independence child care over time. Staff reported that they typically either encouraged
individuals who needed child care and were cligible to enter vocational training or post-secondary education
to try job search activities instead or did not assign them to any activities at all.

It should also be noted that average Project Independence child care expenditures for sample members
with children ages 6 and older were quite low to begin with (e.g., roughly $10 per program group member
in the early cohort), and there was little difference across cohorts.

-182-



APPENDIX A
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TABLE A.1

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC APPLICANTS

AND OF APPLICANT SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY RESEARCH STATUS,
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by

Research Status

Sample All AFDC Program Control

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Applicants Group Group
Ethnicity (%)

White, noh—Hispanic 5,583 34.9 35.1 345

Black, non—Hispanic 5,755 36.0 36.1 358

Hispanic 3,639 22.8 227 23.0

Other 180 1.1 1.1 1.3

Bata not available 83z 52 5.1 55
Primary language (%)

English 12,168 76.1 76.3 75.5

Spanish 2,893 18.1 18.1 18.2

Other 264 1.7 1.5 2.0 **

Data not available 664 4.2 41 43
Average age (years) 15,989 323 323 32.2
Number of children (%}

1 child 7,087 44.3 446 43.4

2 children 4,921 30.8 304 320 *

3 or more children 3,112 18.5 107 18.8

Data not available 869 5.4 5.3 59
Age of youngest child {%)

Age 3to5 5,958 37.3 37.3 37.3

Age 6 or older 8,607 538 53.9 53.7

Data not available 1,424 8.9 8.9 9.1
Total pricr AFDC receipt (a) (%)

First—time applicant 7,120 445 44.5 44.7

Applicant with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 4,373 27.4 275 26.8

Applicant with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 3,503 225 225 224

Data not available 903 57 55 6.1
Education (%)

High school diploma or GED 8,498 53.2 53.3 52.9

No high school diploma or GED 6,508 40.7 40.8 40.3

Data not available o982 6.1 59 6.9 **
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 15,989 60.8 60.5 61.9
Job-readiness status (b) (%)

Job—ready 13,328 83.4 83.5 83.0

Not job—ready 1,539 a6 97 95

Data not available 1,122 7.0 68 7.5
Random assignment cohort (%)

Early cohort {July—~December 1920) 6,705 419 419 42.1

Late cohort (January—August 1991) 9,284 58.1 58.1 57.9
Sample size 15,889 11,946 4,043

(continued)
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TABLE A.1 (continued)
SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Background Information Forms and Florida Unemployment Insurance (Ul} records.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

A chi—square test or two—tailed t—test was applied to differences between subgroups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

{(a) This refers to the total number of months accumulated from one or more spells on an individual's own or
spouse’'s AFDC case. It does not include AFDC receipt under a parent’s name.

{b) Bample members are defined as "job—-ready" if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed
for at least 12 of the 36 months prior to random assignment. They are defined as “"not job—ready" if they did not meet both
criteria. These definitions are based on those used by Project Independence during the the random assignment period.
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TABLE A.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS

AND OF RECIPIENT SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY RESEARCH STATUS,
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by

Research Status

Sample All AFDC Program Control

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Recipients Group Group
Ethnicity {3}

White, non—Hispanic 535 238 2386 244

Black, non—Hispanic 1123 50.0 498 50.4

Hispanic 405 18.0 181 17.9

Cther 27 1.2 1.3 10

Data not available 158 7.0 7.3 6.3
Primary language (%)

English 1,719 765 76.0 77.5

Spanish 339 15.1 15.4 14.4

Cther 39 1.7 1.6 2.1

Data not available 151 67 7.0 6.0
Average age {years) 2,248 305 305 30.5
Number of children (%)

1 child 773 344 34.6 33.9

2 children 654 29.1 298 275

3 or more children 685 30.5 297 322

Data not available 136 6.1 59 6.5
Age of youngest child (%)

Age3to5 1,253 55.7 55.5 56.4

Age 6 or older 709 315 315 1.7

Data not available 286 12.7 13.1 11.9
Total pricr AFDC receipt (a) (%)

Recipients with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 790 35.1 35.9 335

Recipients with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 1,029 45.8 44.0 49,89 **

Data not available 429 19.1 20.2 16.6 **
Education (%)

High school diploma or GED 938 41.7 428 394

No high school diploma or GED 1,035 48.0 451 48.3

Data not available 275 12.2 122 12.3
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 2,248 63.0 63.4 62.0
Job-readiness status (b} (%)

Job—ready 1,608 715 72.2 70.0

Not job—ready 277 12.3 12.3 12.5

Data not available 363 16.2 158 17.5
Random assignment cohort (%)

Early cohort (July—December 1990) 806 359 39.1 28.5 ***

Late cohort {January—August 1991) 1,442 64.2 60.9 71.5 ¥==
Sample size 2,248 1,567 681

SOURCES AND NOTES: See Table A.1.
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TABLE A.3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FULL SAMPLE AND
OF SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD,
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by Age of

Sample Full Youngest Child

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Sample Age 6 or Older Age3tos
Ethnicity (%)

White, non—Hispanic 6,118 335 349 354

Black, non—Hispanic 6,878 37.7 37.3 **x 4086

Hispanic 4,044 222 24.8 *** 20.7

Other 207 1.1 1.2 1.2

Data not available 980 54 1.9 2.2
Primary language (%)

English 13,887 76.1 T7A 816

Spanish 3,232 17.7 20.3 *w* 15.8

Other 303 1.7 17 1.7

Data not available 815 45 0.9 1.0
Average age {years) 18,237 32.1 35.0 *** 28.6
Number of children (%)

1 child 7,860 431 49.7 *** 389

2 children 5,575 306 325 33.2

3 or more children 3,797 208 17.8 *** 27.9

Data not avajlable 1,005 55 0.0 0.0
Age of youngest child (%)

Age3to5 7,211 395 0.0 100.0

Age 6 or older 9,316 511 100.0 0.0

Data not available 1,710 9.4 0.0 0.0
Total prior AFDC receipt (a) (%}

First—time applicant 7,120 39.0 42,9 wx* 36.7

Applicant with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 4,373 240 249 25.3

Recipient with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 790 4.3 27 *** 6.2

Applicant with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 3,593 19.7 22.3 wx* 18.9

Recipient with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 1,029 56 3.2 Ak 9.0

Data not available 1,332 73 4.0 3.9
Education (%)

High school diplema or GED 9,437 517 54.3 ** 528

No high school diploma or GED 7,543 41 .4 428 43.4

Data not available 1,257 6.9 2.9 ** 39
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 18,237 61.1 61.1 60.9
Job-readiness status (b) (%)

Job—ready 14,936 81.9 85.8 *** B84.0

Not job—ready 1816 10.0 10.2 10.6

Data not available 1,485 8.1 4.0 *r* 5.4
Research sample status (%)

Program group 13,513 741 74.4 73.8

Control group 4,724 259 256 26.2
Random assignment cohort (%)

Early cohart {July—December 1990) 7,511 41.2 40.9 *** 43.6

Late cohort (January—August 1991) 10,726 58.8 59,1 *** 584
Sample size 18,237 9,316 7.211

SOURCES: See Table A1,

NOTES: See Table A.1.
Sample sizes for subgroups do not add to the full sample size because of missing data. Therefore, the weighted
average of the percentages of the subgroups within a characteristic does not equai the percentage for the full sample.
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TABLE A.4

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FULL SAMPLE AND
OF SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY JOB—READINESS STATUS,

AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by

Sample Full Job—Readiness Status

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Sample Job—Ready Not Job—Ready
Ethnicity (36}

White, non—Hispanic 6,118 33.5 33.7 321

Black, non—Hispanic 6,878 37.7 395 21.8 ***

Hispanic 4,044 222 20.0 41,6 ***

Other 207 1.1 1.0 2.1 W

Data not available 990 5.4 57 2.6 ¥+
Primary language (%)

English 13,887 76.1 78.1 58,5 ***

Spanish 3,232 17.7 156 37.2 ***

Other 303 1.7 1.4 3.6 *xx

Data not available 815 45 4.9 0.7 ***
Average age (years) 18,237 321 321 32,8 ¥+
Number of children (%)

1 child 7,860 431 43.2 42.0

2 children 5,575 306 305 308

3 or more children 3,797 20.8 20.3 25,2 ***

Data not available 1,005 55 2.0 5.9 *x*
Age of youngest child (%)

Age 3to 5 7.211 39.5 39.3 42.0 **

Age B or older 9,316 51.1 50.9 525

Data not available 1,710 9.4 9.8 5.5 ***
Total prior AFDC receipt (a) (%)

First—time applicant 7,120 39.0 39.5 348

Applicant with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 4,373 24,0 239 24.3

Recipient with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 790 4.3 4.2 52 *

Applicant with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 3,593 19.7 19.2 24.5 ***

Recipient with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 1,02¢ 5.6 55 7.3 *AE

Data not available 1,332 7.3 7.7 4.9 *x*
Education (%)

High school diploma or GED 9,437 517 575 0.0 ***

No high school diploma or GED 7,543 414 349 100.0 ***

Data not availabile 1,257 6.9 77 0.0 #*=
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 18,237 61.1 61.2 60.2
Job-readiness status (b) (%)

Job-ready 14,936 81.9 100.0 0.0 ***

Not job—ready 1,816 10.0 0.0 100.0 ***

Data not available 1,485 8.1 0.0 0.0
Research sample status (%)

Program group 13,513 74.1 74.1 743

Control group 4,724 259 259 257
Random assignment cohort (%)

Early cohort (July—December 1990) 7511 41.2 407 45,3 ***

Late cohott (January—August 1991} 10,726 58.8 59.3 54.7 ***
Sample size 18,237 14,983 1,816

SOURCES AND NOTES: See Tabies A.1 and A.8.
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FULL SAMPLE AND

TABLE A.5

OF SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY PRIOR AFDC RECEIPT,
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by Prior AFDC Receipt (a)

Sample Full Less Than 2 or More

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Sample None 2 Years Years
Ethnicity (%)

White, non—Hispanic 6,118 335 39.9 36.1 2B.5 ***

Black, non—Hispanic 6,878 37.7 26,7 41.4 55,8 ***

Hispanic 4,044 222 29.7 19.7 15.6 ***

Other 207 1.1 1.8 0.8 0.6 ***

Data not available 990 5.4 1.9 2.0 15
Primary language (%)

English 13,887 76.1 728 825 BB 1 ***

Spanish 3,232 17.7 24.4 15.1 11.8 ***

Other 303 1.7 2.2 1.5 1.3 ***

Data not available 815 45 07 09 0.8
Average age (years) 18,237 321 329 31.1 31.7 ***
Number of children (%}

1 child 7,860 431 514 44.6 B84.9 ***

2 children 5,575 306 30.4 329 32.3 ***

3 or more children 3,797 20.8 15.8 20.6 31,5 ***

Data not available 1,005 55 25 1.9 1.3 *x*
Age of youngest child (%)

Age3tes 7.211 39.5 371 44.0 43,6 ***

Age 6 or older 9316 511 56.2 499 51.5 ***

Data not available 1,710 9.4 6.7 6.1 4.9 *h*
Total prior AFDC receipt (a) (%)

First—time applicant 7,120 30.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 ***

Applicant with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 4,373 24,0 0.0 B84.7 0.0 ***

Recipient with less than 2 years of AFDC receipt 790 4.3 0.0 15.3 0.0 x>

Applicant with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 3,593 19.7 0.0 0.0 777

Recipient with 2 years or more of AFDC receipt 1,029 5.6 0.0 0.0 22.3 ***

Data not available 1,332 7.3 0.C 0.0 0.0
Education (%)

High schootl diploma or GED 9,437 51.7 59.3 53.8 46,0 ***

No high school diploma or GED 7,543 41.4 373 43.3 50.5 ***

Data not available 1,257 6.9 34 29 36
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 18,237 61.1 61.2 61.2 60.5
Job-—readiness status (b) (%)

Job—ready 14,936 81.8 B7.3 85.1 B2.3 **

Not job—ready 1,816 10.0 8.8 104 12,5 *ax

Data not available 1,485 8.1 3.9 45 5.2 *x*
Research sample status (%)

Program group 13,518 741 746 746 73.0

Control group 4,724 259 254 254 27.0
Random assignment cohort (%)

Early cohort (July—December 1990) 7,511 41,2 413 42.1 42.1

Late cohort (January—August 1991) 10,726 58.8 58.7 57.9 57.3
Sample size 18,237 7,120 5163 4,622

SOURCES AND NOTES: See Tables A1 and A3,
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APPENDIX B

RESULTS OF THE 24-MONTH SURVEY RESPONSE ANALYSIS

Data on a number of participation measures and on job quality and other outcomes came
primarily from the 24-month Project Independence survey. This survey was targeted to a particular
subsample of the full research sample of program and control group members, as discussed in Chapter
2. The survey sample was designed to be representative, but not all research sample members were
in the pool from which the survey sample was drawn. In addition, not all sample members selected
to be surveyed could be interviewed. Some could not be located, and some refused or were unable
to be interviewed. Sample members who completed the survey are called respondents; collectively,
they are the survey respondent sample. Sample members selected for the survey who did not complete
it are called nonrespondents or the survey nonrespondent sample. The sample of respondents plus non-
respondents is the survey sample. In Project Independence, respondents made up more than four-fifths
of the survey sample. The survey sample plus those sample members who were not selected to be
surveyed is called the full research sample.

Whenever survey response rates are less than 100 percent, two kinds of biases may be present.
First, it is possible that respondents in the program group may have different characteristics from
control group respondents. In that case, the fundamental comparison between program and control
group members may be invalid, and impact estimates based on survey data may be biased. Second,
the sample of completed surveys may not well represent the full survey sample or the full research
sample. In that case, impact estimates for survey respondents may not generalize to all program
enrollees. This appendix reports the results of an analysis of survey response patterns undertaken to
determine whether either of those biases exists and is significant. Such an analysis is routinely
performed in field studies using survey data.’

To summarize the results presented below: It was found that there was little likelihood of
substantial bias in the basic impact comparison between program and control group members within
the respondent subsample. In addition, the respondent sample appears to represent the full research
sample reasonably well.

The total rate of response within the survey sample was 82 percent, exceeding the target rate
of 80 percent. This response rate is high enough to suggest that the survey probably represents the
full research sample quite well. Within the program group, the response rate was 83; among controls,
it was 81. The similarity of these rates suggests the absence of significant biases in the basic impact
comparison.

To look more closely for any program-control differences within the survey respondent sample,
the 0/1 dummy variable indicating membership in the program group was regressed on pre-random

IThe issue of item nonresponse, i.c., the failure to respond to a particular question or set of questions,
is not examined here. In most instances, item nonresponse was fairly low for sample members who otherwise
responded to the survey. Information about item nonresponse is provided in the notes to tables and in the text
where appropriate.
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assignment demographic characteristics using the survey respondent sample. The regression R-square
was not statistically significant, which indicates that membership in one or the other research group
was not related to pre-random assignment characteristics. This result, in conjunction with the high and
similar response rates, supports the conclusion that the fundamental comparison of program and control
groups among survey respondents should not have produced biased tmpact estimates.

To help assess the generalizability of survey-based estimates, the 0/1 dummy variable indicating
survey response versus survey nonresponse was regressed on pre-random assignment demographic
information using the survey sample of respondents and nonrespondents combined. After controlling
for research group and county,” the increment in regression R-square was still statistically
significant.> Among other differences, slightly higher response rates were obtained for survey sample
members who were job ready under the revised definition, and slightly lower response rates were
obtained for individuals who were never married. These (and other) differences were not large,
however. The respondent sample should therefore be considered reasonably representative of the full
research sample.

Impact estimates for the Project Independence 24-month survey respondents were quite similar
to those for the rest of the full research sample. Two-year earnings impacts for survey respondents
were only about $20 larger than for the rest of the full research sample, a very small and not
statistically significant difference. Two-year AFDC impacts were $19 larger, also a small and not
statistically significant difference.* Thus, other impacts estimated from survey data alone should
provide reasonably valid estimates of behavior in the full research sample.

Response was expected to differ across research group and county because the probability of selection
into the survey sample was different for groups defined by those factors. The differences in probability of
selection do not make the selected sample nonrandom.

3The incremental R-square was also statistically significant when the same regression was run on the full
research sample.

4Impacts for survey respondents were not statistically significantly different from those of survey nonre-
spondents, although the numerical estimates were quite different. Those numerical differences do not reflect
on the generalizability of the survey; rather, they are a reflection of the small number of nonrespondents,
which permits only imprecise impact estimates for them.
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APPENDIX C

ESTIMATING RATES OF PARTICIPATION IN
PROJECT INDEPENDENCE ACTIVITIES AMONG CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS

Preliminary analysis of the 24-month survey data indicated that, contrary to the research
design, 44.8 percent of control group members responded to questions in a way that could be
interpreted as meaning they were exposed to Project Independence activities during the two years
following their random assignment date. This apparent violation of the research design prompted an
intensive investigation of the accuracy of these self-reported data. Although a significant number of
control group members were, in fact, exposed to the program, data collected from Project
Independence casefiles indicated that the 24-month survey data substantially exaggerated the extent to
which this occurred. In all, data collected from Project Independence casefiles indicated that an
estimated 19.8 percent of control group members were exposed to some aspect of the Project
Independence treatment. This is the most reliable estimate of the control group’s involvement with
the program and is the one that was adopted for this report.

This appendix provides a description of the data collection and analysis procedures used to
arrive at the estimate of the control group’s exposure to Project Independence presented in Chapter
3. The first part of the appendix presents findings taken directly from the 24-month survey on control
group members’ self-reported rates of involvement with Project Independence. The second part of the
appendix describes findings from Project Independence casefile data that were collected to verify the
accuracy of the self-reported survey information.

Before beginning this discussion, it is important to note that the 24-month survey data appear
to provide accurate estimates of the rate at which program group members participated in Project
Independence activities. This conclusion is based on a comparison of Project Independence
participation rates calculated from the 24-month survey data and participation rates calculated for the
12-month program flow analysis, which utilized Project Independence casefile data collected within
12 months following an individual’s random assignment date. For example, both data sources
indicated that approximately 32 percent of the program group members participated in Project
Independence independent job search or job club activities during the first 12 months following random
assignment. Both the 24-month survey data and the 12-month program flow analysis also indicated
that approximately 13 percent of the program group members participated in Project Independence
education or training activities within 12 months after random assignment.

In addition, there is not sufficient evidence to conclude that the 24-month survey data provide
inaccurate estimates of the control group’s overall participation in employment-related activities
(combining Project Independence and non-Project Independence activities). Thus, the primary
conclusion of the analysis presented in this appendix is that control group members did not accurately
label their participation in employment-related activities as part of Project Independence or not part
of Project Independence.
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1. Control Group Participation in Project Independence Employment-Related Activities:
Evideiice from the 24-Month Survey

According to the 24-month survey, 21.8 percent of the control group members reported
participating in at least one employment-related activity (i.e., independent job search, job club,
education, or training) through Project Independence. Some others who did not participate in any
employment-related activities reported some exposure to Project Independence: 14.0 percent of control
group members reported attending Project Independence orientation, and 1.0 percent reported that they
were sanctioned (i.e., their AFDC grant was reduced) for not attending an employment or training
program. Finally, an additional 8.1 percent of control group members reported that they were
informed that they were "required to go to an education, training, or employment program in order
to receive AFDC." Again, however, none of this last group of control group members reported
participating in any Project Independence activities. The combination of all these mutually exclusive
percentages — 21.8 plus 14.0 plus 1.0 plus 8.1 — yields the estimate of up to 44.8 percent of control
group members who may have been exposed to some aspect of the Project Independence treatment. !
As discussed below, the review of Project Independence casefiles indicated that this estimate is almost
certainly much too high.

There are several likely reasons that control group members may have over-reported their
involvement in Project Independence on the 24-month survey. First, many of the programs and
organizations through which control group members obtained employment-related services are affiliated
with Project Independence and often have particular classes and activities set aside for AFDC
recipients. If the connection between these agencies and Project Independence was well advertised,
it may be that some control group members attributed to Project Independence their participation in
activities provided by these organizations, even though they were not referred there by the program
and their participation was not paid for by Project Independence. Another explanation is that some
control group members may have been involved in Project Independence as part of a previous spell
on AFDC that occurred prior to the start of the evaluation. They may have mistakenly attributed this
involvement to the evaluation period.

Finally, control group members may have been subject to employment or job search
requirements that were associated with their receipt of Food Stamps or Unemployment Insurance
benefits. They may have attributed these requirements to Project Independence. In fact, Florida’s
Food Stamp Employment and Training Program is also called Project Independence and is operated
out of the same offices as the AFDC Project Independence program. This version of Project
Independence is targeted to Food Stamp recipients who are exempt from the AFDC requirement to
attend the program (e.g., because they no longer receive AFDC) and who have no children under age
six.2 The Food Stamp Project Independence program, although provided with very little funding and
with few participants, consists primarily of an orientation session and an eight-week independent job
search in which participants are required to submit job applications to 24 employers who have available
positions.

'These percentages add to 44.9 because of rounding, but 44.8 is the exact sum.
The Project Independence exemption criteria are listed in Chapter 1, footote 1.
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Recipients of Unemployment Insurance benefits are asked to meet job search requirements in
order to continue receiving those benefits. An important distinction between Project Independence and
the Food Stamp Employment and Training Program and the Unemployment Insurance job search
program, however, appears to be that Project Independence was more rigorous in enforcing its
participation mandate than either of the other two programs. As a result, control group members’
participation in Project Independence may have been qualitatively different from their participation in
other programs, even if they were involved in the same services.

In short, the estimates from 24-month survey data represent an upper bound on the actual
Project Independence participation rates among control group members. However, as discussed below,
data collected from Project Independence casefiles indicate that their actual rate of participation in the
program was probably much lower.

11. Control Group Participation in Project Independence Employment-Related Activities:
Evidence from Project Independence Casefiles

A Project Independence casefile is usually created for any individual who is referred to the
program. The casefile contains a record of the case manager’s contact with the individual and of the
individual’s participation in activities, use of support services, referral for sanctions, and employment.
For the Project Independence evaluation, some program offices created casefiles for control group
members — even though the control group members were not (or should not have been) referred to
the program — as part of procedures to prevent them from participating in the program should they
be referred inadvertently.

A. Project Independence Casefile Data for the 24-Month Survey Verification Analysis

To verify the accuracy of the 24-month survey information about participation in Project
Independence, MDRC worked closely with staff in the local Project Independence units to locate
casefiles for random subsamples of program and control group members who responded to the 24-
mornth survey. Specifically, Project Independence staff were asked to try to locate casefiles for a
random subsample of 250 control group members and 150 program group members.>

IThe subsample of 150 program group members was selected randomly from the 520 program group
members who responded to the 24-month survey. The subsample of 250 control group members was designed
to over-represent those who reported on the 24-month survey that they were exposed to Project Independence.
Specifically, the control group subsample was drawn from four sets of 24-month survey respondents that were
defined by their self-reported participation in employment-related activities: (1) 100 were randomly selected
from the 111 control group members who reported participating in Project Independence employment-related
activities; (2) 50 were randomly selected from the 53 control group members who reported participating in
a Project Independence orientation, but not in employment-related activities; (3) 50 were randomly selected
from the 93 control group members who reported participating in employment-related activities, but not
through Project Independence; and (4) 50 were randomly selected from the 252 control group members who
did not report participating in any employment-related activities. This strategy was used to increase the
accuracy of participation measures for the first two groups, who reported that they did participate in Project
Independence. All estimates of participation for control group members were weighted to reflect the
distribution of the casefile sample in the original 24-menth survey sample.
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In all, Project Independence casefiles were located for a total of 41.8 percent of the 250 control
group members who had been selected for this analysis and 77.4 percent of the 150 selected program
group members. It was expected that many program group members and the majority of control group
members would not have Project Independence casefiles. For exarnple, as discussed in Chapter 3,
some program group members never reached Project Independence because they were never approved
for AFDC or they obtained employment shortly after being approved and before they were scheduled
to attend a program orientation. Since control group members were supposed to be told that they were
not allowed to participate in Project Independence, it is not surprising that the percentage of casefiles
found for them was much lower than for the program group. At the same time, it was to be expected
that some control group members would have Project Independence casefiles, even though they did
not participate in the program during the two-year follow-up period. Some control group members
had casefiles because they had been in the program in the past, long before the study began. Project
Independence staff may have created casefiles for other control group members in order to store a
record that they were part of the study’s control group and were not supposed to be served.

There were some program and control group members for whom casefiles were not found but
who may have been involved in the program. Project Independence staff who conducted the casefile
data collection for the 24-month survey verification analysis reported that they were aware of some
program and control group members who had been involved in Project Independence, but whose
casefiles were no longer accessible, usually because those casefiles had been archived or transferred
to other locations. Unfortunately, it was not possible to obtain a precise count of the sample members
who were involved in Project Independence but did not have a casefile at the time the 24-month survey
verification data were collected.* Instead, for this study, the amount of missing casefile data was
estimated based on findings for the program group, following the procedures discussed in the next
section.

B. Accounting for Missing Casefile Data

As discussed above, findings from casefile data collected for the 12-month program flow
analysis indicate that the 24-month survey data provide an accurate estimate of the actual rates of
participation in Project Independence activities for program group members. Thus, any differences
between the 24-month survey estimates and the estimates obtained from the Project Independence
casefile data collected for the 24-month survey verification analysis are likely to represent the amount
of missing casefile information for the program group. For example, the 24-month survey data
indicate that 44.4 percent of the program group members participated in at least one Project
Independence employment-related activity. The casefile data collected for the 24-month survey
verification analysis, however, indicate that only 36.8 percent of the program group members
participated in employment-related activities through Project Independence. This means that the
casefile data reflect only about 82.9 percent of the actual rate of participation in Project Independence
activities among program group members.>

4The casefile data for the 24-month survey verification analysis were collected in August 1994, This was
between three and four years after members of the research sample were randomly assigned. Thus, it not
surprising that some of the casefiles were missing owing to archiving or transfer.

SSome of this difference may be due to the fact that casefile data were collected for only a subsample of
the program group members who responded to the survey.
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Similarly, the 24-month survey data indicate that 37.5 percent of the program group members
participated in Project Independence independent job search or job club activities. The casefile data
collected for the 24-month survey verification analysis, however, indicate that only 28.2 percent of the
program group members participated in independent job search or job club activities through Project
Independence. This means that the casefile data reflect only about 75.2 percent of the actual rate of
participation in independent job search or job club activities among program group mermbers.

Finally, the 24-month survey indicates that 16.4 percent of the program group members
participated in Project Independence education or training activities. The casefile data for the 24-
month survey verification analysis indicate, however, that 14.0 percent of the program group members
participated in Project Independence education or training activities. This means that the casefile data
reflect only about 85.4 percent of the actual rate of participation in education and training among
program group members.

As described below, these findings on missing casefile data for program group members were
used to correct Project Independence participation estimates for control group members in order to
account for missing casefile data for the control group. For example, the casefile data collected for
the 24-month survey verification analysis indicate that 6.2 percent of the control group members
participated in at least one Project Independence employment-related activity during the two-year
follow-up period. Based on the program group findings discussed above, this estimate was assumed
to represent 82.9 percent of the control group’s actual rate of participation in these activities. As a
result, to account for missing casefile data, this estimate was increased to 7.5 percent (i.e., 6.2 divided
by .829).

Similarly, the Project Independence casefile data indicate that 4.5 percent of the control group
members participated in Project Independence independent job search or job club activities. Based on
the program group findings discussed above, this estimate was assumed to represent 75.2 percent of
the control group’s actual rate of participation in independent job search or job club activities. As a
result, to account for missing casefile data, this estimate was increased to 6.0 percent {i.e., 4.5 divided
by .752).

Finally, the casefile data collected for the 24-month survey verification analysis indicate that
1.9 percent of the control group members participated in Project Independence education and training
activities. Based on the program group findings discussed above, this estimate was assumed to
represent 85.4 percent of the control group’s actual rate of participation in education or training
activities. As a result, to account for missing casefile data, this estimate was increased to 2.2 percent
(i.e., 1.9 divided by .854).

C. Corrected Rates of Participation in Specific Project Independence Activities for
Control Group Members

The casefile data collected for the 24-month survey verification analysis did not include
separate information on participation in specific Project Independence activities such as independent
job search, job club, ABE or GED, ESL, vocational training and post-secondary education, or on-the-
job training. Rates of participation in these individual activities, therefore, were estimated from the
24-month survey, but were corrected using the casefile data for the aggregate categories of activities,
namely, "independent job search or job club" and "education or training." For example, the 24-month
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survey data indicate that 9.4 percent of the control group members participated in education or training
activities through Project Independence. The casefile data (including the correction to account for
missing casefiles), however, indicate that the control group’s actual rate of participation in these
activities was 2.2 percent, 77 percent lower than the 24-month survey estimate (i.e., 1 minus 2.2/9.4).
Therefore, the separate rates of participation in education (ABE or GED, and ESL) and training
(vocational training or post-secondary education, and on-the-job training} were also assumed to be 77
percent lower than the rates indicated by the 24-month survey. The same method was used to estimate
rates of participation in independent job search and job club activities. The results of these corrections
are presented in Table 3.4 and reflect the most accurate estimates of control group participation in
Project Independence employment-related activities.

III. Corrected Rates of Participation in a Project Independence QOrientation and Referrals for
Sanction

The 24-month survey data indicate that 71.2 percent of program group members attended a
Project Independence orientation. However, evidence from the 12-month program flow analysis gives
this rate as 77 percent. Since the program flow analysis was prepared using Project Independence
casefiles collected within 12 months after program group members were referred to the program, it
is likely to be a more accurate estimate of the actual rate of participation in orientation.

According to the casefile data collected later for the 24-month survey verification analysis, only
47.5 percent of program group members attended a Project Independence orientation. Assuming that
the 12-month program flow analysis findings are more complete implies that the casefile data for the
24-month survey verification analysis represent only 61.7 percent of the total rate of orientation
attendance among program group members. This was used to correct the orientation attendance rate
for control group members that was found in the casefile data.

According to the casefile data, 11.5 percent of control group members were found to have
attended orientation. Assuming that this represents 61.7 percent of the actual rate (based on the
findings for program group members), then a total of 18.6 percent of the control group members
attended an orientation (i.e., 11.5 divided by .617). Since this includes the 7.5 percent of control
group members who also participated in employment-related activities and, thus, were assumed to have
attended orientation, the remaining 11.1 percent of those who attended orientation did not participate
in any other program activities.

Finally, both the 24-month survey data and the casefile data indicated that approximately 1
percent of the control group members were referred for a sanction (a reduction in their AFDC grant)
because they did not participate in a prescribed Project Independence activity and did not provide an
acceptable excuse. Given the similarity between the survey and casefile estimates, no correction was
made, and the casefile estimate of 1.2 percent was used as the rate at which control group members
were referred for a sanction. None of these sanctioned control group members attended orientation
or participated in employment-related activities through Project Independence.

Iv. Summary

Corrections based on a review of Project Independence casefiles indicate that 19.8 percent of
control group members were exposed to some aspect of the Project Independence treatment. This
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estimate includes three elements. First, an estimated 11.1 percent of control group members attended
Project Independence orientation but did not participate in any Project Independence employment-
related activities. An additional 1.2 percent of the control group were referred for a sanction for not
participating in a prescribed activity and were not exposed to any other aspect of the program.
Finally, the most intensive involvement in Project Independence was probably limited to 7.5 percent
of control group members. These were individuals who participated in at least one employment-related
activity through Project Independence. The sum of these three components — 11.1 plus 1.2 plus 7.5
— yields the estimate of 19.8 percent of control group members who were exposed to some aspect of
the Project Independence treatment. This is the most reliable estimate of the control group’s exposure
to Project Independence and is the one that was adopted for this report.
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TABLE DA

AVERAGE NUMBER OF MONTHS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT INDEPENDENCE
AND NON—-PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EMPLOYMENT—-RELATED ACTIVITIES
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Program Control

Activity Source and Participation Measure Group Group

Project Independence and

non—Project Independence sources combined

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (a) 7.05 551

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club {a} 1.66 094
Independent job search 1.41 0.84
Job club 0.26 0.13

Ever participated in education or training (a) 6.38 4.99
ABE or GED 110 0.82
ESL 0.30 0.51
Vocational training or post—secondary education 4.32 3.16
On-the—job training 0.38 0.34

Project Independence activities

Ever participated in any employment—

related activity (&) 473 1.03

Ever participated in independent

job search or job club {a) 1.41 0.30
Independent job search 1.20 0.27
Job ¢lub 0.23 0.04

Ever participated in education or training (a) 2.31 0.36
ABE or GED 0.38 0.07
ESL 0.16 0.02
Vocational training or post—secondary education 1.35 0.21
On—the—job training 0.22 0.03

Sample size (total = 1,029) 520 509

SOURCES: The 24—month survey of a subsample of program and control group members and Project Independence
casefiles.

NOTES: Length of participation is defined as the number of months with any participation in a given activity.
{a) Individuals could participate in more than one activity during the follow-up period; therefore,
the sum of percentages in specific activities may exceed the category percentage.
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TABLE E.1

TWO-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT INDEPENDENCE CN
EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AFDC RECEIPT, AFDC PAYMENTS,
FOOD STAMP RECEIPT, AND FOOD STAMP PAYMENTS FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Percentage
Cutcome and Follow—up Period Program Group Control Group Difference Difference
Ever employed (%)
Quarters 2 -9 66.3 63.8 2.5 *** 4.0%
And employed in quarter 9 383 37.8 0.4 1.1%
And not employed in quarter 9 28.1 26.0 2.1 *** 8.1%
Quarters 2-5 554 52.6 2.8 *k* 5.4%
And employed in quanter 5 36.7 346 2.2 *x 6.2%
And not employed in quarter 5 18.7 18.0 07 3.7%
Quarters 69 53.3 51.2 2.1 *¥* 4.1%
And employed in quarter @ 38.3 37.8 0.4 1.1%
And not employed in quarter 9 151 134 1.7 *** 12.7%
Average quarterly employment rate (36)
Quarters 2—-9 37.3 355 1.8 *** 5.1%
Quarters 2-5 36.8 345 2.3 *¥* 5.6%
Quarters 6—9 37.8 36.5 1.3 ** 3.7%
Employed in all quarters (%}
Quarters 2-5 19.2 17.4 1.9 *** 10.7%
Quarters 6 -9 2341 221 1.0 4.5%
First employed (%)
Quarters 2—5 554 526 2.8 *** 5.4%
Quarters 6—9 10.9 11.2 -0.3 —2.5%
Ever employed (%)
Prior quarter 4 43.3 437 -0.4 —0.9%
Prior quarter 3 442 44.6 -0.5 —1.1%
Prior quarter 2 441 43.2 09 ** 2.0%
Prior quarter 1 42.0 42.0 0.0 0.0%
Quarter of random assignment 40.1 39.9 0.3 0.7%
Quarter 2 36.5 338 2.7 *w* 8.1%
Quarter 3 37.2 348 2.4 Me¥ 6.9%
Quarter 4 36.7 34.9 1.8 ** 5.0%
Quarter 5 36.7 34.6 2.2 *** 6.2%
Quarter 6 37.4 34.9 2.6 ¥ 7.4%
Quarter 7 3786 36.6 1.0 2.8%
Quarter & 38.1 36.7 14 * 3.7%
Quarter 9 38.3 378 04 1.1%
Quarter 10 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Quarter 11 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Quarter 12 n/a n/a n/a nfa
Quarter 13 n/a n/a nfa n/a
Average total earnings ($)
Quarters 2—9 5766 5539 227 * 4.1%
Quarters 2—-5 2548 2401 146 ** 6.1%
Quarters 6—9 3219 3138 80 2.6%
Average earnings per quarter employed ($)
Quarters 2—-9 1931 1950 —18 (a) —0.9%
Quarters 2—~5 1731 1739 -8 {a) —0.4%
Quarters 6-9 2126 2149 ~23 (a) —-1.1%
(continued)
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TABLE E.1 (continued)

Percentage
Qutcome and Follow—up Period Program Group Control Group Difference Difference
Average total earnings ($)
Prior quarter 4 837 842 -5 —-0.6%
Prior quarter 3 845 859 -14 -1.6%
Prior quarter 2 801 799 2 0.2%
Prior quarter 1 695 711 ~16 —2.2%
Quarter of random assignment 409 422 -13 —3.1%
Quarter 2 507 485 22 4.6%
Quarter 3 643 580 B3 *** 10.8%
Quarter 4 681 650 30 4.7%
Quarter 5 717 686 31 4.6%
Quarter 6 754 720 33 4.6%
Quarter 7 792 757 35 4.6%
Quarter 8 824 812 13 1.5%
Quarter 9 849 849 0 0.0%
Quarter 10 nfa n/a n/a n/a
Quarter 11 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Quarter 12 n/a nfa nfa n/a
Quarter 13 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Quarters 2—-9 88.3 89.5 —-1.1 ** -1.3%
Quarters 2—-5 852 867 —1.5 *e* —1.7%
Quarters 6—-9 68.6 71.3 —2.7 *** -3.8%
Ever off AFDC (%)
Quarters 2—-9 62.8 58.7 4,1 *** 6.9%
And did not receive AFDC in quarter 9 48.8 45.4 2.4 *** 5.2%
And received AFDC in quarter 9 14.0 12.4 1.8 *** 13.2%
Quarters 2—5 43.4 37.9 5.5 ** 14.5%
Quarters 6—-9 55.7 52.9 2.7 *x+ 5.2%
First off AFDC {%)
Quarters 2—-5 434 37.9 5.5 *** 14.5%
Quarters 69 19.4 209 —1.4 ** —-6.8%
Average number of months
receiving AFDC payments
Quarters 2-9 14.20 15.06 —0.85 *** -5.7%
Quarters 2-5 7.82 831 —(0.49 ¥+ —-5.9%
Quarters 6—9 6.39 8.75 —0.36 *** —5.4%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Prior quarter 4 229 22.8 01 0.4%
Prior quarter 3 229 229 0.1 0.2%
Prior quarter 2 22.4 221 0.4 1.6%
Prior quarter 1 204 20.2 0.2
Quarter of random assignment 53.6 541 -06 —1.0%
Quarter 2 797 817 —2.0 *** —2.4%
Quarter 3 72.4 76.3 —3.g *** -51%
Quarter 4 67.0 717 —4.7 *** —6.5%
Quarter 5 64.6 68.7 —4.2 wh* —6.0%
Quarter 6 62.3 65.4 —3.1 *** -4.7%
Quarter 7 595 62.5 —3.0 *** —-4.8%
Quarter 8 5.7 58.6 —2.9 **F —4.9%
Quarter 9 51.2 53.6 —2.4 *** —4 5%
Quarter 10 47.5 49.2 —1.7 ** —-3.6%
Quarter 11 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Quarter 12 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Quarter 13 n/a nfa nfa n/a
{continued)
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TABLE E.1 {continued)

Percentage
Qutcome and Follow—up Period Program Group Control Group Difference Difference
Average total AFDC payments received ($)
Quarters 2—9 4028 4293 —265 *** —B6.2%
Quarters 2-5 2196 2348 —152 ** —6.5%
Quarters 6—9 1832 1945 —113 #*** —5.8%
Average AFDC payment per month received ($)
Quarters 2—9 284 285 -2 (a —-0.5%
Quarters 2—5 281 283 -2 (a) ~0.6%
Quarters 6-9 287 288 -1 {8 —-0.4%
Average AFDC payments received ($)
Prior quarter 4 174 176 -2 —-1.0%
Prior quarter 3 173 175 -2 -1.1%
Prior quarter 2 169 173 —4 —-2.2%
Prier quarter 1 151 153 -2 —1.5%
Quarter of random assignment 321 327 -8B —1.9%
Quarter 2 626 654 —27 *** —4.2%
Quarter 3 542 584 —43 *** -7.3%
Quarter 4 518 565 —46 *wk —8.2%
Quarter 5 510 546 —36 *** -5.6%
Quarter 6 501 531 ~30 *** —5.7%
Quarter 7 480 509 —29 *k* —5.8%
Quarter 8 444 473 —29 *** —6.1%
Quarter 9 407 432 —25 w* ~-57%
Quarter 10 376 393 ~18 ** —4.5%
Quarter 11 n/a nfa n/a nfa
Quarter 12 n/a n/a nfa n/a
Quarter 13 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Ever received any Food Stamps (%)
Quarters 2—9 20.5 91.0 -05 —-0.6%
Quarters 2—-5 88.6 B89.1 -05 -0.6%
Quarters 6—9 72.6 739 -13* -1.8%
Ever off Food Stamps (%)
Quarters 2—-9 55.6 540 1.5 * 2.8%
And did not receive Food Stamps in quarter 9 43.2 426 0.6 1.4%
And received Food Stamps in quarter 9 12.4 115 09 * B.0%
Quarters 2—5 366 3486 2.0 *r* 5.8%
Quarters 6—9 497 48.4 13 2.7%
First off Food Stamps (%)
Quarters 2—-5 36.6 34.6 2.0 *x* 58%
Quarters 6—9 189 19.4 -05 —2.6%
Average number of months
receiving Food Stamps
Quarters 2—9 15.36 15.70 —0.34 *¥*¥ -2.2%
Quarters 2—-5 §.48 8.66 —0.19 *** —-2.2%
Quarters 6—-9 6.88 7.04 —-0.16 * —2.2%

(continued)
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TABLE E.1 {continued)

Percentage
Cutcome and Follow—up Period Program Group Control Group Difference Difference
Ever received any Food Stamps (%)
Prior quarter 4 335 33.7 -0.2 —-0.5%
Prior quarter 3 354 35.8 ~0.4 —-1.1%
Prior quarter 2 37.3 378 -04 -1.1%
Prior quarter 1 425 42.5 0.0 0.0%
Quarter of random assignment 84.2 84.3 -0 -0.1%
Quarter 2 84 1 845 -0.4 —-0.4%
Quarter 3 77.0 785 —1.5 ** —-1.9%
Quarter 4 73.2 74.7 —1.4 ** —-1.9%
Quarter 5 705 718 -1.3* —-1.8%
Quarter 6 67.4 69.0 —1.6 ** -2.3%
Quarter 7 64.0 65.5 —1.6 ** —2.4%
Quarter 8 509 61.4 -15* -2.5%
Quarter 9 56.8 57.4 -06 -1.0%
Quarter 10 54 1 54.3 —0.1 —-0.3%
Quarter 11 n/a nfa n/a nfa
Quarter 12 nfa n/a n/a nfa
Quarter 13 n/a nfa nja n/a
Average total value of Food Starnps received ($)
Quarters 2—9 4002 4138 —136 *** -3.3%
Quarters 2—5 2148 2213 —66 *** —3.0%
Quarters 6—9 1858 1925 —70Q A —-3.6%
Average value of Food Stamps per month received ()
Quarters 2—9 261 264 -3 {(a) -1.1%
Quarters 2—5 253 255 -2 (a) -0.8%
Quarters 6—9 269 273 -4 (a) —1.5%
Average value of Food Stamps received {$)
Prior quarter 4 201 203 -1 -0.7%
Prior quarter 3 214 219 -5 —-2.2%
Prior quarter 2 228 231 -3 -1.4%
Prior quarter 1 249 251 -2 —-0.6%
Quarter of random assignment 470 470 -1 —-0.1%
Quarter 2 581 590 -9 * —-1.5%
Quarter 3 536 554 —17 *** -3.1%
Quarter 4 521 541 —20 W+ -3.8%
Quarter 5 510 529 —qQ *** —-3.6%
Quarter 6 502 518 —16 ** —-3.2%
Quarter 7 476 498 —21 *** —-4.3%
Quarter 8 453 471 —18 % —-39%
Quarter 9 424 438 =14 ** —-3.2%
Quarter 10 387 394 -6 —1.6%
Quarter 11 n/a n/a n/a nfa
Quarter 12 n/a nfa n/a n/a
Quarter 13 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sample size (total = 18,233) 13,509 4,724

SOURCES: See Table 5.1.

NOTES: See Table 5.1.
ltalics indicate a nonexperimental estimate.
"N/a" indicates that data are not available.
{a) This comparison is nonexperimental. No test of statistical significance was performed.
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