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|.  Introduction: The Changing Network of Social Services

Socia sarvice organizations address a wide range of low-income families needs. These
agencies are pat of a larger system that involves government provison of services and govern
ment funding for private inditutions. Sgnificant change in one pat of this network affects the
others. The Persond Responghility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA),
passed in 1996, dramaticaly changed welfare policies. Wefare recipients now face time limits
on digibility for cash assstance, requirements that they must engage in work or work activities,
and incentives and supports to encourage them to find employment. Because these welfare policy
changes are so dramatic, many anticipate that the delivery of socid services by private organiza-
tionswill dso be affected.

Predictions about the effects of wedfare reform on socid service agencies vary widdy.
Supporters of welfare reform anticipate a generd increase in employment and a decrease in pov-
ety. These predictions suggest that private donations to socid service organizations will in-
crease, dlowing churches and other private agencies to play a larger role in helping families.
Thus, the government safety net will be less and less needed over time. Critics, on the other
hand, predict an increase in poverty and homelessness, even as socia sarvice organizations lack
the resources to handle the increased needs of poor families. This is a vison of government pull-
ing out of the socid safety net without reinforcing the supportive services for people in poverty.

In order to fully undergand how wefare reform influences the well-being of low-income
families and communities, we must learn how human sarvice organizations are affected by new
welfare policies. This report examines agency Saff members knowledge about wefare reform,
ther overdl views of wefare reform, ther experience of its impact on ther agencies, and their
expectations of how it will affect them. The findings offer prdiminary indghts into how new
government policies shape other components of the network of service provison that is essentid
to the well-being of low-income families

A. The Findingsin Brief

Agency daff were generdly aware that mgor changes in wdfare policy had
occurred, but few expressed detailed knowledge of the policies.

The ovewhdming mgority of respondents expressed negative or mixed
views of welfare reform.

Changes attributed to welfare reform began soon after the policies were im-

plemented, but these changes have not yet been as dramatic as the critics of
reform have predicted.

Changes in the demand for education and training services have been the big-
gest effect of welfare reform so far. Agencies experiences — whether de-
mand increased or decreased — depended partly on the state and local welfare
policies and how they were implemented.

Most basic needs organizations have not yet seen an increase in demand. Nor,
however, have they seen increases in private donations as predicted by support-
ers of wdfare reform. Moreover, the experiences of a few Cleveland agencies



uggest that time limits or sanctioning policies that cause many people to lose
benefits will sgnificantly affect the demand faced by these private charities.

Despite the limited impact that the firs year of welfare reform had on com-
munity organizations, respondents anticipate that the new policies will appre-
ciably increase the demand for ther services in the future. Many, however,
have no plans for meeting the new needs or the possible rise in demand.

B. The Project on Devolution and Urban Change and the I nstitutional
Study

This report is based on data collected for the Project on Devolution and Urban Change
(Urban Change, for short). Urban Change is a research project designed to understand how devo-
[ution and the Temporary Assstance for Needy Families (TANF) block grants play out in four
large urban aress; the project is being undertaken by the Manpower Demondration Research
Corporation (MDRC). (See Table 1 for a description of the Urban Change project.)

Specificaly, the report is the firgd from the project’s Inditutiond Study, the objective of
which is to undersand how the new wefare policies and funding mechaniams affect human ser-
vice agencies in neighborhoods with high concentrations of welfare recipients and people living

in poverty.
C. Why Study Community I nstitutions and Welfare Reform?

The socid service sysem involves complex, interdependent relationships between gov-
ernments and private indtitutions. Governments provide some services directly, some services are
provided through contracts between governments and private organizations, and private agencies
acting on ther own initiative fill some of the gaps Smith and Lipsky (1995) point out thet gov-
ernments increasingly provide services by purchasing them from private socia service agencies,
expanding the welfare date through these organizations. Wdfare reform could affect agencies
both directly (for example, if they recelve many more or many fewer referds from the wdfare
depatment) and indirectly, through effects on their dients (for example, if clients gain or lose
income, they may need less or more assstance from private agencies). These changes could then
affect the services available to people living in poverty.

Many researchers are monitoring the implementation and effects of welfare reform.r Oth
ers have applied organizationa theories to human service agencies® In addition to integrating
these literatures, this report makes two key contributions. First, the breadth of the sample alows
us to examne how wdfae reform affects many types of agencies fathrbased and non-fath
based, with varying services, with and without contracts from welfare departments, and with a
range of budget and daffing levels. Second, the report examines the effects of specific loca pol-
icy changes on organizations sarving impoverished urban communities. The data on these policy
changes come from other Urban Change components (see Table 1).

!Seg, for example, Assessing the New Federalism (Urban Institute); see also Nathan and Gais, 1999.
2See, for example, Hasenfeld, 1982; Reitan, 1998; Sandfort, 1999.



The Project on Devolution and Urban Change
Tablel
Key Featuresof the Urban Change Proj ect

Goal

To understand how state and local welfare agencies, poor neighborhoods, and low-income families are affected by
the changes to the income support system in response to the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996.

L ocations (sites)
Four large urban counties. Cuyahoga (Cleveland, Ohio), Los Angeles, Miami -Dade, and Philadel phia

Project components
The Ethnographic Study illuminates the effects of the changes by chronicling, in depth and over time, how ap-
proximately 40 welfare-reliant familiesin each site cope with the new rules and policies.

The Implementation Study describes both the new welfare initiatives— rules, messages, benefits, and services—
that are developed at the state and local levels and the experiences of the local welfare agenciesin putting these
new initiatives into practice.

The Individual-Level Impact Study measures the impact of the new policies on welfare, employment, earnings, and
other indicators of individual and family well-being, viatwo components:
1. an administrative records component, for countywide samples of welfare recipients and other poor people
2. asurvey component involving two waves of in-person interviews with a sample of residents of high-poverty
neighborhoods

The Institutional Study examines how the new policies and funding mechanisms affect social service institutions
and neighborhood businesses.

The Neighborhood Indicators Study assesses changes in statistical indicators that reflect the social and economic
vitality of urban counties and of neighborhoods within them where poverty and welfare receipt are concentrated.

Distinctivefeatures
Its urban focus. The project examines the impacts of welfarereform in America sbig cities.

Its neighborhood focus All five components of the project will focus especially on residents of high-poverty
neighborhoods, the public and nonprofit agencies that assist them, and the effects of welfare reform on the stability
and vitality of their communities. Findings will also be reported at the county level.

Its effort to integrate findings across the components. The goal of the project is to bring multiple data sources and
methodol ogies to bear in answering the questions of interest. The results of the separate studies are intended to
illuminate, clarify, reinforce, and otherwise complement each other, as exemplified in this report.

SOURCE: Quint et al., 1999.



Findly, as policymakers judge the effects of wefare reform on individuas and communi-
ties, they need to consder whether the safety net will be able to hold up. Advocates of welfare
reform assert that the private sector will compensate or make up for the elimingtion of wefare-
entittements. However, to evauate this clam, we must examine the entire network of socid ser-
vices. Agendiesin high-poverty urban neighborhoods play acrucid rolein this network.>

D. Welfare Reform Policies in the Urban Change Sites

In thinking about how wedfare reform has affected agencies it is useful to didinguish
various aspects of the welfare reform package. States and counties have different policies. These
digtinct gpproaches and their implementation a each dte likdy affect socid service agencies dif-
ferently. (See Table 2 for summary information about the policies in each Urban Change ste)
Many aspects of welfare policy changes could influence these agencies. Among the important
factors, but not the only key ones, are time limits, sanctioning, and the emphasis on work.

By limiting the duration of recipients digibility for cash assgance, new wefare policies
depart fundamentally from previous practices. Time limits appear to lead more wefare recipients
to employment, even before the time limits would actudly have cut off their benefits. However,
these policies, especialy when combined with earned income disregards, do not lead families to
leave welfare more quickly in the pre-time-limit period (Bloom, 1999). Increases in employment
may lead to increases in demand for child care or for services offered during different hours. In
addition, if recipients reach time limits and lose income, this could affect the demand for food
and other emergency services, such as noney to pay utility bills and housng costs. New sanc-
tioning policies could aso affect the income of current and former welfare recipients and thereby
influence the demand for sarvices. These policies are dricter under welfare reform, with some
gtes adding full-family sanctions, in which the entire family loses cash assstance for a gpecified
period of time (Quint et d., 1999, p. 187). In addition, if people who leave cash assstance do not
receive dl the benefits to which they are entitled, such as Medicaid and food stamps, their need
and demand for services might increese. In short, loss of income from time limits or sanctions
could affect demand for basic services such as food and shelter. In addition, if these policies lead
to increased work, demand for child care and other services could rise.

In addition to time limits, wdfare reform's work and participation requirements led most
sates to develop “work-first” approaches to moving welfare recipients into jobs. The work-firg
philosophy emphasizes rapid attachment to jobs. To that end, these policies mandate that in order
to recave thar cash grant, recipients must be employed, volunteering, or participating in ap-
proved education and employment preparation programs. (See Table 2 for more details on the
gtes policies) These policies could affect inditutions in a variety of ways, including the de-
mand for their services, the types of clients they serve, the servicesthey offer, and their funding.

This dudy consders the ealy influence of welfare reform policies on inditutions in high-
poverty urban neighborhoods. Following a description of our research methodology and sample,
Section |11 describes whether respondents knew about the new welfare policies at the time of the
interviews and which aspects of the policies they most commonly mentioned. Section IV de-
scribes respondents  views on welfare reform. Section V' consders what effects welfare reform
has had on socid service agencies so far — in paticular, whether welfare reform has changed
the demand for services, the services offered, and agencies reaionship with the wefare de-
partment. Section VI looks to the future and respondents expectations about demand for ser-

3Nationally, welfare receipt is becoming more and more concentrated in large urban areas (Allen and Kirby,
2000).



The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Table?2

Summary of Wdfare Policies, by Site

Cuyahoga Los Angeles Miami-Dade Philadelphia
Welfare Policies County County County County
Lifetime limit on cash 3years® Syears (adults 4 years 5years
welfare for most fami- only)
lies
Interim-termination time  None None 36 monthsina72- None
limit month period for cer-
tain recipients, 24
months in a 60-
month period for
other recipients’
Work-trigger timelimit ~ None® 18 0or 24 None? 24 months
months
Safety net features None Child’s portion Possible continuation ~ None
of grant ismain-  of benefits for chil-
tained after par-  dren through protec-
ent reachestime tive payeefor upto 1
limit year; hardship exten-
sons of time limit for
up to 1 year
Hours per week of par- 30 32 20 20 (after 2
ticipation required for years)
sngle-parent famili
Existence of familycad No Yes Yes No
Sanctionsif childrendo  No Yes Yes No
not attend school
Sanctionsif childrenare  No Yes Yes No
not immunized
Pendlties for recipient’'s  Subject to 3| 25% grant re- Subinect to 3tier sanc-  Individuadsin
noncooperation with tier sanction  duction tion eigiblefor cash
child support enforce- assistance, or
ment efforts family’s grant
reduced by
25%, whichever
is higher"
$50 child support disre-  Hliminated Preserved Eliminated Eliminated in
gard sate plan, but
state court tem-
porarily barred
change effec-
tiveMay 1,
1997
(continued)



Table 2 (continued)

NOTES: For Cuyahoga, Los Angeles, and Miami-Dade Counties, there are both state and local TANF plans.
For Philadel phia County, there is only a state plan.

@After receiving benefits for 36 months, afamily isineligible for 24 months. After that period, if the county
determines that good cause exists, the family may be eligible for an additional 24 months of assistance. As of
July 1998, Cuyahoga County had not established the criteriafor extending welfare receipt for the additional 24
months.

®The interim-termination time limit is atime limit on welfare recei pt that resultsin the termination of cash
assistance but is shorter than the lifetime limit.

“Recipients who qualify for the 36-out-of-72-month time limit are custodial parents under age 24 who have
not completed high school or have no work experience and long-term reci pients (defined as those who have re-
ceived assistance for at least 36 of the last 60 months).

4The work-trigger time limit is a period of time after which clients must work in order to receive cash assis-
tance.

°Ohio’ s state plan stipulates that recipients participate in state-defined work activities once they are able to
engage in work, or once they have received assistance for 24 months. Ohio, however, has been emphasizing the
three-year time limit in which participants can continue to receive benefits as long as they fulfill the requirements
intheir Self-Sufficiency Contract.

Welfare-to-work activities are generally limited to 18 months for new applicants and 24 months for ongoing
recipients.

9With afew exceptions, Floridarequires that recipients be immediately involved in work activities (broadly
defined to include activities such as job search, vocational education and training, and subsidized employment).

"Hours reported are minimums at the start of each welfare-to-work program. The minimum number of hoursin
Miami-Dade and Philadel phia Countiesis less than the federal requirements of 25 hoursin fiscal year 1999 and 30
hoursin fiscal year 2000.

'A family cap entails the partial or full denial of cash benefits to a child conceived while the mother is on wel-
fare.

IThe policy provides “limited” additional benefits to children born within 10 months of initial welfare receipt:
50 percent for first child, and no benefits for each child thereafter.

kAlthough sanctions for school attendance and immunization are included inthe state plan, regulations have not
been developed for these provisions.

'In Cuyahoga County, the first instance of noncooperation resultsin the removal of OWF benefits (for the entire
family) and possibly food stamp benefits (for the adult) for one month or until cooperation is obtained, whichever is
longer. For the second instance of noncooperation, the sanction lasts for three months or until cooperation, which-
ever islonger. For any subsequent instances, the sanction lasts for six months or until cooperation, whichever is
longer. Those adults who are sanctioned three times or more may also be ineligible for Medicaid.

™ n Miami-Dade County, the entire family is subject to the following sanctions: The first instance of noncoop-
eration resultsin the loss of cash assistance until the individual has complied for 10 working days; the second in-
stance resultsin the loss of cash and food stamps until the individual has complied for 30 days; and the third and
subsequent penalties result in the loss of cash and food stamps for a minimum of three months. Benefits are rein-
stated after the individual compliesfor 10 working days after the three-month penalty period.

"The 25 percent penalty has been implemented only for “child-only” budgets.



vices, exigence of funding for services, and plans to address changes resulting from wefare re-
form. The concusion, Section VII, explores the implications of these findings for socid service
organizations, welfare departments, and funders.

Il. Research Methodology and Sample

In order to learn how wefare reform affected socid service organizations in high-poverty
neighborhoods, we interviewed key personnel at 106 agencies located in the four Urban Change
gtes. (Table 3 shows the number of agencies at which respondents were interviewed in each Site.)

The Project on Devolution and Urban Change
Table3

Number of Agencies|Interviewed, by Site

Ste Number of Agencies Interviewed
Cuyahoga County 32
Los Angeles County 19
Miami-Dade County 25
Philadel phia County 30
Total 106

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Round 1 Institutional Study data.

A. Selection of the Sample

Within each dte, inditutions were sdected in three neighborhoods that had moderate or
high poverty levels and large concentrations of welfare recipients® The agencies sdlected were
central to the vitdity of each neighborhood and offer a range of services important to low-
income families The sample includes a mix of churches, smdl, grassoots organzations, and
larger, more established organizations. This is not a random sample of inditutions, nor is it rep-
resentative of dl inditutions in each city or neighborhood. However, this purposve sampling
technique yields a diverse group of agencies that offer a variety of perspectives on the effects of
welfare reform.

B. Description of the Sample

Agencies were categorized by the “main” servicesthey offer, as shown in Table 4.° The

“Only two Los Angeles neighborhoods are included in the Institutional Study because the third “target”
neighborhood had too few institutions. The neighborhoods in this study are the same as those being studied exten-
sivel e/ in the ethnographic and implementation components of the Urban Change Project.

Some agencies in the sample (for example, several health organizations) offer only one type of service. How-
ever, many agencies offer more than one type. For these the following indicators were used to identify the main

(continued)



The Project on Devolution and Urban Change
Table4

Number of AgenciesInterviewed, by Main Service

Main Service Number of Agencies Interviewed
Adult education and employment preparation (basic educa-

tion, vocationd sKills training, and employment preparation) 19
Child care 13
Basic needs (food, shelter, and other emergency resources) 30
Hedlth 13
School and youth 18
Other (includes economic development, advocacy, and fam- 13
ily well-being)

Total 106

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Round 1 Institutional Study data.

19 adult educetion and employment preparation agencies offer basic education, vocationa sKills
traning, or employment preparation services. They typicdly provide combinations of these ser-
vices, ether clustered in one program or separately. Twelve child care agencies deliver direct
sarvices for preschool-age children, and one focuses on services for parents and child care pro-
viders, accrediting child care faciliies and providing parent-child play groups. The 30 basic
needs agencies supply food, shelter, and other “emergency” items such as clothing and money to
pay utlites. The 13 hedth agencies provide generd family hedth care, mentd hedth services,
or specidized services such as reproductive hedth care. The 18 school and youth agencies are
evenly divided between dementary schools and organizations providing services to school-age
youth. The remaning agencies focus on red estate and economic development, advocecy (for
example, legd savices), or family wdl-being services (such as parenting classes or domestic
violence services). These 13 agencies were categorized as “other” because there are not enough
of any one type to andyze them as separate groups. (For more information on the agencies in
each category, see the Appendix.)

Eighty percent of the ingtitutions are nonprofit agencies, and the remander are Folit be-
tween for-profit and government organizations® About one-third of the organizations are faith-
based. (See Figure 1.) Almost 90 percent of the agencies are dassfied as having dmog dl or
mogtly low-income dients (“mogtly” is defined as 61 percent or more); 50 percent of the agen
cies serve dmog dl or mostly families with children on public assstance.

service: local ethnographers’ knowledge of the agency’s reputation within the neighborhood, the number of clients
served, the frequency of service provision, the amount of funding, and the agency’ smission statement.

The sampleincludes nonwelfare government agencies that provide key social servicesto residentsin the neighbor-
hoods. The mgjority of the government agencies are public elementary schools or community colleges.



The Project on Devolution and Urban Change
Fiaurel
Faith-Based Status, by Main Service

25 7 21

¢
"E‘ 207 14
b ) 13 13
L b 9 10 10
- 10 A 6
X 4 3 3
E 57 0
z 0 - T T T T T
School and Basic Needs Health Education and  Child Care Other
Y outh Employment
Preparation
Main Service Faith-based

U Non-faith-based

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Round 1 Institutional Study data.



Based on the sze of their totad annua budget, about one-quarter of the organizaions
qudified as large (with a budget grester than $1 million), another quarter were medium-szed
(more than $200,000), and a smilar number were smal (more than $50,000). Less than 10 per-
cent of the sample had very small budgets ($50,000 or less).” Over 10 percent had 51 or more
paid staff, about 40 percent employed between 11 and 50 staff, and another 40 percent had 10 or
fewer pad saff members. In addition, less than 10 percent had no paid saff and relied entirely
on volunteers. (See Figure 2.)

C. Description of the I nterviews

Loca researchers conducted structured interviews with adminigtrators and other key per-
sonnel. They spoke with agency and/or program directors, whenever possible® This report is
based on interviews conducted between March 1998 and March 1999. Athough this time period
was relativey early in the implementation of wdfare reform, sufficient time had eapsed since
the implementation of the new poalicies that it is reasonable to assume that respondents were &
miliar with them. All interviews were conducted a leest one year (in Philaddphia and Miami) or
gx months (in Clevdand and Los Angdes) dfter the sat of wdfare reform. Stll, as Table 5
shows, wdfare recipients had not yet reached time limits during the interview period, so the full
impact of the new policies would not be expected to appear in these interviews®

Interviews covered each agency’s misson and higtory, daffing, budget, clientde, and the
services currently offered as well as those planned for the next year or two. Researchers asked re-
spondents about their knowledge of welfare reform, their views of the new policies, perceptions of
how the policies have affected their agency so far, and their expectations of how the policies would
affect the agency in the future. To supplement the interview data, we aso collected printed materi-
as, such as annud reports or flyers advertisng services, from most of the agencies.

[1l. What Do Service Providers Know About Welfare Reform?
A. Overall Levels of Knowledge

For agencies to respond effectively to changes brought about by wefare reform, they
must understand the nature of the new policies. Thus, to assess agencies knowledge of welfare
reform, we asked respondents what they had heard about changes in welfare policies that affect
families with children. Responses from about three-quarters of the agencies indicated an aware-
ness of wefare reform.’® However, most respondents in this group expressed awareness only of
basic, naionwide changes amed a reducing welfare rolls and getting welfare recipients into the
workforce. The respondents generdly knew about the time-limited nature of welfare benefits

"Budget information could not be obtained from 16 percent of the sample.

8These respondents are treated as expert informants for their agencies, and thus we did not require verification
of budget, staffing, or other information discussed during the interview. In some cases, we did receive annual re-
ports, formal budgets, and other materials that were used in the analysis.

°A second round of interviews with each of these agencies occurred roughly one year later, which will provide
further information about how agencies have been affected by welfare policies.

19T his estimate is conservative for two reasons. First, the respondent who was interviewed was not necessarily
the person most knowledgeable about welfare reform at the agency. Second, responses that were unclear were in-
cluded in the group coded as “not knowledgeable,” so these respondents may have known more about welfare re-
form than their interviews captured.

-10-



The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Fiaure 2
Staffing, by Main Service

18 1 16

14
12 4
10 1

Mommber ol apeneics

10 10
77
87 6 . 6 .-
°] 4 4 3 3
: I ﬁ% N [ -
21 0 0 0 0
O T . T T T T
School and Basic Needs Health Education and  Child Care Other
Y outh Employment
Preparation
Main Service ™ All volunteers

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Round 1 Institutional Study data.

-11-
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The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Table5b

Key Palicy and Interview Dates, by Site

CuyahogaCounty ~ Los Angeles County Miami-Dade County  Philadel phia County
Welfarere-  October 1997 January 1998 October 1996 (time  March 1997
formim- limits, work re-
plementa- quirements)
tion began May 1997 (full-
family sanctions)

Indtitutiond  June 1998 to March  July 1998 to Febru-  May 1998 to Febru-  March 1998 to Sep-
interviews 1999 ary 1999 ary 1999 tember 1998%
conducted
Intermediate  None October 1999 or October 1999 March 1999
time limit April 2000 (interim- (work trigger: 24-
goesinto (work trigger: 18 or  termination: Almost  month work require-
effect 24 months for new dl clientswith 2 ment)

and ongoing clients,  year time limits got

respectively) 1-year extensions.)
Lifetime October 2000° January 2003 (chil-  October 2000 March 2002
time limit dren il digible for
goesinto benefits)
effect

SOURCES: Quint et a., 1999, and MDRC calculations using Round 1 Institutional Study data.

NOTES: ®One of the 30 interviewsin Philadel phia County was completed in March 1999.
bAfter 36 months, recipients are ineligible for the next 24 months, and then if thereis “good cause,” they
could be eligible for another 24 months after that period.

and/or about the renewed emphasis on employment, but they knew little about the specific poli-
cies implemented in their locae. For example, one respondent said: “The mothers have to get
out, get educated, and become sdf-dependent. That's basicdly what it is” Stll, some respon
dents were quite knowledgeable about the particulars of the new policies. For example, the fol-
lowing indicates a Philadd phia respondent’ s familiarity with the new policies:

The government is trying to trandtion families from wefare check to <df-
aufficiency. Welfare parents have a totd of five years to become sdf-sufficent.
They are pushing parents to get work within two years. The fird two years ended
on March 3. Welfare parents had to develop a plan for sdf-aufficdency with ther
caseworker. Money has been provided for transportation and child care. Some
people are excluded because of physica handicap or parental obligations.



Smilar numbers of respondents from al types of agencies, except for hedth services, e-
pressed knowledge about welfare reform. About three-quarters of agencies in each of the other
categories knew something about wefare reform, but only one-third of the hedth agencies had
such knowledge. We suspect that because hedth care agencies focus somewhat narrowly on Medi-
caid, these respondents were less likely to be aware of time limits or work requirements for cash
benefits.

B. Knowledge Level, by Site

Contextuadl factors seem to have influenced respondents knowledge about wefare re-
form. Saff from more agencies in the northern cities — Cleveland and Philadephia — were
knowledgeable aout wefare reform policies than their counterparts in Los Angees and Mi-
ami.’* In Cleveland and Philadelphia, responsss of the agency staff indicated that at least 8 out of
10 expressed a generd awareness of welfare reform, compared with less than 7 out of 10 in Los
Angeles and with 6 out of 10 in Miami.*? (See Table 6.)

The Project on Devolution and Urban Change
Table6
Knowledge of Welfare Reform, by Site

Cuyahoga Los Angeles Miami-Dade Philadelphia
County County County County
Expressed some knowledge 25 (83%) 13 (68%) 13 (59%) 26 (93%)
about welfare reform
No evidence of knowledge 5 (17%) 6 (32%) 9 (41%) 2 (7%)
about welfare reform

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Round 1 Institutional Study data.

C. Knowledge of Specific Aspects of Welfare Reform Policies

In response to the question about what they had heard about welfare reform, respondents
touched on severa aspects of the new policies’® The temporary nature of welfare benefits was the
most cited aspect of welfare reform. Of dl the agencies whose respondents knew something about
welfare reform, 73 percent mentioned time limits. Nonetheess, most of these responses provide

HDpijfferences in the number of health agencies from each site were not large enough to account for the differ-
ences in knowledge levels across sites.

12possible explanations for the somewhat lower level of knowledge in Los Angeles include the fact that welfare
reform began later there, so less time had elapsed from the implementation of welfare reform to the interviews than
had passed in the other sites. However, welfare reform was implemented first in Miami, where the fewest respon-
dents expressed knowledge about welfare reform. Further examination of these differences will be important as ad-
ministrators of welfare programs work to educate local agencies about policy changes.

13The responses about specific welfare policies were, for the most part, provided without prompting about spe-
cific policiesfrom theinterviewers.



only a generd sense of the limits now placed on receipt of wefare benefits, as illustrated by the
following: “The new requirements are tha people have short-term stay[s] on public assstance’ and
“We're very much aware tha in this state the clock is ticking, it has been ticking for a while, for
those persons who are on public assistance to prepare themselves to come off welfare.”

About one third of the knowledgeable respondents in Cuyahoga, Los Angdes, and Phila-
delphia provided detailed information about time limits* For example, one Philadelphia respon
dent correctly identified that “there is a five-year time limit; there is a two-year work-related-
activity time limit” Severd Los Angeles respondents noted that Cdifornia’s time-limit polices
goply only to the adult's portion of the TANF grant. As one Los Angeles respondent said, “Chil-
dren will aways get ad.” Severd Philaddphia respondents commented that large numbers of the
city's resdents would be affected by time limits This could be influenced in pat by the locd
media®® For instance, one respondent reported: “A lot will be struggling after the March [1999]
deadline hits. They need to get some 59,000 off the rollsin March and that is a huge task.”

Respondents aso frequently mentioned the new emphasis on getting wefare recipients
into the workforce. For example, a Cleveland respondent said:

The focus has changed from a long-term assstance to getting them into work and
getting them off the rolls of welfare. And, everything seems to be centered around
whether they’ re working or not and training.

Also, a Philade phia respondent mentioned:

There are provisons that you must be working during those redtricted years —
you have to make an effort to get in job training or school or a job that fills the re-
quirement that you are in awork-related activity.

Respondents from more agencies in Cleveland than in the other Stes mentioned sanc-
tions. One-third of the Cuyahoga respondents mentioned sanctions, as did a few from Philade-
phia, wheress sanctions did not come up among respondents in the other two sites.*

D. Sources of Knowledge About Welfare Reform

Respondents reported learning about welfare reform from a variety of sources. The most
frequently mentioned sources of information were the welfare department or other government
agencies and professonal and socid contacts. Some mentioned persona contacts with welfare
office saff. Respondents aso obtained information from ther dients news media, and seminars
or other training opportunities within their agency. About three-quarters of the respondents men
tioned more than one source. Ultimately, though, there was no clear correation between the ex-
tent of respondents awareness about welfare reform and the source of that information, athough
those who mentioned more than one source of knowledge were dightly more likely to be aware
of welfare reform.

4None of the Miami respondents provided details about time limits.

155ee, for example, Dillon and Blue, 1998; Leary, 1998; Moran, 1998; and “Ridge Announces. . . .”

18Respondents in Philadel phia and Cleveland were generally more knowledgeable about welfare reform than re-
spondentsin the other sites. In addition, there was a period of widespread sanctioning in Cleveland.
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V. What Do Agency Staff Think of Welfare Reform?

The broad, if a times shdlow, knowledge of wefare reform formed the basis for respor-
dents opinions about the new policies. The overwheming mgority of agencies expressed either
mixed (62 percent) or entirdly negative (27 percent) views of wefare reform. These views were
quite consistent across sites and types of agencies’

The mgority of respondents with mixed or pogtive views endorsed the employment
gods of wdfare reform. Some embraced the focus on sdf-sufficdency and/or diminating misuse
of wefare funds. For example, when asked his opinion of the gods, one respondent from an
dementary school in Miami sad: “From what I've heard, | like them. | think that there's a prob-
lem with giving people something and getting nothing in return.”

However, despite common support for the stated gods of wefare reform, only 1 in 10
agencies wholeheartedly endorsed the new policies. Many of those with mixed or negative views
thought that the stated gods of wdfare reform were admirable but unredigic, especidly given
the immediacy of time limits. Respondents described a broad range of concerns.

There are not enough jobs available, and women on welfare will not be
able to sustain employment.

For example, a gaff member & an education and employment agency in Philadephia
amply dated, “[Wdfare reform] will not work, because there are not enough jobs” A manager
from a public housing project in Miami explained:

| think the overdl gods are gredt, to help people become sdf-sufficient, to be able
to become independent. . . . | think that part is great, but again, it's one thing to
preach wdfare reform; it's another thing to make jobs available and [for] people
to keep these jobs. You just can't go out and tell anybody you're going to give
them ajob. What are you going to do to ensure thet they keep the job?

Also, a respondent in Los Angdles clamed, “The busness community has not stepped up to help
trangtion people to work.”

Clients need mor e education and training.

For example, a representative of a church in Philadelphia asserted: “There is nothing wrong
with encouraging people to work, but you have to provide them with adequate training and then
make sure that the jobs are out there for them. The current welfare reform has not done this.”

Clients need additional supportive services.

For example, one respondent from a parochia school in Los Angdes fdt that wefare reform
had not adequately addressed working clients' needs for child care and reliable transportation:

1"Respondents from the health agencies were somewhat more negative than those from other service categories,
with 50 percent expressing completely negative views and 50 percent expressing mixed views. However, most of
those with completely negative views also did not express knowledge of welfare reform. Further, the interview may
have recorded their views about changes in health care policy that went beyond TANF.



In theory, | applaud the efforts to have people working. In practice, there are mgjor
flaws with wdfare reform. | don't think the wdfare reform was thought out com-
pletely. When poor people are working, there are new sets of needs that arise. Mostly
things like child care, transportation, the stuff that nonpoor people take for granted.

Wéfarereform will work only for select groups of recipients.

A respondent from Cleveland thought that welfare reform was helping some — specifi-
cdly, people who had some kind of work history — but that it would not help those who have
never worked. Another Cleveland respondent made a smilar comment:

Clevdand Works...has been touted as a modd program. But [they] took people
with a work higtory, with education, and [the program| turned them around, so it
looked like a big success. But this hasn't and won't work with people who come
from generations of assstance. That is a different nut to crack, and this program is
not going to work for them.

Respondents aso predicted a number of negative outcomes from wefare reform. For e-
ample, severd respondents from the school and youth agencies felt that children would be nege-
tively affected by changes that wefare reform will bring upon families For ingance, the princi-
pa a one school worried that children would not be prepared for school because of the chaos of
home life. He thought that the financid stressors might push families to move (for example, if
they can't pay rent) and that students might be moving from school to school. In addition, a e
gpondent from a battered women's shelter thought her dients would have a much more difficult
time adhering to the welfare rules and would be more likely to be sanctioned, if (for example)
abusive partners refused to alow them to go to work or have money for transportation to work.

A minority of respondents explicitly criticized the entirety of wefare reform, gods and
dl. For example, an advocate from Philaddphia sated: “They [the gods are inhumane. You
can't throw people off the rolls if there is nothing there to replace it...it is a vidlation of ther
economic human rights and dignities” Others emphasized discrimination; one respondent from a
reproductive hedth dlinic in Clevdland sad, “We think it's more than acceptable for a suburban
woman to say home with her children, but when apoor woman wants to stay home and raise her
kids, we condemn her for it.”

V. What HasHappened So Far? Early Effects of Welfare Reform

Regardless of their opinion about wefare reform, respondents in our sample described
immediate, if limited, effects of the new policies. The biggest effect has been changes in the &
mand for services in some education and employment preparation agencies, with experiences
varying across types of agencies and location. Respondents aso revedled limited changes in ser-
vices offered and in their relationships with welfare agencies.

Recent trends in agencies daffing and budgets correspond with respondents  descrip-
tions of the limited effects tha wefare reform had on their services. The vast mgority reported
minima or no changes (ether increases or decreases) in their daffing in the past year. Smilarly,
there is little evidence of changes in funding. Given that respondents did not describe dgnificant
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increases in daffing or funding, it makes sense that service changes in response to wdfare re-
form were limited.’® However, the staffs of some adult education and employment preparation
agencies did sgnificantly expand. These exceptions were beneficiaries of new contracts from the
welfare department (that is, they received new funding as well) and were better able to expand or
modify ther services.

A. Changesin the Demand for Services

Education and employment preparation providers experienced changes
in demand, although some experienced declines in participation while
demand at other agenciesrose.

In discussng changes in demand atributed to wdfare reform, dightly more than one-
third of respondents from education and training agencies described increases in participation,
while almost one-fifth reported decreases (the remaining haf of agencies in this sudy did not
report a difference in participation due to wefare reform). Agencies experiences varied by Ste.
In Clevdand and Los Angeles, they were split between those facing increases and those not &
fected. Agencies in Miami reported no change in participation. In contrast, four of the five
education and training agencies in Philade phia reported declines in participation.

The experience in Philadelphia reveds the importance of local wefare reform policies.
When Penngylvanids wdfare reform initicive began, its implementation focused on making
aure that al recpients began an initid eght-week job search. During the first year of the new
policy, agencies logt participants when large numbers of recipients were called to the welfare d-
fice and mandated to look for a job.® When discussing the effects of welfare reform, respondents
explicitly attributed lower participation to the job search mandate: “People [are] leaving class for
[the] job search requirement.”%°

In addition to the job search requirement, Philadelphia education and literacy programs
were hurt by new policies and messages governing paticipation in education and training. Be-
fore wdfare reform, wdfare-to-work services conssted primarily of referrads to education and
traning. In contrast, sarting with welfare reform in 1997, wdfare daff emphaszed quick entry
into the labor force. Education and traning were dill avalable to welfare recipients, but these
services counted toward meeting the work requirement for only up to 12 months during the first
24 months. (Since welfare reform, a recipient who participates in education and training for more
than 12 months must dso participate in another work-related activity.)

Welfare caseworkers payed a crucid role in delivering messages about the new rules and
referring recipients to acceptable activities. During the first year, rules and messages about edu-
cation and training were not clearly relayed to recipients (Quint et d., 1999, pp. 163-164). R

8For our purposes, a“significant increase” isan increase of at least 10 percent in the number of staff.

9Although basic education and literacy programs were the hardest hit by the job search requirement, other
Philadelphia agencies offering programs with incompatible time commitments were also affected by the job search
requirement. For instance, a respondent from a basic needs agency that runs a program on nutrition, health, and life
skills observed that attendance declined during the fall of 1997 because of the job search conflicts.

20Not all agencies in Philadelphia experienced declines. A respondent in one of the five education/training
agencies (one of which focused on vocational training, not basic education) noted that, as a result of the welfare-to-
work requirements, they were “seeing alot more women who need to get into a program.”
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marks from respondents at a large multi-service agency reved that agency Saff fdt that the ini-
tid lack of clarity about the new rules affected participation in their education programs.

Adult education has dways had a huge waiting lis. Now there are dumps because
they [recipients] are being told “you can't go to school” or the caseworkers imply
that they cannot go. Around January [1998], things Sarted to draighten out again
and caseworkers began referring people here again.

Another staff member at the agency said that some of the students who quit their education class
to conduct a job search came back, but whether they did or not depended on the caseworker.
Some caseworkers kept up with their clients after the job search — followed up with them to de-
cide what the next step should be (for example, education) — and some did not.

Wedfare reform policies in Cleveland dso reduced the focus on educetion and training,
but these options were 4ill readily avalable. Recipients in Clevdand were immediately required
to participate in work-related activities for at least 30 hours per week. Up to 10 of these hours
could be spent in activities including basic education and Generd Educationd Development
(GED) classes, post-secondary education, and counsding related to employment. In contrast to
Philadelphia recipients, who al conducted a job search as ther firg activity, Cleveland recipients
underwent an assessment and then were assigned to one of severa options that included educa
tion, training, and work experience in addition to job search.?! These differences may explain
why the education agencies in Cleveland did not experience declines in participation and why
they were more apt to report increases.

As in Clevdand, education agencies in Los Angeles reported either an increase or no
change in paticipaion as a rexult of wefare reform. Unlike in Philaddphia, where mogt of the
education agencies in our sample focused on basic education or literacy, the educetion agencies
in Los Angdes were primarily vocationd training agencies, some with ties to that dte€'s wefare-
to-work progran (CAWORKS), which may explain the difference in agencies experiences. Al-
though Miami aso switched to a work-first welfare approach that emphesized job search (while
dill dlowing some education and training services), education and employment preparation
agencies in Miami reported no change with respect to participation. It is possble that the dower
implementation of policies in that dte accounts for the lack of effects on education and training
agerncies.

Most basic needs agencies did not report major changes in demand.
Cleveland’s experience, however, provides evidence that changes in n-
come can affect the demand for food and other emergency services.

Most basic needs agencies did not report increases in demand for food or emergency ser-
vices due to wefare reform.?’> Severd of Cleveland's basic needs agencies, however, reported a

ZLAfter an initial assessment, clients without a high school diploma or GED could take adult basic education,
GED, or high school classes for up to five hours a week, and recipients with reading and math scores at the eighth-
grade level or higher could attend employment-related training for up to 40 hours per week (for 52 weeks) (Quint et
al., 1999, pp. 58-60).

220ne Philadelphia respondent noted that because the agency limited the number of referrals it accepted, staff
would not be aware of changes in demand for food. A few agencies in al the sites mentioned increased demand for
food or resources, but reasons other than welfare reform were also given, such as an increase in poor immigrant cli-

(continued)
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notable increase in the demand for emergency assistance that was tied to a rise in snctioning.?®
One respondent commented that, as a result of welfare reform, in the past year they had gone
from giving food at the pantry once every two months to once amonth — nating:

The biggest impact has been people who've been sanctioned for some reason or
another, you know, requesting rent, or utilities. And | know the biggest part of the
sanctioning hasn't happened yet. But, | think that’s been the most evident impact.

A respondent at another Cleveland basic needs agency pinpointed the timing of the increase in
demand to January 1998. Starting then, many more families who came in reported that they had
been sanctioned and needed help desperately.

There is some evidence that demand for child care did increase. However,
most child care agencies did not report changes in participation, in part
because their centerswere already operating at capacity.

Only a few child care agencies reported changes in the demand for services and participa
tion as a result of welfare reform. For ingtance, the director of a Philadelphia child care center said
that enrollment fluctuated sgnificantly when wedfare recipients fulfilled their job search require-
ment: “We have now revolving-door daycare here. Kids are in for eight weeks while their moms
are in the training program and then they're out.” A Cleveland center that is now open 24 hours a
day provides another example; it reportedly began its third shift, which keeps the center open dl
night, because of welfare reform, in order to serve mothers who do not have daytime jobs.

Although most respondents from child care agencies did not report changes in participa
tion in ther own centers, there is some evidence of an overdl increase in need for child care
One reason that enrollment in child care programs did not change is that over three-quarters of
respondents reported that their agency was dready serving the maximum number of children,
and most had a waiting list. For example, one respondent from Miami described increasing de-
mand for services even though parents could not be accommodated:

Because right now parents are trying very hard to find jobs and stuff because of the
welfare reform. They have a certain dae, if they don't they’ll lose their funding
source. So, we' ve been turning people down quite frequently [since welfare reform].

Other child care providers were unable to serve particular child care needs. For example,
one Los Angeles respondent who works with several child care centers noted that part-time pro-
grams cannot accommodate the needs of working parents.

entele, rising numbers of single males who lost cash assistance (general relief), and general poverty in the surround-
ing neighborhood. A handful of agencies reported increases in the demand for food or emergency services due to
welfare reform, but they did not provide detail s to support the ideathat welfare policies caused the increase. Several
community development agencies in Philadel phia also stated that needs for food had increased since welfare reform.

2 key element of Ohio’s welfare reform policy is a full-family sanction, in which the entire family’ s cash benefit
is eliminated for a period of time. At the end of 1997, the Cuyahoga welfare agency instituted a massive call-in of re-
cipients, and those who did not show up were sanctioned (Quint et al., 1999, pp. 63-66).
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B. Changesin Services Provided

A few education and employment preparation agencies reported making
some changesin their curriculum in response to welfarereform.

A handful of education and training organizations, especidly in Philadephia, reported
that, as a result of the new focus on employment (rather than remedid education) and time limits
on receipt of cash assgtance, they have shortened the courses they offer. One staff member from
an educdtion agency in Philadephia remarked that “the fdlout of welfare reform is that [recipi-
ents] end up with denser services in shorter time periods.”

For some agencies, shortening the curriculum aso involved changing the messages they
gave to clients as well as other adjusments in the classoom. For example, the following com:
ments from a respondent at a Philadelphia education program illustrate how the new policies
have changed the time frame in which agencies work with students:

Counsding is different. [We] used to counsd that education was a way out of
poverty and that people should take their time doing it. Now we have to tell them
to rush. There are a lot more short-term goas now. We have to address counseling
in the classsoom knowing that there is a higher anxiety there. ...Teachers are hav-
ing to go over the materids a lot because they are getting interrupted. Students
have to be out of classes for a month for training and then need to catch up when
they come back and this creates repetition.

A few agencies noted that they had changed course content to dign it with the work-firg
approach. For example, one respondent noted, “We aready have incorporated a job readiness
component in dl of our classes — let them learn to write [@ résumé cover letter.” Another
dated, “ There has been a shift from ‘basic skills to ‘work firgt, then provide skills.””

Ancther theme in the interviews is that the new policies have changed the stakes for cli-
ents, which, in turn, has affected the outlook of daff members who work with them. As one
Philadephia respondent observed, “The teachers are panicked and frenzied because they know
the pressure the students are under.” A respondent from a Cleveland agency that had aoplied for
a grant to sarve additiond wefare recipients fdt smilaly — that staff now would have greater
responsibility to ensure that clients followed through with the program and that the risk of sanc-
tioning would compd staff to keep closer watch on clients.

Child care centers, schools, and youth agencies reported changes in the
number of parent volunteers.

Some child care centers, schools, and youth agencies noted that as wefare recipients
found employment or began training programs, the agencies lost volunteers. For example, one
respondent from an eementary school in Los Angeles said:

Many young mothers are scared of the changes and are in a hurry to comply with
looking for a job or getting back into school. [Here], sad to say, it has reduced the
amount of parent volunteers that we have and the amount of time that the volunteers
spend at our schoal. | expect to see even less volunteerism in the next year or so.
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In other cases, where volunteers time was credited toward their work requirements, agencies
reported increased numbers of parent volunteers. For example, one Cleveland school increased
the number of parent volunteers through the community work experience program (CWEP).

C. Relationship of Agencies with Welfare Department

Socid service agencies relaionship with the loca welfare departments takes many forms.
Funding, placing recipients in community service dots, generd communication about policies, and
communication about particular recipients were dl affected by new welfare policies.

Some education and employment preparation agencies gained funding
through new contracts with the welfare department to serve welfare re-
cipients.

Wefare agencies in each city hired contracted service providers. The few education and
employment preparation agencies in the sample that reported having such contracts were dl rea
tivdy lage and had wdl-established contractud rdationships with the wdfare depatments.
One of these providers said that welfare reform had been “profitable’ as a result of contracts
from the wdfare department. Other respondents, when interviewed for this study, were waiting
to hear whether their agencies would be awarded new contracts. For example, in taking about
the effects of welfare reform, a respondent in Cleveland noted that if the agency got the grant
from the county, virtudly dl its dients would be welfare recipients.

Agencies in Miami and Cleveland provided opportunities for recipients to
work in community service jobs.

Since wdfare reform, new reationships have developed between wefare departments
and agencies that provide community service jobs for wefare recipients. Community service
jobs dlow welfare recipients to meet their work requirements by serving as volunteers, which
keeps them digible for TANF benefits. Wdfare reform policies in Miami and Clevdand in-
cluded options for recipients to work in community service jobs in order to fulfill their work e
quirement. Five respondents in each of these gtes reported that recipients were working in their
agency in acommunity service dot.2*

Taking on individuds in community work dots can have a big effect on an agency. One
basic needs agency in Cleveland reported that it accepted about 150 volunteers over the course of
a year, and some agencies sad that this was a mutualy beneficid arrangement. But one respon
dent described a different experience:

Wiéll, | think some of the attitudes have been, well, | have to do it to keep getting
my benefits That's what happens.... I've had two experiences with mothers that,
yes they want to work, but when you tel them to do something, they don’'t want
to do it. They know they have to be here for four hours because that's what their
contract says and they just try to bide their time.

24philadelphia also has community service and transitional job programs, but these programs began after the
data from these interviews were collected.
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Communication and information-sharing between welfare agencies and
social service agencies are crucial. Some agencies reported that they had
tried to influence the implementation of policiesto benefit their clients.

A few respondents mentioned that their agencies had tried to influence wefare policies
and ther implementation. For ingance, a respondent from a shdter for survivors of domestic
violence noted that they were trying to work with the wefare gaff, indructing them to record
information about the posshility of domestic violence so that workers could be cautious (for ec-
ample, with a recipient's address) and could ill provide appropriate referrals when needed.
Saff from this agency dso joined a wdfare reform task force that met monthly and consulted
with county officas who oversaw the wefare sysem. At these meetings they raised severd is-
sues related to the definition of a work activity, and they made suggestions about how wefare
caseworkers should handle such issues as domestic violence.

D. Summary: Early Effects of Welfare Reform

In the early implementation phase, wefare reform did not transform sociad service agen
cies. Nonetheless, some agencies did begin to experience changes that they attributed to new
welfare policies. (See Table 7.) Basic education and literacy programs in Philadephia suffered
drops in paticipation when clients in that city responded to the welfare department’s new job
search mandate. In response, some of these agencies reported changing their curriculum in order
to retan sudents. Education agencies in the other cities reported ether increased participation or
no effect from reform, which points to the importance of local policies. New contracts from wel-
fare departments contributed to increased participation in job training and employment prepara-
tion programs. A minority of agencies responded to the new needs and demands caused by wel-
fare reform by teking on recipients in community service dots and attempting to advocate for
ther clients through communication with the welfare departmen.

In the early stage of welfare reform, basic needs agencies appeared to be less affected
than education and employment preparation agencies. However, a few agencies in Cleveand e-
perienced increased demand that they atributed to a rise in sanctioning by the welfare depart-
ment; they provide a cautionary exception to this trend.

VI. Future Effectsof Welfare Reform

Respondents were asked whether they thought welfare reform would affect their agency
in the next year or two. The predominant response among dl types of agencies was that they did
expect welfare reform to affect them. Mot anticipated changes in the demand for services, many
fewer mentioned changes in the ddivery of services or in funding. (See Table 8.)

A. Expected Effects on Participation and Demand

Agencies expectations depended more on the type of services they provided than on b-
cd policies or conditions. The vast mgority (including most basc needs, child care, and family
wel-being agencies) expected increased demand. Education and hedth agencies were more di-
vided in their expectations.
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Table7

Early Effects of Welfare Reform, by Main Service Category

Service Category

Changes in Demand

Changes in Services

Relationship with
Welfare Departments”

Education and
employment

Some experienced de-
clines, and some ex-

Shorter courses, more
emphasis on employment

Funding increased for con-
tracted service providers.

preparation perienced increases.
Changes varied by site
(e.g., declinesin Phila-
delphia).

Most reported no
change in the number
of clients served.

Child care Fewer volunteersin some

agencies, more in others

No change reported

Capacity and other re-
strictions may have
masked overal in-

crease in demand.

Basic needs Most reported no No change reported

change.

No change reported

Severd Cleveland
agencies experienced
an increase associated
with sanctioning.

Hedlth Most reported no

change.

No change reported No change reported

Fewer volunteers in some
agencies, more in others

School and youth  Most reported no

change.

No change reported

Other Most reported no

change.

No change reported No change reported

SOURCE: MDRC analysisusing Round 1 Institutional Study data.

NOTE: 8n Miami and Cleveland, welfare recipients were allowed to fulfill their work requirements with community
service jobs at some of the agenciesin our sample.

Most basic needs agencies expected demand for food and emergency ser-
vices to increase. They attributed this increase in demand to welfare re-
form — specifically, to the expected loss of benefits.

Roughly two-thirds of the basic needs agencies expected welfare reform to increase de-
mand for food, clothing, and other emergency expenses in the next year. Although many respon
dents did not eaborate beyond tying the expected increase in demand to welfare reform, some
attributed it to time limits and/or to peopl€ slosing welfare benefits. Two Miami respondents
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Table8

Expected Effects of Welfare Reform, by Main Service Category

Service Category

Changes in Demand

Changesin Services

Expectations About Funding

Education and
employment
preparation

Child care

Basic needs

Hedlth

School and youth

Other

Employment-focused
agencies expected
demand to increase;
basic education agen-
cies were unsure
whether demand
would increase or
decrease

Expected demand to
increase, especidly
for full-time care

Expected demand to
increase

Half expected no
change; some ex-
pected demand to
decrease as people
lost insurance cover-
age

Expected demand to
increase

Expected demand to
increase

Shorter courses,
more emphasison
employment

Changes in hours

Expanded hours

No change expected

No change expected

No change expected

Optimistic about future funding

None reported

Pessimistic about future fund-
ing
None reported

None reported

More money and competition
among community develop-
ment agencies

cited issues associated with immigrants as reasons for risng demand; one believed that “the new
immigrant flows of the past three years will not abate” and the other attributed increased de-
mand to the changes in immigration laws aswell asto wefare policies.

One Cleveland respondent said that there might be counterbaancing increases and de-
creases in demand, if not in need, noting that athough sanctioning might increase demand, “when

SOURCE: MDRC analysisusing Round 1 Institutional Study data.

people go to work you know they are less able to take advantage of us, of the services here”

Agencies that focused on family well-being, community development, and
advocacy also expected that demand for their serviceswould increase.

Like the badc needs agencies, agencies that focused on community development, family
wel-being, and advocacy thought that demand for their services would increase when families
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incomes declined, paticularly when time limits hit. One respondent from a community devel-
opment agency foresaw problems when welfare recipients reached their time limits:

| think we will see more housng counsding needs — more people defaulting and
deinquency, aso more problems with keeping the utilities on. We've darted to
see this aready. The emergency services we offer will be affected more by the
welfare reform than our other programs, | think.

Respondents from other types of agencies dso predicted that welfare reform would affect
the demand for and participation in ther services However, the underlying reasons for ther
expectations differ. Whereas respondents from basc needs and family well-being agencies
tended to anticipate a rise in demand as a result of recipients losng benefits without adequate
income to replace them, respondents from education and employment preparation, child care,
and youth agencies expected to be affected because more recipients would look for and obtain
jobs or would participate in programs that lead to employment.

Education and employment preparation agencies expected welfare re-
form to affect them, but they had mixed views on whether they would ex-
perience an increase or a decreasein participation.

The vast mgority of education and job training agencies expected that wefare reform
would change the demand for their sarvices Vocationd traning and employment preparation
agencies expected demand to increase. The respondent from the vocationd training agency in
Philadelphia who had dready seen demand increase thought that this trend would continue and that
the agency would experience “greater demand in the next year or two because former wefare re-
cipients will have to get into a program. Both because of welfare requirements and when they rea-
ize that they need a better education or degree to get ajob that pays enough to support afamily.”

Respondents from agencies that focused on basic education and literacy aso thought they
would be affected by welfare reform, but they were less sure whether they would gain or lose s
dents. For example, a respondent from Philadelphia said she expected “an increase in demand for
GED because there is more demand for that from employers — people need more skills for jobs.”
A little later in the interview, however, she noted, “there is dso the potentia to lose a lot of st
dents and have trouble with retention when the March 3, 1999 [two-year work requirement] limit
hits” Another Philadelphia respondent dso noted fluctuations in participation due to increased
employment: “[We] expect to see people in and out of class asthey cyclein and out of jobs.

Child care and youth agencies expected that demand for services would
increase.

Mogt of the child care agencies expected welfare reform to raise demand for child care
sarvices, paticularly for full-time programs, because parents who are working would need more
hours of child care. Severd, however, adso noted that they were currently operating at capacity,
0 dthough ther waiting liss would grow, they would not serve more children. Likewise, sev-
erd youth agencies thought that demand for their child care and youth programs would increase:
“As more wefare families are forced to go back to work there will be greater demand for child
care, daycare, and summer camp.”



Health agencies were split on their view of the future effects of welfare
reform.

About hdf the hedth agencies in the sample did not anticipate changes as a result of wel-
fare reform. The others expected a rise in the number of uninsured clients (attributed to former
wdfare recipients losing Medicaid), which some in this group said would lower demand®® As
dated by arespondent from amenta hedth agency:

| think that as people lose their Medicaid we're going to have problems of a very
needy population, because even though our fee goes down to five dollars, it's i+
credible how some people cannot even pay the five dollars. So, they stop coming.

B. Changesin Services Provided

For the most part, agencies were not planning mgor changes in the ddivery of services,
and the changes that were anticipated mirrored those dready in the works (discussed in Section
V). For ingtance, the most notable changes in services involved emphasizing employment-related
programming, shortening services, and changing hours to accommodate employment among
former welfare recipients.

Agencies were planning to change their curriculum to accommodate the
new needs arising from welfare reform.

Severd education and job preparation agencies discussed plans to change her curricu
lum in response to wdfare reform; bascdly, they were planning to emphasze employment and
make services shorter. For instance, one vocationd training provider from Los Angeles was “try-
ing to revamp [the] curriculum to short-term modularized training from 18-week long-term train-
ing.” Two Philaddphia respondents mentioned plans to add work components through intern
dhips s0 that dients could attend their program while dso fulfilling their work requirement. As
agencies planned to add employment preparation to their menu of services, they were learning
what types of help this involves. One respondent, who noted that her program was trying to make
employment preparation an “even more mesetier part of the program,” told of her experience:

Where | say, “You know you are going on an interview, please dress gppropri-
atdy.” And a person comes in wearing like a party dress. At first | got very ar
gry.... And when | spoke to her that was the most expensive, nicest thing she had
in her closet and that was her idea of appropriate.

One large multi-service agency has developed severa programs in response to welfare
reform, induding a pilot tet of a wdfare-to-work literacy program. According to one respon

A few of these agencies reported that declines in the number of insured patients had already begun. They at-
tributed this to the loss of Medicaid among former welfare recipients. As one interviewee from a Miami health
agency put it: “As the new laws have been changing, as [welfare recipients] go off the welfare roll here in Florida,
many times they don’t know how to retain their Medicaid. So, those people who used to come in here in which we
used to be able to [recoup] part of the costs of services by billing Medicaid, we can no longer do that.” A respondent
from a public health care center in Philadelphia that also had already experienced a reduction in insured patients
ascribed this change not only to welfare reform but also to changing demographics, as working-class and middle-
income people were leaving the neighborhood.
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dent, traditional literacy programs operate 20 to 30 hours per week, but this agency is planning a
program of eght hours per week tha will run in conjunction with an after-school program. The
program will aso include job readiness and some advocacy to help recipients find activities that
meet the work requirement. A very senior wefare officid “promised in writing that the eght
hours would count towards the work requirement.” Despite this access to a top wdfare officid,
the respondent observed that “the question redly is, Will these agreements trandate to the case-
workers and will the women hear about them and their opportunities?’

Some education and employment preparation and child care agencies ex-
pected to change or expand their service hours.

A number of education and training and child care agencies anticipated a need to change
their schedule of services, to make them more accessble for working families. Severa education
and job preparation agencies planned to offer more evening and weekend services to accommo-
date students who have jobs.

Several respondents from child care agencies mentioned plans to expand their hours by
changing to full-time and year-round programs to accommodate working parents. Child care re-
spondents, however, dso spoke about the difficulty of making this change. For example, one re-
spondent from Cleveland said that she might have to quit if the program switches from part-year
to year-round. The needs of the children in her progran are so demanding that she could not
imagine sarving them year-round or imagine being able to find enough qudified saff a the -
ary offered.

For the most part, basic needs agencies did not mention plans to change their hours. One
exception was a respondent a a Cleveland agency who had thought about keeping the food ser-
vices open later to accommodate women who get off work a 5 P.M. and have to pick up ther
kids at the daycare center. Another respondent, who worked at a shelter, pointed out that the cur-
few would be aproblem “if dl the jobs out therearefrom 12to 7 A.M.”

Waelfare reform is only one of many forces causing these agencies to
change their services. Examination of the agencies plans reveals that d-
though many new services are relevant to welfare reform policies, other
issues ar e also motivating changesin services

Some agencies plans are in accord with new wefare policies in that they stress employ-
ment preparation or are responsve to the increased demand for child care and youth services.
Although these plans are not necessarily attributable to welfare reform, they do respond to the
increased demand that many agencies expect to occur as a result of wefare reform. For ingtance,
a few education programs will be changing their emphases by adding services to hep wdfare
recipients gain skills that are vauable in the job market. Severd are aso working to include emn-
ployment preparation in their computer literacy courses. A respondent from a church described

%As part of the Institutional Study interviews, respondents listed all the programs and services they were cur-
rently providing and those in the planning stage. The section of the interview that captured agencies’ plansfor new
services did not take into account whether or not the changes were connected with welfare reform. This part of the
interview may have been more likely to pick up wholly new programs or services, whereas the part of the interview
that was concerned with welfare reform may have been more likely to uncover changes in existing programs that
would accommodate new needs associated with welfare reform.

-27-



plans to open a supermarket and provide employment in the area, with an emphasis on jobs for
former welfare recipients®’ Other respondents described plans for new child care services (such
as infant and toddler programs) and before- and after-school programs for older children. One
large multi-service agency in Cleveland plans to create evening child care “as a collaborative -
fort with other agencies.”

Other plans for new services are not linked to wefare policies. For ingtance, seven agen+
cies plan graight GED or literacy programs. Respondents adso described a wide range of plans
for more focused programming for school-age youth; for example, Sx agencies plan programs to
address juvenile crime and/or gang activity. One respondent from a battered women’s shelter e
scribed plans for counsding services for children who witness violence.

In some ways, the plans among agencies in the sample are most notable for the kinds of
sarvices they don't include. For example, athough basc needs agencies anticipated increased
demand, few expected to add or expand programs, of the 30 agencies that primarily provide
food, housing, and other emergency resources, only four were planning to expand these services.
Others ether had no plans or were planning other kinds of programs. For example, a respondent
from a basic needs agency that expected emergency food referrals to ncrease because of wdfare
reform described plans for new job preparation and training programs but did not mention how it
would meet increased demand for emergency food.

C. Changesin Funding

With the exception of respondents from vocationd training and employment preparation
agencies, most were pessmidtic or uncertain about increasing their pool of esources. Some saw
trends away from funding for ther type of service or agency. Others complained of increesng
competition or bureaucratic requirements. In some cases, dissonance between an agency’s values
and those of potentid funders has created conflicts over the desrability of seeking certain forms of
funding.

Expectations about the availability of new funding sources varied by type
of agency.

Respondents from vocationa training and employment preparation agencies had the most
postive outlook about new funding sources. Severd of them mentioned agpplying for newly
avallable federd funding (from the Department of Labor) for welfare-to-work services.

Basic needs agencies, in contragt, were much more likely to report difficulty in securing new
funding. A respondent from a shelter asserted that there is a lot of money for agencies that offer job
training but not for agencies that help people with basic needs like housing, food, and clothing.

Many fath-based organizations expected future funding to be tied to changes in the
avalability of church offerings®® Thus, for example, one Miami basic needs organization noted

2’several organizations in Philadelphia mentioned plans for new or expanded economic development projects,
and an organization in Miami reported plans to reopen a Haitian marketplace.

2 nterviewers did not specifically ask about the section of PRWORA that allows states to contract with faith-
based organizations for welfare-related services. However, when asked about new sources of funding, respondents
did not mention this change. Because most of the faith-based agencies in the sample provide basic needs services,

(continued)
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that as church membership grows, so will its funding. In contrast, a Philaddphia faith-based
agency that aso gets most of its funding from church offerings did not expect funding to increase
over thefollowing year.

Agencies pointed to specific problems associated with securing new
funding.

Compstition for funding was mentioned by severd agencies. In particular, housng and
community development agencies expected to see an increase in funding for wefare recipients,
but they saw this as being accompanied by increased competition for the new money. Ore re-
gpondent who expected that more funds would become available for low-income families dso
foresaw many more “new players’ in housing who would be competing for these monies.

In discussing changes in funding, one respondent from an education agency said:

There is a trend in corporate funds — they are becoming more scarce because cor-
porations have left or merged and are looking for broad initiatives which will
better market the company. This means they are not tending to give to smdler a-
ganizations . . . . There is dso a trend for foundations to identify ther own initia-
tives and then invite applications, so if [our programg fit those initiatives then
great, but if not, the money ian't there.

Nonetheless, when asked how they would respond to the new needs arisng from welfare reform,
severd types of agencies (incdluding a school, a youth organization, a hedth agency, and a family
wel-being organization) mentioned looking to foundations for support. A basic needs agency and
an education agency both mentioned hiring professond grant writersin order to increase funding.

A few agencies noted the difficulty in securing funding for preventive sarvices. For ex-
ample, a respondent from a multi-service agency tha provides various family wdl-being ser-
vices sad that it was “harder to judtify prevention to funders despite the fact that it is chesper
than remediation.” This respondent noted other changes related to funding:

[They now] need to get outcome measures or [will bel in trouble — need these for
funding. DHS [Philadephia’s Depatment of Human Services|] never asked for
these before — they just wanted to make sure you had the mperwork filled out
right. The United Way used to just count heads — this is changing. Some things
— like education or prevertion programs are hard to measure success.... For e-
ample, a protection order may not be the right thing for one battered woman, but
some contracts might want a certain number of these a year. Domedtic violence is
especidly hard to measure outccome|s| on.

A few agenciesreported that funders priorities conflicted with their own.

For some agencies, new funding to serve wefare recipients can diverge from the
agency’s mission or previous experience. This conflict is evident in the response of a saff mem+

they would not have been directly affected by this change in funding for work-related services. In addition, respon-
dents may not have learned of these changes by the time of their first interview. The second round of interview data
will allow usto address these issues more directly.
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ber at a Philadedphia community development corporation that had applied for wdfare-to-work
money:

Weédfare recipients will be harder to place and will take more time and resources
to get placed s0 [we] need another staff. One thing is that this is a CDC [Commu-
nity Devdopment Corporation] — it is supposed to work for the community, not
just welfare recipients. The problem is that now there are less funds out there to
help low-income people who are not wefare recipients — there are more out
there than wefare recipients and the CDC needs to continue to help them.

One Philadelphia basic education agency noted that it had purposdy not applied for new
funding from the wefare department to provide job readiness and job search services, presuma
bly because those diverge from the agency’s educationd misson. Smilarly, a respondent a an
agency that provides GED services and job training noted that the agency could benefit from i+
creased funding related to job training but that it needed to maintain integrity in this work and
couldn’t direct people to just any job in order to meet the welfare requirements;, staff needed to
direct peoplein ways that “meet their true needs”

There was a condderable difference between basic needs agencies and education and
employment preparaion agencies in terms of thelr plans for the following year. Whereas both
types of agencies expected demand changes as a result of welfare reform, the education and
traning agencies (particularly the vocationd training agencies) had dready begun to experience
changes as a result of wdfare reform and were aware of funding sources that would dlow them
to expand services, in some cases, the funding preceded and was the reason for the expanson. In
contrast, the basic needs agencies noted the increased demand but generaly had not yet experi-
enced large changes and did not expect them to happen until time limits hit or until dgnificant
numbers of wdfare recipients lost income. Basic needs agencies were not aware of new funding
sources and did not have specific plans for how they would address the new demand. To ques
tions concerning how they planned to respond to the increased needs arisng from welfare re-
form, respondents from basic needs agencies commonly indicated no plans and made such com
ments as, “Staffing and services will probably stay the same but be sretched thinner” and “WeE I
wait and see just what will definitely be required of us. We Il go with the flow.”

Basic needs agencies seemed unable to develop plans for dedling with wefare reformin
part because they were operating right a the edge of their budget. Nearly one-hdf of the basic
needs agencies in the sample reported being a cgpacity and turning away potentid dients in
need. Stll, other than expecting that “demand will incresse” they were not sure exactly how
they would be affected, so it was not clear how to handle the increase in demand. As one respor+
dent commented, the new needs were not known yet, and so the agency could not redly dart
planning to address them. Another respondent noted that agencies had been deding with in-
creased demand that was unrelated to welfare reform:

My sense is tha [demand] will increase just because of the nature of the
neighborhood. We have an economicaly deprived area that because of dl these
factorslike drugs, lack of education, poverty, etc., push the community down.



VII. Implications of the Findings
A. Educating Local Service Providers

The mgority of agencies in the sample had very sketchy information about welfare re-
form. Lack of knowledge about the specifics of locd wefare policies (for example, the dates for
time limits) inhibits the agencies &bility to plan and help dlients get al benefits to which they
are entitled. For instance, some respondents were not aware of child care, trangportation, and
other supports for working families. Thus, it is important to improve communication ketween the
welfare departments and community agencies.

Wefare departments are an important source of information about welfare policies, and
they should reach out to a broader array of community agencies — not just those with which
they have contracts — to inform them about wefare policies. Even in Philaddphia and Cleve-
land, where knowledge was most widespread, few agencies respondents knew about the details
of wefae reform in ther city. Wefare depatments may want to reach out to professond
associations of people who serve the poor, because these associations are another important
source of information for the agencies in the sample. Wdfare departments should aso make it
easy for agencies to seek out information about welfare policies.

Agencies should take responghbility for seeking out information, and they should not as-
sume that certain options or supports are unavailable.

B. Taking Advantage of Available Local Services

Wdfare depatments should dlow sufficent flexibility to avoid thwarting recipients at-
tempts to leave wefare. For instance, when recipients atend a program a a community agency
for only a few hours per week, they should be encouraged by wdfare staff to supplement that
program with a part-time job or other work activity so tha they will be in compliance with the
rules. Welfare caseworkers need to be aware of ther existing options for flexibility (and should
be encouraged to use them).

C. Meseting Future Expectations. Will Agencies Be Prepared?

So far, the mgor changes from welfare reform have been the changes in participation ex-
perienced by education and employment preparation agencies. Some agencies have experienced
declines, while others have seen gans In some places like Philaddphia, wefare agencies
quickly changed the focus of ther welfare-to-work program, causng education and training
agencies to respond to this shift. The agencies responses to meet the needs of wefare reform
were to compress the curiculum and make services shorter, which may not be the best ways to
sarve dl wefae recipients. In addition, many observers have commented that as the most em+
ployable recipients leave welfare for jobs, the largest group remaining on welfare are people who
are the mog difficult to employ. It is unclear whether agencies will be prepared to ded with this
“hard to serve’ group.

Food banks, soup kitchens, homeless shelters, and the like are a vitally important part of the
safety net for poor individuals and families. Most agencies expect demand to increase lecause of
welfare reform, particularly when recipients reech ther time limits. One respondent from a home-
less shelter in Philadd phia expressed fears for the future of services for poor famlies
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They [legidators] don't understand what these people's lives are like — they just
don't get it. The government thinks that if they pull out of supporting the poor that
the socid services will step up and fll in the gap. But people are not contributing
more to charity, because government is putting their tax money to other uses —
there will not be enough resources to go around to support the poor thisway.

The experience of some agencies in Cleveland deding with widespread sanctioning sug-
gests that expectations of increased demand may be fulfilled if recipients lose benefits due to
sanctions or time limits. But many basc needs agencies are dready operating at capacity and are
gretched financialy, so they are unable to accommodate increases in demand.

Again, information would help agencies be more proactive. Most agencies in the sample
were not very certain about when time limits would hit, why sanctioning rates had ncreased and
whether or not this stuation was temporary, and what benefits (for example, food stamps) recipi-
ents were entitled to when they left wefare for work. If large numbers of recipients do reach
time limits without a job and are cut from the radlls, the private safety net will be brced to re-
spond. Agencies and funders will need to find ways to ded with this increased demand.
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Appendix
Detailed Description of Typesof Agencies

Figure A-1 shows the digtribution of main services offered by agencies across the Urban
Change sites.

Adult Education and Employment Preparation (19 Agencies)

Agencies included in this category offer vocationd <kills training, basc educdion, or
employment preparation services. Agencies typicaly provide combinations of these services,
gther clusered in one program (so that participants get al services) or separatdy (participants
enroll in éther a GED or a skills training course).

Four agenciesfocus on basic education or literacy skills.

Empowerment through education is a common misson for these agencies, as discussed
by one respondent from Cleveland: “The god is to empower these people to get ahead, to edu
cate people who have not been gifted with the opportunity to get a good education.” Notable
among this group of agencies is that three out of four provide child care services so that partici-
pants can attend classes.

Seven agencies provide vocational skillstraining.

Some providers of vocationd sKills training were created to serve businesses by ensuring
that they have a qudified workforce. Such agencies often view employers as ther primary cus-
tomers, dthough some see their foremost god as bettering the lives of their participants®® The
content of these training programs varies and is not known for al agencies, but it includes me
chinig traning, building and maintenance trades, manufacturing, nursng assstance, human ser-
vices, and computer software training.

Eight agencies provide employment preparation services.

Employment preparation includes programs that teech people how to write a résumé,
conduct a job search, and interview successfully. Several agencies dso provide job placement
assistance. Sdf-aufficiency through employment is the primary god of these agencies “To hdp
people redize their work potentid and interests. To give them sKills in job search that can help
them become sdif-aufficient.”

Mission statements reveal this distinction. For example, one Los Angeles-based provider runs a machinist
training program that was launched “to address the employment needs of the business community by integrating
public and private funds to train unemployed and displaced workers in jobs with career potential.” In contrast, an-
other agency was created to address “the serious economic and social problemsthat prevail in the city’s public hous-
ing developments.” Its mission is “to foster family unity to move toward self-sufficiency. The general objective of
the program is to enable residents to . . . develop the skills and self-confidence that will enable them to achieve eco-
nomic independence.”



The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Fiqure A-1
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As noted above, these agencies often provide a variety of services A few employment
preparation agencies and education-focused agencies now offer basc training in computer skills.
One agency that provides computer classes noted that dtaff “take people with minima skills in
computer gpplications and make them fed comfortable using a computer.”

Severa agencies in each of the above groups offer programs targeted specificdly to wel-
fare recipients. These programs tend to focus on employment preparation services, dthough one
of them primarily provides vocationd kills training. Typica of agencies that focus on employ-
ment preparation is one that runs a program to help TANF recipients gain job-seeking kills (in-
cluding job application, résumé preparation, interviewing, and job placement).

Child Care (13 Agencies)

One agency in this category is a nonprofit organization that runs support groups for people
who care for other people's children. It provides parent education as well as parent-child play groups
and support groups, and (in collaboration with other organizations) it is working to accredit child care
centers, provide scholarships for teachers, and offer subsdiesto hep families pay for child care.

The other 12 agencies in this category provide direct services for preschool-age children.
As one respondent put it: “We are a preschool. | put an emphasis on preschool because we take
our child care 9de of our philosophy or what we do as a given. We are redlly here to provide a



nurturing, loving, caring, learning Stuation for children” However, this category does not dis-
tinguish between child care and preschool agencies.

Four agencies provide the Head Start program.

Head Start, a federad program, provides a comprehensive approach to child development.
In addition to its educationd activities for children, Head Start provides socid services, makes
sure that children receive gppropriate hedth care services and proper nutrition, and involves par-
ents, who are made aware of socia service resources and gain parenting skills.

The remaining nine child care agencies include seven nonprofit and two
for-profit agencies.

Many of these agencies am to help both the children and their Bimilies. One respondent
noted that her agency hopes to “improve and empower the lives of resdents economicdly. Child
care is an important aspect of that because we are able to assst people by removing barriers for
them to get back to work.” In this same vein, severd agencies provide after-school care for older
children, which helps parents to keep jobs. Another center associated with a public dementary
school “drive]s] to support the families of our children by offering a variety of assstance and
services to hdp them raise their children in today’s complex society.” To meet this god, the

agency provides afamily literacy program.

Basic Needs (30 Agencies)

Almost 60 percent of dl the faith-based agencies in the sample fit into the basic needs
category. They tend to provide food and other “emergency” items, such as clothing and asss
tance with rent or utilities.

Seven agenciesprimarily provide food.

Four of these agencies run food banks or food cupboards, from which families receive gro-
ceriesto last severd days. There are usudly retrictions on how often people can come to the food
bank. Two agencies provide hot meals periodicdly, either weekly or monthly. One agency is a ne-
jor food didtribution center that supplies other nonprofit organizations (like those in the sample).

Ten agencies provide other servicesalong with food.

These agencies offer various sarvices in addition to digtributing food. One respondent
noted that the agency origindly started as a food pantry and then added a hot medls program. But
as daff began working with people, “they redized there were many other problems besdes hun
ger,” and so they gradually added other services.

Severd of these agencies offer financid assstance for such emergencies as paying rent,
utilities, and other important bills. Others provide counsding, clothing, and referrds related to
housng or socid services. One provides employment services, such as preparing clients for job
interviews, and another houses a mgor wefare-to-work program that puts many recipients to
work & the agency. Severa agencies work to help clients solve problems with government bu-
reaucracies and to negotiate the systlem. Some offer child care programs for preschoolers and/or
tutoring programs for school-age children.



Three agencies provide emergency services (but without an emphasis on
food).

These amdl, fath-based organizations help people meet emergency needs. For instance,
one Cleveland church created the pogtion of outreach minister severa years ago to provide finan-
ciad assgtance with rent or utilities and to make referrals for needs that the church could not mest.

Eight agencies provide shelter for the homeless or focus on housing issues.
These agencies provide various services.
One agency manages a public housng complex.

Six agencies provide shdters for homdess women and children; two of
these serve victims of domegtic violence. In addition to the shdters, these
agencies provide other services like those dready described, such as cloth
ing, meds, and legal advice and representation. One agency partners with
another organization to provide life skills, child care, parenting, and GED
classes. One has a 24-hour hotling, serves as an advocate for women i+
volved with legd issues;, runs treatment programs for abusers and support
groups for victims, offers sarvices to youth; and engages in community
education activities. Another has a daycare center, a computer learning
center, and a hedth dinic.

One agency offers people one-time assstance with thar firg month’s rent
(an amount up to 75 percent of their income).

Two agencies are quite lar ge, multi-service or ganizations.

These agencies provide a full range of sarvices in addition to those classfied as basic
needs, including education; job training and job placement; children and youth services (includ-
ing child care, after-school care, and summer camps), family well-being programs (for example,
parenting classes); and counsding.

Health (13 Agencies)
Seven agencies provide general, family health care.

The agencies in this category typicdly provide pediatric care, internal medicine, and
laboratory tests, and some offer denta services. In describing the origind misson of one agency,
the respondent noted: “The totd hedth of the family was the primary concen. This is 4ill the
misson of the agency.” These agencies typicaly arose because hedth care for the poor was seen
as an unmet community need:

The origind misson was to provide primary hedth care to a grosdy underserved
community. We fdt the best way to do that was to bring health care to the people
where they live. It is much eader to gain trust and dso people fed sofer indde the
boundaries of this neighborhood.



Rdevat to wdfare reform, this agency defines its misson broadly: “We wak door to door
giv[ing] out shots for kids, we provide urgent care for people when they wak in off the street, any-
thing remotely related to hedth care ether we provide services to them or refer them.” In is effort
to increase access to hedlth care, this agency has located on-gte Medicad digibility workers.

Three agencies provide mental health services.

One agency runs a new government program focused on children’'s mental hedlth. It pro-
vides psychologica assessment, evduation, and trestment of children. The two others are nor-
profit, comprehensve menta hedth centers. Interestingly, one of these recently integrated a pro-
gram for TANF recipients into its programs for homeless individuals. The TANF program is c&-
signed to help women who reside in public housing.

Three nonpr ofit agencies provide specialized services.

One agency provides prenatd and postpartum care to low-income women. Another pro-
vides HIV prevention and HIV support services. The sarvices associated with HIV prevention
(manly information dissemination), as wdl as this agency’s crime prevention sarvices, are di-
rected toward youth. The third agency offers subsdized abortion services, which staff note that
few clinics do, but their mission is to make abortions available to al women, rich or poor.

School and Y outh (18 Agencies)

Nine agencies are elementary schools; seven of these are public schools,
and two of these are faith-based.

All the schools in the sample provide some sarvices outsde the traditiond educationd
mandate. As one respondent noted: “The schools have evolved greetly. We wear more hats than
we've ever had...now, unlike years ago, the schools have socid workers to address various
needs of children.”

The misson statements incorporate broad gods. For ingtance, the god of a Los Angeles
school is “to educate those children and, more broadly, to help overcome socid problems that are
a barier to leaning.” In this vein, severd schools offer after-school activities involving com:
puters, art, science and math, recreationd sports programs, and tutoring. One school described a
gpecid program that attempts to identify and monitor students a risk of falure the god is to
keep them out of specia education. Through the program, the school can link students and fami-
liesto mental hedth providers.

Another staff member described the school’s misson as “serv[ing] the whole family. We
want to try to meet the needs of the parent as well as the child.” For this reason, some schools
provide services to parents. For instance, one school does home visits and provides workshops
on parenting. At another, a guidance counsdor holds a luncheon meeting with parents once a
month. One school offers adult education for parents who want to get a GED certificate or high
school diploma or who want to improve their literacy kills.

Nine agencies provide various services for youth.
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The origins of this group of agencies commonly point to a god of “getting youth in-
volved in activities after school to keep them off the Street.” For instance, a Los Angdes agency
whose misson is “to provide children with dternatives to a life of crime® was Started by com-
munity resdents “because there was a lack of resources for the youth in the community.”

Many of these organizations offer services amilar to those provided in the schools, such as
recregtional programs and tutoring. A few offer summer daycamps for children and job readiness
kills for youth. Some offer services for parents and families, such as counsdling, parenting classes,
and English as a Second Language (ESL) indruction. A respondent from a Cleveland agency
noted: “This agency is primarily focused on the needs of the youth in the community; however, it
has gradudly developed as afamily inditution that provides services to the entire family.”

One of these agencies that offers services in a variety of areas dso has onSte wefare
eigibility workers. This agency is a collaborative effort between an dementary school, a com
munity center in a nearby public housng development, a nearby university, and a host of com

munity agencies.

Other (13 Agencies)

Agencies were coded as “other” because there are too few of each type to form their own
category and because they are concentrated in one or two sites®

Seven agencies seek to promote family well-being.

Only Clevdand and Miami have agencies categorized as “family well-being.” Three of
the four Clevdand-based agencies are faith-based, and two of the three in Miami are government
agencies.

One agency addresses issues associated with foster care; it provides support for foster par-
ents and rdatives who have custody of their kin, runs a parenting program for people who want to
regan custody of therr children, and has designed a new program to prevent abuse and neglect
among people leaving welfare. Two agencies provide sarvices to families in which there is domes-
tic violence, and another’s misson is to prevent child abuse and help victims of abuse. Another
agency targets low-income men who want to have a better rdationship with their children.

Three agencies focus on housing and community development issues.
All three of these agencies are located in Philadelphia. The god's of one such agency have been

the devdlopment of affordable housing, the commercid revitdization of the . . .
area, and the improvement of the qudity of life of the community we serve, on a
block-by-block bags through community- building.

To promote these gods, this agency renovates and sdls houses to fird-time home buyers with
low and moderate incomes, rents out a smal number of housing units, invites locd paliticians to
tak about various issues, has an antigraffiti program, mounts a clothing drive, makes referrds
for food, and runs a “town watch” program. Another agency sdls rehabilitated homes to firgt-

3011y addition, the “other” category includes an agency that mainly provides referrals to food banks.



time buyers with low and moderate incomes, and it aso operates an economic development pro-
gram to match nelghborhood residents who are looking for work with loca businesses.

Two agencies provide advocacy.

Advocacy can be done on a broad scale (by working to change socid policies) and on an
individud leve (by helping people access benefits to which they are entitled). One agency that is
“dedicated to [the] organizing of welfare recipients, the homeless, the working poor, and dl peo-
ple concerned with economic judtice” focuses on broadscde advocacy through spesking en
gagements and politicd organizing efforts, but it dso engages in individud advocacy by accom
panying people to wefare and other offices to help them resolve problems with casaworkers.
The other advocacy agency offers free legal services to the poor; one of its units specidizes in
issues involving any kind of public benefits or governmenta assistance.
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