ED 366 804

DOCUMENT RESUME

CE 065 708
AUTHOR Kemple, James J.; Haimson, Joshua
TITLE Florida's Project Independence. Program
Implementation, Participation Patterns, and
First-Year Impacts.
INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY

Manpower Demonstration Research Corp., New York,
N.Y.

Department of Health and Human Services, Washington,
D.C.; Florida State Dept. of Health and
Rehabilitative Services, Tallahassee.;
Foundation, New York, N.Y.

Ford

PUB DATE Jan 94

NOTE 224p.

PUB TYPE Reports ~ Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC09 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Adult Education; *Employment Services; Federal
Legislation; *Job Placement; *Job Training; *One
Parent Family; *Program Effectiveness; Program
Evaluation; Program Implementation; State Programs;
Wages; *Welfare Recipients

IDENTIFIERS Florida; *Project Independence

ABSTRACT

In 1987, Florida anticipated the federal Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program with Project Independence, a
statewide welfare-to—work program. It was structured to increase
employment among Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
recipients as quickly as possible, primarily through job search
activities. An evaluation was begun in 9 counties randomly selected
from among the state's 25 largest in terms of AFDC caseloads; the
research sample consisted of more than 18,000 =ingle parents. The
organizational capacity of local programs differed in several
important dimensions, including number and characteristics of staff,
caseload sizes, service availability and quality, and child care
availability. The project achieved substantial compliance with its
participation mandate--75 percent of those required to participate in
the program attended orientation. Fifty-six percent of those who
attended orientation went on to participate in a job search,
education, or training activity. The project increased first-year
earnings by nearly 7 percent and reduced first—year AFDC payments by
nearly 7 percent: The program's effects were concentrated among
single parents with school—age children; their earnings increased by
11 percent. Single parents with younger children (aged 3-5)
experienced a 5 percent reduction in welfare payments but no
significant increase in earnings. (Appendixes include supplemental
tables and 18 references.) (YLB)

e % T 3% s 2% v'e sk e 3 s P v'e v T v e e v o v ok v sk ok T o' 3 2 T ok Yo v e o't ok o o e Y v v ok e ok ol ol o ol o ok vl v ol o ek e e e e dle ok sk ok ek e ok

¥ Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made ¥

* from the original document. *
Jo 3 v 3 T 3 o o o Ve Fo T o Je ok e sk v o o ok vl v v e e v o 3 o 9K o o Je ke e o 9 ol ok e ke ol o o v Yo ok st e o sk v e ot sl e ek ke ek ke ke ok




| P«rogram_'lmpleméﬁtati'on,' |
- Participation Patterns, =
and First—Y'eai‘-ImpaCts K

~ James J. Kemple
Joshua Haimson

- . -~

" e y-a

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

- of Educational Research and improvament

JCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)
his document has been reproduced as
ecetved trom the person or organization
‘ nginating it

Ainor changes have been ma
-eproduction quahty

de to improve

Points of viaw Ot OpInIONS stated in this docuwr
ment GO NOt necessarnly represent othicial
B OER! position of pohcy

~

2 : ' "Q. ' . s _flr

- ! i N ) ‘ L . (I k’n - - " .
ERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS January 1994 ST

J ATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

-

Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation y

Q

DRC

[

‘

M



BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RICHARD P. NATHAN, Chairman
Provost, Rockefeller College
State University of New York
Director, Rockefeller Institute

of Government

PAUL H. O’NEILL, Treasurer
Chairman and CEO
Alcoa

ELI GINZBERG, Chairman Emeritus
Director
The Eisenhower Center for the

Conservation of Human Resources
Columbia University

REBECCA M. BLANK
Associate Professor of Economics
Northwestern University

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ

President and General Counsel

Mexican American Legal Defense and
Educational Fund

ALAN KISTLER
President

Human Resources Development Institute
AFL-CIO

RICHARD ]. MURNANE
Professor of Education
Graduate School of Education
Harvard University

RUDOLPH G. PENNER
Director of Economic Studies
Policy Economics Group
KPMG Peat Marwick

FRANKLIN D. RAINES
Vice Chairman
Fannie Mae

ROBERT SOLOW
Institute Professor
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

GILBERT STEINER
Senior Fellow
Brookings Institution

MITCHELL SVIRIDOFF

Professor Emeritus and Senior Fellow
Community Development Research Center
New School for Social Research

WILLIAM JULIUS WILSON
Lucy Flower University Professor

of Sociology and Public Policy
The University of Chicago

WILLIAM S. WOODSIDE

Chairman, Sky Chefs, Inc.

Former Chairman and CEO,
Primerica Corporation

JUDRITH M. GUERON
President
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation




FLORIDA’S PROJECT INDEPENDENCE:

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION,
PARTICIPATION PATTERNS, AND
FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS

James J. Kemple
Joshua Haimson

Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation

January 1994




The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation’s evaluation of Florida’s Project Indepen-
dence Program is funded by a contract with Florida’s State Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services and with support from the Ford Foundation and the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services.

The Metropolitan Life Foundation contributed to the publication of the report.

Dissemination of MDRC reports is also supported by our
Public Policy Outreach funders:

Ford Foundation

The Ambrose Monell Foundation
Alcoa Foundation

Exxon Corporation

Bristol-Myers Squibb Foundation, Inc.

The findings and conclusions in this report do not necessarily represent the official positions or
policies of tke funders.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Kemple, James J.

Florida’s Project Independence : program implementation, participation patterns, and first-
year impacts / James J. Kemple, Joshua Haimson.

p. cm.

"January 1994."

Includes bibliographical references.

1. Welfare recipients —Employment—Florida. 2. Welfare recipients —Training of — Florida.
3. Welfare recipients — Education —Florida. I. Haimson, Joshua. II. Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation. III. Title.
HV98.F5K46 1993
362.5'8°09759-dc20 93-38877

CIpP

Copyright ® 1994 by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation




ACKNOWIL EDGMENTS

The Project Independence evaluation is the product of a four-year partnership between MDRC
and the Florida State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS).

The study owes a special debt to the hundreds of Public Assistance Specialists whose capable
handling of the random assignment procedures — in addition to their many other responsibilities —
established the foundation on which the remainder of the study has been built. They were supported by
their unit supervisors and district Economic Services Program Administrators. The district Project
Independence Program Administrators deserve acknowiedgment for their ongoing support for the
evaluation and for ensuring that the MDRC research team had access to their staff in order to obtain key
information about the program. These individuals include: Barbara Coles, Isabell Davis, Greg
Frohnappel, Bob Janssen, Judy Jones, Terry Keeter, Dan Miller, Herb Moore, and Martha Pepper. The
study also benefited from the assistance and cooperation of the many (too numerous to mention by name)
Project Independence unit supervisors, employment counselors, employment specialists, and support staff
who permitted us to interview them, observe their programs, and collect critical information for this
teport.

At HRS, a number of people played critical roles. Don Winstead provided wise guidance and
strong support for the evaluation and offered useful comments on an earlier draft of this report. Dan
Goss worked with the counties to assure the implementation of the research design, coordinated data
collection, and reviewed this report. V. Sheffield Kenyon, Thomas Arnold, Calvin Melton, James Clark,
Reginald Smith, and'Albertine McDaniel made important contributions to the study’s success. Bill
Hudgens was instrumental in helping MDRC gain access to the various data sources used in the report.
Tracy Surnner, Sue Ellen Adams, and Judy Moon — now with the Department of Labor and Employment
Security (LES) -- provided helpful insights into the operational details of Project Independence and
offered useful comments on earlier drafts of the report. Members of the Project Independence Evaluation
Advisory Committee — Ken Baer, Bob Barrios, Budd Rell, Cyudi Craig, Rowe Hinton, Cindy
Huddleston, Bill Nugent, Margarita Romo, Phil Reeves, Deborah Sims, Sandy Steen, and Marcia Weider
— offered thoughtful insights and suggestions. We would also like to acknowledge the support of HRS
Secretaries H. James Towey, Robert Williams, and Gregory Coler.

We would also like to acknowledge Billy Davis and Jerry Arnold at the Department of Public

Assistance Fraud (DPAF) for their professionalisin and perseverance in facilitating MDRC’s access to
-ii-

6




automated AFDC, Food Stamps, and Unemployment Insurance records. Joe Franklin at HRS provided
valuable information about the FLORIDA System.

At MDRC, many staff made important contributions to the evaluation. In particular, the report
benefited from exceptional work by Electra Small, who coordinated the data processing and analysis,
Corinne Helman, who provided research assistance on all aspects of the project and in the preparation
of this report, and Christopher Bost, who assisted on the impact analysis. Judith Gueron, Gordon Berlin,
and Barbara Goldman were senior reviewers of this report and provided overall guidance. Stephen
Freedman, James Riccio, Daniel Friedlander, and David Long participated in developing the evaluation
design and procedures and also reviewed the manuscript. Cindy Guy played a major role in developing
the survey instrument and conducting field research.

Marilyn Price was MDRC’s primary liaison with HRS administration and staff in Florida.
Florida-based consultants Angela Brooks Nichols, Christine Frasca, Andrew Melnyk, and Paul Fronstin
assisted in the imnplementation research effort.

Karen Paget, Director of MDRC's Information Services Department, managed the collection and
processing of the data and provided valuable guidance. Joel Gordon also played a key role in this effort.
Adria Gallup-Black was MDRC'’s data liaison with HRS and DPAF and developed all the data files for
this report. Mohammad Amzad programmed the administrative data. Anita Kraus, Gaston Murray, and
Juanita Vega-Chetcuti programmed the other data.

We wish to acknowledge the useful comments and insights of members of MDRC’s Welfare
Studies Committee: Robert Solow (Chairman), Henry Aaron, Rebecca M. Blank, Gary Burtless, Linda
Datcher-Loury, Mark Greenberg, Frank Levy, Richard J. Murnane, Richard P. Nathan, and Audrey
Rowe.

Judith Greissman edited the report, and Suzanne Wagner edited the tables and figures. They were
assisted by Michael Wilde, Patt Pontevolpe, and Stephanie Cowell. Leah Curtin coordinated the
production of the tables and figures.

The Authors

-iv-




PREFACE

This is the first report on MDRC’s evaluation of Florida’s Project Independence, a study funded
by Florida’s State Department of Heaith and Rehabilitative Services, the Ford Foundation, and the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services. Project Independence is Florida's statewide program
intended to move people from welfare to work. Unlike a number of other states’ programs that also
operate under the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) title of the Family Support Act of

. 1988, Florida’s program (during the period of the study) emphasized relatively low-cost job placement
services for the majority of participants, while still providing considerable amounts of education and
training.

The findings on Project Independence are particularly valuable because Florida is one of a small
number of states that have sponsored large-scale, rigorous, random assignment evaluations of their JOBS
program’s effectiveness. In addition, the study counties in Florida were chosen through a randomized
process, so that the results would provide a credible estimate of statewide impacts. Given the challenge
of implementing such a study in local public assistance offices, the staff in Florida showed unusual
commitment and determination in making this evaluation succeed.

The result at this point is a reliable estimate of the short-term effects of a JOBRS program in a large
and diverse state. The final report will exiend the follow-up and also compare program benefits and
costs.

This report offers important lessons at a time of intensifying debate over welfare reform in Florida,
in other states, and in Washington. It adds to an emerging body of evidence indicating that states can
operate JOBS programs that impose a serious participation mandate, and that this will increase
employment and earnings and reduce reliance on public assistance. Prior studies of the effects of
progratns on single parents who were receiving welfare focused almost exclusively on mothers of school-
age children. For that group, this study finds encouraging results, which track those of other programs
that eventually showed long-term cost effectiveness. This study breaks new ground in reporting results
for mothers with younger children. Here, the findings appear to be less encouraging, and the authors
provide evidence on the possible explanation.

The short-term effects presented in this report 2lso track some of the limitations identified through
studies of other programs. Project Independence has resulted in improved outcomes, but the changes are
not dramatic. Maiiy people remained on weifare or in poverty at the end of the first year of follow-up.
Longer-term findings will be important in assessing whether achievements increase, but the initial

evidence suggests the imporiance of building and improving on this strong base. This task becomes




-

particularly urgent as Florida and other states begin to implement more far-reaching reforms for which
JOBS’ success is a prerequisite.
The positive results presented in the study suggest that Project Independence is having an effect.

As such, Florida has in place a critical building block for further reforms.

Judith M. Gueron
President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 1987, Project Independence has operated as Florida’s statewide welfare-to-work program,
which aims to increase the employment and foster the self-sufficiency of applicants for and recipients of
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the major federal/state cash welfare program. Florida
was among a handful of states that anticipated federal welfare reform legislation — the Family Support
Act of 1988 and its centerpiece, the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program — by
strengthening the link between AFDC receipt and obligations, opportunities, and supports for parents of
poor families to obtain employment. With miror changés, Project Independence became Florida’s JOBS
program in 1989.

This report presents findings on Project Independence’s operations and implementation, as well as
its initial effects on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt. It is the first of two reports from an
evaluation by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) under contract to the Florida
State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services and with support from the Ford Foundation and
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The study is being conducted in nine counties that
were selected randomly from among the state’s 25 largest in terms of AFDC caseloads. The research
sample consists of more than 18,000 single parents (most of them mothers) in those nine counties.
Specifically, it includes those who were applying for AFDC or who were being assessed for continuing
AFDC eligibility between July 1990 and August 1991, and who were required to participate in Project
Independence (certain categories of individuals, such as those with children under the age of three, were
exempt). The results in this report reflect the program as it operated during this period (it has since been
modified) and are limited to the first year after these individuals became part of the research sample.

The evaluation is of broad national interest because it assesses the effectiveness of a particular
JOBS approach: one that emphasized immediate entry into the labor force for the majority of its
participants and that required ongoing participation for most of the state’s AFDC population, including
those with children age three and older. Importantly, this report presents the first findings to date on the
effectiveness of a mandatory JOBS program for single parents with preschoolage children. Project
Independence operates under a wide range of local circumstances across Florida — a state with the
nation’s seventh largest AFDC population. Like most states’ JOBS programs, Project Independence is
state-administered and attempts to promote a relatively uniform set of goals and operating procedures,

while allowing local program offices some discretion to adapt these to their circumstances. For this




reason, the random selection of counties for the study is important because it will enhance the extent to

which the findings can be generalized to the state as a whole.

Highlights of the Findings

Project Independence achieved substantial compliance with its participation mandate. Seventy-
seven percent of those required to participate in the program attended orientation. Among those who did
not attend orientation or a program activity, many found work on their own or were subject to the
program’s “sanctioning” procedures, which were designed to impose an AFDC grant reduction if
individuals did not provide an acceptable reason for not meeting participation requirements.

Fifty-six percent of those who attended orientation went on to participate in a job search,
education, or training activity — a rate similar to those found in other welfare-to-work programs.
Individual job search and group job club were the most common activities, with 42 percent of those who
attended orientation participating. About half that number participated in education or training activities.
Parents with preschoolage children and those whose youngest child was age six or older received similar
services once they began participating in the program. However, a smaller percertage of parents with
preschoolage children participated in program activities after orientation. Finally, although overall
participation rates were high, individuals were engaged in activities for an average of less than two
months during the follow-up period.

Overall, Project Independence’s short-term effects on labor market and AFDC outcomes were
positive. Project Independence increased first-year employment rates and earnings and reduced first-year
AFDC receipt rates and payments. At the end of the first year of follow-up, just over €4 percent of those
who were referred to the progran: were receiving AFDC compared to just under 69 percent of a control
group that did not have access to the program — a 4 percentage point difference. The program produced
first-year earnings gains (again, compared to the control group) averaging $157 per person referred to
the program. (This average includes individuals who did not work, worked part-time, or worked for only
part of the year.) The earnings gains were concentrated among two groups: (1) individuals defined by
the program as "job-ready" and therefore targeted to participate in individual job search (rather than basic
education or training) as their first program activity, and (2) single parents whose youngest child was age
six or older. The first-year results for the latter group are similar to those found for single parents with

schoolage children in studies of a number of pre-JOBS programs and in the evaluation of California’s
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Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program — the most recent evaluation of a JOBS program
witu comparable data.

These early results should be interpreted with caution. Studies of other welfare-to-work programs
have found that impacts changed after the first year of follow-up, and increases or decreases in impacts
may occur for Project Independence. This may be particularly true for those engaged in education and
training activities, which last longer than job search and may take more time to produce impacts. The
final report on Project Independence — scheduled for late 1994 — will present longer-term results and

will compare the program’s costs with its benefits from the perspectives of participants, government

budgets, and society as a whole.

The Proiect Independence Program Model

Figure 1 is a simplified depiction of the Project Independence program model. All AFDC
applicants and recipients are scheduled to attend Project Independence orientation unless they meet official
exemption criteria (e.g., they have a child younger than age three or a chronic illness or disability that
would make it impossible to participate). During orientation, program staff assign individuals to one of
two service tracks based on their educational attainment level and recent employment history. At the
same time, staff assist individuals in obtaining support services needed to make participation in Project
Independence or employment possible.

The first service track begins with a two-week individual job search and is targeted for those who
are "job-ready" according to Project Independence criteria. During the period when the research sample
became part of the study (July 1990 through August 1991), the program took an expansive view of job-
readiness: The job-readiness criteria — completion of at least the tenth grade or employment in at least
12 of the previous 36 months — meant that a large majority of those required to participate in the
program were considered to be job-ready. These criteria, combined with an emphasis on case managers’
meeting specific job placement standards, reflected Project Independence’s employment-focused approach
to self-sufficiency.

The initial job search component requires participants to make contact with at least 12 employers
to apply for a job. Those who do not find emplayment are then assigned to a group job club — a two-
to three-week course on how to look for a job, prepare a resume, fill out applications, and present oneself
in an interview. Participants who remain unemployed after completing job club are usually referred for

a formal assessment, in which they discuss their career interests with a case manager, develop an
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Employability Plan, and are assigned to education or training activities, which are provided by local adult
schools, community colleges, and proprietary institutions.

The second service track begins with a formal assessment followed, in most vasee, by a referral
to basic education or training activities. During the period when the research sample became part of the
study, this service track was targeted for a narrowly defined group of participanis designated "not job-
ready” (i.e., they had not completed tenth grade and had worked in fewer than 12 of the previous 36
months). Beginning in October 1991, the "not job-ready” criteria were expanded to include those who
did not have a high school diploma or a General Educational Development (GED) certificate and had
worked in fewer than 12 of the previous 24 months. An important rationale for this change was the
belief that those with no high school diploma or GED required further education before being able to
secure stable employment. This report presents preliminary evidence about whether, in fact, these
individuals benefited from the program as it operated prior to the change in the job-readiness criteria.

Project Independence also provides support services — such as child care, tuition assistance for
training or community college classes, transportation, tools, and uniforms — considered necessary for
participants to engage in program activities or to secure employment. Beginning in January 1991,
however, budget constraints forced HRS to restrict the availability of child care for Project Independence
participants. This is significant for the evaluation because individuals for whom Project Independence
was mandatory could be excused from the participation requirements if needed child care services could
not be provided.

The Project Independence Evaluation

Techniques of randomization were used both to select the counties and to assign individuals within
the selected counties to one of the two groups into which the research sample was divided (as discussed
below). Nine counties were randomly selected from among the state’s 25 largest in terms of AFDC
caseloads. The nine counties are: Bay (Panama City), Broward (Fort Lauderdale), Dade (Miami), Duval
(Jacksonville), Hillsborough (Tampa), Lee (Fort Myers), Orange (Orlando), Pinellas (St. Petersburg),
and Volusia (Daytona Beach). Together, they account for 58 percent of the state’s AFDC caseload and
include Florida’s eight largest cities as well as some suburban and rural areas. (Predominantly rural
counties with extremely small AFDC caseloads were excluded from the study.) The method used to
select the counties enhances the evaluation’s capacity to produce results that can be generalized to at least
90 percent of the state’s AFDC caseload that became mandatory for Project Independence during the

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

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

Two features of the research design are particularly important to interpreting the impact results.
First. random assignment occurred at the Public Assistance Units after AFDC applicants and recipients
were determined to be mandatory for Project Independence participation but before they were referred
to and attended a formal program orientation. On the one hand, this ensures that the study’s impact
findings will capture the effects produced by all aspects of the program, including those that may motivate
individuals to seek employment and discontinue their AFDC grants or applications in order to avoid the
participation requirement. On the other hand, many individuals in the research sample did not go on to
attend orientation or participate in job search, education, or training activities. Thus, if these services
have effects, the program’s overall impacts may appear smaller than they would have been if the research
sample had included only those who attended orientation or received services. This also means that

caution is necessary when comparing these results with findings from evaluations using a different point

of random assignment.
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Second, 88 percent of the research sample is made up of individuals who were applying or
reapplying for AFDC (rather than already receiving it) at the time they were determined to be mandatory
for Project Independence. Because the program had been operating for nearly three years prior to the
start of the study, most of those who were already receiving AFDC were already in the program and
therefore not appropriate for random assignment procedures. Thus, the research sample reflects the flow
of mandatory individuals into a mature, ongoing welfare-to-work program rather than the full caseload
of mandatory individuals who were either being referred to or were already participating in the program.
This does mean, however, that the findings on program participation and program effects are influenced
most heavily by the behavior of AFDC applicants and reapplicants, who tend to be somewhat less
disadvantaged than ongoing AFDC recipients. For this reason, also, caution should be exercised in
comparing the results from this evaluation to those from other studies whose research samples include

a larger proportion of recipients.

Did Project Independence implement its participation mandate, and how substantial was
participation in the program?

e Project Independence achieved a high degree of compliance with its
participation mandate at the initial stage of the model. Approximately three-
quarters of those referred to ihe program attended orientation, and most of
those who did not attend were subject to formal enforcement procedures or
found work on their own.

"Figure 2 illustrates the flow of 100 typical members of the research sample’s program group
through Project Independence within the 12 months following their random assignment. It shows that 77
percent of all program group members attended orientation. The figure also indicates that approximately
half of those who did not attend orientation (12 of 23 typical program group members) were referred for
an AFDC grant reduction (also known as a "sanction”) because of not having provided an acceptable
reason for missing orientation. (Project Independence records confirmed actual grant reductions for about
10 percent of those referred for a sanction. Many of those whose AFDC grant was not reduced may have
provided an acceptable — "good cause" — reason for not attending orientation.) In all, more than 90
percent of those who did not attend orientation (21 of 23 typical program group members) were
"deregistered” from the program (i.e., their Project Independence case was closed) at the end of the
follow-up period. Approximately 70 percent of those who did not attend orientation (16 of 23 typical

program group members) were employed at some point during the follow-up period. In short, very few
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of those referred to Project Independence avoided the initial participation mandate without being
monitored by staff or legitimately excused from the program.

e More than half of those who attended orientation participated in a Project

Independence job search, job club, education, or training activity.

Figure 2 shows that 43 percent of all program group members (56 percent of those who attended
orientation) participated in at least one post-orientation activity (individual job search, job club, basic
education, training, or community college courses). These are similar to the rates found in studies of pre-
JOBS mandatory welfare-to-work initiatives and California’s GAIN program.

The other studies have also shown that participation in program activities is always substantially
below 100 percent. In the case of Project Independence, most nonparticipants (7 of 34) were excused
from the participation mandate temporarily (i.e., "deferred”), were referred for a sanction (4 of 34), or
were deregistered from the program (22 of 34), in most cases for justifiable reasons under the program’s
rules (e.g., they stopped receiving AFDC or became exempt because of health reasons). It is also
noteworthy that nearly 60 percent of those who attended orientation but did not participate further (20
of 34) were employed at some point during the follow-up period. In short, very few nonparticipants were
unaccounted for.

¢ Those referred to Project Independence spent, on average, less than one-quarter

of the time they were registered for the program participating in program
activities. However, many of those who began an education or training activity
stayed in it for three to six months.

Table 1 shows that program group members participated in activities for an average of one and a
half of the nearly eight months in which they were registered for the program during the follow-up
period. This suggests that Project Independence was only modestly successful in implementing an
ongoing participation mandate (i.e., some individuals remained registered for the program but were not
engaged in activities). However, those who started a job search or job club activity were active in it for
an average of just under two months. Those who started a basic education activity (i.e., adult basic
education, GED preparation, or English as a second language) remained in it for an average of three
months, and those in training or community college activities participated for an average of six and a half
months. This suggests that, for those who participated in education or training activities, the full effect
of Project Independence may not be realized until well after the first year of follow-up.

e Staff found it difficult to ensure that the ongoing participation requirement

would be as tightly enforced during later stages of the program as it had been
during the initial (orientation) stage.
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Increasing AFDC caseloads and budget constraints resulted in caseloads typically growing to more

than 200 persons per case manager during the study period, according to an MDRC survey of Project
Independence staff. Only about 30 percent of case managers reported that participants were monitored
"closely" in their unit. This does not mean thai many people remained registered for Project
Independence and avoided participation without penalty; in fact, very few did. At the same time, case

managers reported that they found it very difficult to respond quickly to participation problems once they

became evident.

What types of activity were used most heavily?

® Reflecting the employment emphasis of the Project Independence model, job

search and job club were the most commonly used activities.

Table 1 indicates that 32 percent of the research sample’s program group (42 percent of those who
attended orientation) participated in individual job search or job club activities. This relatively high rate
is consistent with the fact that a large majority of those in the program group met the definition of "job-
ready” and thus would have been initially targeted for these services. In addition, Table 1 shows that
28 percent of those defined as not job-ready also participated in these activities (although usually not as
their first activity). This provides evidence that the focus on labor force attachment extended to both the
job-ready and not job-ready members of the caseload.

¢ The program’s emphasis on job search services was complemented by efforts

to ensure that education and training were provided to those who needed them.

Table 1 shows that 18 percent of the program group members (23 percent of those who attended
orientation) participated in an education or training activity. Table 1 also shows that such participation
was somewhat higher among those defined as not job-ready (24 percent) than among those defined as job-
ready (17 percent). However, the latter figure is notable and may reflect, in part, staff discretion in
applying the job-readiness criteria. Must staff confirmed in a survey that they would refer job-ready
participants to education or training activities as a first activity if they felt it was needed. Also, 7 percent
of all program group members (6 percent of those defined as job-ready and 11 percent of those defined
as not job-ready) participated in both job search or job <lub and education or training activities. This
indicates that Project Independence staff made an effort with some participants to both meet their

educational needs and encourage their entry into the labor force.
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How did registrants and staff view the assistance and services provided by Project Independence?

e On average, staff and participants viewed Project Independence and its services

positively.

Responses to MDRC'’s survey of a portion of the program group members suggest that, for the
most part, Project Independence participants had a favorable impression of the program. More than half
(52 percent) rated as "very high" the degree to which staff were helpful to them in dealing with problems
that could interfere with their participation in the program, the program’s likelihood of improving their
chances for being employed in the long run, and the probability that they would recommend the program
to a friend. On average, participants in Project Independence’s job club and education and training
activities viewed those activities positively, rating the teachers and instructors as helpful, their classmates
as supportive, and the content of what they were learning as valuable.

These findings are consistent with ratings by staff: Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of those
surveyed thought that these services were very worthwhile for participants.

* Most of those referred to Project Independence were aware of the participation

mandate, and more than half believed it was "fair."

Eighty-one percent of those surveyed were aware that their AFDC check could be reduced if they
did not participate in Project Independence without a good cause. Fifty-eight percent said it would be
"fair" or "very fair" to impose financial sanctions on AFDC recipients who failed to cooperate with the

participation mandate.

To what extent did Project independence participants reeive subsidized child care?

e Overall, 19 percent of those who reported attending Project Independence
orientation and who had a child age 12 or younger reported receiving
subsidized child care at least once during the follow-up period. Most
participants were satisfied with their child care arrangements.

Among program group members who had a child age 12 or younger and who reported attending
orientation, 19 percent of survey respondents reported receiving subsidized child care during the 12-
month follow-up period. The survey also asked program group members about their use of child care
while participating in their most recent Project Independence activity. Eleven percent of the respondents
indicated that they relied on Project Independence-subsidized child care, and more than half (55 percent)
reported that they relied on family or friends and did not have to pay for the care. The remainder (33

percent) said they paid for child care out of their own pockets.
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Regardless of the child care arrangements they used while participating in their most recent
activity, 87 percent of the respondents reported that they were very satisfied with the convenience, safety,

cost, and availability of those arrangements.

To what extent did participation patterns differ for groups defined by the age of their youngest
child?

® On most of the measures of program participation, those with preschoolage

children were engaged in Project Independence at about the same jevel as those
whose youngest child was age six or older.

Table 1 shows that more than 75 percent of both groups attended orientation and that more than
half of those from both groups who attended orientation participated in at least one activity. Among those
who attended orientation, 60 percent of those whose youngest child was age six or older participated in
at least one activity compared to 52 percent of those with preschoolage children. Once they began
participating in the prograra, however, the two g:oups received similar services and remained in these
activities for similar lengths of time.

® Child care problems may have interfered with participation in Project

Independence, particularly for those with preschoolage children during the
period when the availability of subsidized child care was reduced.

Thirty percent of the survey respondents reported that they had had to miss time in their most
recent Project Independence activity because of some type of child care problem. This was true for 32
percent of those with preschoolage children and 23 percent of those with older children.

There is also some evidence to suggest that reductions in child care availability may be associated
with some of the differences in participation patterns that emerged over time between the two groups.
For example, their participation patterns were similar prior to January 1991, when HRS began to reduce
the availability of child care for program participants because of budget constraints. However, after that
point, those with preschoolage children were less likely to attend orientation and participate in activities
than those whose youngest child was age six or older. For example, from the earlier to the later period,
the orientation attendance rate among those with preschoolage children declined (from 80 percent to 72
percent), while it increased slightly for those with older children (from 78 percent to 83 percent). Also,
the rate of participation in other activities remained constant (at 39 percent) for those with preschoolage
children, while it increased more dramatically (from 43 percent to 57 percent) for those whose youngest

child was age six or older.
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Did Project Independence produce impacts in the first year of follow-up?

e Project Independence increased the first-year earnings of those in the program

group by an average of almost 7 percent and increased overall employment
rates by just over S percent.

During the year after random assignment, program group members — including those who did not
work at all — earned an average of $2,540,! which is $157 (6.6 percent) more than the control group
average of $2,383 (see Table 2). A total of 55 percent of all program group members were employed
at some point during that year, which is nearly 3 percentage points (5 percent) higher than the control
group’s employment rate. As indicated by the asterisks in Table 2, these results were statistically
significant, meaning that one can have a high level confidence that they were due to the program rather

than to statistical chance.

¢ Project Independence decreased the first-year AFDC payments for those in the
program group by an average cf almost 7 percent and decreased the percentage
of program group members receiving AFDC at the end of the follow-up period
by just over 6 percent.

During the year after random assignment, program group members received an average of $2,174
in AFDC payments, which is $157 (6.7 percent) less than the control group average of $2,331 (see Table
2). During the last quarter of the follow-up period {quarter 5), 64 percent of the program group members
received AFDC payments, which is 4 percentage points (6 percent) lower than the rate for the control

group. These results were also statistically significant {see Table 2).

Did impacts persist after the first year of follow-up?

e Project Independence produced impacts cn eernings and A¥DC payments
through 18 months of follow-up for the portioz of the research sample that
entered the study early on.

For program group members who entered the study early on (and for whom, consequently, follow-

up data longer than one year are available), Project Independence increased average 18-month earnings
by $392 (an 11 percent increase over the control group average 18-month earnings of $3,604). This is
substantially higher than the earnings impact for this early group ix the first year alone ($234). Project
Independence alsc reduced average 18-month AFDC payments by $193 (a 6 percent decrease from the

iWhen these earnings are averaged over those program group members who were actually employed (including
those who worked only part-time or for part of the year), they are considerably higher: $4,593 per worker.
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TABLE 2

FIRST—YEAR IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AFDC RECEIPT, AND AFDC PAYMENTS

FOR THE FULL SAMPLE
Program Contro! Percentage
Outcome and Follow—up Period Group Group Ditference Change
Ever employed (%)
Quarter 2 36.5 338 2.7 *** 8.0%
Quarter 3 37.2 347 2.5 7.2%
Quarter 4 36.6 34.9 1.7 ** 4.8%
Quarter 5 36.5 343 2.2 *n 6.4%
Total (quarters 2—5) 55.3 52.5 2.8 *** 5.3%
Average total earnings ($)
Quarter 2 507 484 23 48%
Quarter 3 642 579 63 *** 10.9%
Quartei 4 678 648 30 4.7%
Quarter 5 713 673 40 * 5.9%
Total (quarters 2—5) 2,540 2,383 157 ** 6.6%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Quarter 2 79.6 817 —2.1 **e -2.6%
Quarter 3 722 76.3 —4.1 ** -5.4%
Quarter 4 66.7 716 —4.Q *** -6.8%
Quarter 5 64.3 68.6 —4.3 et -6.3%
Total (quarters 2—5) 85.1 86.7 —1.6 *** -1.8%
Average total AFDC payments received ($)
Quarter 2 619 648 —2Q "> —4.4%
Quarter 3 535 580 —44 i+ -7.7%
Quarter 4 513 560 —47 -8.4%
Quarter 5 507 543 —37 e —6.7%
Total (quarters 2—5) 2,174 2,331 =157 *** -6.7%
Sample size {total = 18,233) 13,509 4,724

NOTES: Dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members
not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression—adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre—
random assignment characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in

calculating sums and differences.

A two —tailed t—test was applied to differences between the program and control groups.

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

Rﬁgf Frovmts

(e YIS 6t P

Xxxix-

34

o
s




control group’s average 18-month AFDC payments of $3,235). This is also higher than the first-year
AFDC payments impact ($136) for this group.

What were Project Independence’s first-yvear effects for parents of preschoolage children and for
those with schoolage children?

¢ Project Independence produced AFDC savings for single parents with
prescheolage children as well as for those with no preschoolage children.
However, the increases in first-year earnings were concentrated among those
with no preschoolage children.
These findings on program impacts for parents of preschoolage children are the first available for
a raandatory JOBS program. Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced similar and statistically
significant reductions in first-year AFDC payments for program group members with children between
the ages of three and five ($134) and for those whose youngest child was age six or older at the time of
random assignment ($175). The impacts on average first-year earnings were only $74 (not statistically
significant) for those with preschoolage children compared to $280 (statistically significant) for those with
older children. Overall, however, the differences in earnings and AFDC payments impacts between the
two groups were not statistically significant. This means that, although there were differences, they were
not large enough to be interpreted as a reliable estimate of the program’s relative effectiveness fcr these

two groups.

What were Project Independence’s first-year effects for those the program defined as job-ready and
for those it defined as not job-ready?

¢ Project Independence’s first-year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments

were concentrated among those defined as job-ready.

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced first-year earnings gains (3207) and AFDC
payments reductions ($176) for those defined as job-ready under the criteria used by the program when
the research sample was identified: possession of a high school diploma or GED and employment in at
Jeast 12 of the 36 months prior to randora assignment. There were no statistically fignificant first-year
impacts on earnings or AFDC payments for those defined as not job-ready. However, the differences
in first-year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments between the two groups were not statistically
significant. This means that differences in first-year impacts were not large enough to be interpreted as
a reliable estimate of the program'’s relative effectiveness for these two subgroups. In addition, although

not shown in Table 3, the program did not produce first-year impacts for those who were defined as job-
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ready under the program’s original job-readiness criteria, but who did not have a high school diploma
or GED (and thus would be considered not job-ready under the revised criteria).

Caution should be used in drawing policy implications and operational lessons from the first-year
results for the not job-ready group because many of these individuals participated in education or training
activities, the effects of which may not be realized until after the first year of follow-up. The job-ready

group with no high school diploma or GED may also experience impacts later.

What were Project Independence’s first-year effects on groups with different histories of AFDC
receipt?

*  Project Independence produced relatively large increases in first-year
earnings, and a reduction in first-year AFDC payments, for those who had
previously received AFDC for two years or more. The program produced
reductions in first-year AFDC payments for first-time applicants and for
applicants and recipients who had previously received AFDC for less than
two years, but it did not produce first-year earnings impacts for these two
groups. ‘

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced statistically significant reductions in first-year
AFDC payments for all three groups defined by their previous receipt of AFDC: first-time AFDC
applicants ($156), applicants and recipients who had received AFDC for a total of less than two years
($209), and applicants and recipients who had received AFDC for a tota] of two years or more ($177).
However, the program produced statistically significant impacts on average first-year earnings ($418,
which represents a 27 percent increase over the control group average) only for those who had previously
received AFDC for two years or more. The differences in first-year earnings impacts among the three
groups were statistically significant, indicating that the program was substantially more effective in
increasing earnings for those who received AFDC for two years or more than it was for first-time

applicants or those with less than two years of prior receipt.

Were the first-vear impacts concentrated in particular counties?

e Earnings gains and welfare savings were widespread across the research
counties, although the estimated impacts varied in magnitude.

Impacts on first-year earnings were positive for all the counties except Duval, although they were
statistically significant only for Ormée and Broward. Although not statistically significant, the first-year
impacts on earnings for Lee and Bay (the counties with the smallest research samples) were fairly large

(and larger than those for Broward).

-XXXii-




Project Independence produced reductions in first-year AFDC payments for all nine research
counties, and these were statistically significant for Broward, Dade, Duval, Hillsborough, Lee, ard
Crange. Broward, Lee, and Orange achieved the largest AFDC reductions. Earnings gains exceeded
AFDC payments reductions in ail counties except Dnval and Hillsborough.

While the estimated impacts did appear to vary across the counties, the overall differences in first-
year impacts across counties were not statistically significant and were not large enough to be interpreted
as reflecting the relative effectiveness of the programs. In fact, relative consistency in effects across the
counties shows that the overall impacts were not being driven by the performance of any single county
or even by a small group of ccunties. This may be a reflection, in part, of the centralized administration
of the program, which tended to create greater consistency in the program philosophy and operating
procedures than might be found in a county-administered system. However, since the counties and
programs did differ along several dimensions (e.g., labor market conditions, service emphasis, and
relationships with local service providers and employers), larger differences in effects may emerge as

longer-term follow-up data become available.

How did the first-year impacts of Project Independence compare to those of other JOBS programs?

¢ Project Independence’s impact on first-year earnings for those whose youngest

child was age six or older was similar in magnitude to the first-year earnings
impact produced by California’s JOBS program for the same group, while its
impact on first-year AFDC payments was smaller.

To provide a context for gauging the magnitude of Project Independence’s first-year impacts, it
is useful to compare them with those generated by other JOBS programs. Another important random
assignment evaluation of a JOBS program for which there are comparable data is the study of California’s
Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program.? However, several important differences in the
research designs used, research samples, program models, and environments of the two states suggest
caution. First, as noted earlier, random assignment for the Project Independence evaluation took place
at the point of AFDC application or assessment of continuing AFDC eligibility, whereas in the GAIN
evaluation, random assignment took place at orientation. Second, the Project Independence research

sample includes a much higher proportion of AFDC applicants and reapplicants than does the GAIN

2For the most recent findings from the evaluation of GAIN, see Daniel Friedlander, James Riccio, and Stephen
Freedman, GAIN: Two-Year Impacts in Six Counties (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.
1993). The comparison presented here focuses only on the group the two studies have in common at this point:
single parents whose youngest child was six years old or older at the time they entered the study.
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research samplie, suggesting that the Project Independence sample may be somewhat more “advantaged,”
on average, than the GAIN sample. Third, during the study period, Project Independence emphasized
services intended to move program registrants rapidly into employment. GAIN, in contrast, mandated
basic education for a large share of its registrants. Finally, Florida and California differ in their AFDC
grant levels and labor market characteristics, which means that the Project Independence and GAIN
participants faced very different incentives and opportunities to supplement or replace welfare with
earnings.

Table 4 shows that Project Independence and GAIN produced quite similar increases in first-year
earnings for single-parent AFDC applicants and recipients whose youngest child was age six or older:
$280 for Project Independence compared to $266 for GAIN.> The percentage increase for Project
Independence (11.2 percent) was somewhat smaller than GAIN’s (16.2 percent), in part because the
Project Independence control group had substantially higher first-year earnings ($2,497) than did the
GAIN control group ($1,642).

Project Independence’s impact on reducing first-year AFDC payments ($175) was smaller than
GAIN’s ($283), but the percentage decrease for Project Independence (7.9 percent) was larger than
GAIN’s (4.5 percent). This results, in part, from the fact that the Florida AFDC grant levels ~ and,
thus, the average first-year AFDC payments for the Project Independence contro! group ($2,209) — were
substantially smaller than the California AFDC grant levels — and, thus, the average first-year AFDC
payments for the GAIN control group ($6,247).

Because of the differences in research designs and samples, program models, and envircnments noted
above, Table 4 should not be used to judge the relative effectiveness of the two states’ programs. It does,
however, provide a general indication that two large state JOBS programs both produced positive first-
year results. Moreover, in California, impacts increased after the first year, and there is some evidence

that the first-year gains for Project Independence may persist into the future as well.

In summary, Project Independence successfully implemented its participation mandate and produced

earnings gains and AFDC savings over the first year of follow-up. However, it is toc soon to say

3There was considerable variation among the six counties participating in the evaiuation of GAIN, with
Riverside having consistently large impacts and Tulare having virtually no statistically significant impacts (see
Friedlander, Riccio, and Freedman, 1993).
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TABLE 4

A COMPARISON OF FIRST—-YEAR IMPACTS
FOR PROJECT INDEPENDENCE AND CALIFORNIA'S GAIN PROGRAM,
FOR SINGLE PARENTS WHOSE YOUNGEST CHILD WAS AGE SiIX OR OLDER

Program Control

Group Group Difference Percentage
Program and Outcome $) ($) (¢ Change
Project independence
Average first—year earnings 2,777 2,497 280 *** 11.2%
Average first—vyear AFDC payments received 2,034 2,209 —175 *** -7.9%
GAIN
Average first—year earnings 1,908 1,642 266 *** 16.2%
Average first—year AFDC payments received 5,964 6,247 —283 **+ -4.5%

NOTES: In Project Independence, random assignment occurred at the Assistance Payments Unit, prior to
orientation. The impact estimates for Project Independence reflect the average of the impacts for the
nine research counties, which were weighted by the size of their research sample.

In GAIN, random assignment occurred at orientation. The impact estimates for GAIN reflect the
average of the impacts for the six research counties, which were weighted equaliy.

Doliar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members
not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression--adjusted using crdinary least squares, controlling for pre —random
assignment characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and
differences.

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

=XXXV=-

41




whether the relatively modest first-year results will translate into larger impacts in the future. Longer-
term follow-up will be essential to assess this and to determine whesher future effects will extend to the
groups that did not experience effects from the program in the first year. Thus, policymakers and
administrators should be cautious in drawing conclusions from this report about the relative effectiveness
of Project Independence for different groups or about the full payoff of the program.

The final report from this evaluation will present Project Independence’s impacts over a longer
follow-up period and will reexamine the relative effectiveness of the program for the key groups discussed
in the present report. It will also draw upon a survey of research sample members to examine the
program’s effects on other outcomes (such as educational attainment and the quality of jobs people
obtain), estimate its benefits and costs, and explore the role of other factors that may contribute to Project

Independence’s effectiveness in moving AFDC recipients into jobs and toward self-sufficiency.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Project Independence, Florida’s statewide welfare-to-work program, aims to increase the
employment and foster the self-sufficiency of applicants for and recipients of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), the largest federal/state cash welfare program. It was created by the
Florida Employment Opportunity Act of 1987, which mandates that all single-parent AFDC applicants
and recipients whose youngest child is at least three years old participate in Project Independence unless
they meet specified exemption criteria.! Failure to comply with this participation mandate without an
acceptable reason may result in an AFDC grant reduction. Florida was among a handful of states that
anticipated the federal Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA) and its centerpiece, the Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program, by linking cash assistance for poor families to opportunities and
incentives for parents to join the labor force, and thereby reduce long-term receipt of AFDC.2 As a
result, Project Independence has operated as Florida’s JOBS program since 1989 with relatively minor
modifications to its targeting practices and service offerings.

Project Independence prescribes one of two service sequences for participants, based on an
assessment of their educational attainment levels and employment history. One sequence begins with
individual job search in an effort to encourage capable participants to secure employment as quickly as
possible. The other sequence begins with a more extensive assessment of participants’ educational needs
and often results in referral to education or training activities. During the period when the individuals
studied for this report entered the program (July 1990 through August 1991), Project Independence
referred to the first sequence a large share of those for whom the program was mandatory, reserving
education services for those with very limited work experience and fon;lal schooling and for those in the

first sequence who were unable to find a job.> The Project Independence approach studied in this report,

'Exempt individuals include those who are age 60 or older, working 30 or more hours per week at the minimum
wage, pregnant and in their second or third trimester of pregnancy, permanently ill or incapacitated, or required
in the home to care for a physically or mentally impaired household member. Project Independence also serves
AFDC applicants and recipients who are exempt from the program but who wish to volunteer, as well as
unemployed parents in two-parent households who are required to participate. As discussed in Chapter 2, this report
focuses exclusively on single-parent heads of households who were required to participate during the period under
study; they constituted a majority of the population the program served.

2{nder the FSA, all states are required to operate a JOBS program. JOBS is the principal source of federal
funding for state welfare-to-work programs.

IBeginning late in 1991, after the research sample was identified, Project Independence modified the criteria
by which participants were targeted for services, making education and training accessible to more of the mandatory

(continued...)




which emphasized job search, contrasts with California’s Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN)
Program, for example, which also uses a .wo-sequence model, but emphasizes basic education for a
majority of those mandated to participate in GAIN.

The Florida Employment Opportunity Act of 1987 required the Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services (HRS) — the state agency responsible for administering Project Independence —
to conduct an evaluation of the program. This legislation called for the use of a random assignment
research design to obtain reliable measures of the effects of the program on employment, earnings, and
AFDC payments. (Random assignment studies are widely viewed as providing the most reliable estimates
of a program’s effects.)

This is the first of two reports by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC),
which is evaluating Project Independence under contract to HRS and with support from the Ford
Foundation and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, in fulfillment of this requirement.
The report focuses on analyzing program service delivery strategies, participation patterns, and effects
on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt during the first year following each person in the study’s
application (or reapplication) for AFDC eligibility or, in the case of current recipients, redetermination
for continuing AFDC eligibility. The second report, scheduled for 1994, will present results that reflect
a longer follow-up period and will compare the costs of operating Project Independence with its benefits
from the perspectives of participants, government budgets, and society as a whole.

The Project Independence evaluation is being conducted in nine of Florida’s 67 counties — Bay,
Broward, Dade, Duval, Hillsborough, Lee, Orange, Pirellas, and Volusia — which were chosen
randomly from the state’s 25 largest counties in terms of AFDC caseloads and were required by HRS to
participate.4 The nine counties included, at the time they were selected, 58 percent of Florida’s AFDC
caseload and 55 percent of the state’s total population. The random selection of counties enhances the
study’s capacity to generalize results to the state as a whole — specifically, to the portion of the entire
single-parent AFDC caseload that became mandatory for Project Independence during the period under
study. At the same time, the diversity of the selected counties — reflecting much of the state’s diversity

in population characteristics, labor market and economic conditions, and local operation of the program

3(...continued)
caseload. Thus, there are some individuals in the research sample who were determined to be appropriate for job
search at the time they entered the program but who, if they were to enter the program now, would be eligible for
education and training services as their first activity. This report provides information about whether the original
program model was effective for this group of individuals, thus providing some insight into the efficacy of the
change in the service targeting criteria.

“Eleven of Florida’s 67 counties do not operate Project Independence programs.
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— allows the report to shed light on the relative effectiveness of Project Independence under a variety
of local circumstances.

The research sample (i.e., the people studied) includes more than 18,000 AFDC applicants and
recipients for whom Project Independence was mandatory. They became part of the sample at the time
of their AFDC application or redetermination appointment, at which time they first learned, in a general
way, about the requirements and opportunities associated with receiving AFDC and participating in
Project Independence. In other words, people became part of the research sample before they attended
Project Independence orientation — <heir first point of actual contact with the program. For this reason,
the evaluation can capture all the effects of Project Independence, including those derived from clients’
efforts to seek employment or discontinue AFDC receipt in order to avoid the participation obligation.
However, since some individuals in the research sample did not make contact with the program (but 2re
still counted as part of the sample), overall rates of participation in Project Independence activides and
program impacts may appear somewhat lower than those found in other evaluations.’ Thuvs, cauticn is
necessary when comparing the findings from the Project Independence evaluation with: thoce from
evaluations using a different design.

In a first-year report such as this, the results must be viewed as preliminary, and care should be
taken in drawing policy or program lessons. More than one-third of the Project Independence registrants
were in the program at the end of the 12-month follow-up period covered in this report, and
approximately one-third of those registrants were participating in a Project Independence activity at the
end of the follow-up period. Thus, program-produced increases in employment and decreases in AFDC
receipt, if there are any, may not be fully captured within such a short time frame. Also, the first-year
results may not capture longer-term increases in employment stability and earnings, which may accrue
from short-term services such as individual job search or job clubs if these services enable participants
to move from initially low-paying jobs to higher-paying ones. Previous evaluations of welfare-to-work
programs indicate that program effects increase in the second year of follow-up. These limitations are
relevant to an assessment of the overall results and to an assessment of the program’s relative
effectiveness for different subgroups, some of which were more likely to participate in longer-term

services.

The remainder of this chapter provides a context for interpreting the first-year findings by

5Qther studies, including the evaluation of GAIN, drew the research sample after those individuals had made
contact with the program. For information on evaluations of pre-JOBS programs, see Gueron and Pauly, 1991; for
information on the GAIN evaluation, see Riccio and Friedlander, 1992, and Friedlander, Riccio, and Freedman,
1993.
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describing in greater detail the Project Independence program model and the research design used in the

evaluation and then highlighting the significance of the evaluation.

1. The Project Independence Program Model

Figure 1.1 illustrates the basic flow through the Project Independence program model of AFDC
applicants and recipients for whom Project Independence was mandatory. The Project Independence
treatment begins at the HRS Public Assistance Unit (also known in other states as the Income
Maintenance office) when an AFDC applicant or recipient is determined to be mandatory for Project
Independence participation. At that time, all such applicants and recipients are informe:i by the Public
Assistance Specialist (PAS) that they are required to meet Project Independence participation requirements
and are scheduled to attend a Project Independence orientation appointment within the next 30 days. (In
some cases, the referral to orientation takes place before AFDC eligibility has been determined.) All
such people are required to attend orientation. If a person who is mandated to participate fails to attend
orientation and fails to provide an acceptable reason, a Project Independence case manager can initiate
procedures that may result in a reduction of her® AFDC grant.”

During orientation, Project Independence staff provide a more detailed explanation of the
participation requirements and describe the opportunities Project Independence offers to help registrants
get jobs and leave AFDC. It is also during orientation that participants are referred to one of two service
tracks based on an initial assessment of their educational attainment levels and recent work experience.
Those assessed to be "job-ready" are first referred to a two-week up-front (individual) job search; if they
are unable to secure employment, they are then referred to job-readiness skills training classes (job club).
During the period when individuals for the research sample were identified (July 1990 through August
1991), Project Independence established the initial assessment criteria whereby it categorized most of its

caseload as "job-ready" and designated them for this service sequence.® By contrast, the criteria used

6Since more than 95 percent of the single parents in Florida who receive AFDC are women, feminine pronouns
are used throughout this report.

"Formal enforcement procedures leading to a grant reduction for failure to comply with Project Independence
rules are called "sanctioning procedures,” and sanctioning procedures can be initiated at any point in the program
if an individual fails to attend a required appointment or activity.

8During the period when research sample members were identified, individuals were determined to be "job-
ready” if they had completed at least the tenth grade or had worked in at least 12 of the previous 36 months, and
to be "not job-ready" if they met neither of these criteria. Although the basic program flow model has remained
unchanged since Project Independence was first implemented, HRS has modified the criteria by which individua,
participants were assessed for initial services. Beginning in October 1991, the job-readiness criteria became having
a high school diploma or a General Educational Development (GED) certificate or working in at least 12 of the

(continued...)
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in California’s GAIN program result in a majority of its caseload’s being categorized as "not job-ready”
(in GAIN’s parlance, as "in need of basic education”) and a heavy emphasis on basic education.

Figure 1.1 shows that Project Independence participants assessed as not job-ready (and job-ready
participants who do not secure employment through up-front job search or job club) are referred to a
more formal assessment of their educational needs and work experiences. During this foriial assessment,
the participant and the case manager develop an Employability Plan, based on a mutuaily agreed-upon
set of employment goals. These plans usually prescribe education or training assignments, but often
include job search activities instead of or in addition to education or training. Participants who remain
unemployed after completing their education or training assignments — and, usually, an extended
individual job search — are, in most instances, reassigned to formal assessment to determine additional
activities. Some registrants are aiready in education or training activities at the time they attend
orientation. These individuals are usually referred for formal assessment and may be allowed to continue
in their present activity if the case manager determines that it is appropriate to the participant’s
employment goal and is consistent with the Employability Plan.

Project Independence provides child care, transportation, tools, and uniforms participants may need
to engage in program activities or to secure employment. Beginning in January 1991, however, budget
constraints forced HRS to restrict the availability of child care for Project Independence participants.
This is significant because mandatory registrants with children ages thrce to five can be excused from the
participation requirements if needed child care services cannot be provided and alternative child care
arrangements cannot be made. Thus, the evaluation examines differences in program participation and
effects for sample members identified while child care resources were widely available and those
identified after the restrictions began to go into effect.

Until July 1992, HRS had responsibility for policy development, planning, administration, staffing.
and operational oversight for Project Independence at the state and district levels.’ Project
Independence staff provided case management, conducted job clubs and other job search activities, and
developed linkages with other state agencies, local education authorities, community-based organizatiors,
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs, and local employers, which provide most of Project

Independence’s employment, education, and training activities.

§(...continued)
previous 24 months. In general, this modification enables a higher percentage of the mandatory caseload to choose
education or training activiiies as their initial service.

%In July 1992, HRS subcontracted responsibility for staffing and operating Project Independence at the district
level to the Department of Labor and Employment Security (LES). However, HRS has retained overall
administrative responsibility for the program and serves as its primary policymaking agency.

-6-




II. The Project Independence Evaluation Design

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

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

are also shown in Figure 1.2:

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

Duval (Jacksonville)
Hillsborough (Tampa)

Lee (Fort Myers)

Orange (Orlando)

Pinellas (St. Petersburg)
Volusia (Daytona Beach)

10The 25 counties from which the nine research counties were selected represented approximateiy 90 percent
of the state’s AFDC caseload. As will be discussed in Chapter 2, the process that was used to randomly select
counties was designed to ensure a large enough research sample for the analysis and to make it highly likely that
several of the large urban counties, with large AFDC caseloads, would be selected along with some counties with
smaller caseloads.

1n most multi-site evaluations of social programs, the counties, sites, or programs volunteer to be included
and might also be selected using other criteria, e.g., the quality of their services or the character of their local
conditions.
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FIGURE 1.2

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

1Duval
1 (Jacksonville)

Volusia
(Daytona Beach)

Orange
(Orlando)

Pinellas }A
(St. Petersburg)

Hilisborough
(Tampa)




Together these counties included 58 percent of the state’s AFDC caseload as of July 1990. They also
include Florida’s eight largest cities as well as suburban and rural areas. The specific procedures for
selecting counties and the characteristics of the counties are discussed in Chapter 2.

Second, the evaluation used the random assignment of eligible individuals to create program and
control groups of AFDC applicants and recipients for whom Project Independence was mandatory. There
is now extensive evidence indicating that this is the most reliable approach to assessing the effects of
programs such as Project Independence.!? Research on welfare dynamics has shown that there is
normally a substantial amount of turnover within the caseload, with many welfare recipients leaving
welfare without any program assistance.'®> Thus, without a random assignment research design, it is
especially difficult to determine the extent to which a program increases (or decreases) the rate at which
welfare recipients take jobs and leave the rolls above and beyond what they would have done on their
own.

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

Third, the random assignment procedures (described in detail in Chapter 2) were implemented at
the HRS Public Assistance Units after AFDC applicants and recipients had been determined to be
mandatory for Project Independence but before they were actually referred to a formal program
orientation. This allows the evaluation to capture all aspects of the Project Independence treatment

beginning with an individual's first contact with AFDC as an applicant or a recipient seeking

2For example, a panel convened by the National Academy of Sciences (see Betsey, Hollister, and
Papageorgiou, 1985) and an advisory panel to the U.S. Department of Labor (see Job Training Longitudinal Survey
Research Advisory Panel, 1985) highlighted the problematic results of qumerous ¢valuations of employment and
training programs funded under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) that used alternative ~
i.e., non-random assignment — approaches and urged greater use of classical, random assignment field studies.
See also Dickenson, Johnson, and West, 1987; Lalonde, 1986; Lalonde and Maynard, 1987; and Fraker and
Maynard, 1987. For an alternative view of random assignment field studies relative to non-random assignment
methods of program evaluation, see Heckman, Hotz, and Dabos, 1987.

13See Bane and Ellwood, 1983.
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redetermination. During the period from July 1990 through August 1951, AFDC applicants and
recipients who were mandatory for Project Independence participation in the nine research counties were
randomly assigned to one of two groups:*?

¢ A program group, who had access to Project Independence’s services and was

subject to its participation requirements and to possible AFDC grant reductions
because of noncompliance with program rules.

e A control group, who, for a period of two years following random assignment,

could not participate in Project Independence (or, consequently, be subject to

possible AFDC grant reductions for noncompliance), nor receive its case

management or employment and training services.!®
The Project Independence random assignment design will capture program effects missed in other studies
of welfare-to-work programs — in which random assignment was conducted after program participants
attended orientation. However, this also means that the Project Independence research sample includes
in the program group individuais who did not attend orientation and may not have been affected by the
program directly. Therefore, the rates of participation in post-orientation activities and the estimated
average effects of the program may be lower than they would have been if random assignment had taken
place after individuals attended orientation.

Fourth, the research sample for the Project Independence evaluation consists of 18,237 AFDC
applicants and recipients for whom Project Independence was mandatory. Of these, 4,724 (26 percent)
were randomly assigned to the control group and 13,513 (74 percent) were randomly assigned to the
program group. This sample is large enough to permit the analysis to reliably detect overall program
effects on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt (assuming that these effects will be at least as large
as those typically found in previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs). The research was also

designed to ensure that one particular subgroup would be represented in large enough numbers to permit

4The specific random assignment period varied by county ard is discussed in Chapter 2.

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

16Being a member of the evatuation’s conirol group did not affect a person’s eligibility for entitlements such
as AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps. In addition, the status of child care assistance as an "entitlement” for
welifare recipients engaged in education and training services has been vigorously debated in Florida and other states.
For purposes of the Prcject Independence evaluatior, it was felt that if members of the control group decided to
pursue employment and training services on their own, they were eligible to receive equivalent HRS-funded child
care, as well as tuition assistance at community colleges, under the same guidelines and priorities as Project
Independence participants. Control group members were also given a list of other, non-Project Independence
employment and training services in the community.
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the program’s effects on them to be estimated reliably. This subgroup was mothers of children between
the ages of three and five. Because most prior studies of welfare-to-work programs have focused on
mothers of schoolage children, there is very little evidence on the size of the effects that can be expected
for mothers of younger children. However, the research sample of 7,211 individuals in this subgroup
(40 percent of the full sample) should be adequate to reliably detect program effects (assuming those
effects are similar in magnitude to those found for AFDC applicants and recipients with schoolage
children in previous evaluations).

It should also be noted that the Project Independence research sample has a substantially lower
proportion of people who were already receiving AFDC at the time of random assignment (and,
consequently, a substantially higher proportion of applicants) than was the case in other evaluations of
welfare-to-work programs. This is because random assignment for this evaluation was initiated
approximately three years after Project Independence began operating in the research counties. As a
result, a large proportion of the ongoing AFDC recipients who appeared for their AFDC redetermination
appointments during the random assignment period were already registered for Project Independence.
In order to avoid having to discontinue Project Independence ser ices for those who might have been
randomly assigned to the control group, only ongoing recipients who were newly mandatory for Project
Independence (e.g., because their youngest child had turned three) and who were not currently registered
for the program were randomly assigned. This report’s overall findings on program participation and
program effects are influenced most heavily by the behavior of applicants and reapplicants, who make
up 88 percent of the research sample. Thus, the research sample reflects the flow of newly mandatory
individuals into a mature, ongoing welfare-to-work program. However, caution should be exercised in
comparing the results to those of other studies whose research samples include more of a mix of

applicants and recipients.

IIi. The Significance of the Project Independence Evaluation

The Project Independence evaluation adds to knowledge about JOBS beyond what has been learned
from other studies of welfare-to-work programs, including the ongoing evaluation of California’s GAIN
program, another important random assignment evaluation of a JOBS program for which there are
comparable data. (Both Florida and California were among several states that anticipated JOBS.)
Because the Project Independence evaluation began three years after Project Independence was initiated
and more than a year after it became Florida’s JOBS program, its findings will reflect the results of a

fully implemented JOBS program. Florida is also among the majority of states whose AFDC and JOBS
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programs are state-administered. As noted earlier, the procedures for randomly selecting counties for
the evaluation enhances the generalizability of the findings to the statewide program for newly mandatory
applicants and recipients. Finally, the findings on progran: participation and program effects for single
parents with preschoolage children will be among the first available for a JOBS program. (To date, the
GAIN evaluation has focused on single parents with children age six or older and on unemployed heads
of two-parent households.)

The Project Independence and GAIN evaluations complement each other in many ways, providing
important lessons for other states and for federal policy related to JOBS. For example, as noted earlier,
Project Independence’s heavy emphasis on job search activities (at least during the period when the
research sample first entered the program) contrasts with GAIN’s emphasis on basic education for a large
proportion of its program registrants. In 1991, Project Independence led the nation’s JOBS programs
with 50 percent of its participants in job search activities, whereas GAIN was one of four programs with
more than 50 percent of its JOBS participants in basic education.!” Results from the two evaluations
will provide information about the consequences of choices that states have made about the mix and
targeting of JOBS services. Florida and California also differ in their AFDC grant levels, with Florida
ranking in the lower part of the range and California ranking near the top.!® Results from the two
evaluations will shed light on the different types of incentives JOBS participants faced in supplementing

and replacing welfare with earnings.

IV. An Overview of This Report

The next chapter more fully describes the research design, samples, and data sources used in this
report. It also presents the background characteristics of the full research sample and several of the key
subgroups used in the analysis. Chapter 3 explores Project Independence’s organizational capacity and
services.

Chapter 4 traces the flow of program group members through the Project independence program
model. It focuses on a variety of participation measures including rates of attending orientation, rates
of participation in employment and training activities, length of participation, and rates of referrals for
sanctioning. It also discusses several key dimensions of program implementaticn and explores the

potential relationship between these dimensions and the participation patterns. Chapter 5 examines the

17See Greenberg, 1992.
18In January 1991, the basic AFDC grant in Florida for a family of three was $294; 14 states had lower grant

levels. In that same month, the basic AFDC grant for a family of three in California was $607; only Alaska had
a higher grant level.
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participation patterns for key subgroups and for each of the nine research counties.
Chapter 6 analyzes the first-year effects of the Project Independence treatment on sample members’
employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt. It focuses first on overall impacts for the full research sample

and then on differences among selected subgroups and the research counties.
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CHAPTER 2

RESEARCH DESIGN, SAMPLES, AND DATA SOURCES

This chapter begins by describing in further detail the research design used in the evaluation,
focusing on the process by which the counties were randomly selected, the characteristics of the counties,
and the procedures used for randomly assigning individuals to the program and control groups. It then
discusses the background characteristics of the full research sample and selected subgroups. The chapter
concludes by identifying the data sources used in the analysis as well as the subsamples for which these

data were collected and the time periods to which the data apply.

I. The Research Counties

As noted in Chapter 1, the research design called for a group of counties to be chosen randomly
for the evaluation. The specific procedures used were designed to accomplish two key objectives. First,
the total AFDC caseload across the selected counties had to be large enough to yield a sufficient research
sample for the analysis. As a result, counties with very small numbers of on-board cases that were
mandatory for Project Independence — approximately 400 or fewer as of the beginning of 1990 — were
excluded from the selection process because it would not have been practical to conduct and monitor
random assignment in sites that would have added so few cases to the research sample. Twenty-five of
Florida’s 67 counties — representing 90 percent of the AFDC caseload in the state in 1930 — had
caseloads larger than the cut-off number. Second, beth large and small counties were to be included.
To accomplish this objective, the probability of each of these 25 counties’ being selected was made
proportional to that county’s share of the statewide AFDC caseload. This made it highly likely that
several of the large urban counties would be selected, given their large numbers of AFDC cases. The
25 counties were also stratified into groups, based on caseload size, and the selection process was
designed to ensure that at least one county in each group would be selected. This ensured that some
counties with smaller caseloads wouid be included.

Demographic and economic characteristics of the nine selected counties, and the state as a whole,
are sumnmarized in Table 2.1. (Figure 1.2 shows the counties’ locations.) As noted in Chapter 1, the
counties encompassed 58 percent of the statewide AFDC caseload in July 1990. They include Florida's
eight largest cities — Jacksonville (Duval), Miami (Dade), Tampa (Hillsborough), St. Petersburg
(Pinellas), Hialeah (Dade), Orlando (Orange), Fort Lauderdale (Broward), and Hollywood (Broward) —

as well as both suburban and rural areas. The proportion of the research sample represernited by each
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county (the second row of Table 2.1) is similar to the proportion of the nine-county AFDC caseload
represented by each county (the fourth row of Table 2.1).

As shown in the first two columns of Table 2.1, the nine counties as a group are similar to Florida
as a whole on a number of characteristics ~ €.g., povery rates, unemployment rates, and percentage
employed in the service sector (the most likely source of employment for welfare recipients).! However,
the nine counties have a smaller percentage of their population living in rural areas because, as noted
above, counties with very small AFDC caseloads are not represented in the study. The nine counties aiso
include a larger percentage of Hispanics than does the state overall because Dade County includes more

than 60 percent of the state’s Hispanic population.

Table 2.1 also indicates that the nine research counties represent a diverse range of demographic
and economic conditions. Dade County is the largest of the state’s 67 counties in terms of both
population and AFDC caseload, whereas Bay County, the smallest in the study, ranks twenty-fourth in
population and twenty-second in the size of its AFDC caseload. The poverty rates in 1989 ranged from
14 percent in Dade to 6 percent in Lee and Pinellas, and unemployment rates in 1991 ranged from almost
9 percent in Dade to approximately 6 percent in Hillsborough, Lee, and Pinellas. The percentage of
workers employed in the service sector in 1990 ranged from a high of 36 percent in Orange to a low of
26 percent in Duvai.

In summary, the information in Table 2.1 suggests that the counties in the evaluation are
representative of the state in terms of both their average characteristics and their diversity. This condition
enhances the evaluation’s capacity to produce results that can be generalized to the state’s AFDC caseload
that became mandatory for Project Independence during the period under study — or at least to the
approximately 90 percent of this AFDC caseload represented by the 25 counties from which the nine were

selected.

II. The Random Assignment Procedures

As discussed in Chapter 1, random assignment of individuals to program and control groups was
used to ensure that the analysis of program effects produced the most reliable estimates of Project
Independence’s impacts on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt. The timing of random assignment
was designed to ensure that these impacts would be measured from the point at which sample members

first learned about the obligations and opportunities to participate in the program. This section describes

"The data presented in Table 2.1 reflect the best available measures of conditions in Florida during the random
assignment period (July 1990 through August 1991).
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the specific random assignment procedures used in the research counties.

“ Figure 2.1 illustrates the random assignment research design. Random assignment of Project
Independence-mandatory cases to the two research groups (i.e., the program and control groups) was
conducted at the Public Assistance Unit on a case-by-case basis as individuals applied for AFDC or
attended an AFDC eligibility redetermination session. As Figure 2.1 shows, a Background Information
Form (BIF) was completed and randem assignment was conducted after it was determined that an
individual was required to participate in Project Independence, but before that person was referred to
Project Independence orientation. This ensured that all mandatory cases would enter the research sample
at the same point in their application or redetermination process and that the behavior of control group
members would be influenced by the program as little as possible.

The random assignment process included the following six steps:

1. Determining an individual’s status as mandatory or not. When an individual appeared for
an AFDC application or redetermination interview, the Public Assistance Specialist (PAS) determined
whether she was exempt from Project Independence participation requirements (e.g., because she had a
child under three years old, was age 60 or older, was working 30 or more hours per week, was in the
second or third trimester of pregnancy, or was permanently ill or incapacitated). Applicants and
recipients who were not exempt — and hence were Project Independence "mandatories” — continued with
the process, while exempt clients did not.2

2. Providing information on the program and the research. The PAS then provided a brief
description of Project Independence and an overview of the evaluation, including the random assignment
process.

3. Collecting background information. Next, the one-page BIF about the individual was
completed. Also collected was information about how the person could be contacted (to assist MDRC
in later locating her for a follow-up survey).

4. Making the random assignment phone call. The PAS then telephoned MDRC (using a toll-
free number) to obtain the person’s randomly assigned research status. During the call, the PAS read
a few key items from the BIF to an MDRC random assignment clerk, who keyed these items into the
MDRC computer system. After verifying the keyed items, the random assignment clerk informed the

PAS of the individual’s research status (i.e., program group or control group).

Anyone who was under 18, an unemployed head of a two-parent-household AFDC case, or had recently been
in Project Independence was not randomly assigned (i.e., was not included in the study) even if she or he was
mandatory for the program. (In general, "recent” meant within the prior 45 days. However, some individuals who
had been in the program at an undetermined time in the past were also excluded from the study.)
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5. Informing clients of their status. After the random assignment call was completed, those

individuals assigned to the program group were scheduled for a Project Independence orientation session.
Individuals assigned to the control group were informed of their status and told that they would not be
required to participate in Project Independence for two years. They were also told that they were eligible
for child care and tuition assistance under the same guidelines and priorities as Project Independence
participants. This information was provided to control group members both orally and in writing. Those
assigned to the control group were given a list of alternative services available to them in the community.
Control group members were informed that they had access to a fair hearing process if they wished to
file a formal grievance about their status. Finally, control group members were informed that public
assistance to which they were entitled, such as Food Stamps, Medicaid, and AFDC, would not be affected
by their status in the evaluation.

6. Processing the BIF. After random assignment was completed and verified, the PAS recorded
on the BIF which of the two research groups the person had been assigned to. For all sample members,
one copy of the BIF (and a sheet noting how the person could be contacted) was sent to MDRC; a second
copy was sent to Project Independence staff; and a third was maintained in the client’s AFDC casefile.

Individuals were randomly assigned only once and retained their research status for two years.
In order to prevent multiple random assignments of the same individuals, the random assignment system
was designed to conduct an automated search through the entire research sample data base to determine
whether each person had been through the random assignment process previously. If so, the MDRC clerk
informed the PAS of the existing research status, the date on which the assignment had taken place, and
the location (county and office) in which the person had originally been assigned. Also, an individual’s
research status was recorded in her AFDC and Project Independence records to reduce the likelihood that
controls would enroll in Project Independence within the two-year period (either as volunteers or in non-
research counties).

Although the random assignment period lasted from July 1990 through August 1991, random
assignment started and ended &t different times for some counties. Bay, Broward, Dade, and Volusia
were the first counties to begin random assignment (in July 1990), while Duval did not begin until
October 1990. With the exception of Lee (which ended random assignment in May 1991), all counties
continued random assignment through July 1991. Duval, Orange, and Volusia conducted a few random
assignments in August 1991. All counties conducted random assignment for at least nine full months.

As noted earlier, the full research sample for this report includes 18,237 AFDC applicants and

recipients from the nine research counties who were determined to be mandatory for Project Independence
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from July 1990 through August 1991.> This group encompasses all of the AFDC applicants who were

determined to be mandatory, and most of the ongoing AFDC recipients who were determined to be newly
mandatory, during this period.

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

Appendix Table A.1 presents the demographic characteristics of the applicants in the program and
control groups; Appendix Table A.2 presents this information for the recipients.* These tables indicate
that the random assignment process produced two equivalent research groups (as is its purpose), with only

a few statistically significant demographic differences between the program and control groups.

III. Background Characteristics of the Full Sample for This Report

The "full sample” column of Table 2.2 presents the percentage distributions of the full research
sample for selected demographic characteristics.” These characteristics are likely to contribute to
differences in program participation patterns as well as program impacts and costs. For example, as
noted in Chapter 1, educational background and employment history matter because initial service
referrals in Project Independence were based on an assessment of "job-readiness," defined in terms of
the highest grade an individual had completed in school and the number of months she had worked in the
prior three years. Table 2.2 shows that 82 percent of the research sample would have been defined as
“job-ready" under the Project Independence criteria used at the time of their random assignment — i.e.,

they had completed at least the tenth grade or had been employed in at least 12 of the previous 36

*More than half of the applicants in the sample had received AFDC previously under their own or their spouse’s
case.

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

SAs discussed later in the chapter, BIFs could not be obtained for all sample members, and some items from
the BIFs that were obtained are missing for some sample members. Table 2.2 presents percentages of the sample
who are missing data on selected characteristics.
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TABLE 22

SEILECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FULL SAMPLE AND
OF SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD,
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Subgroups, by Age of

Sample Full Youngest Child

Characteristic and Subgroup Size Sample Ages3to5 Age 6 or Older
Ethnicity (%)

White, non-Hispanic 6,118 335 354 349

Black, non-Hispanic 6,878 377 40.6 373 °**"

Hispanic 4,044 22.2 20.7 24.8 **

Other 207 11 1.2 1.2

Data not available 990 5.4 2.2 1.9
Primary language (%)

English 13,887 76.1 81.6 771 **

Spanish 3,232 17.7 15.8 20.3 ***

Other 303 1.7 1.7 1.7

Data not available 815 4.5 1.0 0.9
Average age (years) 18,237 3241 28.6 35.0 ***
Number of children (%)

1 child 7,860 43.1 38.9 49.7 ***

2 children 5,575 30.6 33.2 325

3 or more children 3,797 20.8 27.9 17.8 ***

Data not available 1,005 5.5 0.0 0.0
Age of youngest child (%)

Ages 3to 5 7,211 39.5 100.0 0.0

Ages 6 or older 9,316 51.1 0.0 100.0

Data not available 1,710 9.4 0.0 0.0
Total prior AFDC receipt (a) (%)

First-time applicant 7,120 39.0 36.7 429 ***

Applicant with less than 2 years (b) 4,373 24.0 253 249

Recipiant with lass than 2 years (c) 750 4.3 6.2 2.7

Applicant with 2 years or more (d) 3,593 19.7 18.9 223 ™

Recipient with 2 years or more (e) 1,029 5.6 9.0 3.2

Data not available 1,332 7.3 3.9 4.0
Education (%)

High school diploma or GED 9,437 51.7 52.8 543 **

No high school diplorna or GED 7,543 41.4 434 42.8

Data not available 1,257 6.9 3.9 29
Any earnings during the prior year (%) 18,237 61.1 60.9 61.1
Job-readiness status (f) (%)

Job-ready 14,936 81.9 84.0 85.8 ***

Not job-ready 1,816 10.0 10.6 10.2

Data not available 1,485 8.1 5.4 4.0
Research sample status (%)

Program group 13,513 74.1 738 74.4

Control group 4,724 259 26.2 25.6
Randomn assignmant cohort (%)

Early cohort (July-December 1920) 7,511 41.2 436 40.9 ***

Late cohort (January-August 1991) 10,726 58.8 56.4 59.1 ***
Sample size 18,237 7,211 9,316
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TABLE 2.2 {continued)
SOURCES: MDRC cailculations from Background Information Forms and Florida Unemployment Insurance records.

NOTES: Sarmnple sizes for subgroups defined by the age of the youngest child do not add to the full sample size
because of missing data. Therefore, the weighted average of the percentages of the subgroups within a characteristic
does not equal the percentage for the full sample.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

A chi—square test or two-—tailed t—test was applied to differences between subgroups defined by
the age of the youngest child.

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

(a) This refers tc the total number of months accumulated from one or more spells on an individual's cwn or
spouse'’s AFDC case. It does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name.

{b) This subgroup s referred to in the report as "short—term" applicants.

{c) This subgroup is referred to in the report as "short—torm® recipients.

(d) This subgroup is referred to in the report as fong—term® applicants.

(e} This subgroup is referred to in the report as "long--term" recipients.

(f) Sample members are defined as “job—ready” if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed
for at least 12 of the 56 months prior to random assignment. Sample members are defined as "not job—ready” if they
had not completed 10th grade and were employed for iess than 12 of the 36 months prior to random assignment.
These definitions are based on the criteria used by Project Independence during the random assignment period.




months.® In addition, 61 percent of the sample had some earnings in the year prior to random
assignment, and 52 percent had received a high school diploma or GED.

Past research indicates that the effects of welfare-to-work programs tend to depend, in part, on an
individual’s prior history of AFDC receipt.” Table 2.2 indicates that 39 percent of the research sample
were applying for AFDC for the first time.® An additional 24 percent of the sample were not receiving
AFDC at the time of random assignment (i.e., they too were applicants) but had received it for less than
two years prior to random assignment, and 20 percent were not receiving AFDC but had received it for
two years or more prior to random assignment. Table 2.2 indicates that only 10 percent of the research
sample were receiving AFDC at the time of random assignment (4 percent had received it for a total of
less than two years and 6 percent had received it for two years or more). As noted above, this is because
individuals who had been in Project Independence recently were not included in the sample. During the
random assignment period, MDRC staff found that most ongoing recipients who were being redetermined
for AFDC eligibility were already registered for Project Independence.

As discussed in Chapter 1, this report will provide some of the first participation and impact
findings for JOBS-mandatory AFDC applicants and recipients with children between the ages of three and
five. Program participation rates and impacts may not be the same for this group as for mothers of
schoolage children because the former are very likely to need child care if they are to participate in
program activities or become employed. Tabie 2.2 shows that 40 percent of the sample members
reported having children between the ages of three and five, while just over half (51 percent) had a
y oungest child age six or older. In addition, 43 percent of the sample had only one child, and 21 percent
had three or more children.

Chapter 6 presents findings on program effects for an early cohort of sample members (those who
were randomly assigned before January 1991) for whom at least 18 months of follow-up data are
available. As mentioned in Chapter 1, January 1991 also marks the point at which HRS was forced to
begin restricting the availability of child care services for Project Independence participants. (Chapter
3 presents a more detailed discussion of this issue.) For these reasons, the analysis compares the

experiences of research sample meisbers who were randomly assigned prior to January 1991 with those

®This definition is used throughout the report as the basis for making job-readiness subgroup distinctions.
However, Project Independence guidelines p