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Executive Summary

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

To meet the new challenges of the federal welfare legislation, state and local administra-
tors and policy makers need to know about the types of welfare-to-work program approaches that
can quickly move substantial numbers of people into work and off welfare. This report provides
such guidance, by analyzing the effectiveness of 11 mandatory welfare-to-work programs oper-
ated in seven locales. The sites included in the evaluation are Atlanta, Georgia; Columbus, Ohio;
Detroit and Grand Rapids, Michigan; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; Portland, Oregon; and River-
side, California.

The report is one in a series from an evaluation of the programs called the National
Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies NEWWS), conducted by the Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation (MDRC) under contract to the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), with support from the U.S. Department of Education. Child Trends, as a
subcontractor, is conducting the analyses of outcomes for young children (the Child Outcomes
Study). Two other recent reports (both also published in 2000 by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families and Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Planning and Evaluation, and the U.S. Department of Education) should be viewed as
“companion” documents to this report: Impacts on Young Children and Their Families Two
Years After Enrollment: Findings from the Child Outcomes Study, prepared by Sharon M.
McGroder, Martha J. Zaslow, Kristin A. Moore, and Suzanne M. LeMenestrel, Child Trends; and
Do Mandatory Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect the Well-Being of Children? A Synthesis of
Child Research Conducted as Part of the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies,
prepared by Gayle Hamilton, MDRC, with Stephen Freedman, MDRC, and Sharon M.
McGroder, Child Trends.

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

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

e employment-focused programs, with first assignments made to job search and
a high level of participation mandate enforcement;

® employment-focused programs, with first assignments made to job search, ba-
sic education, or vocational skills training and a high level of participation en-
forcement (only one program falls into this category);

® education-focused programs, with first assignment made to basic education or
skills training and a high level of participation enforcement; and

® education-focused programs, with first assignments made to basic education
or skills training and a low level of participation enforcement.

Exhibit ES-1 categorizes the sites’ programs. Notably, four of the sites (Atlanta, Grand
Rapids, Riverside, and Columbus) operated two different programs simultaneously, to enable
rigorous side-by-side tests of the comparative effectiveness of various approaches. Three sites
implemented a Labor Force Attachment (LFA) program as well as a Human Capital Develop-
ment (HCD) program, versions of employment-focused and education-focused programs that
magnified the differences between the two types of approaches. The fourth site, Columbus, im-
plemented a program using a traditional (TRD) case management model, in which welfare eligi-
bility and employment program functions were performed by separate staff members, and a pro-
gram using an Integrated (INT) case management model, in which these two functions were
performed by the same staff member. These eight programs in four sites, described in more detail

in Section II, are referred throughout by their site name and shortened program model name
(LFA, HCD, TRD, or INT).

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

ES-2
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-1

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

Employment-focused approach Tducation-tocused approach
Job search first Varied first activity Education or training first
High Enforcement High Enforcement High Enforcement Low Enforcement
Atlanta LFA Portland Atlanta HCD Detroit
Grand Rapids LFA Grand Rapids HCD Oklahoma City
Riverside LFA Riverside HCD
: Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

This report analyzes the programs’ effects for single-parent welfare recipients, focusing
on results for the two years after individuals entered the programs. This is an important period in
which to gauge whether programs moved recipients from welfare to work. Many states and lo-
calities now terminate welfare eligibility after two years. In addition, prior research has shown
that many individuals on welfare for at least two years will likely remain on the rolls for a con-
siderably longer time. Under TANF, these individuals would be in jeopardy of reaching their
five-year limit on federal funding for welfare benefits. Consequently, the two-year results for
these 11 programs will become a benchmark for the next generation of welfare initiatives.

The report explores the following questions:

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

e Which approaches were most successful in helping welfare recipients to find
paid work and leave welfare within the two-year follow-up period and to re-
main off welfare? Did any approaches help individuals to get a “good” job,
that is, a full-time job with health benefits?

e Which approaches were most successful in increasing welfare recipients’ in-
come and helping them move out of poverty?

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

e Which approaches were most successful in achieving self-sufficiency for those
who were at high risk for long stays on welfare?

The NEWWS Evaluation uses an unusually strong research design, a random assignment
experiment, to estimate program effects. In each site individuals who were required to participate
in the program were assigned at random to either a program group (in some sites, one of two
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program groups) or a control group. Program group members had access to program-provided
services and were required to participate in the program or risk a reduction in their monthly wel-
fare-grant. Control group members received no mandatory welfare-to-work program services but
could seek similar services on their own in the community. This random assignment design as-
sures that within each site there are no systematic differences between the background character-
istics of program and control group members when they enter the study. In addition, within each
site program and control group members are subject to the same welfare grant levels, labor mar-
ket conditions, and other environmental factors. As a result, any subsequent differences in out-
comes between the groups within each site can be attributed with confidence to the effects of the
program. These differences, called impacts, can then be compared across sites, yielding a much
more accurate determination of which types of programs are high and low performers than sim-
ple comparisons of statistics, such as welfare caseload reductions, across localities or states.

L. Findings in Brief

An examination of the range of effects achieved by all 11 programs yielded the following
information about which welfare-to-work program strategies are more or less successful in help-
ing welfare recipients achieve self-sufficiency:

All programs, regardless of their approach, increased participation in activities de-
signed to promote employment during the two-year follow-up period. As expected, employ-
ment-focused programs increased participation primarily in job search activities, whereas educa-
tion-focused programs raised participation levels primarily in basic education and vocational
skills training classes. Very different patterns of participation impacts were found for individuals
who entered the study with a high school diploma or GED certificate and for those who did not
have these credentials. In most education-focused programs participation impacts were concen-
trated among those without a high school diploma or GED and resulted primarily from large in-
creases in attendance in basic education; only small increases in attendance in post-secondary
education or vocational training were found for the education-focused programs, and they were
generally among only high school graduates or GED holders. In contrast, large impacts on par-
ticipation in job search were achieved for both groups in the employment-focused programs.

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

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

Several of the education-focused programs began to show moderate impacts in year
2. By the end of year 2 all but two of the education-focused programs had attained increases in
employment and earnings that equaled or exceeded the gains achieved by all employment-
focused programs except Portland’s. The two exceptions to this pattern, the Riverside HCD and
Oklahoma City programs, did not raise employment or earnings levels in year 2. Overall, these
results underscore the importance of tracking the effects of education-focused programs over a
longer term.

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

Most programs increased sample members’ reliance on earnings, as opposed to wel-
fare, but family net incomes were largely unchanged. As a result, the programs lifted few
families above the poverty line. Reductions in welfare, Food Stamps, and other benefits gener-
ally matched or exceeded earnings gains. Including estimates of the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) as income produced little change in this finding for all programs except Portland’s, which
attained the largest and most consistent gain in total income ($238, or $425 including the EITC
estimate, for year 2 of the follow-up) and also produced a small increase in the proportion with
incomes above the poverty level (4 percentage points, or 7 percentage points including the EITC
estimate, in year 2).

Although no programs had pervasive negative effects on sample members, some in-
dividuals were adversely affected. In year 2 of follow-up six programs (some employment-
focused and some education-focused) produced small increases in the proportion of sample
members with combined income from AFDC, Food Stamps, and earnings equivalent to less than
50 percent of poverty levels. In addition, several programs (representing both types of ap-
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proaches) increased the rate at which individuals left welfare without a job. Finally, some pro-
grams that increased employment also ‘-d_e'creas‘ed family health insurance coverage (as reported
by parents) and increased out-of-pocket child care expenditures. ‘

The programs did not have.widespread, large, or consistent effects on the children
of sample members, but positive and negative effects occurred in some programs. No pro-
grams in the evaluation provided direct services (with the exception of child care assistance) to
children. Program-produced changes in the lives of sample members (virtually all mothers) may,
nevertheless, influence the well-being of children. There is evidence that some of the programs
affected the likelihood of at least one child in a family having behavioral, educational, or health
and safety problems. There was not, however, a consistent pattern of benefit or harm to children.
In addition, employment- and education-focused programs did not appear to affect children dif-
ferently; there was no consistent evidence that one particular approach affected children more or
less or was more likely to help or harm children.

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

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

While many programs achieved positive effects on employment, earnings, and re-
duced use of welfare, few achieved large effects, except for Portland. The Portland program
was unusually successful in substantially increasing employment and earnings, helping people to
get “good” jobs, lowering welfare receipt, and -achieving these outcomes for a cross section of
sample members. The results are probably due to a combination of factors. While its employment
message was strong, the program offered high-quality edu¢ation and training services as well as
Job search, enforced a participation mandate; and had strong job development and placement ser-
vices. In addition, contextual factors may have contributed to the program’s success. In particu-
lar, it worked with a less disadvantaged welfare caseload (relative to the other studied programs)
and operated within a good labor market with a relatively high state minimum wage.



The refnairider:'o.f th‘i"s"sﬁmmai")'/' details these findings. First, however, it describes the key
welfare-to-work program’approaches contrasted in the analysis and explains the evaluation’s re-
search design and samples. A

. Prbgraiﬁ Ap_[i)roziélies'éind Ill'nb'ien'léhtz{tidn-'Features

As noted ‘above, the évaluation’s sites implemented very different programs; in fact, the
research designs in several of the js_ites weére Set up to :rigforo'usly compare the effects of specific
program approaches. This section ‘di'scusses the two key implementation features used in this re-
port t(& define four brbad'program'appr§>aches. In addition, for context, other major program di-
mensions are described. " S .

A. Employment- or Education-Focused

. Since the late” 1960s. welfare-to-work prograims ‘seeking to-increase welfare recipients’
self-sufficiency have emphasized one of two Strategies. One strategy emphasizes quick employ-
ment, reflecting the belief that individuals can best build their -employability, and eventually
achieve.self-sufficiency, through actual work, even if their initial jobs are minimum wage and
without fringe benefits: The other strategy emphasizes skill-building, particularly in the educa-
tion area, reflecting the view that individuals should first invest in education or training to enable
them to eventually obtain higher-wage, longer-lasting jobs-with health insurance coverage. The
11 NEWWS programs blend elements of both strategies to varying degrees.

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

The three LFA programs, however, differed from Portland’s program in important ways.
The LFA programs routinely assigned indiy.iduals to job search assistance, usually job club, as
their first activity, whereas Portland’s program offered GED preparation classes to those deamed
by case managers to have a good chance of attaining a GED certificate relatively quickly. (Ac-
tivities initially assigned are an important clue to the “treatment” experienced by welfare recipi-
ents, as many people leave welfare or become exempt or temporarily excused from welfare-to-
work programs prior to being-assigned -to a second program activity.) Further, Portland case
managers encouraged enrollees to hold out for jobs that paid well above the minimum wage and
offered the best chance for long-lasting and stable employment. In contrast, casc managers in the
LFA programs, especially in Riverside, stressed the value.of starting off with any job, even a
low-paying one, and then advancing toward more stable and better-paying jobs in the future.

Seven programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside HCD; Columbus Integrated and
Traditional; and Detroit and (_)klahqma City) can be characterized as “education-focused.” (See
Exhibit ES-1.) A large percentage of enrollees in these programs were initially assigned to some
type of skill-building activity. The types of activities to which enrollees were first assigned de-
pended, in part, on the level of educational attainment that individuals had achieved prior to en-
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tering the program. Those who had not completed high school or received a GED certificate but
who were assessed by case managers as having high school-level skills were assigned to GED
preparation classes. Those with lower reading or math levels were assigned to Adult Basic Edu-
cation classes. In addition, non-English speakers could be assigned to English as a Second Lan-
guage (ESL) programs. Finally, those who had completed high school or held a GED certificate
could be assigned to vocational training or employment-oriented skills courses at local commu-
nity colleges. All in all, however, assignments to GED preparation or basic education courses
were more common than assignment to vocational training programs in these education-focused
programs, primarily as a result of welfare recipients’ low levels of educational achievement; en-
rollment in college played an even smaller role.

Some differences existed among the seven education-focused programs. The three HCD
programs usually assigned enrollees to education or training programs as their first activity. Case
managers in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma had more discretion over activity assignments,
but, in practice, most program enrollees were initially assigned to education or training activities
in these sites as well. Riverside’s HCD program was also unique among this group in that it did
not serve high school graduates and GED holders who, at program entry, scored above minimum
levels in reading and math tests.

B. High or Low Enforcement of the Participation Mandate

The degree to which a program enforces a participation mandate can be viewed as a
product of three factors: how wide a cross section of the welfare caseload is enrolled in a pro-
gram; how closely a program monitors individuals’ participation; and how swiftly and consis-
tently a program imposes financial sanctions, that is, reductions in monthly welfare grants, on
those who do not participate.

All four employment-focused programs, and five of the seven education-focused pro-
grams, can be considered high enforcement programs; the remaining two education-focused pro-
grams, Detroit and Oklahoma City, can be considered low enforcement programs. While techni-
cally requiring enrollment from a cross section of their “mandatory” caseloads, these latter two
programs put a priority on working with those individuals who expressed interest in participating
in the program. In addition, resource constraints kept staff in these sites from closely monitoring
individuals’ participation in program activities. Finally, staff in these two sites rarely invoked
financial sanctions. In contrast, program staff in the other programs generally enrolled and
worked with a cross section of the welfare applicants and recipients who were required to par-
ticipate; monitored participation more closely; and, especially in Columbus and Grand Rapids,
frequently invoked sanctions for nonparticipation.

C. Other Key Program Features

Other implementation features, beyond those discussed above, can also potentially influ-
ence a program’s effectiveness. Two of them — the level of child care support provided and the
structure of program case management — are described here. '

All 11 studied programs offered child care assistance to welfare recipients who needed it
while they were participating in program activities or employed. Oklahoma City, Portland, and
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Detroit provided the strongest staff support for arranging child care. Staff in these programs
helped to make child care arrangements and also helped those who found jobs to obtain transi-
tional child care assistance. In contrast, case managers for both Riverside programs did not pro-
vide much assistance in setting up child care arrangements, encouraged enrollees to use low- or
zero-cost informal child care while they were participating in program activities, and did not ac-
tively promote the use of transitional child care benefits.

The programs also differed in their case management strategies. Columbus Integrated,
Portland, and Oklahoma City implemented an “integrated case management” staffing arrange-
ment. That is, case managers in these sites combined responsibilities normally performed by in-
come maintenance staff (determining welfare eligibility, calculating welfare grants, invoking fi-
nancial penalties, and arranging for transitional benefits) with responsibilities usually assigned to
welfare-to-work program staff (assigning enrollees to employment-related activities, arranging
for child care, and monitoring participation). Columbus Integrated and Portland staff had suffi-
cient resources and small enough caseloads to perform both of these roles, enabling them to pro-
mote a consistent self-sufficiency message. In contrast, in Oklahoma City limited resources and
large caseloads led case managers to put most of their overall emphasis on the financial functions
of their job.

The Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside LFA and HCD, Columbus Traditional, and De-
troit programs all used a traditional case management structure, in which each welfare recipient
had two different case managers. Commonly, income maintenance workers knew little about the
welfare-to-work program in their site. Among these sites, the staffing division was most pro-
nounced in Detroit.

III. Research Designs and Samples

In Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside welfare recipients were randomly assigned to
either an LFA or an HCD program group or to a control group. (See Exhibit ES-2.) Both types of
programs operated simultaneously in these three sites. In Columbus a three-group random as-
signment design was used as well. Here, the two program groups represented two case manage-
ment models: integrated and traditional. The remaining three sites in the evaluation — Oklahoma
City, Detroit, and Portland — used random assignment to test the effectiveness of established
programs, as opposed to programs designed to meet research protocols; individuals were ran-
domly placed in either a group that entered the program or a nonprogram control group. Note
that control group members were eligible for child care assistance similar to that offered to pro-
gram group members if they were participating in nonprogram activities in which they had en-
rolled on their own.

Individuals were randomly assigned to research groups over approximately a two-year
period in each site. Random assignment for the evaluation began in June 1991 in Riverside and
ended in December 1994 in Portland. Thus, the results presented in this report cover the calendar
period from June 1991 (the first sample member’s entry into the study) through December 1996
(the last month of the two-year follow-up for the last sample member randomly assigned in Port-
land).
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Differences in research design and random assignment procedures affected .the.composi-
tion, and thus comparability, of the samples across sites. (See Exhibit ES-2.) In five of the seven
sites AFDC applicants and recipients were randomly assigned while attending a program orienta-
tion; in the other two sites (Columbus and Oklahoma City) individuals were randomly assigned
before they were referred to a program. Since some individuals typically exit welfare for em-
ployment or other reasons before attending a program orientation, the samples in Columbus and
Oklahoma City include a larger share of individuals who quickly left welfare.?

The programs also differed in how broadly or narrowly they targeted enrollment. Most
notably, Oklahoma City randomly assigned only welfare applicants (that is, persons in the proc-
ess of applying for welfare), including those whose application for assistance was not yet ap-
proved. Additionally, Detroit, Grand Rapids, Oklahoma City, and Portland extended their pro-
gram coverage to mothers with children as young as age 1, whereas the remaining programs
exempted parents whose youngest child was under age 3. Riverside limited enrollment in its
HCD program to individuals determined by program regulations to need basic education because
they lacked a high school diploma or GED certificate, attained low scores on a reading or math
exam administered at program entry, or had limited proficiency in English. Finally, other pro-
grams limited enrollment (and thus those eligible for random assignment) by capping caseloads
for program staff and establishing waiting lists for enrollees (Atlanta) or by excluding those who,
in the judgment of program staff, had serious barriers to participation (Portland).

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

IV. Findings

A. Program Participation and Enforcement

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

’Riverside, Grand Rapids, and Portland implemented an additional random assignment study of the effects —
independent of participation in welfare-to-work program activities — of referring AFDC applicants and recipients
to a welfare-to-work program. Random assignment for this study took place at income maintenance offices. The

* results of this supplemental study are not included in this report.
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Between 19 and 42 percent of control group members surveyed in each site reported par-
ticipating during the two-year follow-up period in an employment-related activity, such as basic
education, skills training, post-secondary education, or formal job search. As shown in Exhibit
ES-3, all programs increased participation beyond these levels of self-initiated activity, from 9 to
40 percentage points above control group participation levels. Overall, program participants were
generally involved in activities for at least several months.

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

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

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies‘

Exhibit ES-3

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

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

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

While the increases for some programs were small when all sample members are consid-
ered, most of the education-focused programs achieved large increases in participation in educa-
tion or training for sample members lacking a high school diploma or GED certificate at random
assignment (not shown in Exhibit ES-4). Most of these increases are accounted for by participa-
tion in basic education.

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

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

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

e The 11 programs varied ‘widely in their use of financial sanctions, or
AFDC grant reductions, to enforce mandatory participation require-
ments. Sanction rates in most of the employment-focused programs were
moderate, but rates in the education-focused programs ranged from very
low to very high.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Programs
Exhibit ES-4
Impacts on Participation in Job Search and Education or Training
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In three of the four employment-focused programs (Atlanta and Riverside LFA and Port-
land) between 11 and 18 percent of program group members reported that they were sanctioned
for noncompliance with program participation requirements during the follow-up period. Three
education-focused programs (Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Integrated and Traditional) and
an employment-focused program (Grand Rapids LFA) had high sanction rates, ranging from 26
to 32 percent of program group members. At the other extreme, almost no program group mem-
ber in the low enforcement education-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City reported
being sanctioned.

B. Receipt of Education or Training Credentials

* Some of the education-focused programs, as well as the Portland pro-
gram, produced relatively large impacts on GED certificate attainment
among sample members who entered the program without a high school
diploma or GED certificate.

As noted above, most education-focused programs increased participation in basic educa-
tion among nongraduates, but only three of these programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside HCD
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and Columbus Traditional) increased GED certificate attainment for this subgroup. Impacts on
GED receipt ranged from 8 to 11 percentage points. Notably, Portland achieved similar gains in
GED receipt. (The other three employment-focused programs had no effect on GED attainment.)

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

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

C. Employment and Earnings

e Employment-focused programs produced larger gains in employment
over the two-year follow-up period than most of the education-focused
programs.

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

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

e Employment-focused programs produced much larger gains in earnings
over the two-year follow-up period than education-focused programs.

Earnings for control group members in the seven sites averaged between $3,133 and
$6,892 (including zeroes for those with no earnings) over the two-year follow-up period. As Ex-
hibit ES-6 illustrates, Portland increased earnings by an average of $1,842 per program group
member. This earnings gain is much larger than that of the other three employment-focused pro-
grams and exceeds that of all previously evaluated mandatory welfare-to-work initiatives, except
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-5

Program Impacts on Selected Measures of
Earnings, Employment, and AFDC Payments and Receipt

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

Ever employed in vear 1or 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 66.1 61.6 4.5 *** 7.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 77.7 70.1 7.6 *¥** 10.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 60.2 45.0 15,1 *** 335
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3,125 55.5 38.9 16.6 *** 42.7
Portland 5,547 72.1 60.9 112 *x 18.4
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3,881 64.4 61.6 2.8 ** 4.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2,997 75.4 70.1 5.3 *** 7.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 3,135 48.2 38.9 9.3 **x 23.9
Columbus Integrated 4,672 73.9 72.2 1.7 23
Columbus Traditional 4,729 73.5 72.2 1.3 1.7
Detroit 4,459 62.3 58.2 4] *** 7.0
Oklahoma City 8,677 64.1 65.0 -0.9 -14

Average total earnings in years 1 and 2 ($)

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

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

Avefage total AFDC payments
received in years 1 and 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 4,553 4,922 -368.6 *** -7.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 5,944 7,347 -1,403.7 *** -19.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 8,292 9,600 -1,308.0 *** -13.6

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

Ever received any AFDC payments
in final quarter of year 2

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3,833 61.3 67.0 -5.7 -8.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3,012 53.5 60.9 <7.4 *** -12.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6,726 50.0 56.4 -6.4 *** -11.3
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3,125 54.2 60.0 -5.9 ¥** -9.8
Portland 5,547 413 53.0 -11.7 **x -22.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3,881 63.6 67.0 =35 k* -5.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2,997 543 60.9 -6.5 *** -10.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 3,135 56.0 60.0 -4.] ** -6.8
Columbus Integrated 4,672 47.1 53.8 -6.8 *** -12.5
Columbus Traditional 4,729 493 53.8 -4.6 *** -8.5
Detroit 4,459 70.1 73.7 -3.6 *x* -4.8
Oklahoma City 8,677 38.4 40.8 -2.5 ** -6.0

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records and AFDC records.
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the Riverside GAIN program of the late l980s ‘(another employment focused varied ﬁrst act1v1ty,
program). Earnings gains in the other employment focused programs in' the evaluat1on were
moderate, ranging from $813 to $1, 276 (Atlanta LFA and Riverside LFA, respect1vely) Eam1ngs
gains in the education-focused | programs were smaller; stat1st1cally srgmﬁcant gains ranged from
$367 to $677 (earnings impacts in Riverside HCD ‘and Oklahoma were not statistically s1gn1ﬁ-
cant). Neither of the two low enforcement programs (Oklahoma C1ty and Detroit) produced sub-
stantial earnings increases. ~ : . ~

National Evaluation’ of Welfare-to-Work Strategies .~ -

Exhibit ES-6

Impacts on Two-Year Earnings

Employment-Focused Education-Focused
Job Search First Varied First Activity * Education or Training First- _ Education or Training First
High Enforcement High Enforcement High Enforcement Low Enforcement

car et

SOURCE: -MDRC calculations from unemployment.insurance (U1 e_amings re;cov_r.ds. o

‘e Over time, the employment and earnings gains diminished in most of the
employment-focused programs, but increased in most of the education- -
focused programs. By the end of the two-year follow-up period some of
the education- focused programs had “caught up” to the employment—
focused programs.
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The earnings gains in two of the three LFA programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside) di-
minished over time, as increasing numbers of control group members began finding jobs on their
own. In the last quarter of year 2 the three LFA programs raised employment levels by only 4
percentage points and increased average earnings by about $100. (Exhibit ES-7 shows employ-
ment levels over the follow-up period, averaged across programs within each approach.)

In contrast, gains increased in most of the education-focused programs. By the last quar-
ter of year 2, impacts on employment and earnings for five education-focused programs (Atlanta
and Grand Rapids HCD, Columbus Integrated and Traditional, and Detroit) were similar to or
slightly larger than impacts for the three LFA programs: employment gains ranged from 3 to 6
percentage points and earnings gains ranged from $93 to $179. Overall, these results underscore
the importance of tracking the effects of education-focused programs over a longer period than
two years. - E o :

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

e Portland’s program .pro.('iuc_e'd the fargest, most. consistent increases in
employment stability and job quality during the follow-up period.

Portland’s employment-focused, vaﬁed‘ﬁrs_t activity program increased the proportion of
people who worked all four quarters of year 2 by 8 percentage-points and who earned $10,000 or
more in year 2 by 6 percentage points. At the end of year 2 (as measured from survey responses)
the program iricreaséd the percentage of people working at full-time jobs and at jobs that offered
health coverage. It also increased average hourly pay for those working, but this finding, since it
is based on a nonexperimental comparison (different types of individuals in the program and con-
trol groups may have been working) is more speculative. The Riverside LFA program also in-
creased full-time employment with health benefits and higher hourly earnings, but to a lesser ex-
tent than the Portland program. Contrary to expectations, the education-focused programs
increased job quality to only a small extent or not at all by the end of two years. :

D. Public Assistance Receip_t and Payments

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

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

Quarterly Impacts on Employment Over Two Years,
Averaged Across Sites by Approach

Employment-Focused
Varied First Activity
High Enforcement

Employment-Focused
Job Search First
High Enforcement

Education-Focused
4 4 Education or Training First
High Enforcement

Education-Focused
Education or Training First
Low Enforcement

Quarter After Random Assignment

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

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

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

¢ All programs but one decreased average AFDC payments over the two-
year follow-up period.

Control group members received AFDC payments over the two years averaging between

$3,624 and $10,302 (including those who left welfare during the two-year follow-up period).
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Three employment-focused programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA and Portland) and one
education-focused program (Riverside HCD) reduced payments by more than $1,000 (represent-
ing decreases of 10 to 19 percent, relative to payments to the control group). (See Exhibit ES-8.)
Three other programs, all education-focused (Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Integrated and
Traditional), also reduced two-year welfare expenditures per program group member by 10 per-
cent or more. Detroit’s program produced only a slight, not statistically significant, decrease in
AFDC payments over the two years.

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

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

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

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

Across all programs as many as 7 in 10 program group members (in Detroit) remained
on welfare at the two-year mark. Even in programs that moved the largest proportion of sample
members off welfare, at least 4 in 10 enrollees remained on welfare. This offers a caution to
states striving to achieve very rapid self-sufficiency for virtually all welfare recipients.

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

In the last quarter of year 2 between 13 and 27 percent of control group members were
employed and receiving no AFDC payments. All programs but two (Riverside HCD and Okla-
homa City) increased the proportion of people in this status. (See Exhibit ES-9.) Impacts were
generally small, with two programs (Portland and Columbus Integrated) achieving moderate in-
creases. The impacts, which ranged from 2 to 9 percentage points, were not associated with pro-
gram approach.

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

The proportion of control group members who were not employed and not receiving
AFDC in the last quarter of year 2 ranged from 12 to 37 percent. All of the employment-focused
programs and three of the seven education-focused programs increased the percentage of sample
members in this status at the end of two years. (See Exhibit ES-9.) Increases were small in every
program, ranging from 2 to 5 percentage points. The majority of people in this status reported
having some other source of income and/or living with someone else who worked or who had
another source of income.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-8

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

F. Income and Poverty

e Most programs had little or no effect on income.

In the second year of follow-up control group members averaged between $5,596 (Okla-
homa City) and $9,322 (Detroit) in combined income from eamings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.
Few programs substantially altered these combined income levels; in general, reductions in
AFDC, Food Stamps, and other benefits matched or exceeded earnings gains. However, in three
programs — Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA (employment-focused) and Riverside HCD (edu-
cation-focused) — combined income in the second year of follow-up was reduced by $230 to
$571, or 3 to 7 percent. (See Exhibit ES-10.) In Portland (employment-focused) and Atlanta
HCD (education-focused) combined income increased in the second year by $425 and $295, or 5
and 4 percent, respectively. This combined income measure includes estimates of the EITC;
when EITC estimates are not included, losses and gains are somewhat smaller, the Portland and
Atlanta HCD gains are no longer statistically significant, and a small loss in the Grand Rapids
LFA program becomes statistically significant.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Exhibit ES-9

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

Site and Program Employed  Employed Not Employed  Not Employed
and off and on and on and off
AFDC AFDC AFDC AFDC
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3.6 0.8 ns -6.5 2.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 2.8 1.3 s -8.7 4.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 2.3 1.9 -8.3 4.1 .
9.3 1.6 -13.3 2.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 34 2.7 -6.2 0.1 ns
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 4.1 -0.1 ns -6.4 24
Riverside Human Capital Development -0.7 ns 2.6 -6.7 4.8
Columbus Integrated 6.6 -1.6 ns -5.2 0.1 ns
Columbus Traditional 4.6 -1.1 s -3.5 0.0 ns
Detroit 29 0.2 ns -3.8 0.7 ns
Oklahoma City 06 ns -0.5 ns -2.0 3.1

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records:

NOTE: Ns = not statistically significant.

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

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

Impacts on Income and Poverty Status in Year 2

Combined At or Above Below 50% of

Income Poverty Level Poverty Level

Site and Program €)) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 246 ns 2.9 1.7 ns

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment -230 ns 1.5 ns 4.7

Riverside Labor Force Attachment -283 24 4.9
Portland 425 7.5 2.1 ns
Atlanta Human Capital Development 295 2.8 1.9 ns

Grand Rapids Human Capital Development -54 ns 0.0 ns 3.1

Riverside Human Capital Development -571 0.6 ns 6.1

Columbus Integrated 47 ns 1.5 ns 2.5
Columbus Traditional 91 ns 1.2 ns 2.1 ns
Detroit 166 ns 2.5 -0.1 ns

Oklahoma City -153 ns -0.1 ns 2.4

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: Ns = not statistically significant.
All impacts include EITC estimates.

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

G. Health Care Coverage and Child Care Expenses

e Some programs that-increased employmentlevels-and ‘decreased welfare
receipt also decreased reported rates of health care coverage.

At random assignment, almost all sample members in the evaluation had health coverage
because they were receiving AFDC and were automatically covered under Medicaid. (In Okla-
homa City, applicants for assistance whose eligibility was not yet determined were included in
the sample, so initial coverage rates there were lower.) Over time, coverage rates declined for
both program and control group members, as some people left AFDC and did not replace their
Medicaid coverage with coverage from employers or other sources. By the end of the follow-up
period between 81 percent (Columbus) and 88 percent (Detroit) of control group members re-
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ported having health coverage for themselves and their children. (This range covers all sites ex-

cept Oklahoma, where 68 percent reported coverage for themselves and their children.)

Two employment-focused programs (Riverside LFA and Portland) and one education-
focused program (Columbus Integrated) that increased employment and decreased welfare re-
ceipt at the end of follow-up period also lowered health care coverage levels by 4 to 7 percentage
points. (Impacts in Portland were not statistically significant, but were just beyond the .1 level of
statistical significance used as the standard throughout this report.) Although many program
group members who left AFDC (and automatic Medicaid coverage) found jobs that provided
health insurance, received Transitional Medicaid benefits, or obtained alternative sources of cov-
erage, others were not able to replace the coverage they had under Medicaid. Some of these re-
spondents never received Transitional Medicaid, and others had exhausted or had not restarted
their benefits at the end of the two-year follow-up period.

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

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

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

The increases in child care use and in paid care use while employed are not entirely ex-
plained by the programs’ impacts on employment; in many programs, of those who worked dur-
ing the follow-up period, a greater proportion of program group members than control group
members used child care (or paid care) as well. The likely explanation for this finding is that em-
ployed program group members required or preferred more stable child care arrangements than
employed control group members. This could be partly due to differences in the characteristics of
the jobs acquired by program and control group members (for example, program group mem-
bers’ jobs were more likely to be full time). It is also possible that program group members
heeded the messages they were given by their caseworkers — messages probably delivered more
frequently to program than control group members — concerning the importance of obtaining
paid, stable child care.

Relatively few program and control group members used transitional child care benefits.
Five programs increased the use of such benefits, but these effects were large only in Atlanta
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LFA and Portland, where increases of 7 and 11 percentage points in the receipt of these benefits,
respectively, were found.

H. Well-Being of Children

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

The NEWWS Evaluation is one of the first random assignment evaluations of mandatory
welfare-to-work programs to examine programs’ effects on the well-being of children. The chil-
dren of sample members in the evaluation were often quite young. As noted earlier, in three of
the sites women with children as young as age 3 were required to participate in welfare-to-work
programs; in the other four sites the mandate was extended to include women with children as
young as age 1. Because many of the child outcome measures used in the evaluation pertained
only to children of school age, however, the child impacts discussed here are primarily for the
subgroup of sample members who had no children under age 6. '

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

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

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

Program-specific differences in employment/education focus, sanctioning practices, and
impacts on adult educational attainment, employment, and household composition could not be
clearly linked to the programs’ effects on children. It could be that reductions in income played a
role: some evidence suggests that those few programs that raised earnings levels, but reduced
welfare and Food Stamps even more, resulted in adverse effects on children. In addition, child
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care policies may have made a difference in the programs’ effects on children. Finally, the envi-
ronments in which the programs operated (for example, their labor markets) may have been im-
portant. Further research is needed to decide if or how these factors mediate the effects of wel-
fare-to-work programs on children.?

I. Key Subgroups of Welfare Recipients

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

Many programs produced employment and earnings gains for both those with and those
without a high school diploma or GED at random assignment. (See Exhibit ES-12.) Among non-
graduates all of the employment-focused programs boosted two-year employment levels — by
more than 10 percentage points in Riverside LFA and Portland — and increased average earn-
ings per program group member in year 2. In contrast, only three of the seven education-focused

programs increased employment levels over two years, and only two programs increased year 2
average earnings.

At the end of the follow-up, however, one education-focused program (Columbus Inte-
grated) was achieving the largest earnings gains of any program for nongraduates, and two others
(Grand Rapids HCD and Columbus Traditional) attained larger earnings and/or employment im-
pacts than two of the employment-focused programs (Atlanta and Riverside LFA). These results
suggest that additional follow-up will be necessary to determine which kind of program approach
is more effective for nongraduates in the long run.

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

Between 5 percent (Oklahoma City) and 28 percent (Riverside HCD) of the sample
members in each site were welfare recipients who at study entry did not have a high school di-
ploma or GED, had not worked in the prior year, and had received AFDC cumulatively for two
years or more. Only a small proportion of control group members in this most disadvantaged

subgroup became employed on their own during the two-year follow-up period (less than half in
any site).

*The Child Outcomes Study, conducted by Child Trends as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, also examines the
effects of welfare-to-work programs on the children of LFA, HCD, and control group members in Atlanta, Grand
Rapids, and Riverside. This study uses a more comprehensive set of data about young children’s development, but
only for children aged 3 to 5 at random assignment. See Sharon M. McGroder et al., Impacts on Young Children
and Their Families Two Years After Enrollment: Findings from the Child Outcomes Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Education, 2000). For a synthesis of the child
research conducted thus far as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, see Gayle Hamilton, Do Mandatory Welfare-to-
Work Programs Affect the Well-Being of Children? A Synthesis of Child Research Conducted as Part of the Na-
tional Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices and U.S. Department of Education, 2000).
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Five programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA and HCD and Portland) increased em-
ployment and earnings for the most disadvantaged-subgroup. (See Exhibit ES-13.) Each of these
programs increased the proportion who worked for pay during the follow-up period by more than
10 percentage points. Gains in year 2 earnings were moderate ($800 or more) in two employ-
ment-focused programs (Grand Rapids LFA and Portland) and smaller (between $605 and $667)
in the three other programs. These programs and two others (Detroit and Columbus Integrated)
also reduced the amount of time that these most disadvantaged individuals received AFDC dur-
ing the two-year follow-up period.

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

Between 22 percent (Riverside HCD) and 55 percent (Oklahoma City) of sample mem-
bers in each site had worked for pay during the year prior to random assignment; 63 to 89 percent

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

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

Without

With High School High School

Diploma or GED Diploma or GED

Site and Program 3 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 483 427

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 352 ns 728

Riverside Labor Force Attachment 795 375

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

Columbus Integrated 383 ns 779

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

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: NS = not statistically significant.
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of control group members with this characteristic, depending on the site, became employed at
some point during the two-year follow-up period.

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

V. Conclusions

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

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Exhibit ES-13

Year 2 Earnings Impacts for Subgroups
Based on Level of Disadvantage at Study Entry

Most Worked in

Disadvantaged Prior Year

Site and Program 3 $)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 380 191 ns

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 800 ns 682
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 613 387 ns

Portland 838 631
Atlanta Human Capital Development 12 ns 23 ns

Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 667 575
Riverside Human Capital Development _ 605 -122 ns

Columbus Integrated 448 613
Columbus Traditional 279 ns 340 ns

Detroit 191 ns 586
Oklahoma City -90 ns 8 ns

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from administrative records.

NOTE: Ns = not statistically significant.

thus can be confidently attributed to the programs operated in the seven sites and not to im-
provements in the sites’ labor markets, population changes, or other policy reforms.
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The report’s findings, in conjunction with those of previous studies, suggest that strongly
employment-focused programs that offer a variety of employment services are more effective
than programs that offer primarily job search or education and training. Portland’s employment-
focused, varied first activity program stands out as unusually successful among the 11 programs
in this evaluation. The Riverside GAIN (Greater Avenues for Independence) program of the late
1980s, often considered the benchmark for other welfare-to-work programs, was also an em-
ployment-focused, varied first activity program. Both Portland and Riverside GAIN substantially
increased employment levels, produced the largest earnings gains ever found for mandatory wel-
fare-to-work programs, and had large impacts on welfare receipt. Both were successful for a wide
range of subgroups, including the more disadvantaged members of the caseload. Operationally,
the programs stressed the importance of finding jobs and enforced program participation re-
quirements, but they offered many different services, including job search (along with job devel-
opment), short-term education, and, in Portland, training. In both programs people considered not
ready to enter the labor market were first assigned to basic education or, in Portland, to training
or life skills classes. Although the 1996 welfare law encourages an employment focus, the avail-
able research findings indicate that states can augment the success of their programs by offering
education and training as well as job search.

The report also illustrates, however, the limitations of even high-performing welfare-to-
work programs: Although all of the programs in this evaluation had some positive effects, they
generally did not produce large changes in people’s lives during the follow-up period. For exam-
ple, the programs helped a substantial number of individuals replace income from AFDC and
Food Stamps with income from jobs, but had not, as of two years, lifted many families out of
poverty. (Additional years of follow-up may show income gains, partly because of the increase in
the value of the EITC in recent years.) Also, although all programs reduced welfare dependency
to some degree, many people were still on welfare at the end of the two-year follow-up period
(between 38 and 70 percent of those subject to the programs, depending on the site).

Proponents of welfare time limits contend that the impending assistance cutoff will spur
people into the labor market and promote self-sufficiency. The programs in this evaluation,
which are similar to many programs being run under the new welfare law, operated without such
a welfare time limit. (In addition, these programs did not try to meet the new law’s participation
goals, impose full-family financial sanctions, or put in place the generous financial work incen-
tives of many current programs. They also did not have available to them the recent and substan-
tial increases in federal funding for child care or expanded eligibility for health insurance through
Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program.) Future research will indicate
whether programs run in conjunction with time limits or other recent welfare policy changes will
be considerably more successful than the programs previously operated. The present study does
suggest, however, that strategies are needed to enable newly employed individuals to keep work-
ing and to help them raise their earnings. Even in the very successful Portland program, less than
one-third of all program group members worked in all four quarters of the second year of follow-
up; less than one fifth of the total sample earned at least $10,000 in that same year. Future pro-
grams will need to produce more sustained employment impacts and much bigger earnings im-
pacts than those produced by any pre-TANF program that has been studied so far if large num-
bers of people are to find employment that can adequately support their children before reaching
a welfare time limit.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

For the past 30 years, federal and state policymakers have been looking for new and bet-
ter ways to help welfare recipients go to work. Beginning in the late 1960s, in response to dissat-
isfaction with the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, Congress began to
reshape it, creating a program to encourage welfare recipients to get jobs. In 1988 the Family
Support Act (FSA) established a system of mutual obligation within the AF DC entitlement struc-
ture, under which government was to provide education, employment, and support services to
AFDC recipients who were, in turn, required to participate in the Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills Training (JOBS) program. The most recent federal reform effort, the 1996 Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), replaced AFDC with a block
grant program, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF); limited most families to five
years of federal TANF assistance (with some states having shorter welfare time limits); and cre-
ated financial incentives for states to run mandatory, work-focused welfare-to-work programs.
PRWORA gives states more flexibility than before in designing their programs (which has en-
couraged, for example, more states to implement generous financial work incentives) and more
responsibility for moving the nation’s poor into the labor market.

This report contains the two-year results (within the overall period 1991-96) from an
evaluation of 11 welfare-to-work programs — the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Strategics NEWWS) — begun under the FSA. The evaluation is being conducted by the Man-
power Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) under contract to the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS), with support from the U.S. Department of Education. Child
Trends, as a subcontractor, is conducting the analyses of outcomes for young children (the Child
Outcomes Study). The evaluation includes programs in seven sites across the country: Atlanta,
Georgia (Fulton County); Grand Rapids, Michigan (Kent County); Riverside, California (River-
side County); Columbus, Ohio (Franklin County); Detroit, Michigan (Wayne County); Okla-
homa City, Oklahoma (Oklahoma, Cleveland, and Pottawatomie counties); and Portland, Oregon
(Multnomah and Washington counties).' The strong random assignment design of the evaluation
provides solid information on the types of welfare-to-work program approaches that can move
substantial numbers of people into work and off welfare without adversely affecting their fami-
lies’ or children’s well-being.

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

'"The programs and individuals studied in this evaluation are drawn from the entire county (or counties) men-
tioned in parentheses after the city name; for ease of reference, in this report the sites will be referred to by the name
of their corresponding urban area.
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I. A Framework for Understanding the Programs’ Results

The FSA gave program administrators a great deal of flexibility in designing the 11 pro-
grams studied in the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies. That flexibility, com-
bined with local economic, political, and funding environments, resulted in 11 programs that
vary on several dimensions of implementation. This report focuses on two of those dimensions:
the self-sufficiency approach used and the level of participation mandate enforcement.

While the overarching goal of programs run over the past 30 years — to foster the self-
sufficiency of recipients through increased employment and decreased welfare receipt — has not
changed, there has been disagreement on how best to move individuals from welfare to work.
One strategy emphasizes quick employment, reflecting the belief that individuals can best build
their employability, and eventually achieve self-sufficiency, through actual work, even if their
initial jobs are minimum wage and without fringe benefits. The other strategy emphasizes skill-
building, particularly in the education area, reflecting the view that individuals should first invest
in education or training, to enable them to obtain higher-wage, longer-lasting jobs with health
insurance coverage. Most programs have blended the two strategies and emphasized elements of
both. Past research has shown that a program’s location on the theoretical continuum between
these two strategies, and the mix of services it provides to enrollees, can have a distinct effect on
the patterns and magnitude of program impacts measured in the short and long term.

The programs in this report have been divided into those that use an employment-focused
approach and those that use an education-focused approach to promote self-sufficiency. The re-
port builds on and expands an earlier examination of three sites in the evaluation (Atlanta, Grand
Rapids, and Riverside) that simultaneously implemented a Labor Force Attachment (LFA) pro-
gram and a Human Capital Development (HCD) program, versions of employment-focused and
education-focused programs that magnified the differences between the two types of approaches.
These six programs in these three sites provide the best test of the relative effectiveness of the
two approaches.’ The final site, Columbus, was also asked to implement two.different programs
in a head-to-head test. One program used an “integrated case management” staffing structure, in
which one worker assumes responsibility for both eligibility and employment and training for her
clients. The other program used a “traditional case management” staffing structure, in which
separate workers handle the eligibility and employment and training duties. These programs are
called the Columbus Integrated and Traditional programs. Program administrators in the other
four sites chose which self-sufficiency approach to implement based on their own goals. Taken
together, four programs (Atlanta LFA, Grand Rapids LFA, Riverside LFA, and Portland) were
employment-focused; the remaining seven were education-focused.

In the LFA versions of the employment-focused program, almost all enrollees were first
assigned to job search. In Portland, the other employment-focused program, many, but not all,
individuals were assigned to job search as a first activity. Some individuals, usually those who
were determined to have more barriers to work than other members of the caseload, were first
assigned to education or training activities. In the three HCD education-focused programs, as
well as in the tour other education-focused programs, almost all individuals were first assigned to
either education or occupational skills training activities.

’See Friedlander and Burtless, 1995; Bloom, 1997; and Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994.
*Hamilton et al., 1997, presents two-year results for the six programs; future reports from this evaluation will
document how each fared in the long term.



Past research also suggests that the degree to which a program enforces a participation
mandate for the welfare caseload is a determinant of whether a program can have an effect.* High
or low enforcement of the mandate is a product of three factors: how wide a cross section of the
welfare caseload is enrolled in a program; how closely a program monitors individuals’ partici-
pation; and how swiftly and consistently a program imposes financial sanctions, that is, reduc-
tions in monthly welfare grants, on those who do not participate. Nine of the NEWWS programs
were high enforcement programs; Detroit and Oklahoma City were not, mostly because of lim-
ited program and staff resources.

Table 1.1 categorizes the 11 NEWWS programs according to their self-sufficiency ap-
proach and level of enforcement of the participation mandate. Chapter 3 discusses in greater de-
tail these dimensions of the programs, as well as others that may have affected program impacts.

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table 1.1
Categorizing NEWWS Programs, by Approach, First Activity, and Enforcement Level
Employment-focused approach Education-focused approach
Job search first Varied first activity Education or Training
High Enforcement High Enforcement High Enforcement Low Enforcement
Atlanta LFA Portland Atlanta HCD Detroit
Grand Rapids LFA Grand Rapids HCD Oklahoma City
Riverside LFA Riverside HCD
Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

II. Research Questions and Design

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

Specifically, the report addresses the following questions:

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

‘See Bloom, 1997, p. 51; Kemple, Friedlander, and Fellerath, 1995, pp. ES-2 and ES-3; and Friedlander et al.,
1987, pp. vii-x. . .
3See Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

o
o

23




¢  Which approaches were most successful in helping welfare recipients to find
paid work and leave welfare within the two-year follow-up period, and to
remain off welfare? Did any approach help individuals to get a “good” job,
that is, a full-time job with health benefits?

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

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

e Which approaches were most successful in achieving self-sufficiency for those
who were at high risk for long stays on welfare?

The NEWWS Evaluation uses an unusually strong research design, a random assignment
experiment, to estimate program effects. In each site individuals who were required to participate
in the program were assigned, by chance, to either a program group, which had access to em-
ployment and training services and whose members were required to participate in the program
or risk a reduction in their monthly AFDC grant, or a control group, which received no services
through the program but could seek out such services from the community. This random assign-
ment design assures that there are no systematic differences between the background characteris-
tics of people in the program and control groups when they enter the study. Thus, any subsequent
differences in outcomes between the groups can be attributed with confidence to the effects of
the program. These differences, called impacts, are the primary focus of this report.

Although this design assures that the impact estimates of each program are extremely re-
liable, there are limitations to making cross-site comparisons of program effects. Local condi-
tions, including labor markets, prevailing wages, welfare grant levels, political environments,
program funding levels, and staff administration, can all have an effect on the magnitude of im-
pact estimates. For this reason impact differences among the 11 employment- and education-
focused programs in this report are suggestive of the relative effectiveness of either approach in
the short term. More definitive judgments on the relative effectiveness of the two approaches will
come from the results from the three sites in this evaluation that are testing versions of the two
approaches side by side. Furthermore, two years is not enough time in which to fully assess the
effectiveness of either approach. Theoretically, only the results in later years of the follow-up
period are expected to show a “payback” in the labor market from investments that participants
in education-focused programs made in education and training. Future NEWWS reports will
document these programs’ results in the longer term (for up to a five-year period).

The remainder of this chapter briefly describes the localities in which the programs oper-
ated and.concludes.with.a description of the contents of the report.

III. Program Environments

When planning this evaluation, HHS and MDRC sought to include sites that would dem-
onstrate operation in a diverse range of conditions, though they would not represent all welfare-
to-work programs in the country. As shown in Table 1.2, sites varied along several dimensions,
such as geographic location, labor market, and welfare grant level.®

SFor a description of the site selection process, see Hamilton and Brock, 1994, Appendix A.
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To be included in the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies, sites needed
large enough welfare caseloads to meet the sample size requirements of the research design. Ac-
cordingly, all of the seven sites include urban areas. Detroit, with a population topping 2 million
in 1990, is the largest urban, area studied in the evaluation, and the only site to lose population
(by 3 percent) between 1990 and 1995, roughly the time period covered in this report.” Riverside,
with a population of over 1 million in 1990, experienced the most growth during this period, add-
ing almost 18 percent to its population by 1995. Population growth in other sites ranged from 5
to 10 percent.®

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

Rising employment, particularly in localities with rising population, does not necessarily
indicate declining unemployment rates. Unemployment rates in all seven sites, however, de-
creased over this period. Following national trends, in general, unemployment rates peaked in
1992 and were lowest in 1996. At the end of the evaluation period unemployment rates in most
sites were below the national average of 5.4 percent in 1996. Early in the evaluation period un-
employment rates in Detroit and Riverside topped 10 percent. Although rates in both localities
steadily declined, Riverside’s remained at 8 percent in 1996, significantly higher than the na-
tional average. Throughout the evaluation period Columbus’s labor market was robust; its unem-
ployment rate never exceeded 5 percent, even during the high point of the national recession.

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

The size of AFDC caseloads varied with the size of sites’ populations, ranging from
about 7,500 in Grand Rapids to almost 90,000 in Detroit in 1991, the beginning of this evalua-
tion. In general, sites’ welfare and program caseloads grew in the early part of the evaluation pe-
riod, peaked in 1993 or 1994, and declined to their 1991 levels or below by 1996. Although this
information is not available in all sites, a small percentage of the entire caseload actually partici-
pated in the sites’ welfare-to-work programs. The program caseloads presented in Table 1.2,
which represent annual unduplicated counts of program participants, grew substantially over the
evaluation period.

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

*Data presented in this chapter are for the entire county (or counties) from which each site draws its sample
members.
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There was considerable variation in welfare grant levels among the sites. In 1993 maxi-
mum cash payments for a family of three ranged from $280 in Atlanta to $624 in Riverside.
Food Stamp payments, for which means standards are federally set, varied less, from $202 in
Riverside to $292 in Atlanta, Columbus, and Oklahoma City.” To some extent, low welfare
grants are offset by higher Food Stamp payments, but this does not change the overall rankings
of sites on benefit levels.

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

Atlanta and Riverside applied nonstandard disregard rules that permitted employed re-
cipients to keep more of their welfare check. Throughout the evaluation period Georgia em-
ployed “fill-the-gap” budgeting. Under fill-the-gap, working welfare recipients can earn up to the
state-determined “standard of need” before losing all welfare benefits. For example, in 1993
Georgia’s standard of need for a family of three was $424 (per month). A parent with three chil-
dren could earn up to $756 in each of the first four months of employment and still remain on
AFDC, $544 in months 5 through 12, and $514 per month thereafter.' In California the state re-
ceived a waiver at the end of 1993 to eliminate the time limit on the standard earnings disregard
applied to the calculation of welfare benefits and also instituted a version of fill-the-gap.

Disregards and fill-the-gap budgeting affect the likelihood that a sample member could
work while remaining on welfare. Table 1.2 shows the different amounts that a family of three
could earn from a job in all evaluation sites before losing all cash assistance. For example,
though Atlanta has the lowest maximum cash grant amount for a family of three, its use of fill-
the-gap budgeting put the amount that a family could earn before leaving welfare nearer to the
median of the other sites’ maximums. In Riverside use of fill-the-gap increases the difference
between what its welfare recipients and other sites’ recipients can earn before leaving welfare."

Differences in welfare grants, earnings disregard standards, and the use of fill-the-gap
budgeting may explain some variation in program impacts. Impacts on welfare payments in low-
grant states are likely to be somewhat lower than those in high-grant states, all other things being

These amounts assume the receipt of the maximum welfare payment.

"®Greenberg, 1992.

""An example of the calculation for fill-the-gap and disregard rules applied to earnings in the first four months
of employment is the following: standard of need = earnings — (work expenses disregard + standard disregard) — 1/3
(earnings — both disregards): $756 — $90 - $30 - 1/3(8$756 — $120) = standard of need: $424. These calculations do
not take into account child care payment disregards allowable under AFDC, if taken.

"’In January 1993 Riverside’s payment maximum was $624 and its need standard was $703. Applying standard
earnings disregards without fill-the-gap, Riverside residents could earn up to $1,056 in their first four months of

employment. Applying fill-the-gap in conjunction with the earnings disregards, Riverside residents could earn
$1,175.
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equal, because there are fewer AFDC dollars to reduce. In addition, in low-grant states even low-
paying jobs may be more attractive than welfare, providing a greater incentive to work. At the
same time, in states that have higher grant levels, or generous earnings disregards, it may be eas-
ier for individuals to combine work and welfare in a way that will increase total household in-
come and raise the family standard of living, particularly after factoring in the Earned Income
Tax Credit (EITC).

IV. Contents of the Report

The next two chapters, Chapters 2 and 3, lay out important background information about
the NEWWS Evaluation, its participants, and the programs studied. Chapter 2 describes the ran-
dom assignment research design used to test the effectiveness of the programs, the characteristics
of the samples included in this report, and the types and sources of data used. Chapter 3 describes
some key implementation features of the 11 programs that can provide an important context for
interpreting the impacts presented in the later chapters.

Chapter 4 describes the effects of the programs on increasing participation in work-
related activities. The chapter also documents whether programs increased the percentage of re-
cipients who earned GEDs or other education credentials after random assignment; notes the fre-
quency with which program group members incurred a sanction, or welfare grant reduction, for
noncompliance with the program participation mandate; and explores whether programs changed
individuals’ attitudes toward work and welfare.

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

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

Chapter 7 looks at earnings gains and welfare reductions from the perspective of sample
members and presents impacts on individuals’ combined income from earnings and benefits,
level of self-sufficiency, and prospects for longer-term economic security.

Chapter 8 examines the ways that programs affect individuals’ use of noncash benefits or
supports for work, including health care coverage, school food programs, and housing and en-
ergy assistance.

Chapters 9 and 10 look at the effects of welfare-to-work programs on children, examining
effects on enrollees’ work-related child care arrangements and on the health status, school pro-
gress, and emotional adjustment of welfare recipients’ children. In addition, these chapters ex-
plore whether programs were as effective for women with young children as for those with older
children.

5 58




Chapter 11 determines the effects of alternative program strategies for different sub-
groups of welfare recipients. It explores the degree to which programs helped groups of the wel-
fare population likely to have different capacities to find work on their own: those who had lim-
ited education credentials, those who were more disadvantaged (without recent work experience
and who had been on welfare for two or more years), and those who were less disadvantaged.

-10-
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Chapter 2

Research Design, Sample Characteristics, Data Sources,
and Analysis Issues

The primary aim of the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies is to test the
effectiveness of a variety of welfare employment program approaches in different locales. This
chapter describes the research designs employed, the characteristics of the individuals studied,
and the types of data used in the report. The chapter concludes with some important reminders
for interpreting the results presented in the following chapters.

L. Research Design

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

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

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

In Riverside existing statewide rules mandated that only individuals who were “in need of
basic education” — defined as not having a high school diploma or GED, having low scores on a
welfare department math or reading literacy test, or requiring English-as-a-Second-Language
instruction — could be assigned to the HCD group. The LFA group in that site, however,
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includes both those who were determined to be “in need” and those “not in need.” For the
measures included in this report, results for the segment of the LFA group in Riverside who were
determined to be in need of basic education are included so that direct comparisons between the
LFA and HCD groups in that site can be made.' Further, direct comparisons between results of
the Riverside HCD program and those of other programs in this evaluation can be made only
with those who lacked a high school diploma or GED in the other programs.?

Columbus used a three-way random assignment design to test the relative effectiveness of
two different case management models. In the Traditional model the welfare department’s
employment and training and income maintenance functions are handled by two different
workers, both of whom maintain relatively large caseloads; in the Integrated model one worker
handles both the employment and income maintenance functions. The integrated worker
maintains a smaller caseload than either of the traditional workers and is expected to provide
more intensive services.

The remaining three sites in the evaluation (Oklahoma City, Detroit, and Portland) used
random assignment to test the effectiveness of established programs. Instead of implementing a
program designed to meet research protocols, as in the three-way sites, program administrators
determined their welfare-to-work program goals and practices and randomly assigned individuals
to either a group that entered the program or a non-program control group.” A summary of these
designs is presented in Table 2.1.

Individuals were randomly assigned to programs over approximately a two-year period in
each site. Random assignment for the evaluation began in June 1991 in Riverside, California, and
ended in December 1994 in Portland, Oregon (see Table 2.2). Thus, the results presented in this
report cover the calendar period from June 1991 (the first month of the first sample member’s

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

Under the Riverside program design, impacts cannot be correctly calculated in an unweighted regression model
(that is, one that includes LFAs, HCDs, and controls and counts all observations with equal weight). Instead, the full
sample LFA impact is calculated as (W s * Biraneed ¥ (Woot * Blrane)- In this equation, B, g, .., represents the
impact for the “in need” LFAs and B, the impact for the “not in need” LFAs. W .., the weight for the “in need”
sample, equals the fraction of LFAs, HCDs, and controls who were classified by program staff as in need of basic
education at baseline, and W, the weight for the “not in need” sample, equals 1 - W .,

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

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

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

*See Hamilton and Brock, 1994, for a more detailed description of the research designs in the seven sites.

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

Table 2.2

Overview of Sample Sizes, by Site and Research Group

Site and Program

Impact

Sample

Client Survey
Sample

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

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

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

Columbus
Random assignment period
Integrated
Traditional
Control
Full sample

Detroit
Random assignment period
Program
Control
Full sample

Oklahoma City
Random assignment period

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

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

06/18/91 - 06/30/93
3384
1596
3342
8322

09/21/92 - 07/29/94
2513
2570
2159
7242

05/12/92 - 06/30/94
2226
2233
4459

09/09/91 - 05/28/93

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

1113

1086

3003

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

574

584

1732

09/03/91 - 05/27/93
564

621

1114

2299

01/04/93 - 12/29/93
371

366

357

1094

01/24/93 - 12/20/93
210
216
426

06/01/92 - 05/24/93

Program 4309 259
Control 4368 252
Full sample 8677 511
Portland
Random assignment period 02/16/93 - 12/31/94 03/03/93 - 02/28/94
Program 3529 297
Control 2018 313
Full sample 5547 610
Full sample size 44,569 9,675

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

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

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

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

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

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

*Brock and Harknett, 1998; MDRC calculations.

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

8Friedlander, 1988.
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II.  Sample Sizes and Characteristics

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

Ethnicity. The ethnic makeup of the samples in different sites varies, reflecting general
differences in the overall ethnic composition of the counties from which the samples were drawn.
In Atlanta and Detroit almost all sample members are African-American. About half of the
sample members in Grand Rapids, Riverside, Columbus, and Oklahoma City and two-thirds of
those in Portland are white. Only Riverside has a substantial portion (one-third) of Hispanic
sample members (see Table 2.3).

Family structure. The “average” welfare-to-work program enrollee in this evaluation is
a single-parent 30-year-old female with two children. More likely than not, she has a preschool-
age child and chances are relatively high that she had her first child as a teenager.

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

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

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

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

'®As mentioned, Riverside’s HCD program includes only those who were in need of basic education, defined as
either not having a high school diploma or GED: or having low scores on a welfare department math or reading
literacy test.
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In addition to having limited recent work experience, fewer than half of the sample
members-in Columbus.and Detroit had worked full time for six months or more for one employer
at some point prior to entering the program; two-thirds to three-quarters in other sites had done
SO.

Past AFDC receipt. The majority of sample members in all sites but Oklahoma City had
already received AFDC for at least two years cumulatively before entering the welfare-to-work
program. Just 24 percent of those in Oklahoma City, compared with 54 to 74 percent in the other
sites, had received cash assistance for two years or more. Excluding Oklahoma, between 28 and
50 percent had received welfare cumulatively for five years or more.

“Most disadvantaged” status. Sample members who lacked a high school diploma or
GED (or were in need of basic education in Riverside), lacked any work history in the year prior
to enrolling in the welfare-to-work program, and already had received welfare for two years or
more cumulatively before entering the program are considered “most disadvantaged”; the
proportion of sample members in all sites so defined ranges from 5 percent in Oklahoma City to
25 percent in Riverside and Detroit.

Housing status. The proportion of program enrollees living in public housing
developments or receiving housing assistance through such programs as the Section 8 rental
assistance program is highest in Atlanta (56 percent) and lowest in Detroit (7 percent). Federal
housing policies have been cited as a possible disincentive for employment; earnings increases
mean rent increases for public or subsidized housing residents, who pay rent on a sliding scale. In
addition, gross income limits for housing assistance eligibility could force a newly employed
individual to lose her subsidy.

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

III. Data Sources

Enrollees’ characteristics at random assignment. Standard client characteristics data,
such as educational background and AFDC history, were collected by welfare staff during
routine interviews with individuals at the welfare-to-work program orientation and are available
for all 44,569 heads of single-parent AFDC cases included in this report sample.

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

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

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

UI earnings are recorded statewide and can provide reasonably accurate and unbiased
measures of employment, including earnings that sample members obtained both within and
outside each site’s immediate area. These data, however, are not available for out-of-state
earnings or for jobs that are not usually covered by the UI system, such as self-employment,
domestic service, or informal child care, work that may have been “off the books,” or for
employers who do not report earnings. Some earnings missed by the UI system may be captured
by self-reported earnings and employment recorded on the Two-Year Client Survey.

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

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

Two-Year Client Survey. This report examines the results of a survey administered to
9,675 individuals, a subsample of the program and control group members in all sites, about two
years after they were randomly assigned.”” Survey respondents were asked about their
participation in training and education activities; if and when they received a high school
diploma or GED; their opinions of work and welfare; and information about their employment
history, income, receipt of noncash benefits such as health coverage, child care use, living
situations, and children’s school progress, health, and behavioral and emotional well-being.

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

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

"2Response rates ranged from 70 to 93 percent and did not vary widely across research groups (see Appendix
Table E.1).
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and was drawn from a shorter period of random assignment months (see Table 2.2). In Atlanta,
Grand Rapids and Riverside certain subgroups were intentionally oversampled to produce large
enough samples for special analyses that will appear in later reports. Results from all programs in
this report have been weighted to reflect the overall demographic characteristics of the larger
sample.

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

IV. Analysis Issues

The bulk of this report presents impacts for each of the 11 programs studied as part of the
National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies. These programs, as will be demonstrated in
the next chapter, employed a variety of strategies and practices aimed at increasing enrollees’
employment and earnings and decreasing their reliance on welfare. Throughout this report
outcomes are compared for a program group, whose members were enrolled in a welfare-to-work
program and were eligible for its services, and a control group, whose members were not
required to participate in the program and were not eli gible for program services.

Past studies have shown that a portion of those targeted by welfare-to-work programs can
be expected to leave welfare and find employment on their own, in the absence of a program
intervention. The control groups in this evaluation represent expected outcomes in the absence of
a special welfare-to-work program. Thus, program-control group differences are the effect, or
impact, of each program. Qutcomes for each of the groups are regression-adjusted using ordinary
least squares, controlling for small pre-random assignment differences in the characteristics of
the sample members. Differences between the two groups are considered statistically significant
if there is less than a 10 percent probability that the differences could have occurred by chance.
The random assignment experiment implemented in each site allows any statistically significant
differences in outcomes between the program and control groups to be attributed with confidence
to the effect of the program. These differences, that is, program impacts, are generally noted in
the report only if they are statistically significant.

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

Some analyses in this report examine subsets of the entire sample that was randomly
assigned. One set of these analyses, found primarily in Chapter 11, separates individuals in the
program and control groups based on characteristics that they had at the time of random
assignment. Comparisons of these subgroups of individuals are experimental, because they are
based on characteristics collected before individuals entered the program. The random
assignment process ensures that the only difference, within a subgroup, between the program and
control groups is exposure to the program. Hence, any differences in outcomes between the
program and control group members of a subgroup is a result of the program.

Other analyses in this report compare subsets of program and control group members
who differ according to characteristics acquired after random assignment. Comparisons of
program and control group members with these acquired characteristics are not complete
measures of the effects of the program because the individuals may differ on other personal, pre-
random assignment characteristics; differences in outcomes may be the result of these
characteristics and not of the program treatment. These nonexperimental measures are included
in the analysis in order to explore the underlying trends in the experimental impact estimates.
Nonexperimental comparisons should be interpreted with caution.
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Chapter 3

Client-Experienced Program Features

This chapter describes the two implementation dimensions used to categorize the 11
NEWWS programs — the self-sufficiency approach used and the level of participation mandate
enforcement — from the perspective of program enrollees. In addition, the chapter explores other
implementation features that provide an important context for interpreting the impact results in
later chapters.

These two particular dimensions are discussed at length in this chapter because they
clearly demonstrate the division between the programs and provide a general framework for
thinking about program results. It should be kept in mind, however, that these dimensions are
only two of the features that distinguish the 11 NEWWS programs from one another. The chal-
lenge of the NEWWS Evaluation, to be fully met in future documents, is to determine the com-
bination of features associated with successful outcomes and those connected to specific impacts. -

I. Self-Sufficiency Approaches

As discussed earlier, welfare-to-work program strategies usually emphasize either quick
employment or skill-building and skill-remediation, particularly in the education area. The 11
programs in the NEWWS Evaluation blend elements of both strategies to varying degrees.

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

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

A. Education-Focused Programs

The Oklahoma City program encouraged long-term education and training activities
instead of active job search almost universally. Case managers communicated to clients the im-
portance of education, even in job clubs, as a way to increase skills for later entry into the labor
market.

'Also see Hamilton et al., 1997; Scrivener et al., 1998; and forthcoming Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City
reports from the NEWWS Evaluation.
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Structure and Content of Program Services’

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

e Jobclub: Programs ran assisted job search activities, including classroom instruction on tech-
niques for résumé preparation, job search, and interviewing, as well as a supervised “phone room”
where participants could call prospective employers and search for job leads. Some sites employed
job developers on staff, who searched for job leads from the community.

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

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

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

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

e Child care and support services: All program participants, and control group members who en-
rolled in activities on their own, could be reimbursed for child care costs incurred as a result of par-
ticipation. Also, if eligible, sample members could be reimbursed for child care expenses incurred
while employed and no longer receiving cash assistance through the federal transitional child care
(TCC) program. Programs also made funds available for work-related expenses, such as uniforms or
books, and for transportation costs, such as public transportation passes or per-mile automobile re-
imbursement.

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

The Detroit program underwent a substantial shift in focus over the study period. Ini-
tially, the program emphasized long-term education and training assignments before clients en-

2For a more detailed description of service components in the 11 programs, see Hamilton et al., 1997; Scrivener
et al., 1998; and forthcoming NEWWS reports on Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City.
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gaged in work search. About midway through the study period clients were referred to a program
that required job search first.

The Riverside HCD program, which enrolled only individuals without a high school di-
ploma or GED, generally assigned clients to basic education as a first activity. Short stays in
these classes, and active job search once a literacy benchmark was reached, were stressed by case
managers throughout clients’ participation. Job developers assisted HCD clients in Jjob club.

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 3.1

Self-Sufficiency Approaches, by First Activity

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

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional
Detroit
Oklahoma City

B. Employment-Focused Progranis

Case managers and program staff in the Riverside, Grand Rapids, and Atlanta LFA
programs emphasized that employment was the goal of program participation and that job
search should be the first activity for participants. Clients were given very little choice in their
first program assignment. In Riverside participants were encouraged to take even part-time and
low-paying jobs as a first step up a self-sufficiency ladder and were assisted by full-time job de-
velopers who searched for job leads and followed up on Job placements. While Grand Rapids
staff stressed to clients the importance of finding work, they believed that it might be justifiable
for clients to turn down temporary or part-time jobs. Those who wished to enroll in education
programs were encouraged to do so — in addition to, not instead of, working. Atlanta case man-
agers indicated the availability of education and training services as a second step after initial job
search. Many Atlanta enrollees did, in fact, participate in education or training if they completed
job search without finding a job.

While Portland staff emphasized that employment was the goal of program participation,
not all enrollees were assigned to job search first. For individuals who first enrolled in education
or training activities, usually those who were determined by case managers to be the more disad-
vantaged members of the caseload, program staff communicated that improving employability
was the goal of their assignment. Portland also employed full-time job developers to work with
participants once they began actively looking for a Job, though, unlike other work-focused pro-
grams in this evaluation, developers encouraged participants to seek “good” jobs, that is, higher-
paying jobs with benefits.
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II. Degree of Participation Mandate Enforcement

In addition to the messages about work and education that case managers send to clients
and the relative mix of services that a program provides, the degree to which a program enforces
a participation mandate has also been shown to affect program impacts.’ The three elements of
enforcement include the broadness with which a program enrolls from its caseload, how well it
monitors participants’ progress, and how strictly the participation requirements are enforced. In
other words, a high or low ranking indicates the likelihood that a client would be told to partici-
pate, the likelihood that her case manager would know if she had not been participating, and how
swiftly or surely she would be sanctioned for not participating. Nine of the 11 NEWWS pro-
grams did provide “high enforcement”; that is, they were rated the equivalent of “high” on at
least two of the three elements. Two programs, Detroit and Oklahoma City, were rated the
equivalent of “low” on all three elements of enforcement. (See Table 3.3.)

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 3.3

Enforcement of the Participation Mandate

High Enforcement Low Enforcement
Atlanta LFA Detroit
Atlanta HCD Oklahoma City

Grand Rapids LFA

Grand Rapids HCD

Riverside LFA

Riverside HCD
Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Portland

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

A. Broadness of Enrollment

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

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

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

’Also see Hamilton and Brock, 1994, pp. 51-55, for a more detailed description of the sites’ enrollment prac-
tices.
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Single parents with children aged 3 or over were required to participate in all programs
studied in this evaluation, with some programs requiring participation of women with children as
young as age 1. Individuals who had health barriers, were pregnant, or were already working 30
hours per week could be exempted from this mandate.

At a number of points administrator and case manager discretion, combined with funding
and resource constraints, could affect a welfare applicant’s or recipient’s chances of enrolling in
a welfare-to-work program. First, five of the programs required women with children as young as
age 1 to enroll. Since over 40 percent of the welfare cases nationwide include a child under age
3,5 expanding the mandate to this group significantly increases the proportion of the caseload that
could be served by the program. Second, case managers might not tell all of those who meet the
demographic criteria to enroll. Third, individuals might not show up for the program orientation
because they do not wish to participate or they become exempt or go off of welfare in the period
between referral and orientation date, especially if the period is long.” Finally, even recipients
who attend an orientation could be deferred from future activities at case managers’ discretion.

The Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Columbus Integrated and Traditional, and Riv-
erside LFA and HCD programs enrolled broadly, including virtually their entire mandatory
caseload. Both of the Grand Rapids programs included parents with children as young as age 1 in
their participation mandate.

The Atlanta LFA and HCD programs aimed to enroll their entire mandatory caseloads;
however, budget limitations created a waiting list, sometimes as long as six months, before those
who had been referred to the program could actually enroll. During a waiting period welfare re-
cipients with the fewest barriers to work are able leave the rolls on their own; thus, the clients
who actually enroll may be slightly more disadvantaged than they would be if there were no
waiting list.® Indeed, Atlanta’s sample comprises more long-term recipients than most other sites’
samples. (See Table 2.3.) Because the Atlanta programs did refer virtually all members of their
mandatory population to the program, and enrolled all those who were left after the delay, their
enrollment is termed “‘broad-delayed” in Table 3.2.

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

The Detroit and Oklahoma City programs also extended their mandate to women with
very young children, but were more selective than other programs. Like Atlanta, Detroit had a
waiting list for “slots” in the program. Guided by the principle that the program would rather
spend scarce resources on those who wished to participate than on cajoling those who might
never participate, staff tended to give priority to “mandatory” clients who volunteered for the

$U.S. Congress, 1996, Table 8-32. Data are for 1994. Percentage of all AFDC households with a child under
age 3. :
"Future MDRC analyses will examine the length of time between referral to and enrollment in welfare-to-work
programs and the reasons for orientation nonattendance. '
8See Bane and Ellwood, 1983; Pavetti, 1992; Gueron and Pauly, 1991; and Hamilton and Brock, 1994.
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program. In addition, case managers spent a large proportion of their time authorizing child care
and support service payments, leaving little time to focus on individuals who were not eager to
enroll. Oklahoma City referred all those eligible to its program;however, since it was also limited
by resources and rising caseloads, much of the responsibility for enrolling in program activities
fell on the client. Case managers assisted clients in finding appropriate services, but the self-
directed enrollment allowed more resistant individuals to avoid the mandate. As mentioned in
Chapter 2, this evaluation examines only the experiences of applicants in the Oklahoma City
program,; its treatment of recipients may have been different from the situation described in this
chapter.

B. Closeness of Participation Monitoring

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

Once clients begin participating, they may drop out of activities or attend irregularly be-
cause they have a new job, have new problems with child care or transportation, or no longer
want to participate. Close monitoring can help case managers maintain and increase participation
among their caseload, facilitate the authorization of transitional benefits for individuals who
leave welfare for work, or speed case closures for individuals who become ineligible. In order to
monitor participation closely, case managers must learn about attendance problems from activity
providers, determine the reasons for them, contact clients about their options or the consequences
of nonparticipation, and then inform the income maintenance branch of a case’s outcome. How
closely an individual will be monitored depends on the level of information that case managers
get from the activity instructors and providers and on the time that case managers have to devote
to this task.

The Riverside and Grand Rapids LFA and HCD and Portland programs all inten-
sively monitored their participants’ progress. Overall, more case managers in these sites indi-
cated receiving a lot of information about attendance from providers than those in most other
sites. In addition, case managers reported that it took them between one and two weeks to both
hear about attendance problems from providers and contact clients about their attendance, the
shortest in the range of time among the programs.

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

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

How much would an individual be encouraged, or coerced through financial sanc-
tions, to participate in a program if she did not want to?

The great majority of welfare recipients who are required to participate in welfare-to-
work programs believe, prior to hearing details about the program, that they will have trouble
participating, citing barriers such as a lack of child care or transportation, or having a health or
emotional problem.” All the programs in this evaluation provided monetary assistance to help
participants with child care and transportation, but they also relied on case managers to work
with clients to remove participation barriers or to coerce participation through the imposition of a
financial sanction. Most of the programs were strongly committed to enforcing the participation
mandate for their welfare caseload, though the degree to which clients were more likely to be
cajoled or coerced differed. Individuals in Detroit and Oklahoma City were not as likely to be
coaxed into participating if they did not want to, though this was largely the consequence of lim-
ited program funding and staffing.

The Grand Rapids LFA and HCD and Columbus Integrated and Traditional pro-
grams were very highly committed to the enforcement of clients’ participation obligation. Case
managers sent strong messages about the consequences of nonparticipation and, in instances of
noncompliance, imposed financial sanctions swiftly on a large percentage of their caseloads.

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

Riverside LFA and HCD staff tended to view sanctions as one tool to get clients to at-
tend activities and initially emphasized to clients the importance of personal responsibility. Riv-
erside staff did not delay requests for or impositions of sanctions; the process, however, took
longer than in most other programs because of extensive state-mandated due process procedures.
In Portland staff also emphasized ways to solve problems related to nonparticipation rather than
reductions in clients’ grants. In Riverside and, to a greater extent, in Portland staff were more
willing to defer individuals from participation requirements than in either Columbus or Grand
Rapids. Staff in Portland did, however, ultimately sanction noncompliant individuals.

In Detroit and Oklahoma City the mandatory participation requirements were commu-
nicated less intensively to clients. As already mentioned, staff in these two sites focused on those
who wanted to participate. Resource constraints kept staff from following up on nonparticipation,
and staff tended to delay imposing sanctions.

°See Hamilton and Brock, 1994.
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III. Other Program Features
A. Child Care Supports for Participation and Work

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

For many welfare recipients with young children the major obstacle to working or at-
tending an education or job training program is child care. All 11 programs studied in the
evaluation provided this assistance to participants in the program (and to control group members
who enrolled in activities on their own in the community) as well as transitional child care (TCC)
for those who left welfare for work. However, the relative emphasis that the programs placed on
making this assistance available and the messages that case managers sent to clients about the
type of care they should choose varied.

Participation-related child care. In the Atlanta LFA and HCD, Oklahoma, Portland,
and Detroit programs child care assistance was emphasized either by site staff or by the welfare
department’s organizational structure. In both Atlanta programs case managers actively promoted
the availability of child care reimbursement as a benefit of program participation and even used it
as an inducement for noncompliant clients to participate. In Oklahoma state-wide emphasis on
access to child care made assistance to clients readily available while they were in the program
and after they left welfare for work. Oklahoma had no set caps on the amount of child care as-
sistance that clients could receive. Atlanta and Oklahoma reimbursed only for care given by li-
censed providers.

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

In Detroit case managers reported that they spent much of their time on child care pay-
ment authorizations and that the priority placed on making child care payments took time away
from employment and training counseling. Detroit staff would make referrals to licensed provid-
ers in the area on request, but the choice of provider (including choosing licensed child care or
unlicensed care approved by the welfare department) was left to the client.

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

Child care providers were not difficult to come by in any of the National Evaluation of
Welfare-to-Work Strategies sites except Riverside, where case managers noted that some area
providers did not like working with the program or its participants because they did not approve
of the reimbursement rates or procedures. In Riverside, case managers encouraged clients to use
low-cost, more informal arrangements, both to contain program costs and because case managers
believed that clients would be more able to afford such arrangements after program or other gov-
emment supports expired. Clients and case managers often clashed about the providers they
wished to use, especially if clients chose more expensive care.
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Transitional child care. Research in this area is not yet complete, but preliminary data
indicate that in Detroit, Portland, Columbus, and Oklahoma City authorization for TCC pay-
ments did not appear to be difficult. Some of the ease in Portland, Columbus Integrated, and
Oklahoma may be a result of their use of integrated case managers, who are more likely to know
both the AFDC and employment information needed to determine if a client is eligible for TCC.

In the Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside LFA and HCD programs few clients
who began working received TCC; case managers in all three sites cited a lack of information
about clients’ welfare status when authorizing child care payments.

B. Culture of Eligibility to Culture of Self-Sufficiency — Integrated
Case Management

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

The eligibility-compliance culture of the welfare system, in which contact between a cli-
ent and an agency is focused solely on determining eligibility for staying on welfare, has been
harshly criticized. Implementing a mandatory welfare-to-work program was one way that welfare
offices hoped to change from an eligibility-compliance culture to a self-sufficiency culture,
which would structure interactions and expectations around leaving welfare for work and prepa-
ration and supports for it. Yet this task is formidable; it requires the income maintenance and
employment services staffs of the welfare offices to work together to send a unified message of
the self-sufficiency goal to the client. If the sole responsibility for delivering the self-sufficiency
message is remanded to the employment and training program, programs can be interpreted by
clients and workers as requirements for continued receipt of assistance, or another element of
compliance, instead of an overhaul of the philosophy of the welfare department. Implementing
an integrated case management approach, in which one worker is responsible for both the eligi-
bility determination and employment services functions, is one way that has been suggested to
achieve a more unified culture.'® Three of the programs in the NEWWS Evaluation used inte-
grated case management, but they and the other eight programs met with different levels of suc-
cess in coordinating the messages between their eligibility and employment preparation staffs
and in refocusing the welfare department’s interactions with clients on the road toward self-
sufficiency. '

As part of a specially formulated research experiment, the Columbus Integrated pro-
gram used integrated case management. Staff had sufficient resources and low enough caseloads
that they were able to perform both their income maintenance and self-sufficiency roles. Thus, an
individual’s case manager could both monitor her progress in becoming self-sufficient and verify
her credentials for staying on welfare. This program had the largest effect on changing clients’
minds about whether they agreed that the welfare office tried hard to get recipients-employed-or
enrolled in school."

The Portland program was marked by a strong partnership between welfare-to-work
staff (eligibility workers and integrated case managers) and case management staff contracted by

1%See Bane and Ellwood, 1994, p. 127.
"See Table 4.2.
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Portland’s welfare department. The division of labor was flexible between contractor staff and
welfare department integrated case managers, with responsibility for case management services
such as reassignment to activities and attendance monitoring, as well as a mission of promoting
self-sufficiency, shared by both. Moreover, eligibility workers in Portland were among the most
knowledgeable about the program and spent more time discussing the program with recipients
than those in most other programs. These results suggest that together eligibility workers, inte-
grated case managers, and contractor staff were able to send a unified self-sufficiency message to
welfare recipients.

Oklahoma City also used integrated case management. However, limited resources and
large caseloads led case managers to put little overall emphasis on the employment services

- function of their position; in fact, their performance evaluation benchmarks were primarily re-

lated to the accuracy of their eligibility duties. Like Portland, Oklahoma City supplemented its
integrated case managers with some caseworkers who focused on employment-related services.
However, owing to staffing constraints, not all clients received this added case management. The
result was a program with little overall emphasis on self-sufficiency.

‘The Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside LFA and HCD, and Columbus Tradi-
tional programs all used a separated, or “traditional,” case management structure, in which a
client had two different case managers, one who specialized in determining eligibility and proc-
essing payments and another who focused on her participation and progress in a welfare-to-work
program. Although the different staffs did not report any major problems in their working rela-
tionship, they mentioned that there was a lack of partnership between the two. Income mainte-
nance workers knew little about the programs and most often discussed with clients the penalties
for nonparticipation in the program, not the services it provided, suggesting that participation
was cast as a compliance requirement and not a route to self-sufficiency.

In Detroit the separation between the two staffs of the welfare department was even more
pronounced. Income maintenance workers knew little about the program and had almost no con-
tact with clients regarding their participation; the welfare-to-work program case managers in De-
troit handled some income-related functions related to program participation, such as child care
payments, that income maintenance workers were responsible for in the other traditional sites.
Staff mentioned that this separation was intentional, so that the welfare-to-work case managers
would be able to communicate consistent messages and information. In short, the priorities of the
two staffs were so dissimilar that an individual was likely to experience very different cultures
during her contact with the department.

IV. Conclusion

The remainder of this report presents the impacts, or effects, that the 11 programs in the
National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies had on outcomes such as employment, earn-
ings, welfare receipt, and child and family well-being. This chapter is intended to provide a con-
text for interpreting the results that follow by showing the range of programs on key implemen-
tation dimensions and demonstrating that there is no typical “package” of welfare-to-work pro-
gram features. For example, the most work-focused programs are not necessarily the toughest;
those that use integrated case management do not necessarily monitor their enrollees’ progress
more effectively than others. Given this information, it is important to interpret each program’s
impacts as a result of its entire “bundle” of services and features.
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Chapter 4

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

This chapter examines whether employment- and education-focused programs increased
sample members’ participation in employment-related activities. It also compares the frequency
with which program group members incurred a sanction — a reduction in their welfare grant for
noncompliance with program requirements — and explores the extent to which different welfare-
to-work approaches changed sample members’ attitudes toward work and welfare. Finally, the
chapter discusses whether education-focused programs increased the percentage of sample mem-
bers who attained GED certificates or other educational credentials after random assignment, a
key impact measure for these types of programs. Results are presented for the full sample and for
subgroups defined by whether or not members had attained a high school diploma or GED cer-
tificate before random assignment.

I Key Questions

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

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

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

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

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

II.  Analysis Issues

This analysis of sample members’ levels of participation and degree attainment extends
the discussion of program dimensions summarized in Chapter 3. Participation levels for program
group members demonstrate how successfully employment- and education-focused programs
implemented their strategies for promoting self-sufficiency. Differences across programs in
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sanction rates and in program group members’ attitudes toward work and welfare also suggest
how intensely program staff enforced mandatory participation requirements and communicated a
message promoting work over welfare.

The main purpose of this chapter, however, is to determine how consistently employ-
ment- and education-focused programs increased participation levels or degree receipt beyond
what recipients would be expected to attain had they never enrolled in a mandatory welfare-to-
work program. Results for control group members represent these alternative outcomes, and pro-
gram-control group differences indicate the effect, or impact, of each program. It should be
stressed that a program’s effect on participation depends on the levels attained by members of
both the program and control groups. In previous welfare-to-work evaluations from 20 to 40 per-
cent of control group members enrolled in education and training programs on their own initia-
tive." Thus, two programs that achieved the same level of participation for program group mem-
bers may have very different impacts, depending on how frequently their respective control
group members attended employment-related activities on their own initiative.

Although programs differed in employment-preparation strategy, all are expected to in-
crease overall levels of participation in employment-related activities. Program group members
were usually assigned to activities when they entered the program and most program staff
worked actively — some by persuasion, others by enforcement — to facilitate participation.
Control group members, on the other hand, enrolled in activities only if they wanted to and were
not subject to financial penalties for nonattendance. Programs may also shift participation pat-
temns, for example, by assigning recipients who would likely have attended vocational training
activities on their own initiative to job search or basic education activities.’

These comparisons provide an important context for interpreting program effects on em-
ployment and welfare receipt discussed in succeeding chapters. For instance, it would be ex-
pected that programs attaining large increases in job search participation would likely move large
numbers of program group members into the labor market quickly, producing an immediate im-
pact on employment. In contrast, programs that increase attendance in education and training ac-
tivities will likely delay the start of many program group members’ search for employment, re-
sulting in little or no impact on employment during the first year of follow-up, or perhaps longer.
(Employment gains may occur later in the follow-up, however.) Further, differences in the expe-
riences, skills, and attitudes that program and control group members acquired could affect the
kinds of jobs they were able to find and whether they were willing to accept a relatively low-
paying job (or one without health benefits) or wait until they could find a better employment op-
portunity.

Participation levels are estimated from survey responses. The analysis includes all in-
stances of participation after random assignment, including activities that occurred outside the

'See, for example, Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 2.4, p. 39; Kemple, Friedlander, and
Fellerath, 1995, Table 3.5, p. 58; Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989, Table 3.1, p. 38.
’See Hamilton et al., 1997, Table 2.2, p. 31, on welfare recipients’ limited interest in basic education.
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program.’ Sample members are considered to have participated in an employment-related activity
if they attended for at least one day. Many participants attended for a longer period.*

Program-control group differences, or impacts, in participation levels of 20 percentage
points or more are considered “large”; differences of 10 to 20 points, “moderate”; and differences
below 10 points, “small.”” Except where indicated, all impacts discussed below were statistically
significant. Impacts of at least 10 percentage points in degree receipt are considered “large.”

III. Key Findings

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

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

e Most education-focused programs achieved large increases in basic education
participation for sample members lacking a high school diploma or GED cer-
tificate at random assignment. But education-focused programs had little ef-
fect on participation in employment-related training for high school graduates
and GED holders.

e Three of the seven education-focused programs, as well as Portland’s em-
ployment-focused, varied first activity program, produced moderate to large
increases in attainment of a GED certificate among welfare recipients who
lacked these credentials at random assignment.

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

As shown in the first panel of Appendix Table A.1, a relatively large percentage of con-
trol group members took part in employment and training activities on their own initiative during

3As with any self-reported data, respondents may have omitted some instances of participation, particularly
short-term activities like job search, or reported participating in activities that probably occurred before random
assignment.

“See Hamilton et al., Tables 5.5 and 6.5, pp. 128-29, 155-56; and Scrivener et al., 1998, Table 3.4, p. 63, forin-
formation on total hours of participation in seven of the 11 programs. As shown, program group members who at-
tended job search activities averaged more than 100 hours of participation, and program group participants in edu-
cation and training activities averaged more than 400 hours over a two-year period.

S These impact levels are informed by results of previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs that used an
experimental design. See note 5.
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the two-year follow-up. In Grand Rapids, Detroit, Oklahoma City, and Portland about 40 percent
of control group members reported participating for at least one day in an employment-related
activity. Participation rates were lower for control group members in Atlanta, Columbus, and
Riverside, ranging from 18.9 to 29.3 percent.

_These site-by-site variations resulted partly from differences in availability of low-cost
education and training programs in each community, but also from differences in the background
characteristics of control group members. For instance, in Grand Rapids and Detroit about a third
of the sample entered the program having already enrolled in community education and training
programs prior to random assignment, and many in the control group continued attending after
assignment. Further, as discussed in Chapter 2, in Oklahoma City and Portland a relatively high
percentage of sample members had a high school diploma or GED certificate and prior work
history. Participation levels in self-initiated activities are generally higher for these more
“advantaged” groups within welfare populations, as community education and training programs
often require a high school diploma and related work experience for admission.®

Control group members participated most often in education and training activities and
least often in job search, work experience, or on-the-job training.” As shown in Appendix Table
A.1, about a fifth to a quarter of control group members in all sites except Atlanta and Columbus
participated in employment-related post-secondary education or vocational training courses.
Relatively few control group members attended basic education courses: attendance rates varied
between 5 and 13 percent in all sites, except Detroit, where Just under 20 percent participated.

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

As shown in Appendix Table A.1, about half of program group members in most sites
participated in an employment-related activity during the two-year follow-up. Levels for the 11
programs are comparable to participation rates attained by most welfare-to-work programs stud-
ied in previous evaluations.®

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

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

¥See Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989, Table 3.1; Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 2.1, p. 26;
Kemple, Friedlander, and Fellerath, 1995, Table 3.5, p- 58; and Friedlander and Burtless, 1995, Table 3.1, p. 51, for
participation rates of previous welfare-to-work programs evaluated by MDRC. Participation levels for program
group respondents estimated from survey responses differ somewhat from those estimated from program case files
(for the two Columbus programs and Oklahoma) or from a combination of case file records and survey responses
for a smaller sample (for Portland and for the LFA and HCD programs in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside).

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

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

Conversely, fewer than 20 percent of members of education-focused programs partici-
pated in job search activities. The notable exception was the Riverside HCD program, where
more than 25 percent of group members reported participating in job search. As discussed in the
previous chapter, more case managers in Riverside’s HCD program than in the other education-
focused programs shared in the site’s employment-focused philosophy and emphasized rapid en-
try into the labor market.

As also expected, the largest percentage of program group members in the seven educa-
tion-focused programs reported participating in some type of education and training activity, in-
cluding basic education, post-secondary education, and vocational training. Participation levels
varied a great deal across these seven programs, however, ranging from about a third of program
group members in the Columbus Integrated and Traditional programs to nearly 60 percent in the
Riverside HCD program. The Grand Rapids HCD program also attained participation levels in
education and training above 50 percent, partly because the program randomly assigned a high
percentage of recipients who were already participating in an education or training program at
random assignment. About 40 percent of program group members in Atlanta, Detroit, and Okla-
homa City reported participating in an education or training program. (Results not shown.)

‘ Most education-focused programs assigned persons lacking a high school diploma or
GED certificate to basic education courses. As noted in previous chapters, Riverside assigned
only recipients determined to need basic education to its HCD program. As indicated in Appen-
dix Table A.1, participation levels in basic education were much higher for Riverside HCDs

Participation levels were noticeably higher in both Atlanta programs and lower in Oklahoma and Detroit when re-
corded from these alternative sources and samples. For these alternative estimates see Hamilton et al., 1997, Table
5.1, p. 110 (Atlanta LFA), and Table 6.1, p. 138 (Atlanta HCD); Scrivener et al., 1997, Table 3.1, p. 50 (Portland);
Brock and Harknett, 1998, pp. 12-14 (Columbus Integrated and Traditional); and Hamilton and Brock, 1994, Table
4.1, pp. 86-87 (Detroit and Oklahoma City). '
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(nearly 50 percent) for program group members elsewhere. (See Appendix Table A.2 for direct
comparisons.) Elsewhere among education-focused programs, about a fifth to a quarter of pro-
gram group members participated in basic education, when graduates and nongraduates are con-
sidered together (see Appendix Table A.1).

These programs also assigned graduates (and some nongraduates who completed basic
education) to vocational training or employment-oriented courses at community colleges, pro-
prietary schools, or facilities run by community-based organizations. About a third of the entire
Grand Rapids HCD sample participated in one of these training classes; levels were nearly as
high in Detroit and Oklahoma, but much lower among Atlanta and Riverside HCDs and mem-
bers of the two Columbus programs.

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

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

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

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

Education-focused programs may increase participation in job search, often by assigning
to job search enrollees who complete education activities without finding a job.” Only the River-
side HCD program, which excluded most high school graduates and GED recipients, produced
large gains in job search participation. All other education-focused programs also raised job
search participation levels, but to a much smaller extent. Impacts were similar across educational
attainment subgroups for these programs. (See Figures 4. 1-4.3).

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

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

°See Hamilton et al., 1997, Figure 3.2, p. 41, and pp. 42-43, for a discussion of the sequencing of activities in
education-focused programs.
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Impacts on Participation in Employment-Related Activities for All Sample Members
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for Sample Members Without a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment
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Figure 4.3

Impacts on Participation in Employment-Related Activities
for Sample Members With a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment
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than 10 percent of program group members took part in work experience or OJT. (See Appendix
Table A.1.) Most employment- and education-focused programs achieved small gains in partici-
pation in work experience and OJT, however, because close to zero control group members ever
participated.

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

Effects on participation in education and training were small to moderate, when all sam-
ple members are considered together. But most education-focused programs achieved large in-
creases in participation for sample members lacking a high school diploma or GED certificate at
random assignment. (See Figures 4.1 and 4.2.)

Most education-focused programs produced large gains in attendance in basic education
activities for sample members who had not completed high school or received a GED certificate
before random assignment. The Grand Rapids HCD, Detroit, and Columbus Traditional pro-
grams also attained small increases in participation in post-secondary education or vocational
training activities for nongraduates. (See Appendix Table A2)

In contrast, only the Atlanta HCD program achieved even a moderate increase in partici-
pation in any type of education or training among high school graduates and GED recipients. The
small changes in participation for graduates occurred partly because participation levels were
lower for program group members in this subgroup than for nongraduates. In addition, a rela-
tively large percentage of control group members in the graduate subgroup enrolled in post-
secondary education or vocational training courses on their own initiative. (See Appendix Table
A2)

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

Use of financial sanctions can affect enrollees in many ways. Most immediately, a sanc-
tion reduces a family’s welfare grant. Sanctions or threat of sanctions may also encourage some
enrollees to complete employment-related activities, thereby strengthening the program’s
“treatment” effect. (Program administrators often state that this is the primary goal of imposing
sanctions.) Programs that impose sanctions frequently may also encourage enrollees to leave
welfare sooner, perhaps by taking a job that they would not have otherwise accepted, or even to
forgo welfare without employment.

In theory, programs, whether employment- or education-focused, can respond in a num-
ber of ways to enrollees who do not participate when required — from taking no action to per-
suasion and counseling to imposing financial sanctions. To some extent, however, enrollees in
education-focused programs have a greater chance of incurring a sanction, simply because edu-
cation and training activities usually take longer to complete.

As shown in the bottom panel of Table 4.1, members of education-focused programs
were somewhat more likely to incur a sanction. Three education-focused programs (Grand Rap-
ids HCD and Columbus Integrated and Traditional) and one employment-focused program
(Grand Rapids LFA) recorded high sanction rates, ranging from 26 to 32 percent of program
group members. At the other extreme, few program group members in the low enforcement edu-
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Table 4.1

Program Impacts on Sanctioning

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

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

with program requirements (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 68.0 44.3 23.6 *¥**
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 68.7 443 243 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 80.9 56.4 24.5 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 82.6 56.4 26.2 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 69.7 474 22.3 ¥**

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 71.1 50.2 20.9 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 71.7 502 21.4 ***
Columbus Integrated 728 68.0 29.6 38.4 **x
Columbus Traditional 723 69.1 29.6 39.5 ¥
Detroit 426 57.7 443 13.4 ***
Oklahoma City 511 44.5 233 212 ¥*x*
Portland 610 673 35.5 31.8 ***

Ever sanctioned (%)’

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 10.9 3.7 7.2 ¥x*
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 20.7 3.7 17.1 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 320 8.5 23,5 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 30.4 8.5 22.0 *¥**
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 14.1 4.5 9.6 ***
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 16.3 4.7 11.6 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 20.3 47 15.6 ***
Columbus Integrated 728 26.1 42 21.9 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 309 4.2 26.7 ***
Detroit 426 3.4 22 1.2
Oklahoma City 511 3.8 2.1 1.7
Portland ~ 610 18.4 4.4 14,0 ***

(continued)
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Table 4.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

*Sanctioned between date of random assignment and date of survey interview.
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cation-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City had their welfare grant lowered for non-
compliance. The remaining programs sanctioned between 11 and 21 percent of their program
group members. "

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

Results for these 11 programs, however, do not show a clear association between a pro-
gram’s level of sanctioning and the percentage of program group members who attended at least
one program activity. For instance, Riverside HCD and Portland, in the middle level of programs
on frequency of invoking a sanction, recorded the highest levels of participation for program
group members among the programs. The association between a program’s frequency of sanc-
tioning and its program-control group difference, or impact, on participation is similarly unclear.
The Detroit and Oklahoma City low enforcement programs attained only small impacts on par-
ticipation in any employment-related activity, as did the Grand Rapids LFA program, which
sanctioned the largest percentage of program group members. On the other hand, programs with
moderately high sanction rates (Portland, Atlanta LFA, and both Riverside programs) attained
large gains in participation.

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

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

At least 30 percent of control group members in all sites except Oklahoma City also an-
swered affirmatively to this question. These responses are harder to interpret. Possibly they were

9Sanction rates were higher for both programs in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Columbus and lower for both
programs in Riverside when recorded from case files. The difference is greatest for the Atlanta HCD program: 40.6
percent when recorded from case files, but only 20.7 percent when recorded from survey responses. See Hamilton et
al., 1997, pp. 114-16 and 142-44; and Brock and Harknett, 1998, p. 13.

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

ZInterestingly, about 90 percent of program group members surveyed in five counties for California’s GAIN
Evaluation answered affirmatively to a similar question. Fewer than 10 percent of program group members incurred
a sanction, however. See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Tables 2.11 and 2.12 and pp. 59-61.
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describing their interactions with income maintenance staff who handle grant calculations and
can delay or reduce grants if recipients miss deadlines for submitting necessary documentation
on earnings or other income. Control group members may also have been recalling enforcement
messages from IM or NEWWS program staff related to assignment to a program orientation,
prior to random assignment. Or they may have been relating what they learned about the en-
forcement practices from relatives or friends who enrolled in these programs.

Irrespective of why control group members reported knowledge of a possible sanction, it
may be assumed that at least some of them responded similarly to program group members. That
is, some control group members may have become more diligent at reporting earned income to
the welfare department, thereby reducing or terminating their welfare grant or, alternatively, may
have started working sooner or left welfare sooner than they might have otherwise. For this rea-
son, it is important to estimate the program-control group difference, or impact, on this and other
questions concerning perceptions of the welfare department (discussed below). Most likely, these
differences, and not the levels for program group members, provide the most accurate gauge of
the potential effects on employment and welfare receipt of program staff’s efforts to enforce a
mandatory participation requirement.

As shown in Table 4.1, all programs except Detroit’s increased the proportion reporting
being informed of a possible sanction for noncompliance by at least 20 percentage points — a
large increase, but, again, smaller than suggested by the program group levels alone. Both Co-
lumbus programs (which also recorded high levels of sanctioning) attained the largest program-
control group difference on being informed about sanctions — nearly 40 percentage points —
followed by Portland (moderate level of sanctioning).

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

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

Interestingly, about the same proportion of control group members responded similarly.
Only two employment-focused and two education-focused programs increased the percentage of
sample members who disagreed with the statement. The Riverside HCD program produced the
largest program-control group difference: 8.6 percentage points. Possibly the similarities in re-
sponses between program and control group members reflect their shared experiences with re-
porting earnings and child support to information maintenance workers or with trying to make
ends meet on welfare and Food Stamp benefits — or perhaps their similar encounters with mes-
sages about welfare and work in the media or in conversations with family and friends.

On the other hand, most programs produced small to moderate increases (that is, under 20
percentage points) in the proportion of sample members who strongly agreed that the welfare de-
partment tries hard to make people look for a job and also go to school to get training. The Co-
lumbus Integrated program (education-focused) increased levels by a larger percentage. Only the
Detroit program decreased the proportion who strongly agreed with each of these statements (see
Table 4.2).
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Did education-focused programs increase the proportion of sample members who attained a
GED or trade certificate during the two-year follow-up?

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

As noted above, most education-focused programs increased participation in basic edu-
cation among nongraduates. Only three of these programs, however (Grand Rapids and Riverside
HCD and Columbus Traditional), increased attainment of a high school diploma or GED certifi-
cate for this subgroup. (See Table 4.3.) Impacts on high school diploma or GED certificate re-
ceipt ranged from 8 to 11 percentage points, a relatively large increase compared with results
from previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs.” Notably, Portland’s employment-
focused, varied first activity approach achieved similar gains in degree receipt. The other three
employment-focused programs had no effect on attainment of a GED. Portland also increased
receipt of a trade license or certificate by 12 percentage points for sample members who lacked a
high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment. No other program, education- or
employment-focused, produced a statistically significant gain in attainment of a trade license or
certificate for this subgroup.

For sample members with a high school diploma or GED at random assignment, the two
Atlanta programs and the Grand Rapids HCD program increased receipt of a trade license or cer-
tificate. Impacts ranged from 5 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 11 percentage points (Atlanta
HCD). (See Table 4.4.)

1BSee Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 2.9, pp. 47-49; and Kemple, Friedlander, and Fellerath,
1995, Table 3.7, p. 62.
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, Table 4.2
Program Impacts on Attitudes Toward Work and Welfare

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

Strongly disagree that it's easy just to stay on welfare
and not try to get off (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment : 1890 64.8 60.3 4.5 ** 7.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 58.8 60.3 -1.5 -2.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 56.0 50.8 52 * 10.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 55.9 50.8 5.1 * 10.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment - | 1678 48.6 459 2.8 6.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 51.6 47.2 4.5 9.5
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 55.8 47.2 8.6 *** 18.2
Columbus Integrated 728 53.9 52.4 1.5 29
Columbus Traditional 723 57.9 524 5.5 10.4
Detroit 426 60.4 589 1.6 2.7
Oklahoma City 511 46.9 45.1 1.8 4.0
Portland 610 55.0 51.7 33 6.4

Strongly agree that the welfare department
tries hard to make people look for a job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 39.5 343 5.2 ** 15.3

Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 42.7 34.3 8.4 *** 245
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 54.9 43.1 11.8 *** 27.4
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 52.8 43.1 9.8 *** 22.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 46.7 31.7 15.0 *** 47.5
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 504 33.2 17.2 *** 51.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 479 33.2 14.6 *** 44.0
Columbus Integrated 728 53.1 29.5 23.7 ¥*+ 80.3
Columbus Traditional 723 42.6 29.5 13.] *** 44.4
Detroit 426 42.8 49.6 -6.9 -13.8
Oklahoma City 511 41.2 326 86 * 26.3
Portland 610 52.6 40.6 12,0 *** 29.5
(continued)
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Table 4.2 (continued)

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

Stronglv agree that the welfare department tries

hard to make people go to school to get training (%)

1890 46.2 40.6 5.6 ** 13.8 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
2199 51.2 40.6 10.6 *** 26.2 Atlanta Human Capital Development
1158 60.1 50.1 10.0 *** 19.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
1158 64.0 50.1 13.9 *** 27.8 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1678 371 27.0 10.1 *** 37.2 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1012 44.0 30.7 13.3 *** 43.2 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
1350 48.6 30.7 17.9 *** 58.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
728 64.6 38.0 26.6 *** 70.0 Columbus Integrated
723 47.7 38.0 9.6 *** 253 Columbus Traditional
426 523 543 2.0 -3.7 Detroit
511 473 37.1 10.2 ** 273 Oklahoma City
610 429 37.7 5.2 13.8 Portland

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 4.1.
"percentage change" equals 100 times the "difference” divided by the "control group.”
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Table 4.3

Two-Year Impacts on Education or Training Credentials
for Sample Members Without a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

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

Received a high school diploma or GED (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 895 3.6 2.0 1.6 C826
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1092 3.6 2.0 1.6 80.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 453 5.1 6.5 -14 -22.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 481 17.7 6.5 112 *** 172.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1012 1.5 24 -0.9 -38.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 10.6 24 8.3 *xx* 349.3
Columbus Integrated 301 8.8 3.6 5.3 147.0
Columbus Traditional 292 13.1 3.6 - 9.5 **x 2654
Detroit 188 15.6 10.4 5.1 492
Oklahoma City 234 11.8 8.7 3.0 347
Portland 189 15.6 48  108* 2249

Received a trade license or certificate (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 895 2.6 2.0 0.6 30.7

Atlanta Human Capital Development 1092 22 2.0 0.2 10.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 453 4.0 5.3 -1.3 -24.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 481 8.0 5.3 27 51.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1012 5.5 6.6 -1.1 -16.5
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 4.9 6.6 -1.8 -26.9
Columbus Integrated 301 2.6 4.0 -1.4 -34.9
Columbus Traditional 292 6.3 4.0 23 57.1
Detroit ‘ 188 15.1 8.0 7.1 89.0
Oklahoma City 234 7.1 5.7 1.4 24.7
Portland : 189 15.4 3.1 12.3 ** 400.2

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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Table 4.4

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

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

Received any education or training credentials (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 11.8 7.6 42 ** 552
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 18.2 7.6 10.6 *** 139.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 11.1 16.7 -5.7 ** -33.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 21.2 16.7 4.5 26.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 12.6 11.3 1.3 11.6
Columbus Integrated 425 9.3 12.6 -3.2 -25.7
Columbus Traditional 430 10.2 12.6 2.3 -18.6
Detroit 238 13.4 12.6 0.8 6.1
Oklahoma City 267 17.9 16.5 1.4 8.6
Portland ' _ 415 14.5 11.4 3.1 26.8

Received a trade license or certificate (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 10.6 6.1 4.6 ** 75.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 16.6 6.1 10.5 *** 173.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 8.8 11 23 -20.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 17.2 1.1 6.1 ** 55.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 9.0 8.7 0.3 3.8
Columbus Integrated : 425 5.7 9.8 4.1 -41.8
Columbus Traditional 430 7.3 9.8 -2.6 -26.0
Detroit 238 11.6 9.3 22 23.9
Oklahoma City 267 14.4 12.6 1.8 14.7
Portland : 415 - 104 7.0 3.5 49.7

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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Chapter 5

Impacts on Employment and Earnings

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

L. Key Questions

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

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

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

* Did earnings gains for either approach occur simply because more people
were working? Or did either approach also increase employment duration and
average earnings for those who worked?

* Did either approach increase the percentage of people employed at relatively
good jobs, providing full-time employment and health benefits by the end of
year 27

II.  Analysis Issues

All 11 programs in the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies sought to in-
crease employment levels and earnings and to help recipients find or advance to full-time jobs
that pay above minimum wage and offer health and other benefits. The programs pursued three
different strategies to attain these goals. The three employment-focused, job search first pro-
grams (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside LFA) encouraged rapid entry into the labor market
in the hope that recipients would work their way up to better jobs. These programs are expected
to boost employment and earnings in the first year of follow-up. Initial employment gains may
persist or increase in year 2 if program group members retain their jobs or move quickly to new
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jobs. Earnings increases may grow larger in year 2 as program group members attain experience
and skills on the job. Program group members, especially those who started working early in the
follow-up, may begin receiving salary increases or advance to a higher-paying position with their
initial employer or at a different job. Alternatively, job search assistance may not help some wel-
fare recipients who face severe barriers to employment. Further, impacts for employment-
focused programs often grow smaller over time, as control group members begin finding work
on their own, and may disappear entirely if program group members work at low-quality and un-
stable jobs that they quickly lose:

In contrast, the education-focused programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside HCD;
Columbus Integrated and Traditional; Detroit; and Oklahoma City) aim to increase enrollees’
skills and credentials before they seek employment. Employment and earnings gains may be de-
layed while recipients participate in education and training activities. (For this reason, cumulative
effects should be smaller than for employment-focused programs, at least in the short term.) To-
ward the end of follow-up, however, impacts for education-focused programs may catch up to
and even surpass impacts for employment-focused programs, as program group members make
up for forgone earnings by obtaining more jobs or higher-quality jobs than control group mem-
bers. Employment and earnings gains may never occur, however, if enrollees drop out of educa-
tion and training activities or if area employers have little demand for the skills and credentials
that enrollees obtain.

Employment-focused, varied first activity programs (as exemplified by Portland) try to
combine the best features of each approach. Consistent with other employment-focused pro-
grams, varied first activity programs aim to move most enrollees into jobs relatively quickly.
Case managers, however, have more discretion to assign some enrollees to skill-building activi-
ties as their first activity, although these activities are short term and aimed at increasing employ-
ability. If this strategy is successful, boosts in employment should occur early in the follow-up,
as job search participants find employment. (Initial gains may be smaller than for employment-
focused, job search first programs because some enrollees participate in education or training ac-
tivities before looking for work.) These programs could achieve especially large gains in em-
ployment and earnings later in the follow-up from moving a large portion of the caseload into
higher-quality jobs. Specifically, job search participants who found work quickly are expected to
advance to better jobs during year 2, as are education and training participants who more recently
entered the labor force. If neither element of the employment-focused, varied first activity ap-
proach is effective, however, or if activities are targeted at the wrong persons, employment and
earnings should not increase.

For this analysis a large impact on employment is defined as a statistically significant
program-control group difference in employment levels of 10 percentage points or more; moder-
ate impacts fall - within the 5 to 10 percentage point range and small impacts below 5 percentage
points. Large earnings gains are considered to be in excess of $900 per year, or $1,800 over two
years. Moderate increases average between $300 and $900 per year, and small impacts average
less than $300 per year. These benchmarks are based on ranges of impact findings from previous
experimental evaluations of welfare-to-work programs.
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III. Key Findings

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

e Several programs, both education- and employment-focused, increased
earnings by about $400 to $700 in year 2. Except for Portland, positive re-
sults for employment-focused programs grew smaller toward the end of
year 2, whereas impacts for several education-focused programs grew
larger.

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

e For all four employment-focused programs increases in job finding ac-
count for the great bulk of the increase in earnings over two-years, as ex-
pected. Two employment-focused programs, Riverside LFA and Portland,
helped welfare recipients move to jobs providing full-time work with
health benefits by the end of year 2, however.

e Contrary to expectations, for most education-focused programs two-year
earnings gains are due in large part to increased job finding. Only the two
Columbus programs raised earnings mostly by increasing employment du-
ration and average earnings on the job. Several education-focused pro-
grams increased one or more, but not all, measured aspects of job quality
— average weekly hours, working full time, average hourly wages, access
to health insurance — at the end of two years.

IV. Impacts Over Two Years

This section presents program effects on employment and average earnings over two
years and compares these impacts with impacts for previously evaluated welfare-to-work pro-
grams. It also examines the causes of the factors involved in earnings gains — increased job
finding, more quarters of employment for those employed, and higher quarterly earnings for
those employed — and how much each contributed to program impacts. All measures presented
in this section are estimated from UI earnings data.

Did employment-focused programs raise employment levels movre than education-focused pro-
grams?
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As shown in Table 5.1, between 45 percent (Riverside) and 72 percent (Columbus) of
control group members worked for pay at some point during the two-year follow-up. Employ-
ment-focused programs produced more consistent gains in job finding: All four programs in-
creased the percentage ever employed over control group levels. In contrast, three of seven edu-
cation-focused programs did not increase employment over two years (Columbus Integrated and
Traditional and Oklahoma City), and two others produced only small gains. Among employ-
ment-focused programs, however, only Riverside LFA and Portland boosted employment levels
by more than 10 percentage points — the threshold for a “large” increase. The other two em-
ployment-focused programs, however, achieved moderate or small gains that fell short of the im-
pacts of some education-focused programs, particularly Riverside HCD (9.3 percentage points).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994; Friedlander and Burtless, 1191; Ild Miller, 1997.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 5.1

Program Impacts on Employment and Earnings in Years 1 and 2

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

Ever emploved in vear lor 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 66.1 61.6 4.5 *** 7.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 64.4 61.6 2.8 ** 4.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 77.7 70.1 7.6 *** 10.9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 75.4 70.1 5.3 ¥** 7.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 60.2 45.0 15.1 *** 335

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 55.5 38.9 16.6 *** 42.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 48.2 389 9.3 ¥ 239
Columbus Integrated 4672 73.9 72.2 1.7 23
Columbus Traditional 4729 73.5 72.2 1.3 1.7
Detroit 4459 62.3 58.2 4] *x> 7.0
Oklahoma City 8677 64.1 65.0 -0.9 -14
Portland 5547 72.1 60.9 11.2 *** 18.4

Average total earnings in years 1 and 2 (3)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 5820 5006 813 *** 16.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 5502 5006 496 ** 9.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 5674 4639 1035 *** 223
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 5219 4639 580 ** 12.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 5488 4213 1276 *** 303

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 4124 3133 992 *** 31.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 3450 3133 317 10.1
Columbus Integrated 4672 7565 6892 673 ** 9.8
Columbus Traditional 4729 7569 6892 677 *** 9.8
Detroit 4459 4369 4001 367 * 9.2
Oklahoma City 8677 3518 3514 5 . 0.1
Portland 5547 7133 5291 1842 ¥+ 34.8

(continued)
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Table 5.1 (continued)

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

Average number of quarters emploved
for those employed in year 1 or 2

4.59 4.43 0.16 3.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

4.54 4.43 0.10 2.3 Atlanta Human Capital Development

4.37 4.03 0.34 8.5 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
4.13 4.03 0.10 2.5 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
4.33 4.22 0.11 2.7 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

4.07 4.01 0.06 1.4 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
3.77 4.01 -0.25 -6.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
4.88 4.76 0.12 2.6 Columbus Integrated

4.91 4.76 0.15 3.2 Columbus Traditional

3.71 3.78 -0.07 -1.9 Detroit

3.66 3.72 -0.07 -1.8 Oklahoma City

4.63 4.28 0.36 8.3 Portland

Average earnings per quarter employed
in vears 1 and 2 ($)

1919 1834 85 4.6 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

1884 1834 50 2.8 Atlanta Human Capital Development

1671 1643 28 1.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
1678 1643 34 2.1 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
2105 2215 -110 -5.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

1826 2006 -181 -9.0 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
1900 2006 -107 -5.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
2098 2006 92 4.6 Columbus Integrated

2099 2006 93 4.6 Columbus Traditional

1893 1820 73 4.0 Detroit

1501 1452 49 33 Oklahoma City

2136 2032 104 3.1 Portland

(continued)
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Table 5.1 (continued)

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for "Average
number of quarters employed for those employed in years | and 2" and "Average earnings per quarter
employed in years 1 and 2" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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welfare-to-work programs evaluated experimentally. Riverside LFA and Portland were the only
programs in this evaluation to achieve a comparable employment gain.

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

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

Earnings impacts can result from more job finding (represented by the two-year employ-
ment impact), longer employment duration (represented by the average number of quarters em-
ployed for those employed), and higher earnings on the job (represented by average earnings per
quarter employed).* For employment-focused programs more job finding is expected to contrib-
ute a major portion of the earnings impact, whereas for education-focused programs this effect
should play less of a role than higher earnings on the job. Figure 5.1 shows the relative contribu-
tion of each effect. Note that program group members could have experienced an increase in em-
ployment duration because they found jobs earlier in the follow-up (and hence worked more ob-
served quarters) than control group members rather than because they obtained longer-lasting
jobs. Also, higher earnings on the job could have resulted from more hours worked per quarter
rather than higher hourly wages.’

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

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

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

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

SMeasures of employment duration and earnings on the job are nonexperimental because they include only
sample members who were employed during the two-year follow-up. Employed program group members may dif-
fer from employed control group members in both observed and unobservable pre-random assignment characteris-
tics. Consequently, statistical significance tests were not performed.

SFor Riverside LFAs and HCDs the relative contribution of job finding exceeded 100 percent because these
programs had negative effects on other factors. ’ ,
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Figure 5.1

Relative Contributions of Employment Duration, Earnings on the Job,
and Job-Finding to the Two-Year Earnings Impact
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Figure 5.1 (continued)

Decrease Increase
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from uhemployment insurance (UI) earnings records.

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

contributing factors.

Program-control differences in "Employment duration" and "Earnings on the job" (converted here into relative
contributions to the total earnings impact) are not true experimental differences.
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V. Impacts in Year 2

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

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

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

In the second year of follow-up impacts for these programs did not follow a particular
trend. Initial gains of Grand Rapids and Riverside LFAs declined in year 2 as control group
members found jobs on their own. Year 2 results were more positive for the Atlanta LFA pro-
gram: impaets on employment were sustained and earnings gains were slightly higher. Quarterly
trends for Atlanta, however, suggest that earnings gains may have peaked early in year 2 and
then declined somewhat. See Figure 5.2 for a depiction of earnings impacts over time.

Unlike the LFA programs, Portland sustained large employment gains (above 10 percent-
age points) during each of the first two years of follow-up. Moreover, earnings impacts in Port-
land increased considerably in year 2. In fact, year 2 impacts (13 percentage points in employ-
ment and $1,192 in earnings) exceeded those of all other programs by a wide margin. It should
also be noted that these results — initial employment gains, large and growing earnings gains —
follow the pattern expected of employment-focused, varied first activity programs.

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

Only two education-focused programs (Grand Rapids and Riversidle HCD) produced
first-year employment impacts, but they were small (not shown in tables).® Consistent with ex-
pectations, impacts for most education-focused programs either increased or first appeared in
year 2. (See Figure 5.2.)

As shown in Table 5.2, about one-half to two-thirds of control group members in sites
with education-focused programs worked for pay during the second year of follow-up. Average
control group earnings in year 2 ranged from $2,127 (Oklahoma City) to $3,978 (Columbus).

’Stable employment does not necessarily mean employment in the same job.
¥The Grand Rapids HCD program increased only employment, and not earnings, in year 1.
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In Atlanta HCD-control employment and earnings differences first achieved statistical
significance in year 2 (with a 4.2 percentage point employment gain and a $388 carnings in-
crease). For Grand Rapids HCDs the employment gain remained about the same (4.8 percentage
points), but the earnings difference ($470) grew to statistical significance. For both Columbus
programs and Detroit employment and earnings gains increased noticeably in year 2°

Two programs did not follow the expected pattern for education-focused strategies. The
Riverside HCD employment gain decreased slightly in year 2 (to 5.8 percentage points), and the
program-control difference in average earnings lost statistical significance. Oklahoma City still
had no employment or earnings impacts in the second year of follow-up.

Did impacts for education-focused programs converge with impacts for employment-focused
programs in year 22

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

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

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

All employment-focused programs and most education-focused programs produced posi-
tive effects on some measures of employment stability. Outcomes for all programs suggest, how-
ever, that stable employment, especially in full-time jobs, remained relatively uncommon.

One measure of employment stability is the percentage of those employed at any point
during the follow-up period who also worked in the last quarter of year 2. According to this
measure, both program and control group members experienced a substantial amount of job loss.
For control group members across all seven sites the median two-year employment rate — which
occurred in Atlanta — was 61.6 percent (see Table 5.1). In quarter 9, however, just 38.5 percent
of Atlanta control group members worked for pay (see Table 5.2). Therefore, only 62.5 percent
of those who worked at any point during follow-up could retain their employment through the
end of follow-up (38.5 + 61.6). Similarly, 66.1 percent of Atlanta LFAs (representing the median
of all 11 programs) were employed at some point during the study period, but only 42.8 percent
had a job at the end of follow-up. Therefore, just 64.8 percent of Atlanta LFAs who worked had
relatively stable employment. This proportion is slightly higher than that for employed Atlanta
control group members. As the comparison is nonexperimental, however, a statistical signifi-
cance test was not performed."®

Employment stability can also be measured by the percentage of recipients earning
$10,000 or more in year 2. Sample members in this category probably worked for a substantial
part of the year. Also, this level of earnings, as opposed to a lesser amount, would have provided

*The Columbus Traditional program’s impact on employment in year 2 fell short of statistical significance.
"%See footnote 5 for an explanation of nonexperimental measures.
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Table 5.2
Program Impacts on Employment and Earnings in Year 2
Sample  Program Control  Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact) Change (%)

Ever emploved in year 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 573 52.7 4.6 *** 8.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 56.9 52.7 4.2 ¥ 7.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 66.9 60.6 6.3 *** 10.4
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 65.4 60.6 4.8 *¥* 7.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 453 36.9 8.4 ¥4+ 22.7

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 40.9 31.8 9.1 **x* 28.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 37.5 31.8 5.8 ¥¥* 18.2
Columbus Integrated 4672 65.2 62.9 24 * 3.7
Columbus Traditional 4729 64.5 62.9 1.6 2.6
Detroit 4459 542 51.5 26 * 5.1
Oklahoma City 8677 50.9 51.6 -0.7 -1.4
Portland 5547 62.0 49.4 12.6 *** 254

Employed in last quarter of year 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 42.8 38.5 4.4 F*x* 11.4
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 44.6 38.5 6.1 *** 15.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 47.2 43.1 4.1 ** 9.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 47.1 43.1 3.9 ** 9.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 313 27.1 4.2 ¥ 15.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 26.3 23.1 3.2 ** 14.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 25.0 23.1 1.9 82
Columbus Integrated 4672 51.7 46.7 5.0 *x* 10.8
Columbus Traditional 4729 50.2 46.7 3.5 ** 7.5
Detroit 4459 38.6 35.5 3.1 ** 8.7
Oklahoma City 8677 332 34.3 -1.1 -3.2
Portland 5547 46.2 35.3 10.9 *** 30.8

(continued)
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Table 5.2 (continued)

Program Control Difference Percentage
Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Site and Program
Average total earnings in year 2 () :
3493 3026 468 *** 15.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
3414 3026 388 ** 12.8 Atlanta Human Capital Development
3385 2881 504 **x* 17.5 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
3351 2881 470 *xx* 16.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
3028 2472 556 *** 225 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
2258 - 1883 375 ** 19.9 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
2004 1883 121 6.4 Riverside Human Capital Development
4571 3978 592 »x* 14.9 Columbus Integrated
4470 3978 492 **x* 12.4 Columbus Traditional
2971 2660 311 ** 11.7 Detroit
2117 2127 -10 -0.4 Oklahoma City
4374 3183 1192 *xx ' 374 Portland

Average total earnings in Iast quarter of year 2 ($)

932 824 108 ** 13.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
947 824 123 *x* 14.9 Atlanta Human Capital Development
963 867 96 * 11.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
973 867 106 ** 12.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
777 670 108 *** 16.1 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
568 518 50 9.6 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
520 518 2 0.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
1251 1073 179 *x*x* 16.7 Columbus Integrated
1225 1073 153 *** 14.2 Columbus Traditional
879 785 93 * 11.9 Detroit
613 613 0 0.1 Oklahoma City
1155 845 310 *** 368 Portland

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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greater incentive for job retention. As shown in Table 5.3, a small proportion of control group
members across all sites earned $10,000 or more in year 2: between 4.8 percent (Oklahoma City)
and 15.1 percent (Columbus). (These percentages include zeros for those not employed in year
2.) Portland produced the largest impact of any program on the percentage earning $10,000 or
more: 5.7 percentage points. All other programs increased levels only slightly or had no effect.

The percentage of recipients employed in all four quarters of year 2 is yet another esti-
mate of employment stability. As shown in Table 5.3, between 12.3 percent (Oklahoma City)
and 27.9 percent (Columbus) of control group members fell into this category. Once again, Port-
land attained the largest effect on this measure of employment stability, a gain of 7.9 percentage
points. Seven other programs increased employment during all four quarters by about 2 to 4 per-
centage points. One low enforcement program, Oklahoma City, slightly decreased employment
stability, by 1.4 percentage points. Across all 11 programs, no more than half of those ever em-
ployed in year 2 worked in all four quarters (see panel B of Table 5.3). In other words, most em-
ployed program group members did not work continuously.

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

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

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

In all sites but Portland the percentage of control group respondents who were employed
in any job grew steadily throughout the follow-up period. At the beginning of year 2 between 27
percent (Detroit) and 40 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents worked for pay. At
the end of two years between 35 percent (Riverside LFA and Portland) and 52 percent (Grand
Rapids) had a job. Control group respondents in Portland experienced a slight drop in employ-
-ment at.the end of two years..

A lot fewer control group respondents had a good job than were employed in any type of
job. Trends over time for these two measures were similar, however: the proportion of control
group respondents with a good job gradually increased over the follow-up period. In the begin-
ning of the second year between 5.8 percent (Riverside) and 14.9 percent (Grand Rapids) of con-
trol group respondents had a good job. At the end of two years the proportions increased to be-
tween 8.2 percent (Riverside) and 20.5 percent (Grand Rapids). Control group outcomes in most
sites either leveled off or decreased slightly toward the end of follow-up, suggesting that there is
a limit to how many welfare recipients can find (or keep) a good job on their own. .
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Impacts of the Riverside LFA program on the percentage with a good job were small but
stable, fluctuating between 4 and 6 percentage points in each month of year 2. Unlike overall
employment gains, they did not decline toward the end of follow-up." Portland and Riverside
HCD gains in good employment increased during year 2 to 3.3 and 8.1 percentage points, re-
spectively, at the end of follow-up. Columbus Integrated and Detroit also produced larger in-
creases at the end of two years than early in year 2 (as they did in overall employment); however,
these increases were not statistically significant.

V1. Impacts at the End of Year 2

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

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

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

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

What do results in the last quarter of year 2 indicate about how each approach will fare in
year 32

All three LFA programs were still producing statistically significant employment and
earnings gains in quarter 9, suggesting that impacts should continue into year 3. However, im-
pacts for Grand Rapids and Riverside LFAs were declining toward the end of follow-up and may
grow smaller in year 3. In Atlanta, on the other hand, impacts for LFAs leveled off at about $100
per quarter during year 2 and may continue at moderate levels in year 3.

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

"For Riverside LFAs the decline in impacts on any employment stemmed from control group “catch-up,”
which happens when control group members find jobs at a faster rate than program group members, after the latter’s
initial boost in employment.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table 5.3
Program Impacts on Employment Stability and Earning $10,000 or More in Year 2
Sample  Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
A. For All Sample Members

Emploved in all four guarters (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 26.9 23.2 3.7 Hokk 16.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 26.2 23.2 3.1 ** 13.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 21.6 18.5 3.2 ** 17.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 20.8 18.5 2.3 12.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 18.9 15.2 3.7 Hokek 24.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 15.1 11.8 3.2 ddokok 27.3
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 13.3 11.8 1.5 12.5
Columbus Integrated 4672 32.2 27.9 4.2 *¥* 15.2
Columbus Traditional 4729 31.9 27.9 4,0 *** 14.4
Detroit 4459 17.1 15.0 2.1 ** 14.1
Oklahoma City 8677 10.8 12.3 -1.4 ** -11.6
Portland 5547 28.7 20.9 7.9 37.7

Earned $10,000 or more (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 12.8 11.0 1.8 * 16.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 11.9 11.0 0.9 8.4
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 10.4 8.6 1.7 * 20.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 10.4 8.6 1.8 * 20.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 11.0 9.3 1.8 ** 19.2
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 7.3 6.5 0.9 13.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 7.0 6.5 0.5 7.7
Columbus Integrated 4672 18.1 15.1 3.0 *xx 20.1
Columbus Traditional 4729 17.7 15.1 2.6 ** 17.0
Detroit 4459 10.2 8.3 1.9 ** 23.3
Oklahoma City 8677 5.3 4.8 0.5 10.2
Portland 5547 18.1 12.4 5.7 ok 46.2
(continued)
-72-
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Table 5.3 (continued)

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

B. Among Those Employed in Year 2

Emploved in all four quarters (%)

47.0 44.0 3.0 6.8 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
46.1 44.0 2.2 4.9 Atlanta Human Capital Development
323 305 1.9 6.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
318 305 1.3 4.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
41.8 41.1 0.7 1.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
36.8 37.2 -0.4 -1.0 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
354 37.2 -1.8 -4.8 Riverside Human Capital Development
49.3 44.4 4.9 11.0 Columbus Integrated
495 44.4 5.1 11.5 Columbus Traditional
316 29.1 2.5 8.5 Detroit
21.3 23.7 -2.5 -10.3 Oklahoma City

- 46.4 42.2 4.1 9.8 Portland

Earned $10,000 or more (%)

22.3 208 1.5 7.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

20.9 20.8 0.1 0.4 Atlanta Human Capital Development

155 14.3 1.2 8.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
15.9 14.3 1.6 11.5 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
24.4 25.1 -0.7 -2.8 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

18.0 20.3 -2.3 -11.5 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
18.5 20.3 -1.8 -8.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
27.8 24.0 3.8 15.7 Columbus Integrated

27.4 24.0 3.4 14.0 Columbus Traditional

18.8 16.1 2.8 17.3 Detroit

10.4 9.3 1.1 11.7 Oklahoma City

29.2 25.1 4.1 16.5 Portland

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

NOTES: See Table 5.2. . T

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for
"Employed in all four quarters” and "Earned $10,000 or more" among those employed in year 2 are not true
experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 5.4

Program Impacts on Full-Time Employment in Year 2

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

A. For All Respondents

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

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 14.2 14.4 -0.2 -14
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 13.0 14.4 -14 9.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 19.6 18.8 0.8 4.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 16.4 18.8 -2.5 -13.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 15.9 10.1 5.8 xx+ 57.8

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 13.2 7.6 5.6 ¥** 73.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 10.2 7.6 2.6 33.9
Columbus Integrated 728 19.6 18.4 1.3 7.0
Columbus Traditional 723 18.5 18.4 0.1 0.6
Detroit 426 12.5 12.4 0.1 0.6
Oklahoma City 511 18.1 16.7 1.4 8.2
Portland 610 16.2 15.3 0.9 5.9

(continued)
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Table 5.4 (continued)

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

B. For Those Employed in Year 2

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

26.4 27.3 -0.9 34 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

23.8 27.3 -3.6 -13.0 Atlanta Human Capital Development

25.6 27.8 2.2 -7.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
23.7 27.8 -4.2 -15.0 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
26.8 21.4 54 25.3 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

24.8 20.3 4.5 22.1 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
21.6 20.3 1.3 6.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
308 32.7 -1.9 -5.8 Columbus Integrated

31.2 32.7 -1.5 -4.7 Columbus Traditional

22.3 26.5 -4.2 -15.9 Detroit

26.9 27.0 -0.1 -0.5 Oklahoma City

23.0 26.5 -3.4 -13.0 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those
Employed in Year 2" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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program group members earned $310 more than control group members on average. (See Table
5.2.) These results suggest that impacts in Portland will remain strong in year 3.

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

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

Survey data show that two employment-focused programs (Riverside LFA and Portland)
and three education-focused programs (Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit) in-
creased employment in the last month of year 2 by statistically significant amounts. These five
programs also increased full-time employment by nearly as much as, if not more than, they in-
creased overall employment."

No consistent pattern by approach was found: although Portland’s gain was the largest of
all, the gains of the three education-focused programs exceeded the Riverside LFA gain. Be-
tween one-third (Detroit) and one-half (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents reported
being employed in the last month of follow-up. (See Table 5.5.) Excluding Portland, these gains
ranged from 6.2 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 8.1 percentage points (Detroit). Portland
raised employment by 14.9 percentage points, an unusually large increase.

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

Only two of the 11 NEWWS Evaluation programs, both of thém employment-focused,
improved all measured aspects of job quality: Riverside LFA and Portland. A higher percentage
of program group members were holding full-time jobs with health benefits. Program group
members also earned more per hour and per week on average than their counterparts in the con-
trol group. The Atlanta and Grand Rapids LFA programs, however, produced few positive ef-
fects on job quality.

Of all education-focused programs Columbus Integrated achieved the best results. It
raised full-time employment and average wages but did not increase the proportion of recipients
with employer-provided health insurance. Two other education-focused programs (Riverside
HCD and Detroit) increased the percentage with full-time jobs but decreased average wages
among those employed.” (They did not increase the percentage with employer-provided health
insurance.)

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

3These programs helped find work for recipients who would have remained jobless on their own. These re-
cipients may have been less skilled and, therefore, more likely to find lower-wage jobs than control group respon-
dents who became employed without the program intervention. If so, they would have brought down the average
wages of program group respondents.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 5.5

Program Impacts on Employment, Based on Survey Data

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

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

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 60.0 58.1 1.9 3.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 59.6 58.1 1.4 2.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 81.3 73.0 8.4 *x* 11.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 76.5 73.0 3.6 4.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 72.1 56.2 16.0 *** 284

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 65.9 46.7 19.3 **x* 41.3
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 56.1 46.7 9.4 **x 20.1
Columbus Integrated 728 70.3 62.1 8.2 *+ 13.1
Columbus Traditional 723 65.1 62.1 3.0 4.8
Detroit 426 61.6 54.0 7.5 13.9
Oklahoma City 511 78.4 70.6 7.7 ** 11.0
Portland 610 75.8 65.1 10.7 *** 16.5

Employed at the end of two vears (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 374 36.6 0.8 2.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 36.5 36.6 -0.2 -0.4
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 54.1 49.8 43 8.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 48.6 49.8 -1.2 -2.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 40.9 34.6 6.2 *** 18.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 349 26.5 8.4 *x* 31.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 34.6 26.5 8.1 *xx* 30.5
Columbus Integrated 728 48.6 41.1 7.5 ** 18.3
Columbus Traditional 723 439 41.1 2.8 6.9
Detroit 426 41.7 33.6 8.1 * 242
Oklahoma City 511 47.6 45.5 2.1 4.5
Portland 610 49.6 34.7 14.9 *** 42.8

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 5.4.
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The remaining four education-focused programs had mixed effects on wages and lacked
statistically significant effects on full-time employment and the percentage with employer-
provided health insurance.

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

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

Only the Riverside LFA and Portland programs increased the proportion of respondents
in jobs with health insurance, with impacts of 4.4 and 10.1 percentage points, respectively. These
effects were only two-thirds as large as the impacts on employment, indicating that not all River-
side LFA and Portland program group respondents who became employed found a job that pro-
vided health benefits." Nevertheless, the proportion of employed persons covered was greater in
the program group than in the control group. For example, 24.4 percent of Portland program
group respondents were covered out of the 49.6 percent who were employed, so 49.2 percent
(24.4 + 49.6) of employed persons were covered; 14.3 percent of control group respondents were
covered out of the 34.7 percent who were employed, so 41.2 percent of employed persons were
covered. Therefore, Portland raised the proportion with employer-provided health insurance
among those who worked by 7.9 percentage points. The corresponding Riverside LFA gain was
6.6 percentage points. (See panel B of Table 5.7.)

Not surprisingly, most jobs that provided health benefits were also full time. Thus, a
similar proportion of program and control group members across all sites who had jobs with
health benefits also had jobs that were full time and provided health insurance. Impacts were also
relatively similar: an 8.3 percentage point increase in Portland and a 5.0 percentage point gain for
Riverside LFAs."” (See panel A of Table 5.7.)

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

“For the Riverside LFA program, the impact on the percentage covered by employer-provided health insur-
ance, 4.4, divided by the impact on overall employment, 6.2, equals .71. For the Portland program the correspond-
ing equation is 10.1 + 14.9 = .68.

>These impacts differ slightly from the month 24 impacts presented in Figure 5.3 because they apply to jobs
held at the time of interview. Respondents were interviewed around month 24 and not necessarily in month 24.
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Table 5.6

Program Impacts on Job Characteristics at the End of Two Years

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

A. For All Respondents

Average weekly pay ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 84.37 76.08 8.29 : 10.9
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 82.01 76.08 5.92 7.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 121.75  118.77 2.97 2.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 110.76  118.77 -8.01 -6.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 94.17 73.27 20.90 *x** 28.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 73.75 52.35 21.41 *x** 40.9
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 63.38 52.35 11.03 21.1
Columbus Integrated ‘ 728 115.47 94.59 20.88 ** 22.1
Columbus Traditional 723 101.73 94.59 7.13 7.5
Detroit 426 86.24 79.65 6.59 83
Oklahoma City 511 97.32 94.35 2.97 3.1
Portland 610 128.80 83.04 45.76 *** 55.1

Average hourly pay (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 2.39 2.23 0.16 7.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 2.29 2.23 0.06 2.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 3.44 3.24 0.20 6.3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 3.08 3.24 -0.16 -5.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 2.75 2.28 0.47 *** 20.7

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 2.17 1.71 0.47 ** 274
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 2.04 1.71 0.34 * 19.8
Columbus Integrated 728 3.21 2.65 0.56 ** 213
Columbus Traditional 723 2.95 2.65 0.30 11.4
Detroit 426 2.49 228 0.21 9.3
Oklahoma City 511 2.74 2.67 0.07 2.5
Portland 610 3.64 2.25 1.39 *** 61.7

(continued)
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Table 5.6 (continued)

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

B. For Those Employed at End of Two Years

Average weekly pay ($)

225.34 207.64 17.70 85 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

224.78 207.64 17.14 8.3 Atlanta Human Capital Development
225.08 238.60 -13.53 -5.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
228.09 238.60 -10.51 -4.4 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
230.30 211.50 18.80 89 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

211.32 197.60 13.72 6.9 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
183.37 197.60 -14.23 -7.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
237.37 230.13 7.24 3.1 Columbus Integrated

231.57 230.13 1.44 0.6 Columbus Traditional

206.94 237.35 -30.41 -12.8 Detroit

204.49 207.23 -2.73 -1.3 Oklahoma City

259.77 239.14 20.63 8.6 Portland

Average hourly pay ($)

6.38 6.07 0.30 5.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

6.27 6.07 0.19 3.2 Atlanta Human Capital Development

6.36 6.51 -0.14 -2.2 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
6.34 6.51 -0.17 -2.6 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
6.72 6.57 0.15 2.3 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

6.23 6.44 -0.21 -33 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
5.91 6.44 -0.53 -8.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
6.60 6.44 0.16 2.5 Columbus Integrated

6.71 6.44 0.27 4.2 Columbus Traditional

5.97 6.78 -0.81 -12.0 Detroit

5.75 5.86 -0.11 -1.9 Oklahoma City

7.34 6.48 0.86 13.2 Portland

(continued)
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Table 5.6 (continued)

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

A. For All Respondents

Average hours worked per week

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 12.9 12.6 0.3 2.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 12.9 12.6 0.4 3.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 18.9 18.3 0.6 3.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 17.0 18.3 -1.3 -6.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 14.0 10.7 3.4 H*x 314

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 12.0 8.0 4.0 *** 50.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 10.7 8.0 2.7 **x 34.1
Columbus Integrated 728 17.3 14.5 2.8 ** 19.4
Columbus Traditional 723 15.3 14.5 0.9 5.9
Detroit 426 14.3 11.6 - 2.7 23.3
Oklahoma City 511 16.4 16.2 0.2 1.2
Portland 610 - 175 12.6 4.9 *** 386

Employed full-time (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 27.5 284 -0.9 -3.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 28.3 28.4 -0.1 -0.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 40.4 36.5 3.8 10.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 36.1 36.5 -0.4 v -1.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.3 19.9 8.4 **+ 42.1
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 23.0 15.4 7.6 *¥** 49.4
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 21.2 154 5.9 ** 38.1
Columbus Integrated | 728 38.0 31.9 6.1 * 19.2
Columbus Traditional 723 32.6 31.9 0.8 24
Detroit 426 28.7 22.1 6.6 29.9
Oklahoma City 511 37.0 36.9 0.1 0.2
Portland 610 39.9 26.9 13.0 *** 48.1
' (continued)
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Table 5.6 (continued)

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

B. For Those Employed at End of Two Years

Average hours worked per week

34.4 34.3 0.2 0.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

35.4 34.3 1.2 3.4 Atlanta Human Capital Development

35.0 36.7 -1.7 -4.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
35.1 36.7 -1.7 -4.5 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
34.3 308 3.5 11.4 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

34.3 30.1 4.2 13.9 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
31.0 30.1 0.8 2.7 Riverside Human Capital Development
355 352 0.3 09 Columbus Integrated

34.9 352 -0.3 -0.9 Columbus Traditional

343 34.5 -0.2 -0.7 Detroit

344 355 -1.1 -3.2 Oklahoma City

353 36.4 -1.1 -2.9 Portland

Employed full-time (%)

73.5 77.5 -4.0 -5.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

77.6 77.5 0.1 0.2 Atlanta Human Capital Development

74.7 73.4 1.3 1.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
74.4 73.4 1.0 1.4 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
69.3 57.6 11.7 20.4 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

65.8 58.1 7.8 13.4 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
6l.5 58.1 3.4 5.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
78.0 77.5 0.5 0.7 Columbus Integrated

74.3 77.5 -3.2 -4.2 Columbus Traditional

68.9 65.8 3.0 4.6 Detroit

77.8 81.1 -3.3 -4.1 Oklahoma City

80.4 77.5 2.9 37 Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 5.4.
Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those
Employed at End of Two Years" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 5.7 .

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

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

A. For All Respondents
Covered by employer-provided

health insurance (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 11.6 12.3 -0.7 -5.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 13.0 12.3 0.7 59
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 23.6 23.1 0.5 22
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 22.8 23.1 -0.3 -1.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 14.1 9.7 4.4 **x 45.7

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 10.6 59 4.7 ¥** 78.9
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 8.6 59 2.6 44.7
Columbus Integrated 728 20.1 174 2.7 15.5
Columbus Traditional 723 19.4 174 2.0 11.4
Detroit 426 14.3 11.6 2.7 233
Oklahoma City 511 213 194 1.8 94
Portland 610 244 14.3 10.] *** 70.3

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

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 10.6 11.5 -0.9 -8.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 11.8 11.5 0.3 2.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 216 20.9 0.7 3.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 21.1 20.9 0.2 1.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 13.4 84 5.0 *x* 59.1

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 10.3 5.2 5.1 wkx* 97.5
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 7.0 52 1.8 354
Columbus Integrated 728 19.1 16.3 2.8 17.5
Columbus Traditional 723 18.0 16.3 1.8 10.9
Detroit 426 13.8 8.8 5.0 56.1
Oklahoma City 511 19.2 18.7 0.5 2.8
Portland 610 224 14.1 8.3 ** 59.0

(continued)
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Table 5.7 (continued)

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

B. For Those Employed at End of Two Years

Covered by employer-provided
health insurance (%)

31.0 33.6 -2.5 -7.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

357 336 2.1 6.3 Atlanta Human Capital Development

435 46.3 -2.8 -6.0 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
46.9 46.3 0.6 1.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
34.5 27.9 6.6 235 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

30.3 22.3 8.0 35.8 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
24.8 22.3 2.4 10.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
41.4 42.4 -1.0 -2.4 Columbus Integrated

44.2 42.4 1.8 4.3 Columbus Traditional

34.3 345 -02 0.7 Detroit

44.7 42.7 2.0 4.7 Oklahoma City

49.2 41.2 7.9 19.3 Portland

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

28.3 31.4 -3.1 -9.9 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

325 314 1.0 3.3 Atlanta Human Capital Development

40.0 42.0 -2.0 -4.8 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
43.5 42.0 1.5 36 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
32.8 24.3 85 34.8 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

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

41.1 39.6 15 37 Columbus Traditional

33.1 26.3 6.8 257 Detroit

40.4 411 -0.7 -1.6 Oklahoma City

45.2 40.6 4.6 11.3 Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 5.4.
Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those
Q Employed at End of Two Years" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Neither Atlanta LFA nor Grand Rapids LFA increased full-time employment or the per-
centage with employer-provided health insurance. The former program did, however, raise aver-
age hourly and weekly pay for those employed by $0.30 and $18. Grand Rapids LFAs experi-
enced a decrease in average wages in the last month of follow-up. (See Table 5.6.)

The Columbus Integrated program raised the proportion employed full time by 6.1 per-
centage points and increased average hourly and weekly pay for those employed by $0.16 and
$7. Other education-focused programs produced larger gains in the individual measures — for
example, the Atlanta HCD impact on weekly pay was $17 — but none of them was as consistent
across measures as the Columbus Integrated program.
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Chapter 6

Impacts on Public Assistance

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

It is critical to examine whether employment- and education-focused programs attain
large reductions in AFDC receipt, in light of the new five-year federal time limit on cash assis-
tance for most recipients and more stringent limits on eligibility adopted by many states. Al-
though the NEWWS Evaluation programs did not set time limits during the follow-up period, the
degree of self-sufficiency achieved by their enrollees at the end of two years can shed light on
how these approaches might fare in the new welfare environment. Further, for states that main-
tain eligibility longer than two years impacts at the two-year mark provide important information
on future trends. Past studies have shown that recipients on cash assistance at the end of year 2
are likely to remain on welfare for several more years.! Under TANF, many of these recipients
will eventually be in danger of losing federal eligibility. On the other hand, programs that reduce
AFDC receipt at the end of year 2 will likely decrease assistance in future years. It is also im-
portant to study program effects on Food Stamp receipt because the poor will become more de-
pendent on this form of aid as time limits force them off cash assistance.

I. Key Questions

e Did employment-focused programs, which produced the largest cumula-
tive employment and earnings gains, also produce the largest reductions in
AFDC receipt and average AFDC payments? Did Portland’s reductions
surpass those of all other programs?

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

e How much of the two-year AFDC savings was due to recipients leaving
welfare and how much was due to lower average monthly grants for those
still on assistance? Did programs that frequently imposed financial sanc-
tions increase the proportion of savings because of lower monthly grants?

e Patterns in employment and earnings gains over time showed that several
education-focused programs were producing impacts similar to those of
some employment-focused programs by the end of year 2. Did AFDC im-
pacts also converge over the course of follow-up?

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

1L Analysis [ssues

As explained in Chapter 5, earnings gains for employment-focused programs are ex-
pected to be large initially but may decline later in the follow-up, whereas education-focused
programs are not expected to show effects immediately but should produce a larger pay-off in
year 2 or beyond. Impacts on AFDC payments should follow a similar pattern because, in gen-
eral, the higher a recipient’s earnings, the lower her AFDC grant. Earnings gains may not lead to
welfare reductions, however, if they mainly occur for persons who have already left the rolls.
Generous earnings disregards, such as those provided in Atlanta and Riverside (see Chapter 1),
could also cause an increase in employment and earnings without a corresponding decrease in
AFDC payments. Contrariwise, sanctions for nonparticipation or other factors may lower aver-
age grant amounts without a rise in employment. Also, some people may exit welfare for reasons
other than employment, such as marriage or an out-of-state move.

Earnings gains affect Food Stamp receipt less predictably than they affect AFDC receipt.
Food Stamp grant calculations count a dollar of earnings less than a dollar of AFDC, so a person
who replaces welfare dollars with earnings may experience a net increase in Food Stamps.? On
the other hand, a former welfare recipient may experience a decrease in (or complete loss of)
Food Stamps if earnings gains are relatively large.

As indicated in Chapter 1, maximum AFDC and Food Stamp grant levels vary considera-
bly across the NEWWS Evaluation sites. These differences could affect the size of AFDC and
Food Stamp reductions that programs achieved. For instance, savings in AFDC expenditures
may be larger in a high-grant state simply because there are more dollars to save. On the other
hand, reductions in months on AFDC may be larger in a low-grant state, because earnings from
full-time jobs often disqualify a person from assistance. Site-by-site differences in background
characteristics of sample members may also affect impacts. Savings will likely be greater in sites
where most sample members face significant barriers to employment and long stays on welfare
than in sites where a large percentage of sample members are likely to find work and leave wel-
fare quickly.

To make comparisons more meaningful, reductions in public assistance dollars or month
of receipt can be converted to a uniform measure that is less sensitive to site variations in maxi-
mum grant levels or in sample member characteristics. One such measure, the percentage change
in public assistance dollars or months of receipt (a program’s impact divided by the control
group mean), will be presented throughout this chapter.

*The Food Stamp benefit level equals the maximum benefit level minus 30 percent of a household’s countable
income. Countable income includes 100 percent of AFDC payments but only 80 percent of earnings, so a sample
member who replaces AFDC with earnings could lower her countable income and thus increase her Food Stamp
payments (Ohls and Beebout, 1993).
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For this analysis reductions in months of receipt or in total expenditures of 10 percent or
more are considered large; moderate reductions range from 5 to 10 percent, and small reductions
fall below 5 percent. A similar standard is applied to percentage point differences in levels of
AFDC and Food Stamp receipt: impacts of 10 percentage points or more are considered large, 5
to 10 percentage points are considered moderate, and less than 5 percentage points are consid-
ered small. These benchmarks are based on ranges of impact findings from previous experimen-
tal evaluations of welfare-to-work programs.

III. Key Findings

e Over two years, three of the four largest reductions in average months of
AFDC receipt and in average AFDC payments were achieved by employment-
focused programs. Grand Rapids LFA and Portland produced especially large
decreases. Several education-focused programs also generated large reduc-
tions in total AFDC expenditures. Savings were small to moderate for low en-
forcement education-focused programs. '

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

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

e Regardless of their welfare-to-work approach, all programs reduced AFDC re-
ceipt and payments in the last quarter of year 2. Portland’s reduction of 11.7
percentage points far exceeded all others. The other employment-focused pro-
grams did not consistently lower the percentage on welfare at the end of fol-
low-up more than education-focused programs. Three of the four largest re-
ductions in AFDC payments (both dollar and percentage reductions), however,
were generated by employment-focused programs.

e Most programs produced small to moderate reductions in average two-year
Food Stamp payments and in the percentage receiving Food Stamps in quarter
9. No approach produced consistently larger impacts. As expected, programs
produced smaller impacts on Food Stamp receipt and payments than on
AFDC.
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IV. Impacts Over Two Years

This section presents two-year impacts on months of AFDC receipt, the percentage who
received AFDC continuously for 24 months, and AFDC expenditures. It discusses the relative
contributions to welfare reductions of two factors: the décrease in average months of receipt and
the decrease in average monthly grants for those still on welfare. Finally, it examines program
effects on total Food Stamp payments.

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

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

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

For education-focused programs reductions in average months of AFDC receipt ranged
from about half a month (Detroit), or 2 percent, to a little more than a month and a half
(Columbus Integrated), or 10 percent. (Columbus Integrated decreased months on AFDC more
than two employment-focused programs.) The low enforcement program in Oklahoma City pro-
duced a small reduction despite a lack of employment and earnings impacts during most of the
follow-up. Possibly, participation requirements deterred some Oklahoma City program group
members from the rolls before they found a job. Also, because of closer monitoring case manag-
ers may have been more likely to discover that program group members (as opposed to control

group members) already received income from employment that would render them ineli gible for
AFDC, '

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

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

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

As shown in Table 6.1, two-year AFDC expenditures for the typical control group mem-
ber ranged from $3,624 (Oklahoma City) to $9,600 (Riverside). All employment-focused pro-
grams generated welfare savings over two years. For the most part, these savings exceeded the
savings of education-focused programs. Portland and Grand Rapids LFA produced unusually
large decreases of 17 and 19 percent, respectively. The Riverside LFA impact was also large (14
percent), whereas Atlanta LFA produced a moderate reduction (about 8 percent).

Four education-focused programs (Riverside and Grand Rapids HCD and both Columbus
programs) also decreased welfare expenditures by large amounts (between 10 and 13 percent),
which surpassed the Atlanta LFA impact. Among the other three education-focused programs,
reductions ranged from 2 percent (Detroit, not statistically significant) to 6 percent (Atlanta
HCD).

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

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

Table 6.1 presents program-control differences in average AFDC payments per month of
receipt over two years of follow-up.’ For control group members the average monthly welfare
check totaled between $268 in Atlanta and $598 in Riverside. (These two sites also form the low
and high ends of the maximum AFDC benefit levels: $280 in Atlanta and $624 in Riverside for a
family of three, as discussed in Chapter 1.) '

All programs except the two low enforcement education-focused programs (Detroit and
Oklahoma City) decreased average grants. Effects were small in most programs, and neither ap-
proach produced consistently larger program-control differences on this measure. Percentage re-
ductions were largest for both programs in Grand Rapids and Riverside: 4.7 to 7.3 percent. In the
aemaining programs they ranged from 1.3 percent (Atlanta LFA) to 3.6 percent (Columbus Tra-

itional).

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

3This measure is nonexperimental because it includes only program and control group members who received
AFDC payments (in other words, zeros for those without payments are not averaged in). For this reason, program-
control differences were not tested for statistical significance.

“The average monthly payment amount for controls multiplied by the reduction in number of months of AFDC -
indicates what the AFDC savings would have been if average monthly payment amounts were the same for program
and control group members who remained on welfare. In Portland, for example, this calculation ($452 times 2.41
months) yields $1,089, which represents 91 percent of the $1,196 two-year AFDC savings. The remainder of the
impact on two-year AFDC payments may have come from reductions in grants imposed by sanctions or from em-
ployment while still on welfare. Alternatively, the overall reduction in months of receipt may have fallen primarily
on cases with above-average monthly grant amounts. Decompositions of this sort are only approximations, since
they ignore interactions between grant level and case closure. '
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Table 6.1

Program Impacts on AFDC Receipt and Payments

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

Average number of months receiving AFDC in years 1 and 2

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 17.20 18.35 <1115 *** -6.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 17.78 18.35 -0.57 ** -3.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 15.19 17.41 2221 *4x -12.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 16.19 17.41 -1.22 #** -7.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 14.59 16.05 -1.46 *** 9.1

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 15.37 16.74 =1.37 *** -8.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 15.78 16.74 -0.96 *** -5.7
Columbus Integrated 4672 14.83 16.41 -1.58 *** 9.6
Columbus Traditional 4729 15.38 16.41 -1.03 *** -6.3
Detroit 4459 19.23 19.71 -0.48 ** 2.4
Oklahoma City 8677 10.93 11.71 -0.78 *** -6.7
Portland 5547 13.12 15.53 -2.4] *** -15.5

Ever received any AFDC payments in last quarter of vear 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 61.3 67.0 =57 **x -8.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 63.6 67.0 -3.5 ** -5.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 53.5 60.9 -7.4 *** -12.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 543 60.9 -6.5 *** -10.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 50.0 56.4 -6.4 *** -11.3
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 54.2 60.0 -5.9 *x* 9.8
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 56.0 60.0 -4.] ** -6.8
Columbus Integrated 4672 47.1 53.8 <6.8 *** -12.5
Columbus Traditional 4729 49.3 53.8 4.6 *¥* -8.5
Detroit 4459 70.1 73.7 -3.6 *** -4.8
Oklahoma City 8677 38.4 - 40.8 -2.5 ** -6.0
Portland 5547 41.3 53.0 =117 *r* -22.1
(continued)




Table 6.1 (continued)

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

Average total AFDC payments
received in vears 1 and 2 ($)

4553 4922 -369 *** -7.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

4634 4922 -288 *** -5.8 Atlanta Human Capital Development
5944 7347 -1404 *** -19.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
6512 7347 -835 **x* -11.4  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
8292 9600 -1308 *** -13.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

8894 10302 -1408 *** -13.7  Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
9253 10302 . -1049 *** -10.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
4775 5469 -694 **x* -12.7  Columbus Integrated

4939 5469 =530 *** -9.7 Columbus Traditional

8457 8615 -158 -1.8 Detroit

3391 3624 -233 Hkx -6.4 Oklahoma City

5818 7014 -1196 *** -17.1  Portland

Average AFDC payments per month

of receipt in vears 1 and 2 ($)

265 268 -4 -1.3  Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

261 268 -8 -2.8  Atlanta Human Capital Development

391 422 -31 -7.3  Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment

402 422 . -20 -4.7  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
568 598 -30 -5.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

579 615 -37 -6.0 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
586 615 -29 " -4.7 Riverside Human Capitdl Development
322 333 -1 -3.4  Columbus Integrated

321 333 -12 -3.6 Columbus Traditional

440 437 3 0.6 Detroit

310 309 1 0.3  Oklahoma City

443 - 452 -8 © -1.8 Portland

(continued)
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Table 6.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from AFDC records.

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

Italicized estimates cover only periods of AFDC receipt. Differences between program group members
and control group members (shown in italics) for "Average AFDC payments per month of receipt in years | and
2" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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focused programs is just over half (Atlanta HCD) to all (Oklahoma City) of the impact. Across
all programs the median contribution of fewer months of receipt, represented by Grand Rapids
and Riverside LFA, was about two-thirds.

On average, lower average monthly grants made the larger contribution to welfare sav-
ings among high enforcement education-focused programs. This result is not surprising: these
programs tended to keep recipients on cash assistance a little longer than employment-focused
programs (at least over a relatively short follow-up period). Also, as indicated in Chapter 4, high
enforcement education-focused programs tended to sanction more.’

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

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

All but three NEWWS Evaluation programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Oklahoma City)
reduced average two-year Food Stamp payments. Neither of the two main welfare-to-work ap-
proaches achieved consistently larger reductions in two-year Food Stamp payments. Riverside
LFA produced the largest reduction in Food Stamp payments (13 percent), but one other em-
ployment-focused program (Portland) and two education-focused programs (Columbus Inte-
grated and Riverside HCD) reduced expenditures between 9 and 10 percent over two years.
Other employment- and education-focused programs produced small to moderate effects.

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

V. Impacts in Year 2

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

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

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

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

For the employment-focused programs year 1 impacts on AFDC payments followed a
pattern similar to those on employment and earnings. Grand Rapids, Riverside, and Portland re-
duced expenditures by large amounts (over 10 percent), whereas Atlanta’s savings were moder-
ate (5.3 percent). In year 2 percentage reductions in Grand Rapids and Riverside became larger
(rising to 21.0 and 17.1 percent, respectively), unlike earnings and employment impacts, which
declined. Atlanta produced higher welfare savings in year 2 (10.2 percent) than in year 1 as
earnings gains also increased. In Portland percentage reductions in AFDC grew larger with every
quarter of the follow-up period, and the program saved 24.3 percent in year 2, over twice as
much as it did in year 1. (See Figure 6.1 for a depiction of impacts on AFDC payments over
time.)

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

All education-focused programs except Detroit’s reduced average AFDC payments by
small to moderate amounts in the first year of follow-up. In year 2 each of these programs low-
ered average payments even further, and program-control differences in Detroit grew to statisti-
cal significance. (First- and second-year impacts are not shown in tables. See Figure 6.1 for a de-
piction of impacts on AFDC payments over time.) Impacts ranged from a 3.5 percent decrease
(Detroit) to a 16.5 percent decrease (Columbus Integrated), and over half were more than 10 per-
cent (not shown in tables). The Riverside HCD reduction of 12.8 percent in year 2 was surpris-
ing, because it was not accompanied by an increase in earnings.

VI. Impacts at the End of Year 2

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

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

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

It is noteworthy that a substantial portion of program group members were receiving wel-
fare payments at the end of two years, ranging from about 40 percent (Oklahoma City and Port-
land) to 70 percent (Detroit). These results demonstrate that helping recipients find employment
and move off assistance remains a formidable challenge for welfare administrators.

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

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

_ Did either approach produce large reductions in Food Stamp receipt in quarter 9?7

Table 6.2 indicates that between 54.4 percent (Riverside) and 81.7 percent (Detroit) of
control group members were receiving Food Stamps at the end of two years. In all sites except

‘Riverside these proportions are higher than the proportion of control group members on AFDC

(by 6.5 to 15.1 percentage points). Eight programs decreased quarter 9 Food Stamp receipt by
small to moderate amounts, between 3.5 percentage points (Detroit) and 7.6 percentage points
(Riverside LFA), with neither welfare-to-work approach producing consistently larger reduc-
tions. The same three programs that did not significantly decrease Food Stamp payments over
two years (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Oklahoma City) also had no effect on Food Stamp receipt
at the end of follow-up.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 6.2

Program Impacts on Food Stamp Payments and Receipt

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

Average total Food Stamps received in years 1 and 2 ($)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment : 3833 4846 4934 -88 -1.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 4931 4934 -3 -0.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 3416 3695 <279 *xx -1.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 3592 3695 -103 * -2.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 2372 2725 =353 *x* -13.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 2576 2929 =353 #x* -12.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 2642 2929 <286 *** 9.8
Columbus Integrated 4672 4278 4710 =432 *xx 9.2
Columbus Traditional 4729 4398 4710 <312 -6.6
Detroit . 4459 4737 4829 -92 * -1.9
Oklahoma City 8677 3485 3554 -69 -1.9
Portland . _ 5547 3954 4359 =405 *** 9.3

Ever received Food Stamps in last quarter of year 2 (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 75.7 76.9 -1.2 -1.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 75.9 76.9 -1.0 -1.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 61.5 67.3 -5.8 **+ -8.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 63.5 67.3 -3.8 ** -5.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 46.8 544 <7.6 *** -14.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 514 57.6 -6.] *** -10.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 52.1 57.6 =5.5 *x* -9.6
Columbus Integrated 4672 579 64.0 <6.0 *** -95
Columbus Traditional 4729 60.0 64.0 -4.0 *** -6.2
Detroit : 4459 78.2 81.7 =3.5 Hxx -4.3
Oklahoma City 8677 55.6 56.0 -0.4 -0.6
Portland 5547 58.7 63.3 -4.6 *** -7.2

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Food Stamp records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.
"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical
O ignificance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ¥* = 5 percent; and *** = | percent.
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Chapter 7

Impacts on Self-Sufficiency and Income

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

Promoting self-sufficiency is an important goal for welfare-to-work programs, particu-
larly in the new welfare environment. Programs that increase employment and raise income re-
duce the likelihood that families will return to welfare and/or experience long-term joblessness
and hardship — a possibility, under time-limited welfare, if families exhaust their eligibility for
assistance. Further, as discussed later in the report, the amount of income available to mothers
can affect the material and emotional resources available to children and can thereby influence
children’s well-being.'

I. Key Questions

e Did either approach (employment- or education-focused) consistently produce
impacts on a series of measures of self-sufficiency?

e How effective were the approaches in moving people off welfare and into jobs
at the end of two years? ‘

e Did either approach successfully increase sample members’ reliance on earn-
ings as opposed to welfare?

e Did either approach encourage sample members to leave welfare without em-
ployment? To what extent did these sample members have other sources of
unearned income or live with others who worked or received income from
other sources?

e Did either approach increase income for sample members and their house-
hold?

e Did either approach help reduce poverty?

'See Chapter 10.
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II.  Analysis Issues

All welfare-to-work strategies aim to increase self-sufficiency to some degree. Although
itis often only loosely defined, self-sufficiency has many dimensions, which can be thought of as
part of a continuum that ranges from long-term welfare dependency to complete independence
from public assistance and the economic security of working at a stable and well-paying job.

At a minimum, programs try to increase self-sufficiency by reducing recipients’ time on
welfare and AFDC payments, as discussed in the previous chapter. This result is not always
positive, as some recipients leave welfare without employment. Programs strive to achieve a
more positive self-sufficiency by helping recipients replace income from welfare and Food
Stamps with earnings. They hope to move recipients entirely off welfare through employment,
but may encourage recipients to combine work and welfare temporarily to help them gain experi-
ence in the workplace and assure continuation of health coverage.’ Programs intend for recipients
and their children to attain at least the same level of income from work (and, possibly, from child
support) as they received from welfare and Food Stamps. Some programs may also accomplish
still higher goals of increasing individuals total income and lifting welfare families out of pov-
erty. :

Welfare-to-work programs, however, can also have negative effects on income and on
self-sufficiency. They may encourage recipients to take jobs that pay less than welfare, enroll
recipients in education or training programs that do not lead to employment, and/or implement
case management and sanctioning policies that lead some recipients to forgo welfare before they
find a job. Further, it is important to keep in mind that programs may produce positive effects on
measures of self-sufficiency slowly, perhaps after the two-year mark, when recipients have
worked continuously for a year or more or have moved into better jobs.

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

In this chapter, income is measured in several ways (see text box below) for different
time periods and based on data from various sources. The measures may produce different re-
sults; however, taken together, they present a more complete picture that is important for under-
standing program effects and for informing policy.

*The four programs in Riverside and Atlanta operated in states that employed financial incentives to make it
easier for recipients to stay on welfare while working.
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Measures of Income

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

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

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

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

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

NOTE: Estimates of “total measured income” are recorded on survey responses only and
may be incomplete. Some respondents may have received additional income from earn-
ings or from public assistance that was only recorded on state or county administrative
records. (See Appendix F for further discussion.) Also, respondents or other household
members may have received additional income from sources not included in the survey.

III. Key Findings

e Most employment- and education-focused programs produced impacts on
some but not all measures of self-sufficiency. Portland’s employment-focused,
varied first activity approach produced the most consistent and largest impacts
on these measures. It increased the proportion of recipients who were em-
ployed and off welfare, raised recipients’ reliance on earnings, and also mod-
estly increased income and reduced poverty. '
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® Most programs produced small increases in the proportion of program group
members who were employed and off AFDC at the end of two years and also
increased recipients’ reliance on earnings as opposed to welfare.

* Several programs increased the rate at which recipients left welfare without a
job. The majority of these recipients reported having another source of income
and/or lived with someone who worked or who had another source of income.

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

* Most programs produced little to no reductions in poverty. Using the most in-
clusive measure of combined income (including estimated EITC), six pro-
grams, in fact, slightly increased the proportion of recipients living below 50
percent of the poverty level in the second year. Five programs increased the
proportion of recipients living above poverty by a small amount; Portland was
most successful, producing a 7 percentage point gain.

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

Programs had little effect on the proportion of recipients who combined work and welfare
at the end of year 2. (See Table 7.1.) Across all sites between 10 and 20 percent of control group
members combined work and welfare in quarter 9 — as measured with administrative records.
Four programs (Atlanta and Riverside HCD, Riverside LFA, and Portland) increased this meas-
ure by 2 to 3 percentage points. Survey results in the last month of follow-up were generally
similar.’

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

Both education- and employment-focused approaches moved a relatively small portion —
no more than a third — of program group members off welfare into employment two years after
study entry. There was little difference in the magnitude of impacts between approaches; Port-
land’s program, however, produced the largest effects.

As shown in Table 7.1, all programs except Riverside HCD and Oklahoma City increased
recipients’ self-reliance. In the last quarter of year 2 between 14.0 percent (Detroit) and 26.6 per-

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

Program impacts from the survey were generally consistent with those from the adminis-
trative records. Survey records, however, show somewhat higher levels of being off AFDC and
employed.*

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

Importantly, both approaches raised earnings as a share of total income two years after
study entry.’ As shown in Table 7.2, for control group respondents earnings from regular or odd
jobs accounted for between 21.4 percent (Detroit) and 38.1 percent (Oklahoma City) of total in-
come. All four employment-focused programs and three education-focused programs (Riverside
HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit) successfully increased recipients’ earnings as a propor-
tion of their total income. Portland produced the largest gain on this measure of self-sufficiency:
12.2 percentage points. Impacts for other programs ranged from 3.3 percentage points (Atlanta
LFA) to 9.5 percentage points (Detroit). S ' '

Did either approach encourage recipients to leave welfare without employment?

Both approaches slightly increased the proportion of recipients who left welfare without a
job at the end of two years. Sanctioning policies and program requirements across all programs
may have encouraged recipients to leave welfare without employment. Programs that had higher
sanction rates, however, did not produce larger increases on this measure. It should also be noted
that some sample members could have originally left welfare for employment and then lost their
job without returning to assistance. :

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

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

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

SFor this measure, persons with no reported income from any source are considered to have zero percent of
their income from earnings. This decision allows all sample members to be included in calculations of program and
control group levels and maintains the experimental validity of the findings.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
-+ Table 7.1

Program Impacts on Employment and Welfare Status in Last Quarter of Year 2

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

Emploved and not on AFDC (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment ' 3833 23.9 20.3 3.6 *** 17.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 237 20.3 3.4 **xx 16.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 25.7 229 2.8 * 12.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 27.0 229 4.1 *** 17.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 18.5 16.2 2.3 ** 14.1

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 14.4 13.2 1.2 9.1
Riverside Human Capital Development ‘ 3135 12.5 13.2 -0.7 -5.3
Columbus Integrated 4672 332 26.6 6.6 *** 249
Columbus Traditional ‘ 4729 31.2 26.6 4.6 *** 17.3
Detroit 4459 16.8 14.0 2.9 Hkx 20.5
Oklahoma City 8677 217 223 -0.6 2.8
Portland 5547 333 24.0 9.3 *¥x* 38.6

Emploved and on AFDC (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 18.9 18.2 0.8 43
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 20.9 18.2 2.7 ** 14.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 012 215 20.2 1.3 6.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 20.1 20.2 -0.1 -0.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 12.8 10.9 1.9 ** 17.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 11.9 9.9 2.0 * 20.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 12.5 9.9 2.6 ** 26.0
Columbus Integrated 4672 18.5 20.1 -1.6 -7.9
Columbus Traditional 4729 19.1 20.1 -1.1 =53
Detroit 4459 218 21.6 0.2 1.0
Oklahoma City 8677 11.5 12.0 -0.5 -4.0
Portland 5547 12.9 11.3 1.6 * . 14.2
(continued)
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Table 7.1 (continued)

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

Not employed and on AFDC (%)

42.4 48.9 -6.5 *** -13.3  Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

42.7 48.9 -6.2 *** -12.6  Atlanta Human Capital Development

32.0 40.7 -8.7 ¥k -21.4  Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
343 40.7 -6.4 kA* -15.7  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
37.3 45.6 -8.3 k¥ -18.2  Riverside Labor Force Attachment

422 50.1 <7.9 **x* -15.8 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
43.5 50.1 -6.7 *** -13.3  Riverside Human Capital Development
28.5 33.7 =52 **x -15.3  Columbus Integrated

30.2 33.7 3.5 ¥ -10.3  Columbus Traditional

48.3 52.1 -3.8 *x* -7.3  Detroit

26.9 28.9 -2.0 ** -6.9  Oklahoma City

28.4 41.7 -13.3 Hxx -31.9  Portland

Not employed and not on AFDC (%)

14.8 12.6 2.1 ** 16.7  Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

12.7 12.6 0.1 0.4  Atlanta Human Capital Development

20.8 16.2 4.6 *x* 28.3  Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
18.7 16.2 2.4 % 15.0 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
31.5 274 4,1 **x* 15.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

31.5 26.8 4.7 *xx 174 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
31.6 26.8 4.8 **xx 17.8 Riverside Human Capital Development
19.7 19.6 0.1 0.6 Columbus Integrated

19.6 19.6 0.0 -0.2  Columbus Traditional

13.1 12.4 0.7 5.7  Detroit

39.9 36.8 3.1 *xx 8.4 Oklahoma City

25.4 23.0 2.5 ** 10.7 Portland

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = ] percent.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 7.2

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

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

Total measured respondent income ($)*

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 691 669 22 33
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 699 669 30 * 44
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 791 828 -37 -4.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 793 828 -35 -4.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 879 860 19 22

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 854 851 4 0.4
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 845 851 -5 -0.6
Columbus Integrated 728 770 778 -7 -0.9
Columbus Traditional 723 793 778 15 2.0
Detroit 426 782 764 18 24
Oklahoma City 511 671 706 -35 -5.0
Portland 610 891 834 57 6.8

Respondent earnings as a percentage of
total measured income (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 29.8 26.5 3.3+ 12.4
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 279 26.5 1.4 5.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 42,0 36.3 5.7 ** 15.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 38.6 36.3 2.3 6.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 29.9 235 6.4 *** 27.1

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 25.6 18.7 6.9 ¥x* 37.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 23.9 18.7 5.3 ** 28.3
Columbus Integrated ‘ 728 413 31.9 9.4 wux 29.4
Columbus Traditional 723 34.6 319 2.7 8.4
Detroit 426 31.0 214 9.5 *nx* 443
Oklahoma City 511 37.6 38.1 -0.5 -1.3
Portland 610 38.5 26.2 12.2 % 46.6

(continued)
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Table 7.2 (continued)

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

Total measured respondent net income ()

723 699 24 34 Atlanta Labor Force.Attachment

725 699 26 3.7 Atlanta Human Capital Development

792 833 -42 -5.0 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment

805 833 -28 -3.4 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
886 867 19 22 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

864 859 5 0.6 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
849 859 -10 -1.2 Riverside Human Capital Development
797 806 -9 -1.1 Columbus Integrated

823 806 17 2.1 Columbus Traditional

776 766 10 1.3 Detroit

697 737 -40 -5.4 Oklahoma City

902 843 59 7.0 Portland

Total measured respondent net income
at or above the poverty level (%)

21.1 19.9 1.2 6.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

20.5 19.9 0.6 3.1 Atlanta Human Capital Development

31.7 314 0.4 1.2 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
31.3 314 -0.1 -0.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
33.6 27.4 6.3 *Ex 22.8 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

30.6 23.2 7.4 ** 31.8 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
26.7 23.2 3.5 14.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
27.2 239 33 13.8 Columbus Integrated

28.4 239 4.5 18.9 Columbus Traditional

24.7 20.9 3.7 17.8 Detroit

253 26.0 --0.6 24 Oklahoma City

35.6 29.2 6.4 21.7 Portland

(continued)
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Table 7.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

“The survey asked about income in the month before interview from regular or odd jobs; Food Stamps;
AFDC; child support; alimony; Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC); Supplemental
Security Income; Social Security; unemployment insurance; Worker's Compensation; General Assistance;
Refugee Assistance; foster child payments; any money from family or friends outisde the household to help
pay living expenses; and other sources of income. This measure does not include average EITC receipts.

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

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

According to survey data, most program group and control group members who left wel-
fare and were not working had another source of income.” Moreover, the majority of these indi-
viduals reported living with someone who had a source of income.

Across all sites between 61 percent (Atlanta) and 77 percent (Columbus) of control group
members who left welfare and did not have a job reported having another source of income. The
median across all sites was 68 percent. Differences between program and control group members
also varied across programs. In Riverside and Atlanta LFA, program group members were more
likely to have another source of income, by 8 percentage points and 17 percentage points, re-
spectively. In four other programs the opposite occurred; that is, program group members were
less likely to have another source of income, by 6 percentage points (Oklahoma City) to 9 per-
centage points (Portland). ‘

Program and control group respondents who left welfare without work more frequently
reported receiving Food Stamps than other types of income. In most sites between a third and a
half of control group members in this subgroup received Food Stamps. Fewer received child
support payments, although the proportion ranged from less than 10 percent in three sites to more
than 17 percent in the other sites. Additionally, in most sites between 13 and 22 percent of con-
trol group respondents received SSI payments.

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

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

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

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

"The following analysis is based on survey data and is nonexperimental; that is, it includes only respondents
who reported that they left welfare and were not working during the last month of follow-up. Program-control dif-
ferences of 5 percentage points or greater are discussed.
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off AFDC and jobless were less likely to live with others who were employed by 6 to 17 percent-
age points. Only Grand Rapids LFA and Portland increased the likelihood of this situation, by 6
percentage points and 18 percentage points, respectively.

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

Welfare-to-work programs can affect the employment status of adults in sample mem-
bers’ households and thereby influence recipients’ prospects for longer-term economic security.
This section describes four situations that programs are likely to affect and that represent in-
creasing levels of economic security (see Table 7.3). They include the following combinations:

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

® only the sample member is employed

¢ both the sample member and other household members are employed

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

More positively, households in which the sample member is employed have a greater
chance of attaining longer-term self-sufficiency and economic security. Although their situation
may remain tenuous unless their earnings are substantial, recipients in this category most likely
have better prospects. Families can only escape poverty if the recipient works or combines in-
come from work with transfer payments and EITC receipts.

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

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

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

In most programs between 10 and 24 percent of control group members reported living in
household in which someone else was the only wage earner, representing, in some cases, the
need to “double up.” No program increased the proportion of sample members in this situation.
Atlanta LFA and Oklahoma City actually reduced the incidence of recipients’ relying on others’
earnings, by 3.2 and 6.0 percentage points, respectively.

More positively, six programs increased the proportion of households in which the sam-
ple member was employed, but was the only wage earner. The four employment-focused pro-
grams, as well as Columbus Integrated and Riverside HCD, produced the largest increases in
these types of households. Impacts ranged from 4.1 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 7.4 per-
centage points (Riverside HCD); two programs (Columbus Integrated and Portland) produced at
least a 10 percentage point gain.

As expected, in most of these programs increases in the percentage of households in
which the sample member was employed were accompanied by decreases in the percentage of
households in which no one was employed. In Atlanta LFA and, to a lesser extent, in some other
programs program group members were also more likely to be the only wage earner and less
likely to live in a household in which only someone else worked for pay. These latter impacts
could mean that once sample members became employed, they no longer had to depend on in-
come from others and so moved out of the household.

Finally, programs generally did not affect the likelihood of sample members being em-
ployed and living with others who also worked. Only Portland had a positive effect on the inci-
dence of two-earner households, but the difference was not statistically significant. This 4.5 per-
centage point impact most likely contributed to the slight increase in total household income,
discussed below.

Did either approach increase combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in
the second year of follow-up?

As shown in Table 7.4, most programs did not raise combined income from three main
sources — AFDC, Food Stamps, and earnings — in the second year of follow-up. In fact, three
programs representing both approaches decreased combined income, making recipients, on aver-
age, somewhat worse off. In contrast, Portland and Atlanta HCD and LFA produced small in-
creases in combined income, but the differences were not statistically significant. Thus, in most
programs program group members either replaced what they lost in public assistance with a
similar amount of earnings or forfeited more in public assistance than they gained in earnings.

More specifically, in the second year of follow-up control group members averaged be-
tween $5,238 (Oklahoma City) and $8,892 (Detroit) in combined income from earnings, AFDC,
and Food Stamps. As shown in Table 7.4, Grand Rapids LFA and Riverside LFA and HCD low-
ered average combined income by 3.9 to 8.0 percent ($303 to $619). At the same time, Atlanta
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 7.3

Program Impacts on Employment Status of Respondent and
Other Household Members in the Last Month of F ollow-Up

Samplé Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Only respondent employed (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 31.8 27.8 4.] ** 14.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 282 27.8 0.4 1.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 37.7 32.8 .49 * 15.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 339 32.8 1.1 3.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.4 224 5.9 ¥ 26.5
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 25.7 18.4 7.4 *** 40.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 25.7 18.4 7.4 *** 40.1
Columbus Integrated ' 728 37.6 274 10.2 *** 37.1
Columbus Traditional 723 31.5 274 4.1 14.9
Detroit 426 33.8 28.3 5.5 19.4
Oklahoma City 511 30.2 28.9 1.3 4.5
50.5

Portland 610 32.5 21.6 10.9 ***

Only other household membewloved (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 8.5 11.7 23,2 **

-27.2

Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 9.6 11.7 -2.1 -17.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 13.7 12.6 1.1 8.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 11.8 126 -0.8 -6.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 17.6 18.6 - -1.1 -5.7
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 19.6 19.8 -0.2 -1.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 19.6 19.8 -0.2 -1.0
Columbus Integrated 728 10.8 14.4 -3.6 -25.0
Columbus Traditional 723 12.2 14.4 2.2 -15.0
Detroit ' 426 4.5 8.6 -4.0 -47.1
Oklahoma City 511 15.2 212 -6.0. * -28.3
Portland ‘ 610 19.3 23.6 -4.4 -18.5
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Table 7.3 (continued)

Program
Group

Control Difference

Group

(Impact)

Percentage
Change (%)

Site and Program

Respondent and other household

7.6
8.9

18.8
19.2

14.2
11.8
11.2

14.3
14.5

9.7

18.6

17.6

members employed (%)

8.6
8.6

18.6
18.6

13.0
10.1
10.1

13.2
13.2

5.8
19.4

13.1

-0.9
0.4

0.2
0.6

1.2
1.7
1.1

1.1
1.3

3.9

-0.9

4.5

-11.0
43

1.1
3.5

9.2
16.7
10.6

85
10.2

67.8

339

Respondent and other household

52.0
53.2

29.8
35.1

39.9
42.9
43.5

373
41.8

520

36.0

30.7

members not emploved (%)

52.0
52.0

36.0
36.0

46.0
51.7
51.7

45.0
45.0

574

30.5

41.6

0.0
1.3

-6.2 ¥
-0.9

_6] * %k %
_89 % % %
_82 * % %k

ST x*
-3.3

-5.4

5.6

-11.0 ***

0.1
24

-17.3
-2.6

-13.2
-17.1
-15.9

-17.1
-7.3

18.3

-26.4

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

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

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

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

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 7.2.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 7.4

Program Impacts on Total Income and Poverty

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

Average combined income in year 2 ($)*

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 7740 7549 191 2.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 7784 7549 235 3.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 7443 7746 -303 ** 3.9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 7655 7746 -91 -1.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 7516 7874 -358 k** -4.6

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 7175 7768 -593 *¥* -7.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 7149 7768 =619 *** -8.0
Columbus Integrated 4672 8291 8332 -41 -0.5
Columbus Traditional 4729 8361 8332 29 0.3
Detroit 4459 8992 8892 101 1.1
Oklahoma City 8677 5101 5238 -137 -2.6
Portland 5547 8348 8110 238 2.9

Percentage at or above poverty level in vear 2 (%)°

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 3833 14.5 12.9 ‘ 1.6 12,5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 3881 14.8 12,9 20 * 15.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 3012 14.6 13.5 1.2 8.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 2997 13.8 13.5 0.3 2.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 6726 17.6 16.5 1.0 6.1

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 3125 13.8 13.6 0.2 1.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 13.8 13.6 0.2 14
Columbus Integrated 4672 208 207 0.0 0.2
Columbus Traditional 4729 21.0 20.7 0.3 1.4
Detroit 4459 17.2 "15.9 12 7.8
Oklahoma City 8677 7.7 7.2 0.5 7.0
Portland 5547 20.6 16.6 4,0 ¥k 24.2

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records and AFDC and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: See Table 7.1.
*Combined income" includes income from eamings, AFDC, and Food Stamps,

*This measure is based on combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. It is not the official estimate of
poverty, because it includes Food Stamps, which are left out of official poverty estimates, and excludes other sources of
income that are typically counted.
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LFA and HCD and Portland achieved positive gains of 2.5 to 3.1 percent ($191 to $238), but
these differences were not statistically significant.

Did including estimated Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) receipt increase program effects
on combined income?

The EITC is an important source of income for low-income families. As of 1996, EITC
provided up to a 40 percent credit on dollars earned, with a maximum credit of $3,556.° Except
in Portland, adding an estimate of EITC had little effect on program impacts on combined in-
come, presented in the previous section.’ For control group members across all seven sites esti-
mated EITC in year 2 amounted to between $292 to $621, with a median of $466 (not shown).
As discussed earlier, most programs had earnings gains in year 2. Programs achieved smaller in-
creases in EITC that ranged from $37 to $88. Portland achieved the largest impacts on EITC,
amounting to $188. Oklahoma City lowered EITC by $17 in year 2, although this estimate was
not statistically significant.

Although impacts on EITC were relatively small, two programs increased this new meas-
ure of combined income (EITC, earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps) by a statistically significant
amount. Including estimated EITC raised year 2 combined income in Atlanta HCD and Portland
by 3.7 and 4.9 percent ($295 and $425), respectively. In addition, the decrease in combined in-
come in Grand Rapids LFA was smaller and no longer statistically significant when EITC was
included.

Did any program increase individuals’ total income at the end of two years?
y prog

Most programs did not increase individuals® total income, as measured with survey data
two years after study entry.'® Atlanta HCD and Portland achieved some success (not statistically
significant). Regardless of the approach, however, increases in earnings were largely offset by
decreases in welfare payments for program group members across all programs. Programs also
had little effect on other sources of income. Thus, most of them did not make program group
members financially better off than they would have been without a welfare-to-work program,
perhaps because the two-year mark is not long enough for earnings gains to exceed welfare re-
ductions.

More specifically, as shown in Table 7.2, control group members received, on average,
between $669 (Atlanta) and $860 (Riverside LFA) in the last month of follow-up — equivalent
to a yearly income of between $8,028 and $10,320 — from all sources of income."" Five pro-

8See U.S. Congress, 1996, p. 805.

9Actual EITC payments are unavailable from administrative records. They are estimated based on earnings in
year 2 and follow the rules for calculating EITC levels based on the tax year in which quarter 8 occurred for each
sample member. EITC payments are also based on an 80 percent take-up rate (see Scholz, 1996). Program and
control groups are assumed to have the same take-up rate, although the actual rates may have differed between these
groups. These estimates also assume that the credit is received in the same year as opposed to the following year.

"The survey directly asked about income from regular or odd jobs, Food Stamps, AFDC, child support, ali-
mony, Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Secu-
rity, unemployment insurance, worker’s compensation, General Assistance, Refugee Assistance, foster child pay-
ments, any money from family or friends outside the household to help pay living expenses, and other sources of
income. Estimated Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) payments are not included in this measure.

""Estimates include imputed values for sources of income that were missing.
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grams produced small gains, ranging from $15 (Columbus Traditional) to $30 (Atlanta HCD).
Portland achieved the largest gain, an average of $57. Only the increase in Atlanta HCD was sta-
tistically significant, however.'

Similar impacts were also found when average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child
care payments (a reduction of income) were included to estimate respondents’ total net income.
The only exception was that the program-control difference in Atlanta HCD was no longer sta-
tistically significant.

How did both approaches affect the various components of recipients’ income?

Neither approach changed the composition of individuals’ income from sources other
than earings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps to any extent. Further, no program increased
receipt of child support payments or SSI.

In most sites control group respondents received between 3 and 4 percent of their total
income from child support payments. SSI payments constituted another 2 to 4 percent, on aver-
age. WIC and money from relatives or friends outside the household each contributed about 1 to
2 percent to total income. Alimony, foster care payments, Social Security, General Assistance,
unemployment insurance, worker’s compensation, and Refugee Assistance constituted less than
1 percent of control group respondents’ total income in most sites. As noted, the composition of
income from sources other than earnings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps for program group
members’ was similar to that of control group members.

According to survey responses, none of the programs successfully increased the propor-
tion of individuals who received child support payments (not shown). Between 11 percent
(Riverside LFA) and 22 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents received child sup-
port payments in the last month of follow-up. Riverside LFA and Detroit actually decreased the
proportion of individuals receiving these payments by 3 and 5 percentage points, respectively.
Moreover, Atlanta LFA program group respondents received nearly $9 less in child support
payments in the last month of follow-up than control group respondents.

Welfare programs in the evaluation also did not increase the use of SSI for respondents.
This finding is of interest because shifting recipients who suffer from a chronic illness or disabil-
ity from AFDC to the federally funded SSI program may become increasingly more common
under TANF. Only a small proportion of control group respondents, however, received SSI pay-
ments at the end of two years — between 2.2 percent (Portland) and 7.3 percent (Grand Rapids
- and Detroit). No program increased the incidence of SSI receipt. In fact, Detroit decreased the
proportion of program group respondents receiving SSI by 4.4 percentage points.

How effective were the two approaches in increasing total household income at the end of two
years?

"’These findings are consistent with effects on the administrative records-based measure of combined income
from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. In quarter 9 only Atlanta HCD and Portland produced statistically signifi-
cant increases in this measure ($88 and $86, respectively).

PEITC payments are imputed based on reported earnings in the last month of follow-up and an 80 percent take-
up rate (see Scholz, 1996). (See footnote 9.) Out-of-pocket child care payments are self-reported and are included
to estimate total net income.
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Neither approach successfully increased total household income two years after study en-
try. Portland’s approach achieved the largest increases, whereas Oklahoma’s education-focused,
low enforcement approach produced the largest decreases.

As shown in Table 7.5, in the last month of follow-up total household income for control
group respondents ranged from $971 (Atlanta) to $1,442 (Portland) — equivalent to a yearly in-
come of between $11,652 and $17,304." Most programs produced only small changes in house-
hold income that amounted to less than a 5 percent difference from what would have happened in
the absence of the program.

Specifically, three programs raised household income by $21 (Atlania HCD) to $54
(Riverside HCD) in the last month of follow-up and one program (Atlanta LFA) had no effect.
Another five programs lowered household income by $8 (Columbus Traditional) to $68 (Grand
Rapids HCD). Two programs produced larger effects. Oklahoma City decreased household in-
come by $133, or 10.2 percent, whereas Portland increased household income by $77, or 5.3
percent. None of these estimates was statistically significant, however. Additionally, levels of
household income and impacts for all programs were similar when average EITC receipts and
out-of-pocket child care payments were included to estimate household net income.

As also shown in Table 7.5, no program increased individuals’ total income as a percent-
age of their total household income. In all sites sample members’ total income accounted for the
majority of their total household income. Between 65 percent (Oklahoma City) and 81 percent
(Detroit) of control group members’ total household income came from their own income.

Did either approach reduce poverty during the second year of follow-up?

Most programs produced little to no reductions in poverty.”® As expected, programs that
raised income also had some success in reducing poverty; accordingly, Portland and Atlanta
HCD lifted some families out of poverty in the second year of follow-up. Three other programs
slightly increased the proportion of families above the poverty level when an estimate of EITC
was added to combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps. At the same time, sev-
eral programs that represented both approaches increased the incidence of people living below 50
percent of the poverty line.

As shown in Table 7.4 and Figure 7.1, in year 2 between 7.2 percent (Oklahoma) and
20.7 percent (Columbus) of control group members had combined income from earnings, AFDC,
and Food Stamps (excluding EITC) that equaled or exceeded the poverty level. The median con-
trol group outcome (Detroit) was 15.9 percent. Only Atlanta HCD and Portland brought a statis-
tically significant proportion of sample members out of poverty, producing impacts of 2.0 and
4.0 percentage points, respectively.

In most programs adding an estimate of EITC to the above measure of combined income
slightly increased the proportion of families above the poverty level. Across all seven sites be-
tween 11 and 26 percent of control group members’ income was above the poverty level. The
median was 19 percent. Three of the four employment-focused programs (Atlanta LFA, River-

1“Estimates include imputed values (based on mean substitution) for sources of income that were missing.
'*Comparisons of income levels to poverty are approximate. Official poverty estimates do not include Food
Stamps and EITC but include sources of income and expenditures unavailable to this analysis.
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Table 7.5

Program Impacts on Total Household Income in the Last Month of Follow-Up

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

Total measured household income ($)°

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 972 971 0.1 0.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 992 971 21.0 22
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 1325 1356 -30.9 -2.3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 1289 1356 -67.7 -5.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 1409 1431 -21.6 -1.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 1381 1377 4.7 0.3
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 1431 1377 53.7 3.9
Columbus Integrated 728 1153 1219 -66.0 -54
Columbus Traditional 723 1211 1219 -8.4 -0.7
Detroit 426 1166 1124 423 3.8
Oklahoma City 511 1173 1307 -1334 -10.2
Portland 610 1519 1442 77.0 5.3

Total respondent income as a
percentage of total household income (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 81.5 79.4 2.0 2.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 80.0 79.4 0.5 0.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 69.5 69.9 -0.4 -0.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 70.3 69.9 04 0.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 72.8 71.2 1.6 23

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 72.6 72.2 04 0.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 70.7 72.2 -1.4 -2.0
Columbus Integrated 728 76.3 74.9 1.4 1.8
Columbus Traditional 723 74.0 74.9 -0.9 -1.2
Detroit 426 82.1 81.3 0.8 0.9
Oklahoma City 511 68.0 65.4 2.6 3.9
Portland 610 69.5 70.5 -1.0 -14

(continued)
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Table 7.5 (continued)

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

. Total measured household net income ($)°

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 1005 1003 1.8 - 02
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 1020 1003 16.6 1.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 1327 1363 -35.5 -2.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 1301 1363 -61.9 -4.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 1417 1438 -21.1 -1.5
-Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 1392 1386 5.9 0.4
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 1435 1386 49.1 3.5
Columbus Integrated 728 1181 1249 -67.6 -5.4
Columbus Traditional 723 1242 1249 -7.0 -0.6
Detroit 426 1161 1127 339 3.0
Oklahoma City 511 1201 1338 -137.8 -10.3
Portland 610 1532 1453 78.9 5.4

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 7.2.
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Figure 7.1
Distribution of Sample Members According to Year 2 Combined Income and the Poverty Threshold
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side LFA, and Portland) and two education-focused program (Atlanta HCD and Detroit) lifted
some families above poverty in the second year of follow-up. Impacts in four of these programs
were small, however, amounting to less than 3 percentage points. Portland was more successful,
increasing the proportion of families with income above poverty by more than 7 percentage
points.

At the same time, no program in the evaluation succeeded in reducing the proportion of
sample members in severe poverty — defined here as having year 2 combined income (excluding
estimated EITC) below half the poverty line. In fact, six programs increased this proportion.
Across all sites the proportion of control group members with year 2 combined income below
half the poverty line ranged from one-fifth (Detroit) to one-half (Oklahoma City), with a median
outcome of about one-third. (See Figure 7.1.) Impacts for these six programs were between 2.1
and 6.3 percentage points. Atlanta HCD and Portland also slightly increased this proportion, but
the differences were not statistically significant. Adding EITC to combined income did not affect
these estimates.

If additional sources of income are included, did either approach move families out of poverty
at the end of two years?

Even if additional sources of income are taken into account (as measured from survey
responses), only two employment-focused programs (Portland and Riverside LFA) achieved
some success in moving families out of poverty at the end of two years. As shown in Table 7.2,
between 20 percent (Atlanta) and 31 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group respondents had a
net income at or above the poverty level at the end of two years.'® Riverside LFA and Portland
lifted some families out of poverty, boosting the proportion of program group respondents who
escaped poverty by 6.1 and 6.4 percentage points, respectively.” (The impact in Portland was
just above the 10 percent level of statistical significance.) Impacts for other programs ranged
from -0.6 percentage points (Oklahoma City) to 4.5 percentage points (Columbus Traditional)
but were not statistically significant.

'The estimate of total net income includes average EITC receipts and out-of-pocket child care payments.

"The Riverside LFA program did not increase individuals’ net income but did boost some families out of pov-
erty. This apparent contradiction indicates that the program increased income for some, while decreasing income for
others.
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Chapter 8

Impacts on Health Care Coverage and Other Noncash Benefits

This chapter looks at how employment- and education-focused programs affected several
noncash benefits, including health care coverage, school food programs, and housing and energy
assistance. It presents program impacts on health care coverage and the use of Transitional Medi-
caid and also explains how programs that successfully moved individuals from welfare to work
can affect coverage for recipients and children. The chapter also discusses the extent to which
sample members relied on other noncash benefits and whether programs affected participation in
school food programs and receipt of housing and energy assistance.

Noncash benefits such as Transitional Medicaid can act as important employment sup-
ports that help families make the transition from welfare to work. These benefits are a key com-
ponent of a comprehensive welfare-to-work strategy and are particularly important under time-
limited welfare. To become self-sufficient, recipients must not only find jobs, but must also keep
them. These benefits may make it worthwhile for individuals to accept low-wage and less stable
jobs in order to gain entry into the labor market. They may also enable individuals to survive on
low wages and keep families from returning to welfare. As shown in the previous chapter, recipi-
ents who leave welfare often experience few, if any, financial gains from working. Their total
income may not be enough to support a family, which may limit their ability to make ends meet.
Noncash benefits can supplement recipients’ earnings and ensure that families’ basic safety,
health, and housing needs are met. '

L Key Questions

e How did both employment- and education-focused approaches affect health care cov-
erage for recipients and their children at the end of two years?

e Why did some programs that successfully moved individuals from welfare to work
decrease health care coverage?

e Did both approaches increase the use of Transitional Medicaid during the two-year
follow-up period?

e How did both approaches affect individuals’ reliance on noncash benefits such as
school food programs and housing and energy assistance?

Il Analysis Issues

All impacts discussed in this chapter were estimated from survey responses. The most
complex measures presented below concern medical insurance coverage for sample members and
their children. For this analysis a sample member was considered to be covered if she reported
having medical insurance from any source during the month before interview. In addition, cover-
age was inferred for about 4 percent of the survey sample who indicated no coverage for the
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month before interview but did report working for an employer who provided health insurance.
Persons reporting receipt of AFDC or SSI in the month before interview were also considered to
be covered (by Medicaid), even if they indicated no coverage. Similarly, sample members’ chil-
dren were considered to be covered if sample members indicated that all of their children had
coverage or reported receiving AFDC or SSI. It was not assumed that employer-provided cover-
age extended to sample members’ children. Note that all program impacts discussed in this
chapter are statistically significant unless otherwise noted.’

Employment- and education-focused approaches may have somewhat different effects on
health care coverage under certain circumstances. Strongly employment-focused programs that
stress working at any available job may produce large losses in coverage because the jobs may
not provide health insurance. (This problem may be worse in states that have low AFDC grants
and full-time jobs provide high enough eamings to make the recipient ineligible for assistance
and automatic coverage under Medicaid.) Losses in coverage may not occur if recipients advance
into jobs that provide coverage or if programs encourage the use of Transitional Medicaid. In
contrast, education-focused programs intend to increase employment in better jobs that may be
more likely to offer health insurance. These programs may therefore be less likely to decrease
coverage. In addition, programs that have high sanction rates or for other reasons encourage re-
cipients to leave AFDC without employment may also produce large reductions in coverage lev-
els.

Employment- and education-focused approaches are less likely to differ in their effects on
other noncash benefits discussed in this chapter, except insofar as these programs affect income
and poverty. Programs that successfully raise income and lift families out of poverty are likely to
decrease respondents’ reliance on these supports. As recipients start to work and their earnings
begin to rise, families may not need further assistance or they may lose benefits or no longer
meet program eligibility requirements. In contrast, programs that boost employment but do not
make respondents financially better off may increase respondents’ use of noncash benefits. The
additional support may allow them to continue to work and to survive on low wages. As dis-
cussed in the previous chapter, however, most programs had little effect on income and poverty.

III. Key Findings

e Several programs decreased health care coverage for adults and children at the end of
two years. Coverage rates for program group respondents and children combined

"This measure may overstate employer-provided coverage for sample members. The survey asked if employers
offered medical insurance, but did not ask whether sample members accepted it. On the other hand, coverage may
be underestimated for some other sample members. Coverage was not assumed when sample members met none of
the criteria discussed above but reported incomes low enough to qualify their children for Medicaid or themselves
and their children for some state-provided medical insurance plans such as the Oregon Health Plan. Note that begin-
ning in 1986 Medicaid coverage was extended to groups of children and to pregnant woman not enrolled in AFDC.
Persons who are eligible under these circumstances have to apply for coverage, however, and would be expected to
remember that they had done so. Finally, the survey asks about receipt of Transitional Medicaid for those who left
AFDC for employment. The chapter discusses program-control group differences in take-up rates for Transitional
Medicaid, but the measure is not used to construct the indicators of medical coverage for the month before inter-
view. Receipt of Transitional Medicaid is measured at any time during the follow-up and lasts up to 12 months;
therefore, it could not be assumed that recipients were still covered at the two-year point.

12192



dropped by 3.9 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 10.9 percentage points
(Oklahoma City) compared with control group levels.

o Decreases in health care coverage generally resulted from programs’ success in in-
creasing employment and welfare exits. Although many program group respondents
who left welfare (and automatic Medicaid coverage) found jobs that provided health
insurance or alternative sources of coverage, others were not able to replace the cov-
erage they had under Medicaid.

o Both employment- and education-focused approaches increased Transitional Medi-
caid use during the follow-up period, by 3 to 15 percentage points, compared with
control group levels. These increases in Transitional Medicaid use did not completely
offset the loss of health coverage at the end of two years because of welfare depar-
tures. There are some indications that Transitional Medicaid could have been used
more extensively, so that the decrease in coverage could have been smaller.

o Neither welfare-to-work approach decreased the proportion of individuals who relied
on school food programs and on housing and energy assistance. A substantial propor-
tion of all sample members in all sites depended upon these supports to help meet
their basic needs.

In the absence of any welfare-to-work programs, how many recipients and children had some
type of health care coverage at the end of two years?

At random assignment, in every program except Oklahoma City (where unapproved wel-
fare applicants were included in the sample), all respondents and their children had health care
coverage because they were receiving AFDC and were automatically covered under Medicaid.
At the end of two years, coverage rates for both program and control group respondents de-
creased as some recipients left welfare and did not replace the coverage they had under Medicaid
with coverage from employers or other sources.

As shown in Table 8.1, in the absence of any welfare-to-work programs between 71 per-
cent (Oklahoma City) and 92 percent (Detroit) of control group respondents reported having
some type of health care coverage (employer-provided, Medicaid, or other) for themselves at the
end of two years. The median rate across all sites was 86 percent. As also shown, about the same
proportion of control group respondents had health care coverage for all children in their house-
hold.

Not surprisingly, somewhat fewer control group respondents had coverage for themselves
and all children in their household. Combined rates of health coverage among the control groups
ranged from 80 percent (Grand Rapids) to 88 percent (Detroit) in all sites except Oklahoma Clty,
where only 68 percent had coverage for themselves and all dependent children.

How did the employment- and education-focused approaches affect health care coverage for
recipients and their children at the end of two years?

Several programs decreased health care coverage for adults and children at the end of two
years. Program group members in four programs (Columbus Integrated, Oklahoma City, River-
side LFA, and Portland) were less likely to have health care coverage for themselves and their
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children than control group members. Notably, all four of these programs successfully reduced
welfare receipt at the end of two years, according to survey data. Three of these programs
(excluding Oklahoma City) also produced employment gains at the end of the follow-up period.
The remaining seven programs generally did not affect coverage rates.

For the most part losses in coverage for respondents and for children followed a similar
pattern. As shown in Table 8.1, Columbus Integrated reduced health care coverage rates for re-
spondents by 5.2 percentage points. Coverage rates for respondents dropped by 3.3 percentage
points (not statistically significant) in Portland, Grand Rapids LFA, and Oklahoma City.

Columbus Integrated, Portland, Oklahoma City, and Riverside LFA also lowered health
care coverage for respondents’ dependent children and for respondents and children combined.
Reductions for children ranged from 3.3 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 9.0 percentage
points (Oklahoma City). Differences in coverage rates for respondents and children combined
were even larger. Oklahoma City lowered combined coverage by nearly 10.9 percentage points,
followed by Columbus Integrated (7.1 percentage points) and Portland (5.1 percentage points).
(Program-control differences in Portland were just above the 10 percent level of statistical sig-
nificance.)

Did loss of coverage result from recipients leaving welfare without employment?

None of the 11 programs decreased health care coverage among program group respon-
dents who were no longer receiving welfare benefits and not employed. Between 10.2 percent
(Atlanta) and 16.9 percent (Oklahoma City) of control group respondents neither worked for pay
nor received welfare at the end of two years. (See row 8 in Appendix Table B.1.) According to
survey data, only Riverside LFA and Oklahoma City increased the proportion of sample mem-
bers who fell into this category, by 3.4 and 7.9 percentage points, respectively. In both of these
programs program group respondents who were off AFDC and not employed had coverage rates
for themselves and their children that were comparable to those of control group respondents in
this situation. (See row 10 in Appendix Table B.1.) Thus, decreases in overall coverage rates
were generally not due to lower coverage rates among recipients who left welfare without em-

ployment.

Why did some programs that successfully moved individuals from welfare to work decrease
health care coverage?

Decreases in health care coverage generally resulted from these programs’ success in in-
creasing employment and welfare exits. (As discussed above, programs did not decrease cover-
age among those who left AFDC and were not working.) Importantly, programs that produce
employment or welfare effects can simultaneously increase the percentage of sample members
who become employed and replace the coverage they had under Medicaid, while decreasing the
overall percentage who have health care coverage. As shown below, if a program decreases
AFDC receipt and automatic coverage under Medicaid to a larger degree than it increases health
care coverage from employers or other sources, the net effect is an overall decrease in health care
coverage.

These counterbalancing effects explain the net decrease in coverage in Portland and Co-
lumbus Integrated and, to a lesser extent, Riverside LFA. At the end of two years these three
programs decreased AFDC receipt (and automatic eligibility for Medicaid) by 8.8 percentage
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points (Riverside LFA) to 14.0 percentage points (Portland) compared with control group levels.
(See row 4 in Appendix Table B.1.) For no loss of coverage to occur these programs would need
to offset these reductions with a similar increase. in the proportion of respondents who obtain
coverage from a different source such as their employer or Transitional Medicaid, which is avail-
able for up to one year to those who leave AFDC for employment.

Many program group respondents who left welfare and lost automatic coverage under
Medicaid did obtain coverage from a different source. In fact, these three programs increased the
percentage of respondents who were off AFDC and had coverage for both respondents and chil-
dren by 4.9 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 8.9 percentage points (Portland) compared with
control group respondents. (See rows 6 and 9 in Appendix Table B.1.) Nearly all of this replace-
ment of coverage occurred because programs increased the proportion of respondents who were
off AFDC, employed, and had coverage from their job or other sources.? Not all of those who left
welfare for work, however, were able to replace the coverage they had under Medicaid.?

This pattern is most clearly illustrated in Portland. At the end of two years 56.3 percent of
program group respondents had left welfare and lost automatic coverage under Medicaid — a
potential 14.0 percentage point decrease in coverage compared with control group levels. (See
row 4 in Appendix Table B.1.) The Portland program increased the proportion of respondents
who left welfare and obtained coverage from a different source by 8.9 percentage points. (See
rows 6 and 9.) Most of the replacement in coverage was due to increases in the proportion of re-
spondents who were off AFDC, employed, and had coverage (a gain of 8.4 percentage points).
The gap between the 14.0 percentage point drop in coverage from leaving welfare and the 8.9
percentage point increase in coverage from employers or other sources represents the overall 5.1
percentage point loss (just above the 10 percent level of statistical significance) in health cover-
age for respondents and children at the end two years.

The dynamics are somewhat different in Oklahoma City, which produced smaller impacts
on welfare receipt and no impacts on employment; it decreased health care coverage only for de-
pendent children at the end of two years, perhaps because a greater proportion of program group
respondents than control group respondents were off AFDC and employed in jobs that provided
coverage only for themselves but not for their children.

Did either approach increase the use of Transitional Medicaid during the two-year follow-up
period?

Both employment- and education-focused programs increased the use of Transitional
Medicaid during the follow-up period. As discussed below, higher take-up rates by programs
group members resulted from different combinations of two factors: increased eligibility and in-
creased use among those who were eligible.

’In Riverside LFA, the decrease in coverage was limited to children because program group respondents most
likely found jobs that provided coverage for themselves but not for their dependents.

*Two of these programs (Columbus Integrated and Portland), as well as Oklahoma City, which is discussed
later, produced a statistically significant increase in the percentage of sample members who left welfare for work
and did not have health care coverage. (See row 7 in Appendix Table B.1.)
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Table 8.1

Program Impacts on Health Care Coverage at the End of Two Years

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

Respondent has health care coverage (%) -

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 83.6 86.0 2.4 -2.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 83.8 86.0 2.2 -2.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 82.8 86.0 -3.3 -3.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 843 86.0 -1.7 2.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 85.6 87.3 -1.8 -2.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 87.2 87.5 -0.3 -0.3
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 86.7 87.5 -0.8 -0.9
Columbus Integrated 728 79.8 85.0 5.2 * -6.1
Columbus Traditional 723 85.9 85.0 0.8 1.0
Detroit 426 91.1 92.0 -0.9 -1.0
Oklahoma City 511 67.7 70.9 =33 -4.6
Portland 610 87.1 90.4 -3.3 -3.7

All dependent children have health care coverage (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 86.1 85.6 0.5 0.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 84.8 85.6 -0.8 -1.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 84.3 85.7 -1.4 -1.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 86.2 85.7 0.5 0.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 85.1 88.4 -3.3 ** -3.7
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 85.4 88.8 34 * -3.8
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 88.1 88.8 -0.7 -0.8
Columbus Integrated 728 80.1 86.3 -6.3 ** -1.2
Columbus Traditional 723 86.6 86.3 02 0.3
Detroit 426 90.3 90.9 -0.6 ' -0.6
Oklahoma City 511 63.5 72.5 -9.0 ** -12.4
Portland 610 83.7 88.6 -4.8 -5.5
(continued)
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Table 8.1 (continued)

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

Repondent and all children have

health care coverage (%)

79.8 80.7 -0.9 1.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

79.7 80.7 -1.0 -1.2 Atlanta Human Capital Development

77.3 80.4 -3.1 -3.9 . Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment

79.3 80.4 -1.1 -1.4 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
80.8 84.7 -3.9 *x -4.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

81.8 854 -3.6 * -4.3 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
833 85.4 -2.1 -2.5 Riverside Human Capital Development
73.8 80.9 -7.1 ** -8.7 Columbus Integrated

81.8 80.9 1.0 1.2 Columbus Traditional

87.7 88.3 -0.6 -0.7 Detroit

56.7 67.6 -10.9 ** -16.1 Oklahoma City

80.5 85.6 -5.1 -5.9 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

‘NOTES: Health care coverage is the percentage covered by Medicaid, Medicare, or private medical
insurance.

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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Recipients who are employed and off welfare are eligible for Transitional Medicaid,
which extends health care coverage to respondents and their children for up to one year. Recipi-
ents who are eligible, however, do not automatically receive transitional benefits; they must re-
quest these benefits and then caseworkers must approve them.*

As a result, take-up rates varied widely by site. As shown in Table 8.2, between 10.1 per-
cent (Detroit) and 25.3 percent (Grand Rapids) of all control group respondents reported being
covered by Transitional Medicaid at some point during the follow-up period. Among those who
were eligible for benefits, between 47.7 percent (Detroit) and 69.9 percent (Grand Rapids) of
control group respondents reported using these benefits. The median take-up rate across all sites
among those who were eligible was 60 percent.

As also shown, most programs increased the use of Transitional Medicaid among all
sample members. In five programs program group respondents were more likely use these bene-
fits during the follow-up period than control group respondents, by 3.1 percentage points
(Atlanta LFA) to 8.1 percentage points (Riverside LFA). Portland and Columbus Integrated pro-
duced even larger gains that amounted to 12.9 and 14.5 percentage points, respectively.

Different combinations of two factors were responsible for expanding the use of Transi-
tional Medicaid. In four of these seven programs, higher take-up rates resulted from increased
eligibility and increased use among those who were eligible. In contrast, in Atlanta and Grand
Rapids LFA higher take-up rates were mainly generated by gains in eligibility, and in Columbus
Traditional by increased use among those who were eligible.

More specifically, as shown in panel A of Table 8.2, six of the seven programs (excluding
Columbus Traditional) increased eligibility, that is, the percentage of recipients who were em-
ployed and off welfare and therefore eligible for Transitional Medicaid benefits. Two programs
produced nearly a 5 percentage point gain, and four programs increased eligibility by 9.7 per-
centage points (Riverside LFA) to 14.1 percentage points (Columbus Integrated).

Four of the seven programs, as well as Columbus Traditional, increased the use of transi-
tional benefits among those who were eligible. As shown in the nonexperimental analysis in
panel B of Table 8.2, in these five programs program group respondents who were employed and
off welfare were more likely to report being covered by Transitional Medicaid than their control
counterpoints, by 9.2 percentage points (Riverside LFA) to 16.7 percentage points (Columbus
Integrated). In the other two programs about the same (Atlanta LFA) or somewhat fewer (Grand
Rapids LFA) eligible program group respondents used Transitional Medicaid than control group
respondents.’ It is also noteworthy that Oklahoma City substantially decreased the use of these
benefits among those who were eligible.

What role did Transitional Medicaid play in the overall decrease in health care coverage expe-
rienced by individuals in some programs at the end of two years?

“Recipients who find jobs and stop communicating with caseworkers forgo transitional coverage. Caseworkers
close these cases, and recipients are therefore not eligible for the benefits. Further, if recipients find a job, case-
workers may close their case so that they do not have to track these persons or fill out additional paperwork.

*Thus, the larger impacts for the full sample in Columbus Integrated (14.5 percentage points) than in Columbus
Traditional (7.7 percentage points) were primarily due to employment gains in the former program. In both pro-
grams a similar percentage of program group respondents who were eligible for benefits used them.
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As evident from the discussion above, increases in the use of Transitional Medicaid did
not completely offset losses in health coverage at of the end of two years because of welfare de-
partures. While there is some indication that Transitional Medicaid lessened the decrease, other
evidence suggests that these benefits could have been used more extensively, so that the decrease
in coverage would have been smaller.

As described above, increases in Transitional Medicaid use clearly show that it helped
some recipients and children retain health care coverage during the follow-up period. It is more
difficult, however, to determine its role at the end of two years because sample members reported
only whether they had ever used Transitional Medicaid during the follow-up. As mentioned, in-
dividuals who were off AFDC, employed, and had health coverage had to replace the coverage
they lost from Medicaid with coverage from their employer, Transitional Medicaid, or another
source. Those who were not able to replace the coverage they had under Medicaid may have
never received transitional benefits or may have exhausted or not restarted these benefits if they
lost a job and then started a new one. ‘ '

Most likely in the Columbus Integrated program many recipients who were employed
and off welfare replaced the coverage they lost under Medicaid with coverage from Transitional
Medicaid. Columbus Integrated raised the percentage of respondents who were employed, off
welfare, and had coverage from Transitional Medicaid and not from a job by 3.3 percentage
points (statistically significant, not shown) compared with control group levels. This impact ac-
counts for more than 70 percent of the increase in the proportion of respondents who were em-
ployed, off AFDC, and had coverage.®

At the same time, in Portland and Oklahoma City Transitional Medicaid could have been
used more frequently to prevent some recipients and children from losing coverage. In these pro-
grams program group respondents who were employed and off AFDC and did not have coverage
for themselves and their children were more likely to have never received Transitional Medicaid
than their control group counterparts, by 4.0 percentage points (Portland) and 6.2 percentage
points (Oklahoma City; statistically significant, not shown). In these two programs more than
half of the decrease in coverage among those who were employed and off welfare was due to
fewer program group respondents receiving Transitional Medicaid than control group respon-
dents.’

In addition, between 4 and 6 percent of program group respondents in most sites were
employed, off welfare, and did not have coverage but had received Transitional Medicaid at
some point during the follow-up. These réspondents either exhausted or did not restart their

Columbus Integrated increased the percentage of respondents who were employed and off AFDC and had
some type of coverage for themselves and their children by 4.6 percentage points. (See row 6 in Appendix Table
B.1.) As stated, there was a 3.3 percentage point increase in the proportion of these respondents who had coverage,
most likely from Transitional Medicaid, at the end of two years. Dividing 3.3 by 4.6 yields 71.7 percent.

"In Portland, program group respondents who were employed and off welfare were more likely to not have
coverage than control group respondents, by 7.0 percentage points (statistically significant). Program group respon-
dents who were employed and off welfare were also more likely to have never received Transitional Medicaid by
4.0 percentage points. Thus, about 57 percent (4.0 percentage points divided by 7.0 percentage points) of the de-
crease in coverage among this group was due to fewer program group respondents never receiving Transitional
Medicaid than control group respondents. In Oklahoma City over 82 percent of the decrease in coverage among
those employed and off welfare can be accounted for similarly.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 8.2

Program Impacts on Transitional Medicaid Benefits

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

A. All Respondents
Ever employed and off welfare

during follow-up (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 34.1 293 4.8 ** 16.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 30.4 29.3 1.1 3.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 47.6 36.2 11.4 *** 315
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 39.7 36.2 3.5 9.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.2 18.5 9.7 ¥*x 52.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 21.7 13.5 8.2 wxx 61.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 18.0 13.5 4.5 ** 334
Columbus Integrated 728 45.5 314 14,1 *** 449
Columbus Traditional 723 36.4 31.4 5.0 15.9
Detroit 426 234 21.2 22 10.2
Oklahoma City 511 39.1 38.3 0.8 2.1
Portland 610 47.7 37.3 10.4 *= 27.8

Ever covered by transitional medicaid
during follow-up (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 20.8 17.7 ER I 17.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 20.0 17.7 23
12.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 323 25.3 7.0 *** 27.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 26.8 25.3 1.5 6.1
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 18.5 10.4 8.1 *x*x 77.4
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 14.2 8.0 6.2 *** 78.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 12.6 8.0 4.7 ** 58.5
Columbus Integrated 728 29.9 154 14.5 *** 94.1
Columbus Traditional 723 23.2 154 7.7 ** 50.2
Detroit 426 14.3 10.1 42 41.5
Oklahoma City 511 19.7 234 -3.7 -15.7
Portland 610 37.2 24.3 12,9 **+ 52.9

(continued)
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Table 8.2 (continued)

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

B. Those Ever Off Welfare and Employed

Ever covered by transitional
medicaid while emploved (%)

61.0 60.3 0.7 1.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

65.5 60.3 52 8.7 Atlanta Human Capital Development

67.9 69.9 -2.0 -2.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
67.6 69.9 -2.3 -3.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
65.6 56.4 9.2 16.3 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

65.3 59.0 6.3 10.7 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
70.1 590 11.1 18.8 Riverside Human Capital Development
65.8 49.2 16.7 33.9 Columbus Integrated

63.7 49.2 14.5 29.6 Columbus Traditional

61.3 47.7 13.6 284 Detroit

504 61.0 -10.6 -17.4 Oklahoma City

78.0 63.2 12.8 19.6 Portland

SOURCE: See Table 8.1.

NOTES: See Table 8.1.
Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for "Those
Ever Off Welfare and Employed” are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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benefits at the end of two years. Riverside LFA and Columbus Integrated slightly increased the
proportion of respondents who were in this situation, by 1.9 percentage points and 3.4, respec-
tively.

Did either approach affect participation in school food programs during the follow-up period?

Neither approach affected participation in school food programs, which allow children to
receive meals at their school at a reduced price or for free. The majority of respondents in both
the program and control groups in all sites participated in school food programs during the two-
year follow-up.

As shown in Table 8.3, between 59.6 percent (Oklahoma City) and 86.2 percent (Atlanta)
of control group respondents had at least one child in their household who participated in the
federal school breakfast or school lunch program during the two-year follow-up period. The me-
dian rate across all sites was 67.1 percent.

In most programs a similar percentage of program and control group respondents relied
on school food programs during the two-year follow-up period. Only Atlanta HCD produced an
impact, increasing participation among program group respondents by 3.4 percentage points. The
high rates of receipt among program group respondents in all programs indicate that recipients
depend on these supports to help meet their children’s basic needs.

Did either approach affect the extent to which individuals relied on housing assistance at the
end of two years?

Neither approach affected the proportion of individuals who relied on housing assistance,
which varied considerably across sites. As shown in Table 8.4, 36 percent of control group re-
spondents in Columbus and Portland and 53 percent in Atlanta reported living in public or subsi-
dized housing. Among the other sites the proportion of control group respondents who depended
on housing assistance ranged from 11 percent (Detroit) to 22 percent (Oklahoma City).

The type of housing assistance also differed across sites. In four sites about the same per-
centage of control group respondents lived in public housing as in subsidized housing. In the
other three sites more control group respondents depended on public housing than on subsidized
housing. In Atlanta and Columbus about one-third of all control group respondents lived in pub-
lic housing. '

Differences between the proportion of respondents in the program and control groups
who lived in public housing were negligible. In all but two programs the proportion of program
and control group respondents who lived in subsidized housing was also no different. The two
exceptions were Atlanta HCD, which increased the percentage of program group respondents
who lived in subsidized housing at the end of two years by 4.4 percentage points, and Portland,
which decreased the percentage of program group respondents who lived in subsidized housing
by 6.5 percentage points.

Did either approach affect the proportion of individuals who relied on energy assistance dur-
ing the second year of follow-up?

Neither approach affected the proportion of individuals who relied on energy assistance.
The percentage of respondents who reported receiving energy assistance during the second year
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of follow-up varied across sites. As shown in Table 8.3, in most programs between 20 and 30
percent of control group respondents received help paying for heating and/or cooling costs. In
Detroit nearly 40 percent of control group respondents depended up this assistance. Five pro-
grams decreased receipt of these benefits during the second year of follow-up by more than 2
percentage points. Only the impact in Grand Rapids HCD, a decrease of 4.2 percentage points,
was statistically significant, however. '
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 8.3

Program Impacts on Receipt of School Food Programs and Energy Assistance

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

Ever participated in school food
program during follow-up (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 87.9 86.2 1.8 2.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 89.6 86.2 3.4 ** 3.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 68.3 67.1 1.2 1.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 65.6 67.1 -1.5 2.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 76.3 78.1 -1.8 2.2

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 80.8 814 -0.7 -0.8
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 81.9 81.4 04 0.5
Columbus Integrated 728 74.2 75.6 -1.4 -1.9
Columbus Traditional 723 74.7 75.6 -0.9 -1.2
Detroit 426 61.4 60.2 1.2 1.9
Oklahoma City 511 57.5 59.6 -2.1 -3.6
Portland 610 64.6 66.1 -1.6 24

Ever received energy
assistance in past year (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 18.6 20.1 -1.5 -7.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 20.9 20.1 0.8 3.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 23.5 26.0 -2.5 -9.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 21.7 26.0 4.2 * -16.2
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 15.6 174 -1.8 -104

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 16.2 15.9 0.3 2.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 17.2 15.9 1.3 8.1
Columbus Integrated 728 32.1 31.2 09 4 2.8
Columbus Traditional 723 33.8 312 2.6 84
Detroit _ 426 34.6 39.5 -5.0 -12.6
Oklahoma City 511 23.9 29.8 -6.0 -20.1
Portland 610 22.5 25.6 -3.1 -12.1

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 8.1.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 8.4

Program Impacts on Receipt of Housing Assistance at the End of Two Years

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

Lived in public housing (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 34.5 33.1 1.3 39
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 32.1 33.1 -1.0 -3.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 8.8 94 -0.7 -7.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 9.8 9.4 0.3 : 34
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 5.9 6.3 -0.4 -6.8

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 5.9 7.3 -14 -194
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 53 7.3 -2.1 -28.2
Columbus Integrated 728 28.1 27.6 0.5 1.9
Columbus Traditional 723 27.1 27.6 -0.5 -1.7
Detroit 426 94 94 0.0 0.5
Oklahoma City 511 12.9 12.6 0.3 2.5
Portland 610 196 186 1.1 5.8

Lived in subsidized housing (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 20.5 194 1.1 5.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 23.8 19.4 4.4 ** 22.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 9.9 11.5 -1.6 -14.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 11.0 11.5 -0.5 -4.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 7.4 7.9 -0.5 -6.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 7.8 83 -0.5 -3.5
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 7.4 83 -1.0 -11.5
Columbus Integrated 728 7.2 8.2 -1.1 -13.2
Columbus Traditional 723 5.7 8.2 2.5 -30.4
Detroit 426 2.0 1.8 0.2 13.1
Oklahoma City 511 9.3 9.5 -0.3 -2.6
Portland 610 10.5 17.0 -6.5 ** -38.1

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 8.1.
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Chapter 9
Impacts on Child Care Use While Employed

This chapter examines the effects of both employment- and education-focused ap-
proaches on the frequency, cost, and reliability of child care use by mothers while employed.
Moving families on welfare toward economic self-sufficiency through increased mothers’ em-
ployment is the main goal of both employment- and education-focused welfare-to-work pro-
grams. Affordable and good-quality child care can help welfare recipients attain self-sufficiency
by supporting their employment.

Both approaches may increase child care use by increasing employment and thus the
number of families who need child care. They may also affect the child care choices made by
working mothers. For example, some programs (regardless of approach) may more actively help
recipients find child care than others.'

Both approaches might affect the child care choices made by working program group
members for four major reasons. First, as a result of impacts on employment, the background
characteristics of mothers who are working and using child care while employed may be differ-
ent in the program and control groups (for example, if the employment rate of women with pre-
school-age children was increased); in essence, these newly employed mothers may have differ-
ent child care needs than mothers who found work without participating in a mandatory work
program. Second, welfare-to-work programs may change the jobs that recipients obtain; for ex-
ample, programs may increase full-time employment, inducing a higher percentage of program
group members to seek out more formal child care arrangements. Employed program group
members may also pay more on average for child care because they spend more hours at work.
Third, increases in mothers’ income can lead to different child care choices and options. Em-
ployed program group mothers might earn more on average than employed controls and therefore
be more likely to be able to afford both more and higher-quality child care. Finally, the messages
about the importance of child care and the benefits of various arrangements communicated by
program staff, probably heard more frequently by program group members than control group
members, may encourage program group members to use child care of a different type than that
used by control group members who work at similar types of jobs. (Keep in mind that practices
related to child care assistance — access to and allowable payments for child care — were the same
for program and control group members within each site.) For example, some programs may
stress the advantages of licensed or center-based care, or, alternatively, may encourage program
group members to use informal or lower-cost care. e

-

\T

I. Key Questions

® Did welfare-to-work programs change child care use when mothers were em-
ployed? Did the changes differ by approach?

'While child care practices differed across the sites (and thus programs) in the evaluation, within each site both
access to and allowable payments for child care were the same for control and program group members. If a control
group member enrolled on her own in a community education or training activity or became employed, she would
have been entitled to the same type of child care assistance that a program group member in that site would have
received. If a state would only pay for licensed child care, for example, then only this type of care would be paid for
either control or program group members.
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e Did welfare-to-work programs affect the cost of child care to sample members
while employed? Did costs differ by approach?

e Did program group members report more instances of unreliable child care?
Did this problem occur more often for employment- or education-focused
programs? »

II. Analysis Issues

All of the results presented in this chapter are based on data collected through the Two-
Year Client Survey. Experimental impact measures are calculated for all sample members, includ-
ing those who worked for pay but did not use child care for employment, as well as persons who
never worked for pay. Nonexperimental measures are estimated only for persons who used child
care while employed.

Child care use for employment is defined as the use of a regular child care arrangement
(for example, day care center, nursery school, baby-sitters, or relatives) for any child under age
13 while the sample member was employed at her current or most recent job. Only child care use
while employed is considered throughout this chapter. Kindergarten, first grade, or higher grades
were not included as forms of child care under this definition; nor was child care that supported
participation in program-referred or self-initiated activities.

Child care can be either paid or unpaid. Paid child care is defined as care paid for by the
respondent or by another source, such as the welfare department, the father of the child(ren), or
the respondent’s employer. If a respondent reported using child care but did not report such a
source, child care was considered to be unpaid. With paid child care, a payment schedule is set
up with the caregiver, which suggests that the care may be more reliable than that of an unpaid
caregiver. In addition, paid child care is more likely to involve center-based care.”

The monthly cost of child care o the respondent — also referred to as “out-of-pocket” child
care payments — is defined as the monthly payment made by a respondent for child care without a
total reimbursement.’ This measure represents the cost of child care to the recipient alone and does
not represent the total cost of child care, which could include payments from sources such as an
agency or the child’s father along with the respondent’s payment. If the recipient is partially reim-
bursed, the remaining child care cost is included in this measure as it still represents the cost that
the recipient must bear. Child care costs apply to all of a respondent’s children under age 13.

Two types of subsidized child care are examined. The first type is paid for, either in part
or in full, by a government agency, employer, or someone outside the respondent’s household.
Levels of reported subsidized care use may be underrepresented to the extent that respondents
answered that neither they nor anyone else paid for the care, when, in fact, their children were

Detailed child care information obtained about focal children aged 3 to 5 at random assignment in three sites
(Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside) shows that it was more likely that formal child care arrangements (for ex-
ample, day care, preschool, before school care, summer camp) had been paid for, whereas informal arrangements
(for example, relative or nonrelative care in the child’s home or a caregiver’s home) were not more likely to be paid
than unpaid. Data come from the Child Outcomes Study (COS), which is being conducted by Child Trends.

‘Respondents who reported using paid child care during employment were asked how much they typically paid
per week; those who reported being reimbursed for all or part of their child care expenses were asked how much
they received back. The difference between these two measures represents the average monthly child care cost to
respondents. (Keep in mind that this is not the total cost of child care, only the amount that respondents paid.) Child
care costs to respondents are expressed as amounts per month (by multiplying weekly totals by 4.3), or the average
monthly child care cost paid by the respondent.
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attending Head Start or another government-sponsored child care program. The second type of
subsidized care, transitional child care benefits, is offered by the welfare department when AFDC
stops because of a job or increased earnings. Transitional benefits last for one year after welfare
benefits cease. Both measures refer to use at any point during the two-year follow-up.

Finally, the reliability of child care is looked at in terms of the frequency with which sam-
ple members employed at the end of follow-up reported having missed work or being late to work
at least one day because of problems with child care arrangements.

III. Key Findings

® Welfare-to-work programs changed mothers’ use of child care while em-
ployed. More program group members who worked used child care of any
type and also used more formal care (that is, paid care). Several programs in-
creased full-time work, resulting in greater need for stable child care. Pro-
grams also increased average earnings, providing employed program group
members with greater resources for child care.

® Program group members who worked used, on average, slightly more of their
weekly earnings for child care than control group members who found jobs on
their own.

® Mothers with young children paid more for child care than did those with
older children. Neither approach produced a consistent pattern of impacts on
child care costs among these subgroups.

® Take-up rates for transitional child care benefits across all sites were some-
what lower than would be expected given the employment gains achieved by
many programs.

* Two employment-focused programs (Portland and Riverside LFA) and one
education-focused program (Riverside HCD) showed increased reports of un-
reliable child care being used by mothers while employed.

Did either approach increase respondents’ use of child care while employed?

All four employment-focused programs and three of the seven education-focused pro-
grams (Riverside HCD, Detroit, and Oklahoma City) moderately increased respondents’ child
care use while employed. This finding confirms expectations that employment-focused programs
would more likely increase child care use while employed. (As discussed in Chapter 5, employ-
ment-focused programs produced larger and more consistent employment gains over two years.)
Interestingly, for each approach, employment impacts were not always found in conjunction with
impacts on child care use while employed. This finding is addressed in more detail later in the
chapter.

As shown in Table 9.1, between 29 percent (Atlanta) and 44 percent (Oklahoma City),
with a median of 35 percent, of control group members used child care while employed at some
point during the follow-up period (all sample members are included in these averages). Impacts
ranged from 4 percentage points (Atlanta LFA) to 13 percentage points (Riverside LFA), with a
median impact of nearly 8 percentage points. Two employment-focused programs (Riverside
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.1

Program Impacts on Child Care Use
While Employed During the Two-Year Follow-Up Period

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

Ever used child care during most recent
or current job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 33.2 29.0 4.2 ** 14.4

Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 31.8 29.0 29 9.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 50.0 43.3 6.7 ** 15.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 42.5 43.3 -0.8 -1.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 42.5 29.4 13.1 *** 44.6

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 39.5 233 16.1 *** 69.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 30.1 233 6.7 ** 28.7
Columbus Integrated 728 383 36.0 23 6.4
Columbus Traditional 723 36.1 36.0 0.0 0.1
Detroit 426 40.6 332 7.5* 225
Oklahoma City 511 53.3 43.6 9.6 ** 221
Portland 610 48.9 39.0 9.9 ** 253

Ever used paid child care during most recent
or current job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 25.5 19.7 5.8 x*x 294
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 239 19.7 4.2 ** 21.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 39.6 323 7.4 *** 22.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 32.0 323 -0.3 -0.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 28.8 20.9 7.9 ¥x* 37.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 26.1 15.2 10.9 *** 72.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 21.7 15.2 6.6 *** 43.3
Columbus Integrated 728 28.1 22.7 55* 242
Columbus Traditional 723 25.1 227 24 10.6
Detroit 426 35.9 229 13.0 *** 56.5
Oklahoma City 51 36.1 295 6.6 * 224
Portland 610 41.3 29.4 11.9 *** 40.6
(continued)
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Table 9.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = ] percent.
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LFA and Portland) increased use the most, followed closely by two education-focused programs
(Oklahoma City and Detroit).

Did either approach increase the percentage-of- people who used paid child care while em-
ployed?

All but two programs increased the percentage of program group members who used paid
child care while employed, including all four employment-focused approaches, as well as five
education-focused programs (Atlanta and Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, Detroit, and
Oklahoma City).

As shown in Table 9.1, approximately 15 percent (Riverside HCD) to 32 percent (Grand
Rapids) of control group members used paid child care while employed. Impacts ranged from 4
percentage points (Atlanta HCD) to 13 percentage points (Detroit). There is a moderately strong
relationship between approach and impacts on paid child care use: three employment-focused
programs ranked among the top four in size of impacts, whereas the four education-focused pro-
grams had the smallest effects. On the other hand, Detroit’s education-focused program produced
the largest gain in paid child care use for employment. Interestingly, Atlanta LFA and HCD did
not have an impact on employment rates and Columbus Integrated did not have an impact on
child care use while employed — but all three of these programs had an impact on paid child
care use. This finding suggests that the case managers in these programs encouraged people to
use paid child care {most likely, center-based or licensed care) while employed, and program
group members probably heard this message more frequently than control group members. For
example, case managers in Atlanta promoted child care reimbursement as a benefit of participat-
ing in the program. In Columbus expenses from either licensed or unlicensed care were reim-
bursed and referrals to licensed providers were made available to clients.

\

‘What portion of the impacts on child care use while employed is due to changes in employ-

ment levels? What portion is due to employed program group members’ increased child care
use? ‘

The effects that some of the programs had on the child care use and on paid child care use
while employed are not entirely explained by the impacts on employment. Impacts were due to
increased levels of employment, but also to the fact that a greater proportion of employed pro-
gram group members used child care (or paid child care). The findings suggest that employed

~ program group child care users required or preferred more stable child care arrangements while

employed, because of either research group differences in their background characteristics (for
example, number or age of children) or the features of the jobs they acquired (such as working
nontraditional hours or full-time employment). It is also possible that employed program group
child care users heeded the messages they heard from caseworkers during program orientations
or one-on-one program-related meetings regarding the advantages of using center-based or li-
censed child care (usually paid care) once they found a job. (While control group members were
eligible for the same type of child care assistance as program group members, they probably did
not hear messages regarding the importance of child care or the advantages of particular types of
child care as frequently as did program group members.)

Figure 9.1 depicts a decomposition analysis for the seven programs with impacts on child
care use while employed. This analysis reveals the relative contributions from increases in em-
ployment and from employed people being more likely to use child care while working. For ex-
ample, in Atlanta LFA, where employment impacts were not found, most of the impact on child
care use for employment (about 76 percent) can be attributed to more employed program group
members using child care while working than employed controls. In Oklahoma City, however,
about half of the impact on child care is explained by increased employment levels, while the
remainder is due to more employed program group members using child care while working. For
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the -other programs that increased employment, at least 60 percent of the impact found on overall
child care use can be attributed to employment impacts, with the remainder of the impact ac-
counted for by more employed program group members using child care while working.

Figure 9.2 provides a decomposition of the impacts produced by programs on paid child
care use while employed. The Columbus Integrated program produced only a small impact (not
statistically significant) on the child care use while employed, but had a fairly large impact on
paid child care use while employed (see Table 9.1). As shown in Figure 9.2, the impact on paid
child care use is not driven by an increase in child care use but by employed program group
members being more likely to use paid child care while working than their counterparts in the
control group. It is also partially driven by increases in employment, as shown in the graph.*

In Atlanta LFA and HCD and Detroit the likelihood was greater that employed program
group members would use paid child care while working than their control group counterparts.
This accounted for close to half of the full sample impact found on paid child care for these three
programs. One difference between these two sites is that in Atlanta (regardless of approach) a
good portion of the impact on paid child care can also be attributed to more employed program
group mothers using child care, whereas in Detroit employment effects constituted the next larg-
est share.

In Grand Rapids LFA, Portland, and Riverside HCD about 30 percent of the impact on
the paid child care use was due to employed program group child care users being more likely
than controls to use paid child care. In Oklahoma City and Riverside LFA the impact on paid
child care use was due to other factors.

What are some possible explanations for the changes observed in child care use among those
employed?

An examination of program-control group differences in certain baseline characteristics
among employed sample members showed no obvious pattern to explain increases in child care
use for employment (results not shown). For instance, it might be expected that mandatory wel-
fare-to-work programs would increase the proportion of mothers of preschool-age children
among those working for pay. Without a mandate to participate, some control group members
might wait until their children are school-age to begin working. This effect did occur to some
extent in Portland, but not elsewhere. '

Changes in child care use while employed could also be partly explained by the characteris-
tics of jobs held by program group members, which may have required a greater percentage of them
to use child care. For example, more program group members may have obtained full-

“The decomposition of effects discussed in the text is based on the approximate mathematical equivalence of
the “percentage change” in paid child care use to the sum of the percentage differences in “ever employed,” “use of
child care if employed,” and “use of paid child care if employed.” Thus, for example, the contribution of “use of
paid child care if employed” may be obtained by dividing its percentage change by the sum of the three component
percentage changes. In Columbus (Integrated), the sum of the three component percentage changes is 23.4, close to
the actual 23.7 percent increase in use of paid child care. The contribution of “use of paid child care if employed” is
16.4 divided by 23.4, which equals .70, the figure cited in the text. When examining the decomposition of factors
that drive impacts, the factors involved in combination can account for more than overall percentage change of the
impact. The decomposition is inexact because it ignores interactions among the components.
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time jobs that are likely to be long term. In order to keep such jobs, child care arrangements
would likely be necessary.

For many of the programs increases in the demand for child care seem to be driven by
program group members using more child care when working in full-time jobs. Table 9.2 shows,
for the full sample, the degree to which these increases occurred when program group members
were working full time and working part time. For instance, about 80 percent (that is, 3.4 per-
centage points divided by 4.2 percentage points) of the Atlanta LFA impact and 60 percent of the
Grand Rapids LFA impact on child care use is due to increased part-time employment. In both
Riverside programs, however, increased full-time employment explained about 84 percent of the
impact on child care use. Findings for Detroit and Oklahoma City were similar: at least 70 per-
cent of the child care impact is due to more program group members using child care while
working full time. Finally, all of the child care impact found for Portland can be attributed to
more program group members using child care while working full time.

Other factors that may influence recipients’ child care choices stem from the child care
messages that the various programs emphasized. Some programs placed a great deal of impor-
tance on welfare recipients finding an appropriate and stable child care situation while employed.

The possible effect of such a message is best illustrated by the two programs imple-
mented in Atlanta. In this site case managers encouraged people to use child care and empha-
sized it as a reason to participate in the program, in part by strongly emphasizing the availability
of reimbursement for child care costs. (Again, while both program and control group members
were eligible for reimbursement for child care costs, to the same extent, program group members
probably would have heard messages about the importance of child care and the advantages of
particular types of child care more frequently than did control group members, due to program
group members’ increased exposure to caseworkers and other program-related staff.) Atlanta
LFA changed the level of employment by only 2 percentage points (not statistically significant),
but changed the level of child care use while employed by 4 percentage points and raised paid
child care use by nearly 6 percentage points (both impacts statistically significant). Similarly,
Atlanta HCD did not increase employment levels but raised use of paid child care by 4 percent-
age points (statistically significant). As discussed in Chapter 3, case managers in Detroit also
placed a high priority on arranging child care. In Detroit, too, the increase in paid child care use
(13 percentage points) far exceeded the program’s employment gains.

Did the two approaches affect the cost of child care to working mothers? Were there consistent
patterns across the various cost measures by approach?

Table 9.3 shows the average monthly cost to the respondent for child care use while em-
ployed at the end of follow-up, among the full sample and among those employed. As shown,
program-control group differences in these measures were relatively small and do not appear to
be affected by a program’s employment or education focus. Across all control groups the median
child care cost was $24, within a range of costs from $15 (Atlanta) to $48 (Grand Rapids). In two
employment-focused programs (Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA) and three education-focused
programs (Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit) program group members paid
slightly more for child care on average than control group members. Increases in these five pro-
grams averaged from $10 to $19 per month. (These amounts include zero payments for those
who were not employed at the end of the two years, did not use child care while employed, or
used unpaid child care.)
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.2

Program Impacts on Employment Status and Child Care Use
While Employed During the Two-Year Follow-Up Period

Sample  Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Child care used for employment (%) 1890 33.2 29.0 4.2 ** 14.4
Worked full time and used child care 22.1 21.9 0.2 0.9
Worked part time and used child care 10.1 6.6 3.4 *x* 51.6
Atlanta Human Capital Development
Child care used for employment (%) 2199 31.8 29.0 2.9 9.9
Worked full time and used child care 249 21.9 29 * 13.3
Worked part time and used child care 6.8 6.6 0.2 ' 23
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Child care used for employment (%) 1158 50.0 433 6.7 ** 15.5
Worked full time and used child care 34.6 31.8 2.8 8.8
Worked part time and used child care 15.2 11.3 3.9 xx 349
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
Child care used for employment (%) 1158 42.5 433 -0.8 -1.9
Worked full time and used child care 30.9 31.8 -0.9 -2.8
Worked part time and used child care 11.2 11.3 -0.1 -0.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Child care used for employment (%) 1678 42.5 294 13.1 *** 44.6
Worked full time and used child care 29.9 18.8 C L] 58.7
Worked part time and used child care 12.6 10.5 2.1 19.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment for those who
lacked a high school diploma or basic skills
Child care used for employment (%) 1012 39.5 233 16.1 *** 69.2
Worked full time and used child care 26.9 15.3 11,6 **x 76.1
Worked part time and used child care 12.6 8.1 4.5 ** 56.0
Riverside Human Capital Development
Child care used for employment (%) 1350 30.1 23.3 6.7 ** 28.7
Worked full time and used child care 20.9 15.3 5.6 ** 36.7
Worked part time and used child care . 92 8.1 1.1 13.7

(continued)
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Table 9.2 (continued)

Sample Program  Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Columbus Integrated
Child care used for employment (%) 728 38.3 36.0 2.3 6.4
Worked full time and used child care 29.4 26.8 2.6 9.6
Worked part time and used child care 8.4 8.5 0.0 -0.5
Columbus Traditional
Child care used for employment (%) 723 36.1 36.0 0.0 0.1
Worked full time and used child care 25.8 26.8 -1.0 -3.6
Worked part time and used child care 10.0 8.5 1.5 17.7
Detroit
Child care used for employment (%) 426 40.6 33.2 7.5 * 22.5
Worked full time and used child care 28.1 23.1 5.0 215
Worked part time and used child care 12.5 10.0 2.5 249
Oklahoma City
Child care used for employment (%) 511 533 43.6 9.6 ** 22.1
Worked full time and used child care 40.8 334 74 * 22.1
Worked part time and used child care 124 9.9 2.6 26.0
Portland
Child care used for employment (%) 610 48.9 39.0 9.9 ** 253
Worked full time and used child care 395 27.9 11.8 *** 424
Worked part time and used child care 9.4 10.9 -1.5 -13.7

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums.
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Employed program group members generally had higher monthly work-related child care
costs than employed controls, as shown in Table 9.3. Monthly child care costs to employed con-
trol group members at the end of follow-up ranged from about $41 (Atlanta) to $110 (Detroit),
with a median cost of about $67. Notable program-control group differences in monthly child
care costs, ranging from $13 (Riverside LFA) to $24 (Detroit) at the end of two years, were
found for the same programs where impacts were observed for the full sample. Grand Rapids
HCD reduced monthly child care costs for employed program group members by $10 compared
with child care costs for employed controls. (All of these comparisons are nonexperimental.)

Did both approaches increase the percentage of working mothers who paid out-of-pocket for
child care use while employed?

Table 9.3 shows the rates at which mothers used care that they paid for out-of-pocket
when working at the end of the two-year follow-up (this care was paid in full by the respondent
or the respondent received only a partial reimbursement). Rates are shown for the full sample and
for those employed.

As shown, from 11 percent (Atlanta) to 22 percent (Grand Rapids) of control group
members paid out-of-pocket for child care use while employed at the end of the follow-up. Three
education-focused programs (Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit), as well as Port-
land’s employment-focused program, increased the percentage of sample members who paid
such costs. Impacts ranged from 5 to 8 percentage points in these four programs. In contrast,
Grand Rapids HCD reduced the percentage of program group members who paid out-of-pocket
for child care compared with controls by 4 percentage points. The remaining programs had no
effect.

As shown in Table 9.3, about 30 percent (Atlanta) to 44 percent (Portland) of control
group members and 27 percent (Atlanta LFA) to 55 percent (Detroit) of program group members
who were working at the end of follow-up made out-of-pocket child care payments. Four educa-
tion-focused programs (Atlanta and Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Detroit) increased
the percentage of employed program group members who paid out-of-pocket for child care com-
pared with employed controls. (This is a nonexperimental comparison.) The differences ranged
from 5 percentage points (Columbus Integrated) to 12 percentage points (Detroit).

Were employment- or education-focused programs more likely to change the portion of weekly
earnings spent by mothers for child care use while employed two years after random assign-
ment? '

Two subsamples were used in this nonexperimental analysis: employed sample members
who used child care and employed sample members who paid out-of-pocket for child care.’

Employed at two-year point. In general, relatively small. differences were found in the
percentage of weekly earnings that employed program and control group members spent on child
care use while employed at the two-year mark. Most changes, however, occurred for employed
members of education-focused programs. Employed control group members spent about 8 per-
cent (Columbus) to 22 percent (Portland) of their total weekly earnings on child care (with a me-
dian of 16 percent). As shown in Table 9.4, one employment-focused program and five educa-

*Sample sizes are small for this latter group, leaving estimates somewhat unreliable.
DN
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tion-focused programs increased the proportion of weekly earnings spent on child care from 3 to
5 percentage points; one employment-focused program (Portland) reduced the proportion of
weekly earnings that employed sample members spent on child care. -

Employed at two-year point and paid out-of-pocket for child care. 1f only those who
were employed and paid out-of-pocket for child care (not including those who used subsidized
care or unpaid care) are considered, program-control group differences were found for several
programs. (See Table 9.4.) The percentage of weekly earnings used for child care among em-
ployed control group members seemed to be quite high, ranging from about 26 percent (Colum-
bus) to 51 percent (Portland); with a median of 43 percent. Seven programs (five of them educa-
tion-focused) increased the percentage of weekly eamnings that employed program group
members used for child care. These increases ranged from about 3 percentage points (Riverside
HCD) to 10 percentage points (Oklahoma City) and included Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Riv-
erside LFA, Columbus Integrated and Training, and Oklahoma City. Three programs decreased
the percentage of weekly earnings that employed program group members paid out-of-pocket for
child care use while employed. The Atlanta and Detroit education-focused programs reduced the
proportion of weekly earnings spent on child care by between 4 and 5 percentage points, and the
Portland program reduced this percentage by nearly 18 percentage points.

Did impacts on child care costs for employment differ for mothers with a young child and for
mothers with a school-age child? Did a program’s focus affect the relationship between age of
youngest child and impacts on child care costs for employment?

Table 9.5 shows impacts on average monthly child care costs for all women and for em-
ployed women in three subgroups: those with a child aged 2 or under at random assignment,
those with a child aged 3 to 5, and those with a child aged 6 to 18. Sample members with a child
aged 2 or under at baseline in four sites (Grand Rapids, Detroit, Oklahoma City, and Portland)
were included in the evaluation. There were no impacts on child care costs for this subgroup.

Across all sites a median child care cost for employment of $62 per month was found for
control group mothers with a very young child at random assignment. Their child care costs
ranged from $28 (Oklahoma City) to $78 (Grand Rapids). Costs for program group members av-
eraged about $10 more per month in most sites, but the differences were not statistically signifi-
cant.

For employed control group members with a very young child the median child care cost
was $163 per month across all sites. Average costs ranged from $61 (Oklahoma City) to $194
(Detroit). Notable program-control group differences were found for three programs. Grand Rap-
ids LFA and Portland reduced monthly child care costs to employed program group women with
a very young child at baseline by $10 and $40 per month, respectively. Grand Rapids HCD,
however, increased monthly child care costs by $26 per month for employed program group
mothers in this subgroup. (See Table 9.5.)

On average, control group mothers with a child aged 3 to 5 at random assignment spent
between $23 (Atlanta) and $70 (Grand Rapids) per month on child care use for employment
(median child care cost was $34). Only Riverside HCD and Columbus Integrated raised average
monthly payments by a statistically significant amount for this subgroup — each by about $20
per month.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.3

Program Impacts on Child Care Costs for Employment at Interview
for All Sample Members and for Those Employed at Interview

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

A. For All Sample Members

Monthly cost of child care paid by respondent (8$)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 13 15 -2 -16.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 18 15 3 20.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 62 48 14 ** 29.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 42 48 -6 -12.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 34 24 10 ** 40.9

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 25 17 8 47.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 30 17 13 ** 77.5
Columbus Integrated 728 34 23 11 * 47.7
Columbus Traditional 723 28 23 5 23.0
Detroit 426 56 37 19 * 517
Oklahoma City 511 23 24 -1 -4.3
Portland 610 51 35 17 48.5

Out-of-pocket child care paid by respondent (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 10.2 10.9 -0.7 -6.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 12.9 10.9 2.0 18.6
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 25.5 22.0 3.5 16.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 18.0 22.0 -4.0 * -18.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 1140 11.6 2.3 20.0
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills ' 1012 10.5 84 2.1 25.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 13.1 84 4.7 ** 55.7
Columbus Integrated ' 728 17.8 13.2 4.6 * 35.0
Columbus Traditional 723 14.5 13.2 1.4 10.4
Detroit 426 22.7 14.5 8.3 ** 574
Oklahoma City 511 18.5 16.7 1.8 10.7
Portland 610 21.5 15.3 62 * 40.7
(continued)
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Table 9.3 (continued)

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

B. For Those Employed at Interview

Monthly cost of child care paid by respondeht ($)

34 41 -7 -18.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

50 © 41 9 21.1 Atlanta Human Capital Development
115 97 19 19.4 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
87 97 -10 -10.1 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
82 69 13 194 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
72 64 8 11.7 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
87 64 23 36.0 Riverside Human Capital Development
69 56 14 24.8 Columbus Integrated
64 56 8 15.1 Columbus Traditional
134 110 24 22.1 Detroit
48 53 -4 -8.4 Oklahoma City
104 100 4 4.0 Portland

Out-of-pocket child care paid by respondent (%)

27.2 29.7 -2.5 -8.3 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

353 29.7 5.7 19.2 Atlanta Human Capital Development

47.1 44.2 3.0 6.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
37.1 44.2 -7.0 -15.9 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
34.1 33.6 0.5 1.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

30.1 317 -1.6 -5.0 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
37.8 31.7 6.1 19.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
36.5 32.0 4.5 14.1 Columbus Integrated

33.1 320 1.1 3.3 Columbus Traditional

54.6 43.1 115 26.7 Detroit

389 36.7 22 5.9 Oklahoma City

43.4 44.1 -0.6 -1.5 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.
Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed at
Interview" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.4

Program-Control Group Differences on Weekly
Portion of Earnings Used for Child Care for Those Employed and
for Those Who Paid Out-of-Pocket for Child Care While Employed at Interview

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

A. For Those Employed at Interview

Total portion of weekly earnings used for child care (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 82 87 -0.4 -5.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 87 87 0.0 0.4
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 21.2 17.0 4.2 . 25.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 16.8 17.0 -0.2 -0.9
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 18.9 16.7 2.2 13.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 22.3 15.4 6.9 45.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 19.5 15.4 4.1 26.8
Columbus Integrated 11.7 83 3.4 41.0
Columbus Traditional 11.3 8.3 2.9 35.1
Detroit 25.3 21.7 3.6 16.4
Oklahoma City 14.6 10.1 4.5 44.7
Portland 14.6 22.5 -7.9 -35.2

B. For Those Employed at Interview
Who Paid for Child Care

Total portion of weekly earnings used for child care (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 302 29.2 1.0 35
Atlanta Human Capital Development 24.6 29.2 -4.6 -15.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 45.0 38.4 6.6 17.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 45.3 384 6.9 17.8
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 55.4 49.8 5.6 11.2

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 74.1 48.5 25.6 52.8
Riverside Huinan Capital Deveiopment 515 48.5 3.0 6.2
Columbus Integrated 322 26.0 6.1 23.6
Columbus Traditional 34.1 26.0 8.0 30.8
Detroit 46.4 505 -4.1 -8.1
Oklahoma City 37.7 27.6 10.1 36.6
Portland 33.6 51.1 -17.5 -34.2

(continued)
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Table 9.4 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.

Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed
at Interview" and "For Those Employed at Interview Who Paid for Child Care" are not true experimental comparisons;
statistical tests were not performed.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table 9.5

Program Impacts on Child Care Costs in Dollars for Employment at Interview
for Selected Subgroups and for Those Employed at Interview in the Subgroups

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

Sample members with a child aged 2 or under
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 326 79 78 2 2.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 344 88 78 11 13.8
Detroit 161 80 65 15 234
Oklahoma City 200 33 28 S 17.6
Portland 226 65 59 6 9.5
Sample members with a child aged 3 to 5 ‘
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 949 21 23 -1 -4.9
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1082 24 23 2 7.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 462 90 70 20 28.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 447 60 70 -10 -14.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 751 43 32 11 34.5

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 464 31 23 8 37.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 618 44 23 2] ** 93.5
Columbus Integrated 321 53 33 20 * 61.9
Columbus Traditional 308 41 33 8 249
Detroit 163 60 S5 S 8.6
Oklahoma City 178 34 35 -1 -1.8
Portland 251 63 45 18 40.8
Sample members with a child aged 6 to 18
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1548 11 12 -2 -12.4
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1813 15 12 3 22.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 762 54 34 20 ¥*x* 60.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 762 23 34 -11 -33.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1341 35 22 12 ** 54.1

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 812 28 16 12 ** 73.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 1075 27 16 10 * 63.8
Columbus Integrated 586 25 19 7 373
Columbus Traditional 594 25 19 7 36.0
Detroit 269 53 23 30 ** 131.9
Oklahoma City 277 17 12 5 36.8
Portland 389 42 28 15 52.5

(continued)
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Table 9.5 (continued)

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

B. For Those Employed at Interview

Sample members with a child aged 2 or under

146 156 -10 -6.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
182 156 26 16.6 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
193 194 -1 -0.7 Detroit
69 61 8 12.5 Oklahoma City
131 170 -40 -23.3 Portland

Sample members with a child aged 3to 5

57 62 -4 -7.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment

67 62 5 83 Atlanta Human Capital Development
167 141 26 18.5 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
123 141 -18 -12.5 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
106 93 13 14.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment

89 86 3 4.0 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
127 86 41 48.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
108 79 29 36.8 Columbus Integrated

92 79 13 16.9 Columbus Traditional
143 163 20 -12.5 Detroit

72 77 -5 -6.0 Oklahoma City
127 129 -2 -1.4 Portland

Sample members with a child aged 6to 18

29 34 -5 -14.3 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
41 34 8 225 Atlanta Human Capital Development
100 68 32 47.2 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
46 68 =22 -31.9 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
85 65 20 30.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
817 62 19 31.3 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
77 62 16 255 Riverside Human Capital Development
52 45 7 16.0 Columbus Integrated
57 45 12 27.2 Columbus Traditional
126 68 59 86.7 Detroit
35 27 8 30.9 Oklahoma City
86 80 5 6.8 Portland

(continued)
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Table 9.5 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.
Sample sizes vary because some individuals are excluded from the analysis. Not all sites included sample

members with children under age 3.
Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed at
Interview" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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As shown in Table 9.5, employed mothers with a child aged 3 to 5 spent somewhat less
per month for child care, for the four sites where mothers with very young children were in-
cluded. Among employed women with a child aged 3 to 5, control group members paid between
$62 (Atlanta) and $163 (Detroit) per month for child care use while employed at the two-year
mark (the median monthly child care cost was $90). Monthly child care costs increased for em-
ployed program group members of this subgroup in Grand Rapids LFA, Riverside LFA, River-
side HCD, and Columbus Integrated and Traditional by $13 to $41. Grand Rapids HCD and De-
troit reduced monthly child care costs by $18 and $20, respectively.

As expected, average monthly child care costs for employment were smaller still for
mothers with at least one child aged 6 to 18. As shown in Table 9.5, across all sites monthly
child care costs to control group members with an older child ranged from $12 (Atlanta and
Oklahoma City) to $34 (Grand Rapids), with a median cost of $21. Grand Rapids LFA, River-
side LFA and HCD, and Detroit increased monthly child care costs to program group mothers
with an older child by $10 (Riverside HCD) to $30 (Detroit).

Grand Rapids and Riverside LFA, Riverside HCD, Columbus Traditional, and Detroit
increased monthly child care costs to employed program group mothers with an older child by
$12 (Columbus Traditional) to $59 (Detroit). Grand Rapids HCD reduced monthly child care
costs for employed program group mothers in this subgroup by $22.

Did either approach influence rates of subsidized child care use by working mothers?

The four employment-focused and three education-focused programs increased the use of
subsidized care (that is, paid by another party) while employed from 1 to 6 percentage points.
Rates were relatively low among the program and control groups, however, averaging less than
10 percent in all sites. As shown in Table 9.6, among control group members who used paid care
between about 2 percent (Grand Rapids) and 17 percent (Oklahoma City and Columbus) used
some form of subsidized child care when they worked during the follow-up period (median rate
of use was about 10 percent). Six programs increased the level at which program group members
(who used paid child care) used subsidized child care by at least 6 percentage points. The largest
gains were for Atlanta LFA and HCD and Portland. Columbus Integrated, however, reduced the
level at which these program group members used subsidized care by 10 percentage points.

Was either approach more likely to influence the percentage of mothers who used transitional
child care while employed?

Relatively few program and control group members used transitional child care benefits.
This finding is valid for most sites and programs, even when only sample members eligible to
receive these benefits are considered.

Five programs increased the use of transitional child care benefits, as shown in Table 9.7,
although effects were small (below 3 percentage points) for three of these programs. The rate at
which transitional child care was used ranged from about 1 percent (Riverside HCD) to 14 per-
cent (Oklahoma City) across all control groups (the median was 3 percent). Larger effects were
attained by Atlanta LFA (7 percentage points) and Portland (11 percentage points).

Among those who were eligible for transitional child care benefits (because their AFDC
stopped owing to increased earnings or acquisition of a new job), a median of about 11 percent of
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.6

Program Impacts on Subsidized Child Care Use While Employed During Follow-Up Period
for All Sample Members and for Those Who Used Paid Care

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

Used subsidized child care for most recent job (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 8.8 2.6 6.2 **»* 2379
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 5.5 2.6 2.9 *x» 111.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 2.1 0.6 1.4 * 231.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 2.6 0.6 1.9 ** 311.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment ' 1678 3.8 1.5 2.4 *»* 1583
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 33 0.7 2.7 *x» 407.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 1.4 0.7 0.8 119.9
Columbus Integrated 728 1.9 3.8 -1.9 -50.3
Columbus Traditional 723 3.7 3.8 -0.1 -33
Detroit 426 3.1 0.7 24> 360.5
Oklahoma City 511 55 5.0 0.5 9.2
Portland 610 9.1 3.7 5.4 ** 147.3

B. For Those Who Used Paid Child Care

Used subsidized child care for most recent job (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 34.5 13.2 21.3 161.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 23.1 13.2 9.9 74.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 5.2 1.9 3.3 169.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 8.0 1.9 6.1 314.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 13.3 7.1 6.2 87.7

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 12.7 4.3 84 195.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 6.6 4.3 2.3 53.4
Columbus Integrated 6.7 16.8 -10.0 -59.9
Columbus Traditional 14.6 16.8 -2.1 -12.6
Detroit 8.7 2.9 5.7 194.2
Oklahoma City 15.3 17.1 -1.9 -10.8
Portland 21.9 12.7 9.2 71.8

(continued)
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Table 9.6 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.
Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Who Used Paid
Child Care" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.7 |
Program Impacts on Transitional Child Care Benefits During the Two-Year Follow-Up Period

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

A. For All Sample Members

Informed of transitional child care benefits (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment ' 1890 9.3 5.0 4.3 *** 84.8

Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 6.4 5.0 1.4 26.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 6.9 2.9 4.0 *** 135.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development ‘ 1158 42 2.9 1.3 44.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 10.4 3.2 7.1 kX 219.7

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 74 1.9 5.5 **x 286.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 4.6 1.9 2.7 ** 142.0
Columbus Integrated ’ 728 10.8 5.0 5.9 #*x* 118.0
Columbus Traditional 723 7.1 5.0 22 43.7
Detroit 426 3.7 34 0.3 92
Oklahoma City 511 10.2 11.7 -1.6 -13.2
Portland 610 20.2 13.5 . © 6.7 ¥ 49.9

Used transitional child care benefits (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 12.1 53 6.8 *** 129.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 7.7 53 2.4 ** 45.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 5.1 2.1 2.9 *xx* 135.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 3.1 2.1 0.9 42.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 3.4 1.5 1.9 *** 128.8
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 29 1.0 1.8 ** 179.0
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 1.3 1.0 0.2 229
Columbus Integrated 728 54 3.9 1.5 37.7
Columbus Traditional 723 4.9 3.9 1.0 26.1
Detroit ' 426 4.5 2.1 25 119.5
Oklahoma City . 511 11.5 14.0 2.4 _-174
Portland ‘ 610 - 23.5 12.5 11.0 *** 87.5
(continued)
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Table 9.7 (continued)

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

B. For Those Eligible for Transitional

Child Care Benefits
Informed about transitional child care benefits (%)
27.3 17.2 10.1 59.0 Atlanta Labor Force Aftéchment
21.0 17.2 3.8 22.1 Atlanta Human Capital Development
14.5 8.1 6.4 78.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
10.7 8.1 2.6 31.9 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
36.7 17.5 19.2 109.6  Riverside Labor Force Attachment '
34.1 14.2 19.9 140.1 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
25.8 14.2 11.6 81.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
238 15.8 8.0 504 .  Columbus Integrated
19.6 15.8 3.8 24.0 Columbus Traditional
15.7 15.9 -0.1 -0.9 . - Detroit
26.0 30.6 4.6 -15.0 Oklahoma City
42.4 36.2 6.2 17.2 Portland -
Used transitional child care benefits (%)

354 18.0 17.4 97.0 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
25.1 18.0 7.2 40.0 Atlanta Human Capital Development
10.6 5.9 4.7 78.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment

7.7 5.9 1.8 29.8 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
12.2 8.1 4.1 50.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
13.1 7.6 55 73.3 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills

7.0 7.6 -0.6 -7.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
11.8 12.5 -0.6 -5.0 Columbus Integrated
13.6 12.5 1.1 8.8 Columbus Traditional
19.4 9.7 9.7 99.3 Detroit
29.4 36.4 -7.0 _ -19.1 Oklahoma City
49.3 33.6 15.7 46.7 Portland

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.

Differences between program group and control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Eligible for
Transitional Child Care Benefits" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed. Sample
members became eligible for Transitional Child Care benefits when they became employed and left AFDC.
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controls across -all sites used transitional child care.® Across all control groups this use ranged
from about 6 percent (Grand Rapids) to 36 percent (Oklahoma City). Five programs (Atlanta
LFA and HCD, Grand Rapids LFA, Detroit, and Portland) increased the rates at which eligible
program group members used transitional child care over eligible control group rates, from 5 to
17 percentage points. Most notable are the differences produced by Atlanta LFA (17 percentage
points) and Portland (15 percentage points). Oklahoma City reduced the rate at which eligible
program group members used transitional child care by 7 percentage points. (See Table 9.7.)

Did either approach help to improve the reliability of child care use while employed?

The overall work attendance rates related to problems with child care arrangements were
generally low, indicating that problematic child care was usually not the reason for missing work.
There was no real pattern according to program approach. Two employment-focused programs
and one education-focused program increased child care-related problems (see Table 9.8).

Across all sites the median rate at which unreliable care was reported among controls was
9 percent. Between about 4 percent (Riverside HCD) and 11 percent (Grand Rapids) of all control
group members reported having child care problems that interfered with their job at the end of the
follow-up period. Riverside LFA and HCD increased the proportion of program group members
who reported unreliable child care by 3 and 4 percentage points, respectively. Portland also in-
creased the proportion of program group members who reported unreliable child care by 7 percent-
age points.

Surprisingly, program group members in Riverside LFA and HCD reported more often
that they missed or were late to work at least once a month owing to problems with child care,
but they also experienced the greatest impact on the amount they paid for child care. One possi-
ble explanation for these results is that Riverside steered clients toward unlicensed in-home care
or family day care, partly to minimize program costs. Riverside staff also reported that they be-
lieved these lower-cost arrangements would work out better in the long run for clients, who
might not be able to afford center-based care after leaving welfare and losing their child care sub-
sidy.

In Portland, where strong employment-focused programs produced large employment
gains, child care demand may have exceeded supply.

The rates of missing or being late to work because of problems with child care arrange-
ments among employed control group members at the end of follow-up ranged from 14 percent
(Riverside HCD) to 34 percent (Detroit), with a median rate of 22 percent. Program-control
group differences of at least 5 percentage points were noted for Riverside HCD (9 percentage
points), Oklahoma City (6 percentage points), and Portland (7 percentage points). Employed
program group members in these programs were more likely than employed control group mem-
bers to experience unreliable child care. (See Table 9.8.)

SFor several programs rates of transitional child care use tended to be slightly higher than the rates seen for the
percentage of people informed about transitional care. This is likely due to the fact that some states and programs
fund post-employment child care. ‘
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 9.8

Program Impacts on Child Care-Related Work Attendance for
Employment at Interview for All Sample Members and for Those Employed at Interview

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

A. For All Sample Members
Missed or late for work at interview (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 5.6 6.9 -1.2 -18.0
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 8.0 6.9 1.1 16.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 12.7 10.9 1.8 16.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 10.3 10.9 -0.5 -5.0
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 8.6 5.8 2.8 ** 48.3
Lacked high schoo! diploma or basic skills 1012 7.6 3.6 3.9 ¥+ 109.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 7.8 3.6 4.2 wr* 116.9
Columbus Integrated 728« 109 10.2 0.7 6.5
Columbus Traditional 723 10.2 10.2 0.0 -0.1
Detroit 426 14.6 11.2 34 304
Oklahoma City 511 133 9.8 35 359

Portland 610 14.3 7.7 6.7 ** 87.3

B. For Those Employed at Interview

Miéqed or late for work at interview (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 15.0 18.7 -3.7 -19.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 22.0 18.7 3.2 17.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 234 21.8 1.6 7.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development . 213 21.8 -0.6 -2.7
~ Riverside Labor Force Attachment 21.1 16.8 4.3 25.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills ' 21.6 13.6 8.0 59.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 22.6 13.6 9.0 66.3
Columbus Integrated 22.3 24.8 -2.5 -10.0
Columbus Traditional 232 = 248 -1.6 -6.6
Detroit N 35.1 33.5 1.7 5.0
Oklahoma City 279 215 6.4 30.0
Portland 28.9 22.1 6.9 31.2

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 9.1.

Differences between program group and.control group members (shown in italics) "For Those Employed at
Interview" are not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.
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Chapter 10

Impacts on Children’s Well-Being

This chapter examines the effects of the 11 welfare-to-work programs on the well-being
of sample members’ children. The analysis is performed on the sample of survey respondents.
Program effects are presented for the behavioral adjustment and school progress of school-age
children and on the health and safety of all children in the family. These findings are a first step
toward an understanding of the relationship between mandatory welfare-to-work programs and
children’s well-being.

The well-being of children was important to the debate preceding passage of the Family
Support Act and creation of the federal JOBS program. Policymakers argued variously that wel-
fare-to-work policies or programs would not affect children because most aspects of the policies
are directed at adult behavior; that changes in adult behavior caused by program participation and
employment might affect children; that children of working mothers would benefit through im-
provement in mothers’ self-esteem and ability to be a strong role model; or that mandatory par-
ticipation requirements for families with young children might affect children negatively through
changes in their home environment as parents work and through early nonmaternal child care.
For example, there may be less maternal supervision, a higher incidence of latch-key children, or _
inadequate child care. However, very little empirical evidence informed these viewpoints.! While
most mandatory welfare-to-work programs before JOBS required participation almost exclu-
sively for families with children aged 6 or over, evaluations of these programs did not include
measures of children’s well-being.

The present evaluation is one of the first random assignment evaluations of mandatory
welfare-to-work programs to examine the well-being of children in families who received Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).? Evaluating children whose parents are in mandatory
welfare-to-work programs is important because the primary goal of AFDC was to provide gov-
emnment support for poor children. While the introduction of mandatory welfare-to-work pro-
grams in the mid 1980s began a fundamental shift in how this support was provided, it was not
until the 1990s that there was serious enforcement of this mandate, especially for parents of
younger children. Through mandatory welfare-to-work programs guaranteed public assistance is
replaced for some families by assistance provisional upon work and participation requirements.
These findings provide some evidence and suggest directions for further research that can inform
policies that aim to balance the goals of increasing adult self-sufficiency and protecting chil-
dren’s well-being.

'See Wilson, Ellwood, and Brooks-Gunn, 1995; Zaslow et al., 1995.

*The Child Outcomes Study (COS), conducted by Child Trends as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, also exam-
ines the effects of welfare-to-work programs on the children of LFA, HCD, and control group respondents in At-
lanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside. The COS uses a more comprehensive set of data about young children’s devel-
opment, but only for children aged 3 to 5 at random assignment. See McGroder et al., 2000. For a synthesis of the
child research conducted thus far as part of the NEWWS Evaluation, see Hamilton, 2000.

-170- 2 3 6



I. Key Questions

e Do mandatory welfare-to- work programs affect children?

e Which of the three areas of children’s well-being (health and safety, behav-
ioral adjustment, or school progress) were affected by welfare-to-work pro-
grams?

e Do the effects differ by program approach?

e Can effects on children be linked to particular program practices or to a pro-
gram’s particular effects on mothers?

II.  Analysis Issues

The measures of children’s well-being analyzed in this chapter are referred to as child
outcomes. They were collected as part of the Two-Year Client Survey and include measures of
children’s well-being likely to be affected by parents’ enrollment in mandatory welfare-to-work
programs. Parents were asked about their children’s development and well-being in three areas:
behavioral adjustment, school progress, and health and safety.” Behavioral and emotional adjust-
ment was measured by asking parents if any of their children had been suspended from school, re-
ceived or needed other help for behavioral or emotional problems, or were attending a special class
or school for behavioral problems. School progress was measured by asking parents if any of their
children had repeated a grade or were attending a class for leaming problems. Health and safety

- was measured by asking parents if any of their children had been removed from their care or if any

of their children had been taken to a hospital emergency room or a clinic as a result of an accident,
injury, or poisoning. Parents were asked about their children in general, not about one specific
child.

The evaluation uses child outcome measures from national surveys about children that
have been shown in previous studies to be reliable and valid indicators of child development.
Thus, the findings presented below allow for cross-project comparisons.

These measures provide important information but have limitations: they cover only broad
aspects of children’s development, and the parent was not asked to identify the children to which
she referred in her responses. Therefore, these measures cannot be used to compare differences be-
tween younger and older children in a family. Also, several of the measures ask about school be-
havior and are valid only for children who have entered school. Questions about health and safety,
however, are relevant to all the children in a family.

The ages of respondents’ children varied, both within and across sites. It should be recalled
that programs in Detroit, Grand Rapids, Oklahoma City and Portland required participation of par-
ents with children as young as age 1, whereas Atlanta, Columbus, and Riverside limited participa-
tion to parents with children age 3 or over.*

3The terms “well-being” and “development” are used interchangeably throughout this chapter.
‘At random assignment, among survey respondents approximately 12 percent of families included a child aged
(continued)
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Because certain questions pertain only to children of school age, the child impacts are pre-
sented for two groups of families: all respondents (sometimes referred to as the respondent sample
or, simply, respondents) and a subgroup of respondents called “families with no children under age
6” (sometimes referred to as subgroup families or families with school-age children).’ The respon-
dent sample includes families with preschool-age as well as school-age children, and in some cases
families had only preschool-age children. Impacts on behavioral adjustment and school progress for
all respondents may be “diluted” because these younger children were not generally at risk of ex-
periencing school-related problems.* - :

To get a clearer view of the impact of welfare-to-work programs on school-age children,
results are presented for families with no children under age 6; this subgroup consists of approxi-
mately half of all families in the sample. Members of the subgroup tended to be somewhat older on
average and more likely to have been married at an earlier point in their lives than other respon-
dents whose youngest child was under age 6 at random assignment. Moreover, in most sites re-
spondents with no children under age 6 were more likely to have worked for pay. Adult and child
outcomes for this subgroup may differ from those estimated for all respondents because of these
and other differences in background characteristics.

III. Key Findings

* There is evidence that welfare-to-work programs can affect children, although
the effects were not large or consistent across outcome measures or programs.
These early findings indicate that reforms directed at increasing adult self-
sufficiency can indirectly influence children’s well-being.

® The effects on children were both positive and negative, although neither ef-
fect was consistent or pervasive across programs or areas of children’s well-
being.

® There were no clear-cut differences in effects on child outcomes between em-
ployment- and education-focused programs. Neither approach consistently
benefited or harmed children. There were some differences in the child effects
between the two approaches within sites, but the patterns are not consistent
enough to draw conclusions.’

2 or under, 44 percent included a child aged 3 to 5, 56 percent included a child aged 6 to 11, and 39 percent in-
cluded a child aged 12 to 18. These percentages sum to more than 100 because many parents had children in more
than one age group.

SThis subgroup represents families with no children under age 6 at random assignment. It is also possible for
families with a preschool-age child to contain school-age children. During the follow-up period, however, a small
percentage of respondents in this subgroup will have had additional children. Also, some children will have moved
out of the respondents’ home after random assignment. See Appendix C for more information about changes in
household composition and about the well-being of preschool-age children.

SAttendance at a special class for behavioral problems or for learning problems may include some responses
about preschool-age children. .

"There may be differences in éffects on children who have not yet entered school. This issue will be addressed
by the data from the NEWWS Five-Year Survey and the NEWWS Children’s School Progress Survey.
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e The direction of the child effects tended to be either positive or negative
within a program, but there were inconsistencies. The pattern is stronger in the
sample with no children under age 6, but there was little consistency of results
within the all respondent group. This pattern suggests that variations in program
practices and policies may have different effects on families depending on ages
of their children.

e Child effects also tended to be in the same direction across programs within
sites, especially for families with no children under age 6, which suggests that
site policies, such as child care and sanctioning, may be important in deter-
mining child effects, especially for'school-age children. Although such site-
specific policies could not be clearly linked to child effects, the patterns do
suggest that this is an area worth pursuing in further research. Other factors,
such as the labor market, may also be important.

e There is no clear-cut explanation of how programs affect children. Although
definitive conclusions could not be drawn, the degree of association among
program features, children’s ages, adult impacts on education, employment
and household composition, and child outcomes suggests potential pathways
for further research. The findings suggest that the two most interesting areas
for further research are child care policies and income changes. In addition,
further research will need to take account of the environments (for example,
labor markets) in which these programs operated.

IV. Why Might Mandatory Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect Children?

This section presents the rationale for studying children in adult-focused welfare-to-work
programs. The most prevalent theory hypothesizes that mandatory welfare-to-work programs
may affect the resources important to children’s development either positively or negatively.®
The resources available to children shape the daily experiences that contribute to their health,
safety, and development. These resources can be material (for example, the housing in which
they live) or social (for example, the interactions between mothers and children).’ Thus, welfare-
to-work programs that raise incomes might allow families to afford better and safer housing, or
employment may improve a mother’s self-esteem, enhancing her ability to be a role model for
her children.”® On the other hand, a working mother’s reduced time at home may decrease her
child care activities.

Figure 10.1 is a diagram of the theoretical model described above." The pivotal center
box represents impacts on adult outcomes targeted by welfare-to-work programs and hypothe-

8See, for example, Wilson, Ellwood, and Brooks-Gunn, 1995; Zaslow et al., 1995,

9See Haveman and Wolfe, 1995.

19See, for example, Zaslow and Emig, 1997.

""The pathways in this model are shaped primarily from three sources: correlational studies of the relationship
between income, employment, child care, and child outcomes; previous work by MDRC and others on interventions
and their effects on income and employment; and the underlying “theories” about how welfare-to-work or employ-
ment policies might affect children. The model depicts the effects of parent actions on children, but not the effects
of children on parents. This is likely an overly linear representation of the relationships between parents and chil-
dren.
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sized to affect the mediating material and social resources (the box to the immediate right of the
center box) that are important to children’s well-being (the far right box). It is also expected that
_these resources and subsequent child outcomes will be influenced by the program features ap-
‘pearing in the box to the immediate left of the adult outcomes box.

In the context of this model it will be important to first establish that there are program
effects on adults in the survey samples before determining whether there are effects on children’s
well-being. If impacts are not found on adult outcomes thought to be key to children’s develop-
ment, then child impacts found need to be interpreted with caution. Finally, the process through
which the child impacts occur can be demonstrated by synthesizing the links between adult and
child effects. The research design does not allow firm causal inferences to be made about the
process through which mandatory welfare-to-work programs may affect children’s well-being.
The degree of association found among program features, adult impacts, and child outcomes
found in this evaluation may, however, help develop hypotheses about these pathways that can
be investigated through further research.

A. Client-Experienced Program Features

The four client-experienced program features that may be indirectly important to children
according to this theoretical model are outlined in Figure 10.1. They are the approach to self-
sufficiency (employment or education focus), monitoring (the amount of review and contact be-
tween program staff and parents), enforcement (the degree to which participation is enforced us-
ing financial sanctions), and supports for participation (the availability of child care subsidies and
messages about which child care arrangements are most appropriate). As discussed in previous
chapters, these four features differ across programs and may affect adult outcomes differently.
Differences in impacts for adults may, in turn, affect the levels of material and social resources
available to children and, ultimately, affect children’s well-being. (The availability of child care
may more directly influence mediators of children’s well-being than the other features.) In addi-
tion, all of these features occur in a local context. For example, the availability of jobs may differ
across regions, which may interact with programs effects.

B. Adult Impacts

As discussed above, it is important to first establish if there are any adult impacts for the
survey samples used in the child analysis. As shown in Tables 10.1 and 4.1, there were program
effects mainly on employment, earnings, income, and education. These effects will be discussed
briefly here, and their likely influences on estimated child impacts will be discussed at the end of
the chapter. »

Employment. In this evaluation, changes in employment are the main pathway through
which welfare-to-work programs could influence children. As shown in Table 10.1, among all
respondents six programs increased the percentage of mothers who were employed over the two-
year follow-up. Increases in employment were largest for Riverside (LFA) and Portland, both
employment-focused programs. Five programs increased employment for families with no chil-
dren under age 6. Across the 11 programs, employment decreased slightly only in Atlanta LFA
and HCD (not statistically significant). Furthermore, in most programs employment increases
were smaller for those in this subgroup.”

12The Two-Year Client Survey did not ask about some aspects of mothers’ employment that may have affected
children, such as whether mothers worked in the evening or whether their hours changed frequently. Further, the
analysis does not test for effects of job loss or job turnover on children.
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Earnings. As discussed in Chapter 5, nine programs increased total earnings in year 2

'_ar.nong all respondents. Similar to the impacts on employment, two-year earnings gains were

'generally smaller for the families with no children under age 6.

Total income. These earnings increases were offset by decreases in welfare receipt, re-
sulting in little improvement (and even some decreases) in total income (see Table 10.1). In other
words, across several programs earnings from work replaced lost public assistance but did not
exceed these losses. In addition, Grand Rapids LFA, Riverside LFA and HCD, and Oklahoma
City produced moderate to large reductions (of 6 to 10 percent) in average combined income
from earnings, welfare payments, and Food Stamps for families with no children under age 6 that
exceeded the decreases for the full sample.”

AFDC grants can also be reduced because of the imposition of financial penalties for in-
dividuals who do not comply with the participation requirements. As discussed in Chapter 4,
both programs in Columbus and Grand Rapids were very enforcement-oriented, issuing sanctions
for noncompliance to about 30 percent of the program group members. At the other extreme, the
two low enforcement education-focused programs (Detroit and Oklahoma City) sanctioned al-
most no program group members. Sanction rates of between 10 and 20 percent were recorded for
the remaining programs. (See Table 4.1.) Families headed by a welfare recipient who received a
sanction experienced a direct loss in income from reductions in their welfare grants. In addition,
sanctions or the threat of sanctions may have affected families indirectly — for example, by in-
ducing a mother to search harder for a job, to accept a job offer she might otherwise have passed
up, or even to leave welfare in advance of employment.

Educational attainment. In several programs there were increases in receipt of a high
school diploma or GED. Such impacts on educational attainment may change the educational
environment in the home or allow parents to be strong role models for their children." Increases
in the percentage of parents who had received a high school diploma or GED were small to mod-
erate among all respondents.’s For the subgroup of families with no children under age 6, in-
creases were somewhat smaller. As expected, the program effects on educational attainment were
larger in the education-focused programs, which may create differences in child effects between
education- and employment-focused programs. (The exception is Portland, an employment-
focused program that had an impact comparable to some of the education-focused programs.)

How well were children doing whose parents were not assigned to a mandatory welfare-to-
work program?

As shown in Appendix Tables C.1 and C.2, most children were living alone with a single
parent at the two-year follow-up. Their families tended to be small (approximately two to three
children on average). Only 11 percent of respondents, on average, had another child since ran-
dom assignment.

>These measures are for the larger impact sample.

14See Haveman and Wolfe, 1995. .

'SFindings for several programs also include large increases in participation and moderate to large increases in
degree attainment for sample members without high school diplomas or GED certificates at the time of random as-
signment (see Chapter 4).
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The makeup of children’s households differed across sites and reflect the differences in
populations served. For example, in Atlanta and Detroit, where there was a large African-
American community, many children were living with their mother and extended family. In
Grand Rapids the pattern of living with extended family was relatively rare. “Doubling up,” or
children living with their mother and nonrelated people, was uncommon across programs. A
number of children were no longer living with their mother, but not all of these children had been
removed from her care.

Table 10.2 summarizes the child outcomes for children whose mother was in the control
group. This table includes summary measures for all respondents and for families with no chil-
dren under age 6. Compared with children across the nation, the children of control group mem-
bers in the full sample were progressing less well in school. The national average for repeating a
grade is approximately 10 percent for those aged 5 to 18.' Across most of the sites the percent-
age of children who had repeated a grade was higher than the national average. (Portland was an
exception with only 6.5 percent of the children repeating a grade.)

Among families with no children under age 6, 16 percent of the children had repeated a
grade. In addition, the suspension rates among this sample were high. On average, 25 percent of
the school-age children across the sites had been suspended from school over the two-year fol-
low-up period. Suspension from school is a measure of children’s overall emotional and behav-
ioral adjustment.

V.  Did Mandatory Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect Children?

Table 10.3 summarizes the impacts of the 11 welfare-to-work programs on the well-being
of respondents’ children on health and safety, behavioral adjustment, and school progress. Im-
pacts are presented separately for two samples: all respondents and the subgroup of families with
no children under age 6. All impacts discussed are statistically significant unless otherwise noted.
As discussed above, program effects on behavioral adjustment and school progress are presented
for all children but really pertain only to children who attended kindergarten or a higher grade
during the follow-up.

What were the program effects on children’s health and safety?

Across the 11 programs there were very few effects on children’s health and safety. As
shown in Table 10.2, the proportion of control group families among all respondents who had a
child removed from care was relatively low (approximately 4 percent, on average). About a third
of all control group respondents had taken a child to a hospital emergency room or clinic for an
accident, injury, or poisoning. -

Table 10.3 shows that there was a small increase in the percentage of all respondents
whose children were removed from mother’s care in the Columbus Traditional program (2.5 per-
centage points). Among families with no children under age 6 the child effect on removal from
care was a notable 6 percentage points in Columbus Traditional and 4 percentage points in Grand
Rapids HCD. Across both samples there were no statistically significant program effects on the
percentage of families who had used an emergency room to obtain medical care for their chil-
dren.

'The national statistics in this paragraph are from U.S. Department of Education, 1997,
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What were the program effects on school-age children’s behavioral adjustment?

Table 10.3 also presents program effects on the behavioral adjustment and school pro-
gress for the two samples (all respondents and families with no children under age 6). Although
the effects were not pervasive across programs or outcomes, there were more effects on school-
age children’s behavioral adjustment than would have been expected due to chance."”

Specifically, among all respondents, only Atlanta and Riverside LFA produced statisti-
cally significant effects on the incidence of adverse behavioral outcomes, and the effects were in
opposite directions for those two programs. Atlanta LFA produced small reductions in the pro-
portion of families with a child who required help for behavioral or emotional problems (2.8 per-
centage points) and in the proportion of families with a child who attended a special class for
these problems (3.3 percentage points). Riverside LFA produced an increase (3.0 percentage
points) in attendance in a special class for behavioral problems.

As discussed earlier, any effects on school-based behavioral measures that do occur are
more likely to be observed for families with no children under age 6. In fact, eight programs pro-
duced at least one statistically significant effect for this subgroup. Three programs decreased the
incidence of some behavioral problems, and five increased their frequency (see Table 10.3).

Some of these effects on families with no children under age 6 represent improvements in
children’s well-being. Atlanta LFA reduced the proportion of subgroup families with a child who
required help for behavioral or emotional problems by 4.4 percentage points and the proportion
who attended a special class for behavioral problems by 4.0 percentage points. Columbus Inte-
grated reduced the proportion with a child who attended a special class for behavioral problems
by 5.9 percentage points, and Portland decreased the proportion with a child who required help
for behavioral or emotional problems by 11.3 percentage points.

Other effects on families with no children under age 6 were unfavorable. Grand Rapids
and Riverside (both employment- and education-focused programs in those sites) produced small
to moderate increases in the proportion of subgroup families with a child who attended a special
class for behavioral problems (effects ranged from 3.7 to 9.5 percentage points across these four
programs). Riverside LFA also increased the proportion of subgroup families with a child who
was suspended by 6.8 percentage points. Oklahoma City produced a 17 percentage point increase
in the proportion of subgroup families with a child who required help for behavioral or emotional

""The Tippet and Fisher tests, developed in the literature on research synthesis (Cooper and Hedges, 1994),
were utilized to determine whether any child impact estimates could be considered statistically significant in view of
the large number of programs examined. These tests were applied to all 11 program estimates for a single child out-
come (excluding the Riverside LFA estimate for sample members lacking a high school diploma or basic skills to
avoid duplication). A statistically significant result on one of these tests indicates that at least one impact on that
child measure is statistically significant, even with the large number of programs involved. These tests tend to be
quite conservative in indicating statistical significance. Nevertheless, for all respondents statistically significant re-
sults were found for “Suspended,” “Attends a Special Class for Behavioral Problems,” “Attends a Special Class for
Learning Problems,” and the final composite measure. For the families with no children under age 6, statistically
significant results were found for “Behavioral or Emotional Problems,” “Attends a Special Class for Behavioral
Problems,” “Removed from Mother’s Care,” and the final composite measure.
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problems. (Although it was not statistically significant, Oklahoma City produced an 11 percent-
age point increase in the proportion of subgroup families with a child who was suspended from
school.) L '

What were the program effects on school-age children’s school progress?

Fewer program effects were found for school progress than for behavioral adjustment, but
all were favorable (shown in Table 10.3). Among all respondents Atlanta HCD decreased the
proportion of families with a child who repeated a grade during the follow-up by 3 percentage
points. Similarly, there was a small reduction (2.3 percentage points) in grade repetition for Riv-
erside LFA. In Columbus Integrated there was a moderate improvement in the percentage of
families with a child who attended a class for learning problems. '

Among families with no children under age 6 Riverside LFA and Columbus Integrated
produced larger effects on school progress outcomes than were seen for all respondents. River-
side LFA reduced grade repetition by 3.2 percentage points; Columbus Integrated reduced the
proportion of families with a child who attended a special class for learning problems by 10.1
percentage points.

VI. Do Program Effects for Children Differ by Approach?

This section examines child effects from different programs using the classification out-
lined earlier in the report (high enforcement employment-focused, high enforcement education-
focused, and low enforcement education-focused). The. theoretical model presented in Figure
10.1 will be used to develop hypotheses about the factors contributing to the pattern of program
effects. As discussed earlier, these hypotheses can suggest directions for further research, but
causality should not be strongly inferred. '

A. High Enforcement Employment-Focused Approaches

Across the four employment-focused programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids and Riverside
LFA, and Portland) there were child effects, although impacts were not large or widespread
across programs and outcomes. Six of 12 possible behavioral adjustment outcomes (three out-
comes for each of four programs) were found for children in families with no children under age
6. The direction of the effects on school-age children’s behavioral adjustment was mixed among
the four programs: some improvements and some declines. As will be discussed below, these
effects tended to appear in the same direction within programs, however.

Improvements were noted in children’s behavioral adjustment in Atlanta LFA and Port-
land. Specifically, among all respondents Atlanta LFA produced a small decrease (approximately
3 percentage points) in the proportion of families with a child who required help for behavioral
or emotional problems and a similar reduction for families with a child who attended a special
class for behavioral problems. These effects-were slightly larger among families with no children
under age 6 (approximately 4 percentage points). Also, among this subgroup of families Portland
produced a large decrease (11.3 percentage points) in the proportion of families with a child who
required help for behavioral or emotional problems.
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The opposite pattern (adverse effects on behavioral adjustment) was found for Grand
Rapids and Riverside LFA. Among all respondents no effects on behavioral adjustment were
found for Grand Rapids LFA. In the subgroup of families with no children under age 6, however,
Grand Rapids LFA produced a moderate increase (9.5 percentage points) in the proportion of
farnilies with a child who attended a special class for behavioral problems. Riverside produced
moderate increases in the proportion of families with a child who had been suspended (nearly 7
percentage points for both groups) and small increases for families with a child who attended a
special class for behavioral problems (about 3 to 4 percentage points for both groups).

Across the four efnployment-focused programs there was only one effect oﬁ children’s
school progress: in Riverside LFA a small decrease in the proportion of families with a child
who had repeated a grade (about 2 to 3 percentage points for both groups).

There were no impacts on children’s health and safety (measured as removal from the
home or visits to the emergency room) found among the four employment-focused programs.

B. High Enforcement Education-Focused Approaches

Among these five programs (Atlanta, Grand Rapids and Riverside HCD, and Columbus
Integrated and Traditional) child effects for all respondents were few. Specifically, out of 10 pos-
sible outcomes on school progress, two produced impacts: Atlanta HCD reduced the proportion
of families with a child who repeated a grade (3 percentage points) and Columbus Integrated de-
creased the proportion of families with a child who attended a special class for learning problems
(8.3 percentage points). Out of the 10 measures of health and safety only one child effect was
found: the Columbus Traditional program slightly increased the proportion of families with a
child who was taken from the mother’s care (2.5 percentage points).

In the subgroup of families with no children under age 6 an impact was found on one of
the 10 possible school progress measures. Columbus Integrated reduced the proportion of fami-
lies with a child who attended a special class for learning problems by 10 percentage points. Im-
pacts were also noted for two out of 10 possible health and safety outcomes. Both Grand Rapids
HCD and Columbus Traditional increased the proportion of subgroup families with a child who
was removed from the mother’s care (4 and 6 percentage points, respectively). Finally, out of 15
possible behavioral adjustment outcomes across these five programs, three produced impacts.
Grand Rapids and Riverside HCD each increased the proportion of subgroup families with a
child who attended a special class for behavior problems (8.7 and 5.1 percentage points, respec-
tively). Columbus Integrated, however, reduced the proportion by 5.9 percentage points.

C. Low Enforcement Education-Focused Approaches

Among all respondents no child effects were found for Detroit and Oklahoma, the two
low enforcement education-focused programs. In the subgroup of families with no children under
age 6, there was only a single statistically significant impact out of 15 possible behavioral ad-
justment outcomes; no other effects were found in any area of children’s development for this
subgroup. Specifically, Oklahoma City. increased the proportion of families with a child who was
getting or needed to get help for behavioral problems by 17.3 percentage points. This program
also increased the incidence of suspension by 11 percentage points (though this was not statisti-
cally significant).
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Oklahoma City was somewhat of an anomaly. Although there were no employment im-
pacts on “on-the-book” jobs in Oklahoma City, there seemed to be increases in short-term or
“off-the-book” jobs (see Chapter 5).'* The program message of self-sufficiency may have pushed
more families to take these types of jobs. One possible explanation for the relatively large in-
crease in behavioral problems in Oklahoma City is the possibility of job instability from the
types of jobs described. There is evidence in the child development literature that children may
be affected by instability in employment.'

VII. Are Program Effects on Children Similar Across Programs
Within Sites?

There is some evidence that effects on children may be similar across two programs run
in a single site. In this evaluation four sites ran two programs: Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Riverside,
and Columbus. Simple correlation coefficients were calculated between the seven child outcomes
for both programs in each site. Correlation coefficients may vary between -1.00 and +1.00. A
moderate correlation coefficient in this instance would exceed 0.30, and a large one would ex-
ceed 0.50.%° A positive and large correlation coefficient would indicate that most child impacts
are in the same direction for both programs in a site. Among all respondents these correlations
were positive but mostly small, the largest being about 0.41 (in Riverside).? For the families with
no children under age 6, the correlations were larger: 0.30 in Atlanta, 0.65 in Grand Rapids, 0.91
in Riverside, and 0.71 in Columbus. These findings suggest that site policies, such as child care
and sanctioning, may be important in determining child effects, especially for school-age chil-
dren. The next section discusses this possibility.

"*The employment impacts estimated in Table 5.2 use statewide unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records,
which capture only eamings reported to the government by employers (on-the-book jobs). As shown in Table 5.2,
there was no employment impact in Oklahoma City according to this measure. On the other hand, the employment
impacts in Table 5.5 are estimated using the Two-Year Client Survey, in which respondents were asked to report on
any jobs, including self-employment and casual or short-term work not reported to the UI system (off-the-book
jobs). The employment impact estimate according to the Two-Year Client Survey differs from the Ul impact meas-
ure in Oklahoma City; there is a 7.7 percentage point increase.

*See McLoyd et al., 1994.

¥See Cohen, 1977, for discussion of small, moderate, and large correlations. Only the correlation coefficient for
Columbus was statistically significant.

*'As discussed elsewhere, in Riverside existing statewide rules mandated that only individuals who were “in
need of basic education,” defined as not having a high school diploma or GED, having low scores on a welfare de-
partment-administered math or reading literacy test, or lacking proficiency in English, could be assigned to the HCD
group. The LFA group in that site, however, includes both those determined to be “in need” and “not in need.” For
the measures included in this section, results for the segment of the Riverside LFA group who were determined to
be in need of basic education are included so that direct comparisons between the LFA and HCD groups in that site
can be made. Therefore, in Riverside the reported correlations are estimated on the “in need” subgroup in the LFA
and HCD programs. Further, direct comparisons of results between the Riverside HCD program and those of other
programs in this evaluation can be made only with those who lacked a high school diploma or GED.
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VIII. Did Differences Emerge in Child Effects Across Programs in Atlanta,
Grand Rapids, and Riverside?

There were no clear differences in child effects between the Labor Force Attachment and
Human Capital Development approaches in the three sites (Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and River-
side) that allowed for direct comparison of the two program approaches. Although the patterns
appeared in some cases to differ across approaches, the differences were not systematic enough
to draw firm conclusions. For example, in Atlanta improvements in children’s behavioral ad-
justment occurred for the LFA program only. The differences between the two approaches, how-
ever, were not large enough to conclude that one approach was better than the other. Moreover,
the same pattern did not occur in Grand Rapids or in Riverside. In these two sites moderate in-
creases in behavioral problems occurred across both approaches.?

Did any programs produce positive or negative effects across different types of child out-
comes?

As shown in Table 10.3, program-control group differences in several programs tended to
run in the same direction, either positive or negative. (These results include differences that did
not attain statistical significance.) This pattern appears more often for families with no children
under age 6. For example, Atlanta LFA outcomes for this subgroup show a series of small de-
creases in the percentage of families who have a child with a problem in every one of the se-
lected areas of children’s development. More generally, one can test (albeit informally) whether
differences tend to run in the same direction by noting which programs had at least five program-
control group differences of at least 1 percentage point that ran in the same direction (positive or
negative), irrespective of statistical significance. As shown in Table 10.3, seven programs meet
this test. For three of the programs (Atlanta LFA, Columbus Integrated, and Portland), these dif-
ferences constituted improvement in child outcomes (that is, lower incidence of outcomes detri-
mental to children). The opposite pattern occurred for Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Riverside
HCD, and Oklahoma City.

What might explain the observed child effects?

A number of program features and adult impacts have been suggested as possible con-
tributors to effects on children. The evidence from this evaluation does not support any one of
these features or impacts as a primary explanation of child impacts, but two of the most interest-
ing areas for further investigation are child care policies and income changes. Note that the fol-
lowing discussion compares, in all cases where the measures permit it, adult impacts for the full
impact sample to child impacts for the client survey sample.

Program approach: employment-focused versus education-focused. As discussed ear-
lier, the evidence does not indicate whether an employment- or education-focused program ap-

ZFor Riverside, the most relevant LFA-HCD comparison is between the LFA nongraduate group and HCDs,
who were mostly nongraduates. For these two groups, no child effects were found for the full sample. For the fa-
miles with no children under age 6, there was one adverse effect for Riverside HCD (on attendance in a special class
for behavioral problems); the effect for the LFA nongraduate group was in the same direction but was not statisti-
cally significant.
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proach achieves more favorable impacts on children. One reason for the absence of pronounced
and systematic differences across approaches may be that particular features of programs may
differ within a single approach. For example, among the four employment-focused programs the
message about the kind of initial job that parents should take differed. Riverside LFA and Port-
land were at either end of the continuum. Riverside LFA encouraged parents to take a part-time
or temporary job, whereas Portland encouraged parents to wait to get a “good” job.” Future re-
search may benefit from examining programmatic differences in greater detail.

Site child care policy. Most programs produced an increase in the use of paid child care,
but varied to the extent that it was a function of employment. In some programs increased use of
child care was due almost entirely to the fact that more people were employed. In other programs
use increased because employed program group members used paid child care more often than
employed control group members.

At the same time, sites differed in their messages about supports for participation-related
child care. Although the differences in these messages could not be conclusively linked to child
effects, the evidence suggests that child care policies may be a determinant of child outcomes for
some programs and warrant further study. For example, in Atlanta and Portland child care assis-
tance was a.high priority for program staff. Atlanta, however, offered reimbursement only for
care given by licensed providers; Portland did not emphasize specific kinds of child care ar-
rangements. Notwithstanding these differences, in both programs effects on children’s behavioral
adjustment were mostly in the “favorable” direction, although not all effects were statistically
significant.

In contrast, clients in Grand Rapids were encouraged to make their own arrangements and
were told that a variety of child care arrangements would be reimbursed, and clients in Riverside
were encouraged to use low-cost child care arrangements. Some adverse child effects on behav-
ioral adjustment were observed in these sites.

On the other hand, as noted in Chapter 3, case managers in the low enforcement educa-
tion-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma City also placed a high priority on securing
child care for enrollees. These programs, however, produced no positive outcomes for children.

Enforcement and sanctioning. There is no obvious relationship between the frequency
with which programs imposed sanctions and the pattern of child outcomes. Grand Rapids and
Columbus sanctioned most heavily. Some adverse child impacts on attendance in a special class
for behavioral problems were found for Grand Rapids, especially for the families with no children
under age 6, but the opposite effect was found for the same subgroup in Columbus Integrated.
There were, however, increases in removal of a child from the mother’s care for both Grand Rap-
ids HCD and Columbus Traditional. It should also be noted that adverse effects on children were
found in both Riverside programs (moderate level of sanctioning) and in Oklahoma City (low
level of sanctioning). Further, two programs that recorded a moderate level of sanctioning (At-
lanta LFA and Portland) attained generally positive effects on child outcomes.

ZFor results on Riverside see Hamilton et al., 1997, p. 65, and Appendix Table C.1. For Portland see Scrivener
* etal., 1998, p. 29.
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Adult educational impacts. For all respondents, and for families with no children under
age 6, impacts on parents’ receipt of a high school diploma or GED certificate appear not to be
associated with favorable effects on children (compare Tables 10.1 and 10.3). The largest im-
pacts on diploma and GED attainment in the survey sample were found for Riverside HCD, for
all respondents and for the families with no children under age 6. Both of these subgroups failed
to show any beneficial and statistically significant effects on children. Other programs and sub-
groups that showed smaller but still statistically significant impacts on diploma or GED attain-
ment also failed to show any beneficial and statistically significant effects on children. This find-
ing remains valid even when the sample is limited to respondents without a high school diploma
or GED certificate at random assignment (results not shown).

Employment impacts. Programs with larger employment impacts did not appear to have
consistently beneficial or adverse effects on children (compare Tables 10.1 and 10.3).> For all
respondents the large employment impact for Riverside LFA corresponded to some adverse child
effects on behavioral adjustment, but the large employment impact for Columbus Integrated cor-
responded to improved child outcomes in behavioral adjustment and school progress. The other
four programs that showed employment impacts for all respondents showed no statistically sig-
nificant child effects. For the families with no children under age 6 the large employment impacts
in the Riverside LFA and HCD programs corresponded to adverse effects on child behavioral
adjustment, but the large employment impacts for Columbus Integrated and Portland corre-
sponded to improved child outcomes in child behavioral adjustment and, for Columbus Inte-
grated, a reduction in attendance in a special class for learning problems. Also, for families with
no children under age 6, the Detroit program showed a large employment impact but no statisti-
cally significant child effects.

Impacts on income. Some relationship may exist between income and child effects in
these data. In particular, instances in which increases in earnings do not fully compensate for
losses in welfare payments may produce adverse effects on some child outcomes (compare Ta-
bles 10.1 and 10.3). This relationship is not clearly evident among all respondents. For that sam-
ple, there were statistically significant decreases in average combined income in year 2 for three
programs, but only one of these (Riverside LFA) showed any adverse child effects. The relation-
ship is more evident in the subgroup of families with no children under age 6. Grand Rapids, Riv-
erside LFA and HCD, and Oklahoma City showed statistically significant decreases in average
combined income in year 2, and all of them showed at least one adverse effect on a child out-
come. No programs showed a statistically significant increase in the combined income measure
for either subsample, so it is not clear whether greater income might be associated with improved
child outcomes. These results do suggest, however, that improved job quality, which is linked to
greater earnings and thereby to greater total income, may be an important area to investigate in
connection with improved child outcomes. For instance, Portland’s program, which increased
employment, earnings, job quality, employment stability, and income above poverty levels also
produced generally beneficial outcomes for children.

*Note that this analysis compared client survey-based employment impacts to child impacts for the client sur-
vey sample. :
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Impacts on household composition. As shown in Table 10.1, there are very few impacts
on household composition, suggesting that other adult outcomes affected child outcomes more. It
is worth noting, however, that a large increase in single parents living only with their children
was found in Oklahoma City for, families with no children under age 6, and the same subgroup
showed a large negative effect on behavioral or emotional problems (Table 10.3). On the other
hand, a change in household composition in the same direction, although much smaller, was
found for this subgroup in Atlanta LFA, as well as some positive child effects.
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Chapter 11

Two-Year Impacts by Levels of Disadvantage

Which types of programs work best for whom is one of the most important questions
about welfare-to-work programs. So far, this report has primarily assessed the results of alterna-
tive welfare-to-work strategies for all sample members. This chapter looks at whether welfare-to-
work programs produced consistent results across a variety of subgroups who represent different
levels of disadvantage. It also provides a more detailed discussion of program impacts for spe-
cific subgroups, focusing first on program effects for recipients who did not have a high school
diploma or GED at study entry versus those who did. The chapter then examines program im-
pacts for the “most disadvantaged” segment of the research sample, recipients who face multiple
barriers to work. This subgroup is defined as those who (a) did not work in the year prior to ran-
dom assignment, (b) and had been on welfare for two years or more prior to random assignment,
(c) and did not have a high school diploma or GED at study entry. The section then explores pro-
gram impacts for recipients who did not have any recent work experience, who are considered
“moderately disadvantaged.” The section then assesses whether programs helped recipients who
had worked in the year prior to study entry and who were therefore more likely to find work on
their own. Subgroups based on age of child are addressed earlier in Chapter 10.

Subgroup impacts have important policy implications. Recipients who are more disad-
vantaged and who are likely to have the most difficulty finding a job will be particularly at risk
of income reductions if they lose eligibility for benefits under TANF. Programs that show posi-
tive effects for these recipients serve as good models under time-limited welfare, whereas pro-
grams that produce only modest effects for these recipients may be problematic. At the same
time, programs that produce impacts, especially on long-term earnings, for recipients with a wide
range of background characteristics should be considered particularly successful and may have
features that are worth emulating.

Results for more job-ready recipients are also of interest. It is an open question as to
whether welfare-to-work programs can help recipients who are likely to find employment on
their own without program assistance. Programs may only be able to assist these individuals in
securing jobs more quickly than they would have otherwise, which would not be a long-term
program effect. Consequently, policymakers disagree as to whether programs should target and
spend scarce resources on these individuals as opposed to those with greater disadvantages in the
labor market. On the other hand, it is quite possible that programs might help job-ready recipi-
ents find higher-quality jobs, which could very well have substantial positive effects on long-
term earnings. The results for job-ready subgroups can inform this debate, which is likely to be-
come more heated as states try out different strategies under TANF.

I. Key Questions

e Did either the education- or employment-focused approach consistently pro-
duce results across subgroups that represent different levels of disadvantage?
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e How effective were both approaches in assisting recipients who had no high
school diploma or GED certificate at program entry?

e Did either approach help recipients who were “most disadvantaged,” that is,
who faced multiple barriers to employment?

e How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had no recent work
experience?

e How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had worked in the
year prior to program enrollment?

II.  Analysis Issues

This chapter evaluates impacts on key outcome measures for several important subgroups
of the welfare population. These subgroups are not mutually exclusive; rather, they represent
several ways that policymakers can classify recipients based on prior educational attainment,
work experience, and welfare receipt.

All welfare-to-work programs aim to increase employment and earnings and reduce wel-
fare receipt for recipients at all levels of employability. As stated, education-focused programs
intend to build recipients’ skills and credentials in the hope that they will find better employment
than they would on their own. In contrast, employment-focused programs encourage recipients to
enter the labor market quickly in the hope that they will work their way up to better jobs. Both
strategies are expected to benefit recipients who have multiple barriers to work as well as those
who face fewer obstacles and who are more likely to find work on their own.

Subgroups based on different preprogram education credentials are particularly important
to study and offer further insight into which strategies are more effective for whom. Recipients in
these subgroups are typically assigned to and receive different types of services. As discussed in
Chapter 4, education-oriented programs generally produced large impacts on participation in ba-
sic education for recipients without a high school diploma or GED at program entry. These pro-
grams also increased participation in education and training for recipients who had a high school
diploma’ or GED. In contrast, employment-focused programs increased participation in job
search activities for sample members in both of these subgroups to a larger extent than educa-
tion-focused programs.

The subgroups discussed in this chapter are identified using information collected just
before the individual was randomly assigned. Because these groups are defined by pre-existing
characteristics observed at study enrollment, and not by outcomes occurring during the follow-up
period, impacts are unbiased, true experimental estimates.

The number of program and control group members in each subgroup is smaller than the
number in the full sample, which makes the subgroup impact estimates less reliable and less
likely to be statistically significant than those for the full sample. Additionally, because the sur-
vey sample is smaller than the sample for which administrative records data are available, survey
results are less reliable than those based on administrative records data. For certain subgroups
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impacts based on survey data are not presented because the sample sizes are too small to provide
reliable estimates.

The chapter focuses on several key outcome measures that take into account different
time periods. “Ever Employed in Year 1 or 2 is the measure most representative of reductions in
the total number of completely jobless and also may be closely associated with employment exits
from welfare. “Number of Months on AFDC in Years 1 and 2” is the measure most representa-
tive of total time on AFDC. Earnings, AFDC payments, and other outcomes are measured in year
2 to be more representative of longer-term program impacts. Outcomes from the survey focus on
the end of two years to provide a snapshot of recipients’ status two years after random assign-
ment. Additionally, unless otherwise stated, all impacts discussed in this chapter are statistically
significant.

III. Framework

Table 11.1 presents the proportion of the research sample in each program that is repre-
sented by each subgroup. To simplify the discussion the subgroups are placed in three tiers that
loosely correspond to increasing levels of employability: most disadvantaged, moderately disad-
vantaged, and less disadvantaged. Levels for control group members, which capture what hap-
pened in the absence of welfare-to-work programs for sample members with these specified
characteristics, were used to categorize the subgroups. Table 11.2 presents the control group lev-
els for several key outcome measures that were used to categorize the subgroups. The text box
below lists the subgroups dccording to level of relative disadvantage, which, as shown, may be
defined in different ways using different kinds of preprogram information about enrollees. Two
tiers in the table therefore show several overlapping subgroups, illustrating alternatives available
to program operators for defining those tiers. A brief description of the subgroups within each
tier and their corresponding control group levels is provided in the following paragraphs.

Tier 1: Most Disadvantaged (one group)

¢ did not have a high school diploma or GED at random assignment, did
not work in the year prior to random assignment, and had been on wel-
fare for two years or more prior to random assignment

Tier 2: Moderately Disadvantaged (three overlapping groups)

did not have a high school diploma or GED at random assignment
did not work in the year prior to random assignment
had been on welfare for two years or more prior to random assignment

Tier 3: Less Disadvantaged (four overlapping groups)

had a high school diploma or GED at random assignment

had been on welfare for less than two years prior to random assignment
had worked in the year prior to random assignment

had earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random assignment

(the very least disadvantaged)
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Tier 1 includes one subgroup of individuals who have multiple barriers to work and who
are considered the most disadvantaged. As shown in Table 11.1, between 5 percent (Oklahoma
City) and 28 percent (Riverside HCD) of sample members in each program were most disadvan-
taged, with most sites ranging between 15 and 23 percent.

As shown in Table 11.2, control group members in this subgroup had lower employment
rates and earnings than control group members in all other subgroups. Specifically, only about a
quarter to almost a half were employed at some point during the follow-up period. Control group
members in this subgroup, in all sites except Oklahoma, were also on welfare the longest and had
the highest average AFDC payments. In most sites they spent between 18 and 21 months on wel-
fare during the follow-up.

Tier 2 includes three overlapping subgroups, defined by the tier 1 components, who are
considered moderately disadvantaged.' Sample members in two of these moderately disadvan-
taged subgroups constituted the largest portion of the sample. For example, in most sites between
45 and 62 percent of sample members were not employed in the year prior to random assign-
ment.

As shown in Table 11.2, control group members in the moderately disadvantaged sub-
groups were generally better off than those in tier 1. In most sites between 47 and 67 percent of
control group members were employed at some point during the follow-up. In general, control
group members in these subgroups received welfare for between 16 and 19 months during the
follow-up.

Tier 3 includes four subgroups of the more job-ready: those who had a high school di-
ploma or GED, had been on welfare less than two years, and had worked in the year prior, as
well as those who earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random assignment. As shown in
Table 11.1, these subgroups represented different proportions of the research samples. For exam-
ple, in most sites between 38 and 55 percent had worked in the year prior to random assignment.
At the same time, in all sites more sample members had a high school diploma or GED at ran-
dom assignment than did not have these credentials. The only exception was the Riverside HCD
program in which all sample members were nongraduates. Further, between 10 percent and 28
percent of sample members across all sites earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random

assignment.

As shown in Table 11.2, levels of employment and earnings for control group members
in these subgroups indicate that these sample members were less disadvantaged than those in the
other two tiers. To some degree the subgroups within this tier also represent different levels of
employability. For example, employment rates for control group members who had a high school
diploma or GED and for those who were on welfare for less than two years ranged from 65 to 77
percent in most sites. Control group members in both of these subgroups typically depended on
welfare for 14 to 17 months in most sites.

"It is important to note that the subgroups considered moderately disadvantaged do not exclude individuals who
face multiple barriers who are categorized as most disadvantaged. Each of the moderately disadvantaged subgroups
includes individuals who are the most disadvantaged, as well as sample members who face a specific barrier to em-
ployment. Therefore, overall, recipients in each of the moderately disadvantaged subgroups are somewhat less dis-
advantaged than those in tier 1.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 11.2

Average Employment, Earnings, AFDC, and Income of Control Group Members
for Years 1 and 2

Ever Average
Employed in Total Number of Months
Sample  Year 1 or2 Earningsin  on AFDC in Years
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2(3) 1 and 2

Most Disadvantaged

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 432 39.6 1159 20.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 432 39.6 1159 20.8
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 223 43.7 751 204
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 223 43.7 751 204
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 669 239 670 18.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 669 23.9 670 18.7
Columbus Integrated 433 474 1309 18.8
Columbus Traditional 433 474 1309 18.8
Detroit 561 42.3 1253 213
Oklahoma City 236 40.8 742 13.1
Portland 351 38.6 1169 18.5

Moderately Disadvantaged

Did not work in year prior to random assignment

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1203 48.2 1838 19.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1203 48.2 1838 19.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment ' 732 55.5 1910 18.4
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 732 55.5 1910 18.4
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 2002 31.3 1366 17.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1031 26.5 1020 17.5
Riveside Human Capital Development 1031 26.5 1020 17.5
Columbus Integrated 1004 52.7 2101 17.4
Columbus Traditional 1004 52.7 2101 17.4
Detroit 1499 473 1881 20.4
Oklahoma City ' 1984 483 1313 1.1
Portland 1188 46.0 2015 16.9

(continued)
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Table 11.2 (continued)

Ever Average
Employed in Total  Number of Months
Sample  Year lor2 Eamingsin on AFDC in Years
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2($) 1 and 2
Without a high school diploma
or GED at random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 759 52.6 1836 19.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 759 52.6 1836 19.7
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 596 63.5 1732 18.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 596 63.5 1732 18.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1539 38.9 1883 16.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 1539 38.9 1883 16.7
Columbus Integrated 915 66.5 2629 17.6
Columbus Traditional 915 66.5 2629 17.6
Detroit , 972 - 522 1805 20.5
Oklahoma City 1945 61.1 1478 12.6
Portland 718 522 2021 16.6
On welfare 2 years or more
prior to random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1281 54.7 2109 19.9
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1281 54.7 2109 19.9
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment ' 874 66.8 2496 18.6
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 874 66.8 2496 18.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1734 38.9 1666 17.7
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 905 33.2 1186 18.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 905 33.2 1186 18.1
Columbus Integrated 1571 70.0 3487 17.5
Columbus Traditional 1571 70.0 3487 17.5
Detroit 1688 56.6 2400 20.2
Oklahoma City 1052 66.0 1965 13.6
Portland 1274 56.9 2484 17.0

(continued)
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Table 11.2 (continued)

Ever Average
Employed in Total  Number of Months
Sample  Year lor2 Earningsin  on AFDC in Years
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2($) 1 and 2
Less Disadvantaged
With a high school diploma
or GED at random assignment

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1187 67.3 3800 17.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1187 67.3 3800 17.5
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 859 74.8 3676 16.5
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 859 74.8 3676 16.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1803 53.1 3245 15.1
Columbus Integrated 1230 76.7 5009 15.5
Columbus Traditional 1230 76.7 5009 15.5
Detroit 1260 63.0 3332 19.1
Oklahoma City 2381 68.1 2664 11.0
Portland 1278 654 3741 15.0

On welfare less than 2 years

prior to random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 643 74.4 4809 15.3
Atlanta Human Capital Development 643 74.4 4809 15.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 579 74.5 3416 15.7
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 579 74.5 3416 15.7
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1541 514 3356 142
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 609 45.8 2840 14.9
Riveside Human Capital Development 609 45.8 2840 14.9
Columbus Integrated 351 79.5 5481 13.9
Columbus Traditional 351 79.5 5481 13.9
Detroit 478 63.0 3494 18.3
Oklahoma City 1332 67.4 2269 12.0
Portland 689 67.0 4231 13.3
(continued)
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Table 11.2 (continued)

Ever Average
Employed in Total Number of Months
Sample  Year lor2 Eamningsin on AFDC in Years
Site and Program Size (%)  Year2($) 1 and 2
Worked in veaf prior to random assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 743 82.8 4919 16.1
Atlanta Human Capital Development 743 82.8 4919 16.1
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 723 84.4 3854 165
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 723 84.4 3854 16.5
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1340 66.2 4186 14.6
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 508 62.7 3552 15.2
Riverside Human Capital Development 508 62.7 3552 15.2
Columbus Integrated - 1155 88.7 5535 15.6
Columbus Traditional 1155 88.7 5535 15.6
Detroit 734 80.4 4229 18.4
Oklahoma City : ‘ 2384 78.7 2793 12.2
Portland 830 81.4 4774 13.6
Earned $3,000 or more in year prior to random
assignment
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 281 89.1 6712 14.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 281 89.1 6712 14.2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 258 87.8 5460 14.3
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 258 87.8 5460 14.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 701 72.7 5625 134
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 224 70.2 5206 13.7
Riverside Human Capital Development 224 70.2 5206 13.7
Columbus Integrated - 579 92.2 7355 14.1
Columbus Traditional 579 92.2 7355 14.1
Detroit 191 82.7 5944 17.2
Oklahoma City 944 84.5 3594 11.6
Portland . 335 85.8 6622 12.2

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

NOTES: Thé "Most Disadvantaged" subgroup consists of sample members who did not have a high school diploma
or GED at random assignment, did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment, and had recelved AFDC

for two years or more (cumulatively) prior to random assignment.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
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Control group members who had worked in the year prior to study entry and those who
had earned $3,000 or more had even higher rates of employment and earnings than those in the
first two subgroups in this tier. In most sites more than 80 percent of control group members in
these two subgroups worked for pay during the follow-up period. Generally, they also spent less
time on welfare, about 13 to 16 months in most sites, than those in the first two subgroups in this
tier. These two subgroups are considered to be the least disadvantaged.

IV. Key Findings

® Most employment- and education-focused programs produced welfare savings
for a wide variety of subgroups, representing different levels of employability.

® Several programs achieved at least moderate gains in employment and/or
earnings for nearly all subgroups studied; for these programs impacts were not
concentrated in one segment of the research samples.

* Portland’s employment-focused, varied first activity approach achieved large
impacts on employment and earnings for nearly all subgroups. At the other
extreme, Oklahoma City’s low enforcement education-focused approach did
not produce any positive impacts on employment or earnings for any sub-

group.

* Interestingly, employment-focused programs were more likely than education-
focused programs to achieve employment and earnings gains within the two-
year follow-up for sample members who did not have a high school diploma
or GED at study entry. The difference in impacts, however, narrowed by the
end of the second year.

* Several employment- and education-focused programs produced moderate to
large gains in employment and earnings for individuals facing multiple barri-
ers to work. Employment-focused programs may have produced somewhat
larger labor market effects within the two-year follow-up, but the evidence is
not strong or definitive.

* Both approaches were successful for sample members who did not have any
recent work experience and were considered moderately disadvantaged. A
greater number of programs produced impacts on employment and earnings
for these recipients than for those who were the most disadvantaged or the
least disadvantaged.

* Both approaches were less successful in helping sample members who had
been employed in the year prior to random assignment and thus considered
less disadvantaged. Only two employment-focused programs and one educa-
tion-focused program produced gains in both employment and earnings for
these sample members.
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V. Program Impacts Across Subgroups

This section looks at program impacts for key outcome measures across the complete set
of subgroups spanning all levels of disadvantage. Of primary interest is the consistency with
which different program approaches did or did not produce impacts for all the subgroups they
served. The ability to produce impacts on all or almost all large subgroups under a program pur-
view may be an important prerequisite for producing sizable impacts on the full program-eligible
population. Impacts on particular subgroups of policy interest, as described in the text box earlier
in the chapter, are discussed in the succeeding section. Tables 11.3-11.7 and Appendix Tables
D.1-D.3 present program impacts on key outcome measures for each of these subgroups.

Did both employment- and education-focused approaches consistently produce results across
subgroups who represent different levels of disadvantage?

Several employment- and education-focused programs achieved at least moderate gains
in employment and/or earnings for all or nearly all subgroups who were studied. Decreases in
time spent on welfare and in AFDC payments were more prevalent than employment and earn-
ings increases across all subgroups in most programs.

Employment and earnings. Five programs (Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Riverside
LFA and HCD, and Portland) achieved at least moderate employment impacts for subgroups,
representing different levels of disadvantage. Other programs achieved fewer subgroup impacts
on employment, and they were generally concentrated among individuals in moderately disad-
vantaged subgroups. In fact, in most programs the magnitude of employment impacts was larger
for the moderately and most disadvantaged subgroups than for the less disadvantaged subgroups.
Only Oklahoma City did not produce any positive impacts on employment or earnings for any
subgroup.

Impacts on earnings followed a similar subgroup pattern that was generally not associated
with the type of approach. Several programs successfully increased earnings in the second year
for most subgroups. Portland achieved moderate to large impacts for all subgroups except for
those who earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random assignment. Grand Rapids LFA and
HCD and Columbus Integrated achieved at least moderate earnings impacts for nearly all sub-
groups. Widespread impacts on year 2 eamnings were also evident in the Columbus Traditional
and Riverside LFA programs, although gains were not always statistically significant. In con-
trast, Detroit had the largest impacts on earnings in the second year for the two least disadvan-
taged subgroups, that is, those who worked at all in the year prior to study entry and those who
earned $3,000 or more during that period. Both programs in Atlanta achieved gains primarily for
moderately disadvantaged subgroups.

Few programs produced impacts across all subgroups on employment stability, defined as
the proportion of sample members employed in all four quarters in year 2. Only two employ-
ment-focused programs were relatively successful: Portland and Riverside LFA achieved impacts
for nearly all subgroups. Other programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD, and both Columbus Integrated
and Traditional, Detroit, and Grand Rapids LFA) produced impacts for fewer subgroups, mainly
those in the moderately disadvantaged tier. Interestingly, achieving impacts on employment sta-
bility for the least disadvantaged appeared problematic. Several programs achieved effects for the
large subgroup “Employed in Year Prior to Random Assignment,” but when the category was
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National Evaluation of Welfare -to-Work Strategies
Table 11.3

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members Who Were Most Disadvantaged Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample in Year 1 or2 4 Quarters of Earnings in
Site and Program : Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 (§)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 849 4.6 ‘ ' 4.2 * 380 *
Atlanta Human Capital Development 872 1.8 24 12
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 458 11.3 ** . 5.8 ** 800 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 453 10.4 ** 4.0 667 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1362 21.7 ¥+ ' 5.5 613 ***
Riverside Human Capital Development 1362 13.5 *** 4.2 *xx 605 ***
Columbus Integrated 911 09 ' 2.5 448 **
Columbus Traditional 901 3.8 32 279
Detroit 1119 6.0 ** 0.0 191
Oklahoma City 429. 2.7 -04 -90
Portland 897 14,3 *** 8.5 838 *¥x
Number of Average AFDC Average Combined
Months on AFDC Payments in Income in Year 2
Site and Program in Years 1 and 2 Year 2 ($) %"
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment -0.4 =162 ** 205
Atlanta Human Capital Development 0.0 -54 0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 2.3 kxx -868 *** -300
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development <21 ke -820 *** -418
Riverside Labor Force Attachment =20 ¥+ -1049 *** =721 e
Riverside Human Capital Development -0.8 * <635 *** -234
Columbus Integrated -1.2 ** =385 ek . =233
Columbus Traditional : -04 -194 * ‘ -28
Detroit ' -0.9 *xx -256 ** -224
Oklahoma City -0.9 -227 -469
Portland -1.5 **x <615 *** 83
(continued)
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Table 11.3 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (UI) eamings and AFDC records.

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

The "Most Disadvantaged" subgroup consists of sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED at random
assignment, did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment, and had received AFDC for two years or more
(cumulatively) prior to random assignment.

*Combined income" is income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies

Table 11.4

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members Not Employed in the Year Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample in Year 1 or2 4 Quarters of Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 2353 6.1 **x* 4.7 ¥+ 633 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2398 4.3 ** 4.8 *** 635 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1527 10.2 *** 1.8 340 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1489 7.0 kx* 3.0 % 362 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 4010 18.3 **x* 4.3 *xx 659 ***
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 2074 18.7 *** 3.2 ** 373 **
Riverside Human Capital Development 2065 10.9 *** 1.1 238
Columbus Integrated 2143 4.0 * 4.9 *xx 597 **x*
Columbus Traditional 2160 4.3 ** 5.6 *** 695 **x*
Detroit 2978 4,5 ** 04 169
Oklahoma City 3912 -04 -0.8 -27
Portland 3214 17.3 *** 10.9 *xx* 1627 **x*
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)" Insurance (%) Income ($)b
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1187 0.36 0.4 15
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1376 0.35 0.6 16
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 534 -0.55 2.8 9
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 506 -0.27 33 18
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1047 038 4.6 **x 27
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 680 0.03 3.9 ** 30
Riverside Human Capital Development 890 -0.36 0.7 28
Columbus Integrated 352 -0.14 3.1 -10
Columbus Traditional 354 0.30 6.7 * 26
Detroit 297 -0.37 2.3 17
Oklahoma City 235 -0.41 -3.8 -182 **
Portland 361 0.31 7.9 * 1
(continued)
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Table 11.4 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC
on AFDC in Years Payments in Combined Income
1 and 2 Year 2 (§) in Year 2 ($)° Site and Program
21,1 A =228 *** 323 * Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.8 *** -176 *** 414 ** Atlanta Human Capital Development
2.2 wx -683 *** =513 *** Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.3 **x -526 *** -266 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.5 x** =773 *** -326 ** Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.6 *** -846 *** =701 *** Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-0.8 ** -539 **x* 472 ** Riverside Human Capital Development
21,1 wxx -328 *** 28 Columbus Integrated
-0.9 *x** -298 *** 220 Columbus Traditional
-0.4 -114 -9 Detroit
-0.6 ** -45 -60 Oklahoma City
2.7 ¥xx -804 *** 45] ** Portland
Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket
Child Have Health Problems in Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)“I Interview (%) Site and Program
-4.5 ** -3.8 ** 1.3 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-1.5 -1.3 1.9 Atlanta Human Capital Development
2.0 1.6 2.8 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-3.8 1.2 -0.3 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-2.8 2.4 6.3 *** Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.4 -1.0 5.3 ** Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-1.6 -0.1 4.6 ** Riverside Human Capital Development
0.7 -8.8 * 0.7 Columbus Integrated
7.1 % -2.5 -0.1 Columbus Traditional
1.6 4.1 4.8 Detroit
-8.5 0.0 2.7 Oklahoma City
-6.1 -5.8 6.0 Portland

F
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Table 11.4 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (UI) earnings and AFDC records (upper panel), and Two-Year
Client Survey (lower panel.)

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

*Differences between program group members and control group members (shown in italics) for "Average Hourly Pay" are
not true experimental comparisons; statistical tests were not performed.

®The survey asked about income in the month before interview from regular or odd jobs; Food Stamps; AFDC; child
support; alimony; Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC); Supplemental Security Income; Social Security;
unemployment insurance; Worker's Compensation; General Assistance; Refugee Assistance; foster child payments; any money
from family or friends outside the household to help pay living expenses; and other sources of income. This measure does not
include average EITC receipts.

“"Combined income" is income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.

This measure represents at least three academic, behavior, and/or health-related problems reported for any child in a family.
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narrowed to “Earned $3,000 or More in Year Prior to Random Assignment,” only Detroit and
Grand Rapids LFA achieved success in increasing employment stability.

Additionally, few programs increased job quality for any subgroup. Only Portland and
Riverside LFA produced impacts for several subgroups. Both programs raised the proportion of
program group members who had full-time jobs that provided health insurance at the end of two
years for both moderately disadvantaged and less disadvantaged subgroups.’

Welfare receipt. Riverside and Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Columbus Integrated and
Traditional, and Portland decreased time on welfare and AFDC payments for all or most sub-
groups. Four programs (Portland, Riverside LFA, and Grand Rapids LFA and HCD) decreased
both of these welfare outcomes by a similar magnitude across all subgroups. Columbus Inte-
grated and Traditional, Atlanta LFA, Riverside HCD, and, to some extent, Detroit achieved
somewhat larger reductions in both measures for less disadvantaged subgroups than for other
subgroups. (Impacts in Detroit were largest for those who earned $3,000 or more in the year prior
to random assignment.) The Atlanta HCD program lowered AFDC payments for more subgroups
than it decreased time on welfare.

Gains in earnings were offset by decreases in benefits in most programs for most sub-
groups. Decreases in combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in the second
year were relatively common for subgroups in several programs, although they were not always
statistically significant. Specifically, Riverside LFA and HCD, Grand Rapids LFA, and Okla-
homa City reduced combined income for all or nearly all subgroups. Only Portland and both At-
lanta programs increased combined income for. some subgroups, mainly for moderately disad-
vantaged subgroups, although not always by statistically significant amounts. Detroit achieved
the largest gains for sample members who earned $3,000 or more in the year prior to random as-
signment, although this estimate was not statistically significant.

Other outcomes. The subgroup pattern of impacts on other outcome measures did not
appear to be associated with the type of program approach. Several programs decreased health
care coverage for different subgroups. In Columbus Integrated, Oklahoma City, and Riverside
LFA losses in coverage occurred among those who were less disadvantaged, particularly those
who had recent work experience. In contrast, in Atlanta LFA, Portland, and, to some extent, Co-
lumbus Integrated decreases were concentrated among moderately disadvantaged program group
members, particularly those who had been on welfare for at least two years prior to random as-
signment.

Several programs also affected the incidence of paying for child care for different sub-
groups. Notably, both Riverside programs increased the proportion of moderately disadvantaged
program group members who incurred child care costs. Detroit and Columbus Integrated had
similar negative effects for moderately and less disadvantaged subgroups. Only Grand Rapids
HCD produced positive results for some moderately and less disadvantaged subgroups.

2These measures are based on survey data. Because the sample sizes are too small to provide reliable estimates
for the most and least disadvantaged subgroups, they are excluded from the analysis of these and other survey
measures.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 11.5

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members Without a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample in Year 1 or2 4 Quarters of Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1495 42 * 4.5 ** 427 **
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1519 . 2.0 2.2 276
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1251 8.9 **x* 3.5 % 728 **x
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1209 5.4 ** -0.2 312
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3125 . 16.6 *** 3.2 ¥xx 375 **
Riverside Human Capital Development 3135 9.3 Hkx 1.5 121
Columbus Integrated 1987 0.2 4.7 *xx TT9 ***
Columbus Traditional 2001 1.0 4.6 **x 412 **
Detroit 1940 5.8 *x* 0.9 279
Oklahoma City 3864 0.6 -1.2 -25
Portland ‘ 1872 13.1 **x* 7.4 *** 881 **x*
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay (§)° Insurance (%) Income ($)° -
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 895 0.48 1.1 -2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1092 023 3.1 ** 12
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 453 0.38 5.2 16
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 481 0.17 4.2 25
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1012 -0.21 S.1 *** 4
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 -0.53 1.8 -5
Columbus Integrated 301 0.40 2.6 -58
Columbus Traditional 292 0.92 1.3 -59
Detroit 188 122 0.8 16
Oklahoma City 234 -0.19 5.3 35
Portland 189 0.57 5.3 75
‘ (continued)
SO
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Table 11.5 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average
on AFDC in Years Payments in Combined Income
1 and 2 Year 2 ($) in Year 2 ($)° Site and Program
-0.9 ** -181 *** 260 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.4 =142 ** 179 Atlanta Human Capital Development
S2.5 wxx =764 *** -200 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 Hrx =572 Hxx -424 ** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
<1.4 *xx ST5T Hxx =504 Hxx Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.0 **x* =578 *xx -619 **x* Riverside Human Capital Development
-1.9 Hkx -480 *x* -48 Columbus Integrated
<0.9 **x =269 *** -60 Columbus Traditional
-0.5 -114 69 Detroit
-0.3 -25 -1 Oklahoma City
-1.7 wxx -616 *** 155 Portland
Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health Problems in Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%" Interview (%) Site and Program
0.3 -1.0 -1.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
1.1 -0.1 1.1 Atlanta Human Capital Development
2.1 -3.9 2.9 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
2.5 -1.2 -2.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-3.6* -1.4 2.1 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-2.1 -1.3 4.7 ** Riverside Human Capital Development
-2.8 -6.1 7.4 ** Columbus Integrated
4.7 1.6 1.3 Columbus Traditional
-2.6 1.8 85 * Detroit
-8.8 -4.8 6.6 Oklahoma City
-5.4 -10.5 * 4.5 Portland
SOURCES and NOTES: See Table 11.4.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 11.6

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members With a High School Diploma or GED at Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample in Year | or 2 4 Quarters of Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 (3)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 2338 4.8 *x* 3.1 * 483 **
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2358 3.5 *x 3.6 ** 439 *
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1760 6.3 **x 2.9 352
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1785 5.2 Hkx 4.2 ** 574 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3601 13,1 *** 4.4 *** 795 ***
Columbus Integrated 2658 2.5 * 3.7 ** 383
Columbus Traditional 2707 1.1 34> 513 *x*
Detroit 2518 24 2.9 * 311
Oklahoma City 4742 2.0 -1.7 * 1
Portland 3622 10,1 A** 8.3 W% 1371 ***
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program ' Size Pay (8)° Insurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 0.27 -2.0 41
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 0.19 -1.5 43
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 -0.32 2.2 -74 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 -0.28 -1.9 “72*
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 0.52 4.9 * 39
Columbus Integrated 425 0.11 2.7 11
Columbus Traditional 430 -0.05 1.8 58
Detroit 238 -1.45 : 8.2 * 18
Oklahoma City 267 -0.17 4.3 -114
Portland 415 0.88 11.5 *** 44
(continued)
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Table 11.6 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average
on AFDC in Years Payments in Year Combined Income
1 and 2 2(%) in Year 2 ($)° Site and Program
-1.3 *** <250 *** 141 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.7 ** -166 *** 271 Atlanta Human Capital Development
22,0 *** -615 *** -383 * Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
=12 e -438 *** 118 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.6 ¥+ -647 *** -50 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 #H* =304 *** -121 Columbus Integrated
-1, K -286 *** 59 Columbus Traditional
-0.5 * -149 * 116 Detroit
212 wk* -161 *** -258 ** Oklahoma City
228 Hk* =791 *** 283 Portland
Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health Problems in Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)d Interview (%) Site and Program
-1.4 -4.3 ** 0.2 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-2.0 -2.3 2.7 Atlanta Human Capital Development
-3.7 7.9 ** 3.7 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-3.6 55* -5.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-4.3 6.7 ** 2.6 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.3 ** -7.1 * 0.7 Columbus Integrated
-1.8 -1-8 0.2 Columbus Traditional
-1.0 59 9.5 * Detroit
-11.4 * 1.9 -1.1 Oklahoma City
-5.0 -0.4 6.4 Portland

SOURCES and NOTES: See Table 11.4.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Table 11.7

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members Employed in the Year Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample in Year | or2 4 Quarters of Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1480 ' 2.1 2.3 191
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1483 1.0 0.7 23
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1485 5.2 **x 43 * 682 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1508 4.0 ** 1.5 575 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 2716 10.2 *** 29 * 387
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1051 12.9 *** 35 389
Riverside Human Capital Development 1070 6.0 ** 2.2 -122
Columbus Integrated 2529 -0.5 4.0 ** 613 **
Columbus Traditional 2569 -1.5 2.7 340
Detroit 1481 2.8 5.2 ** 586 *
Oklahoma City 4765 -13 2.0 * 8
Portland | 2333 2.9 * 39 * 631 **
_ Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay (3)° Insurance (%) Income ($)b
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 703 0.37 ‘ 2.9 . 38
Atlanta Human Capital Development 823 0.01 -0.2 44
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 624 0.16 -1.1 -83 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 652 0.00 -1.9 -67
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 631 0.02 5.4 ** 10
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 332 -0.43 7.3 -39
Riverside Human Capital Development 460 -0.83 3.5 -64
Columbus Integrated 376 0.37 2.9 -4
Columbus Traditional 369 0.35 -3.2 -2
Detroit 129 “ -L71 " 9.6" 37"
Oklahoma City 276 0.19 3.9 94 *
_Portland 249 1.56 12,1 ** 179 **
(continued)
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Table 11.7 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average Combined
on AFDC in Years Payments in Income in Year 2
1 and 2 Year 2 ($) (8) Site and Program
-1.2 Ak =208 *x* -26 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.3 =151 ** -39 Atlanta Human Capital Development
222 Ak -672 *** -93 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.2 Ak -464 *** 69 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.4 Ak -607 *x* -410 * Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.8 * =574 *xx : -351 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-1.2 ** -598 *x* -848 **  Riverside Human Capital Development
22,0 Ak -416 *** =77 Columbus Integrated
-1.2 Ak 2262 -110 Columbus Traditional
-0.6 * -189 * 312 Detroit
-0.9 *xx =147 *** -198 * Oklahoma City
R B -480 *** -11 Portland
Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health * Problems in Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)d Interview (%) Site and Program
3.8 -1.8 -3.8 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.7 -1.1 2.5 Atlanta Human Capital Development
-4.3 55 * 3.5 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
0.9 53 * -7.1 **  Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
5.7 * 1.7 -4.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-10.6 ** - -1.8 -53 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-3.5 -3.5 4.1 Riverside Human Capital Development
-15.3 e -3.9 7.8 **  Columbus Integrated
-4.7 1.2 . 2.6 Columbus Traditional
-6.3" 24" 156" Detroit
-14.4 ** -2.5 1.6 Oklahoma City
-5.8 -1.2 5.5 Portland

SOURCES: See Table 11.4.

NOTES: See Table 11.4. ‘
The symbol "u" indicates that, because of very small sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is unreliable.
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- Finally, few programs affected the incidence of problems among children in a uniform
fashion across subgroups.® For less disadvantaged subgroups both programs in Grand Rapids in-
creased the proportion of program group members who reported that their children had several
problems. In contrast, Atlanta LFA and Columbus Integrated decreased the incidence of recipi-
ents with children who had several problems for moderately and less disadvantaged subgroups.

Vi. Program Impacts for Selected Subgroups

This section provides a more detailed discussion of program impacts for specific policy-
relevant subgroups defined by recipients’ preprogram educational attainment and past work his-
tory. It explores program effects on key outcome measures for individuals who did and did not
have a high school diploma or GED certificate at study entry, for individuals with multiple barri-
ers to employment, and for individuals who did and did not work in the year prior to random as-
signment.

How effective were both approaches in assisting recipients who had no high school diploma or
GED certificate at program entry?

Interestingly, employment-focused programs were more likely than education-focused
programs to produce impacts on employment and earnings within the two-year follow-up for
sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED at study entry. (See Table
11.5.) In contrast, education-focused programs, which were specifically designed to meet the
needs of enrollees without education credentials and did increase participation in basic education
activities, produced fewer impacts on employment and earnings, perhaps because two years was
not long enough for these programs to achieve results from lengthy participation in education.
Nevertheless, all programs except Detroit and Oklahoma City successfully decreased welfare
payments for individuals in the nongraduate subgroup.

Employment and earnings. All employment-focused programs (the three LFA programs
and Portland) produced statistically significant gains in employment, earnings, and stable em-
ployment for sample members who did not have a high school diploma or GED. In most cases
effects were moderate for sample members in this subgroup. (See Table 11.5.) Riverside LFA
and Portland, however, achieved the largest employment gains: 16.6 and 13.1 percentage points,
respectively. Portland also attained the most dramatic impacts on employment stability and on
earnings for nongraduates, raising the proportion of this subgroup who were employed in all four
quarters in year 2 by 7.4 percentage points and increasing average earnings by $881.

Employment and earnings effects were less in evidence among the education-focused
programs. Both Columbus Integrated and Traditional increased stable employment and average
earnings by statistically significant amounts in year 2, but did not raise the proportion who were
ever employed. Grand Rapids HCD, Riverside HCD, and Detroit were successful only in boost-
ing employment levels.

At the end of the follow-up, however, one education-focused program (Columbus Inte-
grated) was achieving the largest earnings gains of any program for nongraduates. Two other

*This measure includes the percentage of respondents who reported at least three school, behavioral, and/or
health problems for any children in their household.
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education-focused programs (Grand Rapids 'HCD and Columbus Traditional) attained larger
earnings and/or employment impacts than two of the employment-focused programs (Atlanta and
Riverside LFA). These results suggest that additional follow-up is necessary to determine which
approach is more effective for nongraduates in the long run.

The results were not entirely clear about which approach increased job quality. As shown
in Table 11.5, one employment-focused program (Riverside LFA) and one education-focused
program (Atlanta HCD) increased by a statistically significant amount the proportion of non-
graduates who had a “good” job, that is, a full-time job that provided health benefits. Neverthe-
less, three of the four employment-focused programs produced the largest effects (greater than 5
percentage points) on this measure, whereas only one education-focused program achieved a
similar impact. Impacts on average hourly pay among those employed were not associated with
either approach.

Welfare receipt. Regardless of approach most programs decreased welfare receipt for
sample members without education credentials at study entry. Eight programs decreased the av-
erage amount of time that recipients spent on welfare during the two-year follow-up period from
just under one month (Columbus Traditional and Atlanta LFA) to more than two and a half
months (Grand Rapids LFA). Nine programs reduced average AFDC expenditures in year 2 by
amounts ranging from 5.7 percent (Atlanta HCD) to 21.0 percent (Grand Rapids LFA). Five pro-
grams generated an average savings of more than 15 percent, an amount historically considered
quite large for a welfare-to-work program.

These reductions in welfare payments largely offset earnings gains for nongraduates. In
fact, the only statistically significant effects on the combined AFDC, earnings, and Food Stamps
income of nongraduates were negative: three programs (Riverside LFA and HCD and Grand
Rapids HCD) lowered combined income by $424 to $619 in year 2. Atlanta LFA and HCD and
Portland did increase combined income by more than $150, but these estimates were not statisti-
cally significant. According to survey data, most programs did not affect respondents’' fotal in-
come in this subgroup in the last month of the follow-up period. Portland increased total respon-
dent income by $75, but this estimate was not statistically significant.

Other outcomes. A few negative effects on other outcomes were found for sample mem-
bers without education credentials. Riverside LFA decreased health care coverage for respon-
dents in this subgroup and their children by 3.6 percentage points. In addition, three education-
focused programs increased the proportion of respondents who paid for child care out-of-pocket
by 4.7 percentage points (Riverside HCD) to 8.5 percentage points (Detroit). Portland achieved
one positive result for these sample members: it decreased the proportion of respondents in this
subgroup who reported that their children had several problems by 10.5 percentage points.

Did either approach achieve employment'and earnings gains for high school graduates and
GED certificate holders?

Several programs that represented both employment- and education-focused approaches
produced employment and earnings impacts for high school graduates and GED certificate hold-
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ers.* (See Table 11.6.) Programs that were employment-focused may have achieved slightly bet-
ter results for this subgroup, but the evidence on this point is neither consistent nor strong. All
programs, regardless of approach, decreased welfare receipt for these sample members.

Employment and earnings. As shown in Table 11.6, three employment-focused pro-
grams and two education-focused programs produced statistically significant impacts on both
employment and eamnings for sample members who had a high school diploma or GED at study
entry. Three of these programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Grand Rapids HCD) achieved mod-

. est gains in employment and earnings. Two of the employment-focused programs achieved the

largest gains: Riverside LFA and Portland increased employment during the follow-up by more
than 10 percentage points and increased earnings in the second’ year by $795 and $1,371, respec-
tively, for graduates and GED holders.

These two programs also increased job quality for sample members who had a high
school diploma or GED at study entry. Specifically, they increased the proportion of program
group members who had a full-time job that provided health insurance two years after study en-
try by 4.9 percentage points and 11.5 percentage points, respectively. Detroit also achieved an
8.2 percentage point gain. Unlike Detroit, however, Portland and Riverside LFA also raised the
hourly wage among those employed by $0.52 (Riverside LFA) and $0.88 (Portland) two years
after study entry. On the other hand, nearly all programs (except one employment-focused pro-
gram and one education-focused program) achieved statistically significant increases in the per-
centage of sample members employed during all four quarters of year 2.

Welfare receipt. All programs successfully decreased welfare receipt during the follow-
up period for recipients who had a high school diploma or GED at random assignment. Most
programs reduced the average amount spent on the rolls by about one month to nearly three
months. All programs also lowered average AFDC expenditures, with five programs achieving at
least a 15 percent reduction. Only two programs produced less than a 10 percent reduction. The .
three largest percentage reductions were achieved by employment- focused programs, but large
reductions were also achieved by education-focused programs.

Impacts on combined earnings, AF DC, and Food Stamp income were small and were not
linked to program approach for sample members who had a high school diploma or GED at study
entry. Six programs increased combined income in the second year of follow-up, although none
of these estimates was statistically significant. The remaining four decreased combined income.
Two of these reductions were statistically significant: a $383 reduction in combined income in
Grand Rapids LFA and a $258 reduction in Oklahoma City. These two programs, as well as
Grand Rapids HCD, also lowered respondents’ total income in the last month of follow-up as
measured by survey data. The estimate in Oklahoma City was not statlstlcally significant, how-
ever. -

Other outcomes. The programs evidenced occasional negative effects on other outcome
measures for the graduate subgroup. Specifically, two education-focused programs, Columbus
Integrated and Oklahoma City, lowered the rate of health care coverage for respondents and chil-

“Riverside HCDs and control group members are excluded from the following analyses because most members
of this subgroup lacked a high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment. (See Hamilton et al.,
1997.)

-220-

297



dren by 9.3 and 11.4 percentage points, respectively. In Detroit a higher percentage of respon-
dents than control group members in this subgroup paid for child care out-of-pocket. At the same
time, two employment-focused programs and one education-focused program increased the pro-
portion of recipients in this subgroup who had children with several problems.

Did either approach help recipients who were “most disadvantaged,” that is, who faced multi-
ple barriers to employment? '

Several employment- and education-focused programs produced employment and earn-
ings impacts for individuals facing multiple barriers to work. (See Table 11.3.) Employment-
focused programs may have produced somewhat larger labor market effects within the two-year
follow-up, but the evidence is not strong or definitive. All but two programs reduced welfare re-
ceipt and produced AFDC savings. (Only administrative records data are available for this sub-

group.)’

Employment and earnings. Five programs (Portland, Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, and
Riverside LFA and HCD) substantially raised both employment and earnings for the most disad-
vantaged sample members. Each of these programs increased the proportion of program group
members in this subgroup who worked for pay during the follow-up period by more than 10 per-
centage points. Riverside LFA produced the largest effect (21.7 percentage points), followed by
Portland (14.3 percentage points) and Riverside HCD (13.5 percentage points). Except for Grand
Rapids HCD, these programs also increased the proportion of recipients who were employed in
all four quarters in year 2. Gains in year 2 earnings were also substantial ($800 or more) in Grand
Rapids LFA and Portland and more moderate ($600 or more) in the three other programs.

Welfare receipt. Seven programs produced statistically significant reductions in months
on AFDC for the most disadvantaged. Three programs lowered the average number of months
spent on welfare by two or more. All but two programs (Atlanta HCD and Oklahoma City)
achieved reductions in year 2 welfare payments for the most disadvantaged. These reductions
ranged from 5.5 percent (Detroit) to 20.3 percent (Grand Rapids LFA). Four programs (Grand
Rapids LFA and HCD, Riverside LFA, and Portland) produced savings of at least 15 percent,
and three programs (Riverside HCD, Columbus Integrated, and Oklahoma City) produced sav-
ings of at least 10 percent, although the difference in Oklahoma City was not statistically signifi-
cant.

In most programs, decreases in AFDC payments outweighed increases in earnings. As a
result, combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in the second year of follow-
up was mostly lower for program group members than for control group members. These pro-
gram-control differences, however, were not statistically significant, except in Riverside LFA,
which reduced combined income in year 2 by more than $700. Difficulty in producing earnings
increases that exceed welfare decreases for the most disadvantaged has been noted as a problem
in prior welfare-to-work evaluations. '

*Sample sizes are too small to provide reliable estimates based on survey data.
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How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had no recent work experience?

As shown in Table 11.4, all employment-focused programs and the majority of educa-
tion-focused programs produced impacts on employment and earnings for recipients who did not
have any recent work experience, without a clear advantage for either approach. Almost all pro-
grams successfully decreased welfare receipt for these sample members.

Employment-focused programs produced somewhat larger impacts on employment and
welfare receipt than education-focused programs. Both approaches, however, produced similar
effects on job quality and on earnings in the second year of follow-up. The employment-focused,
varied first activity program in Portland produced the most dramatic earnings gains and welfare
reductions, whereas the low enforcement education-focused programs in Detroit and Oklahoma
City produced the smallest impacts for recipients in this subgroup.

Employment and earnings. Substantial impacts on employment, earnings, and employ-
ment stability for recipients who had not worked in the year prior to program entry were evident
in all programs except Riverside HCD, Oklahoma City, and Detroit; also, Grand Rapids LFA did
not increase employment stability. Portland produced the most impressive effects, raising two-
year employment by 17.3 percentage points and increasing employment stability in year 2 by
10.9 percentage points. Additionally, Portland attained quite large earnings gains in the second
year of follow-up amounting to more than $1,600 per program group member and more than
double the earings gain of the next nearest program for this subgroup.

In addition to Portland, all other programs except Oklahoma City produced employment
impacts for recipients with no recent work experience. Three of these programs boosted two-year
employment by more than 10 percentage points. Riverside LFA, in fact, attained an 18.3 percent-
age point increase in “Ever Employed in Year 1 or 2.” Gains in stable employment were evident
in six of these nine programs and ranged from 3.0 percentage points (Grand Rapids HCD) to 5.6
percentage points (Columbus Traditional). In addition, seven of the nine programs that raised
employment also achieved moderate gains in year 2 earnings.

According to the survey data, only two employment-focused programs (Riverside LFA
and Portland) and one education-focused program (Columbus Traditional) raised job quality.
Program group respondents in these programs were more likely to hold a “good” job by 4.6 per-
centage points (Riverside LFA) to 7.9 percentage points (Portland). These same programs also
raised average hourly pay among those employed by at least $0.30 per hour.

Welfare receipt. As shown in Table 11.4, almost all programs successfully decreased
welfare receipt for individuals who had not worked in the year prior to study entry. All but one
program (Detroit) lowered the amount of time that recipients spent on welfare by a statistically
significant amount. Across all programs the median reduction in time on welfare was slightly
more than one month. Except for Oklahoma City, these same programs also largely decreased
average AFDC expenditures in the second year of follow-up. Five programs produced savings of
more than 15 percent (not shown), and another two produced savings of more than 10 percent.
Portland achieved the largest impact: a 26 percent reduction.

Impacts on combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps were not associ-
ated with program approach. Three programs (Atlanta LFA and HCD and Portland) increased
combined income in year 2 for this subgroup by more than $320. Three other programs
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(Riverside LFA and HCD and Grand Rapids LFA) decreased combined income by a similar
amount. According to the survey data, none of the programs increased respondents’ total meas-
ured income at the end of two years. Oklahoma City, however, decreased total income by about
$180. ' :

Other outcomes. There was no consistent pattern of differences between employment-
and education-focused programs with regard to other outcomes. Decreases in health care cover-
age in Atlanta LFA were concentrated among recipients who were not employed in the year prior
to random assignment. In contrast, Columbus Traditional increased coverage for recipients and
their children in this subgroup. Also, fewer recipients in Columbus Integrated and Atlanta LFA
had children with at least three academic, behavioral, and/or health problems.

How well did each approach succeed with recipients who had worked in the year prior to pro-
gram enrollment?

Few employment- and education-focused programs produced impacts on both employ-
ment and earnings for sample members who worked in the year prior to random assignment, who
may be presumed to face fewer barriers to employment than those who did not work in the pre-
vious year. (See Table 11.7.) Only two employment-focused programs (Grand Rapids LFA and
Portland) and one education-focused program (Grand Rapids HCD) produced impacts on both
employment and eamings for individuals in this subgroup. Reductions in AFDC were more
widespread: all but one of the programs decreased time on welfare and welfare payments.

Employment and earnings. Five programs representing both employment- and educa-
tion-focused approaches increased employment for sample members who worked in the year
prior to random assignment, but these effects were modest, except for Riverside LFA, which
achieved a 10 percentage point gain. Five programs (Grand Rapids LFA and HCD, Columbus
Integrated, Detroit, and Portland) also increased average year 2 earnings by modest amounts,
from $575 to $682 per program group member. Only three programs (Grand Rapids LFA and
HCD and Portland) produced impacts on both employment and earnings. Five programs raised
employment stability for this subgroup in the second year of follow-up.

According to the survey data, two employment-focused programs raised job quality for
sample members who worked in the year prior to random assignment. Riverside LFA and Port-
land increased the proportion of recipients in this subgroup who had a full-time job that provided
health insurance by 5.4 percentage points and 12.1 percentage points, respectively. Portland also
raised hourly wages among those employed by $1.56 for this subgroup.

. Welfare receipt. Reductions in AFDC were more widespread than gains in earnings for
sample members with recent work experience. Ten of the programs decreased time on welfare
during the follow-up, typically by one to two months. All programs decreased average AFDC
expenditures. Six programs generated at least a 15 percent savings in AFDC payments for these
recipients in the second year of follow-up, and another two saved at least 10 percent.

Decreases in combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps in year 2 for re-
cipients who worked in the year prior to random assignment were evident in most programs, al-
though they were statistically significant for only three programs. Specifically, Oklahoma City
and Riverside LFA and HCD decreased combined income by $198 to $848 in the second year of
follow-up. Survey data produced one conflict with these administrative records results: a statisti-
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cally significant increase in respondents’ fotal income in Oklahoma City at the end of year 2.
Survey data also showed an increase in total income in Portland.

Other outcomes. Some programs produced large decreases in health care coverage for
recipients and children for sample members with recent work experience. Columbus Integrated
reduced coverage by 15.3 percentage points, followed by Oklahoma City (14.4 percentage
points) and Riverside LFA (5.7 percentage points). In addition, both programs in Grand Rapids
increased the likelihood of recipients having children with several problems. Columbus Inte-
grated also substantially increased the proportion of respondents who paid for child care. Grand
Rapids HCD, however, had the opposite effect.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table A.1

Impacts on Participation in Program Activities

Sample Program  Control  Difference

Site and Program Size Group Group (Impact)
Any Activity’
Ever participated (%) C '
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 48.3 18.9 20.4 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 51.5 18.9 32,6 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 57.5 41.7 15.8 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 63.0 41.7 21.3 ¥*x
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 53.6 29.3 242 **x*
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 50.9 25.0 25.9 **x
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 65.4 25.0 40.4 ***
Columbus Integrated 728 48.2 24.2 24.0 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 45.5 242 2].3 **x
Detroit 426 50.5 41.7 88 *
Oklahoma City 511 51.2 40.2 11.0 **
Portland 610 63.9 37.5 26.4 ***

Job Search/Job Club

Ever participated (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 33.6 4.6 20,1 **x
Atlanta Human Capital Development . 2199 15.9 4.6 11.4 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 319 49 27.]1 ¥*x
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 17.7 4.9 12.8 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 374 5.6 31.8 *4s
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012° 393 . 5.6 33.7 ¥*x
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 26.7 5.6 21,1 *xx
Columbus Integrated 728 14.2 3.9 10.3 ***
Columbus Traditional 723 11.6 3.9 7.7 *¥*
Detroit 426 12.0 50 6.9 **
Oklahoma City ’ 511 123 7.2 5.1 *
Portland 610 40.4 8.2 322 ¥¥¥
(continued)
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

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

Basic Education’

Ever participated (%)

1890 10.1 5.0 5.1 ¥xx* Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
2199 21.2 5.0 16.1 *** Atlanta Human Capital Development
1158 13.2 134 -0.2 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
1158 25.8 134 12.4 *** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1678 6.7 72 -0.5 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1012 9.9 11.6 -1.7 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
1350 49.7 11.6 38.2 **»* Riverside Human Capital Development
728 20.7 8.8 11.9 *** Columbus Integrated
723 20.0 8.8 11.2 *** Columbus Traditional
426 19.6 19.4 02 Detroit
511 21.4 11.7 9.8 *** Oklahoma City

610 15.3 10.0 5.3 ** Portland

Post-Secondary Education or Vocational Training

Ever participated (%)

1890 12.5 10.9 1.6 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
2199 20.6 10.9 9.7 *** Atlanta Human Capital Development
1158 25.0 27.5 -2.5 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
1158 334 27.5 5.9 ** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1678 19.3 19.3 0.0 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1012 11.7 12.0 -0.3 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
1350 13.3 12.0 1.3 Riverside Human Capital Development
728 15.0 12.4 2.6 Columbus Integrated
723 18.4 12.4 6.0 ** Columbus Traditional
426 30.5 235 7.0 * Detroit
511 28.8 25.6 32 Oklahoma City
610 28.7 214 7.3 ** Portland

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

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

Work Experience’

Ever participated (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 7.5 1.0 6.4 *¥**
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 5.9 1.0 4.0 ¥*x*
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 4.9 1.7 3.2 %k
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 4.1 1.7 2.5 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 2.7 1.6 1.0
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 2.1 1.0 1.1
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 1.8 1.0 0.8
Columbus Integrated 728 8.8 22 6.7 ¥**
Columbus Traditional 723 7.5 22 5.4 ***
Detroit 426 1.1 1.2 -0.1
Oklahoma City 511 44 1.8 26 *
Portland 610 94 23 T Hkx

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

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

™ Any activity" includes job club/job search, ESL, adult basic education/GED, high school, post-
secondary education, unpaid job, on-the-job-training, and vocational training.

®"Basic education” includes ESL, adult basic education/GED, and high school.

“"Work experience” includes unpaid job and on-the-job-training.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table A.2

Impacts on Participation in Program Activities,
by High School Diploma/GED Status
at Random Assignment

Sample Program  Control  Difference
Site and Program . : Size Group Group (Impact)

A. With a High School Diploma or GED

Any activity (%)*

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 50.1 20.1 30.0 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development ' 1107 50.5 20.1 30.4 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 60.4 41.7 18.7 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 58.1 41.7 16.4 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 57.0 35.1 22.0 **»*
Columbus Integrated 425 46.7 25.8 20.8 ***
Columbus Traditional ' 430 43.2 25.8 17.4 ***
Detroit 238 47.1 42.6 4.5

Oklahoma City 267 47.0 41.4 5.6

Portland - 415 66.0 35.5 30.6 ***

Job search/job club (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment . 995 33.8 5.1 28.7 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 19.1 5.1 14.0 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 34.0 4.2 29.8 ***
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 16.1 4.2 11.9 ***
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 349 5.6 29.3 **»*
Columbus Integrated 425 16.7 6.1 10.6 ***
Columbus Traditional 430 14.8 6.1 8.7 ***
Detroit 238 12.2 5.1 7.0 *
Oklahoma City 267 13.3 8.4 4.8
Portland ' 415 442 7.9 36.2 ***

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

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

B. Without a High School Diploma or GED

Any activity (%)’

895 45.6 16.3 293 ¥¥* Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
1092 53.2 16.3 36.8 *** Atlanta Human Capital Development
453 52.5 41.8 10.7 ** Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
481 72.3 41.8 30.5 *** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1012 509 25.0 25.9 *x* Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1350 65.4 25.0 40.4 *** Riverside Human Capital Development
301 48.7 23.1 25.6 *** Columbus Integrated

292 492 23.1 26.1 *** Columbus Traditional

188 533 424 10.9 Detroit

234 55.5 393 16.2 ** Oklahoma City

189 60.2 41.4 18.8 ** Portland

Job search/iob club (%)

895 334 3.6 29.8 *** Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
1092 10.8 3.6 7.2 **x Atlanta Human Capital Development
453 27.6 6.1 21.5 *** Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
481 21.0 6.1 14.9 *** Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1012 393 5.6 33.7 **x* Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1350 26.7 5.6 21.1 *** Riverside Human Capital Development
301 9.4 0.5 8.9 *x¥x Columbus Integrated
292 7.3 0.5 6.8 ** Columbus Traditional
188 12.3 4.4 79 * Detroit
234 10.1 6.1 4.0 Oklahoma City
189 334 7.5 25.8 ¥** Portland

(continued).
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

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

A. With a High School Diploma or GED

Basic education (%)b

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment : 995 32 2.5 0.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 7.9 25 5.4 **x*
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 43 - 35 0.8
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development - 677 8.7 3.5 5.2 **x*
Riverside Labor Force Attachment o 666 2.5 1.6 0.9
Columbus Integrated ' 425 7.7 3.1 4.6 **
Columbus Traditional ‘ 430 5.0 3.1 1.8
Detroit 238 6.9 10.1 -3.1
Oklahoma City 267 4.0 0.5 3.5
Portland 415 5.3 0.6 4.7 *x*

Post-secondary education or vocational training (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 15.7 143 1.5
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 29.6 14.3 15.3 **»*
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 33.0 36.0 -3.0
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 39.5 36.0 34
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 294 28.9 0.5
Columbus Integrated 425 21.2 17.9 33
Columbus Traditional 430 23.2 17.9 53
Detroit ' 238 34.6 325 2.1
Oklahoma City 267 35.9 345 1.4

Portland 415 31.2 26.0 5.2
' continued)
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

Difference
(Impact)

Control
Group

Sample Program

Size Group Site and Program

B. Without a High School Diploma or GED

895
1092

453
481

1012
1350

301
292

188
234

189

895
1092

453
481

1012
1350

301
292

188
234

189

21.9
42.8

29.5
579

9.9
49.7

39.6
41.9

35.6

42.6

37.1

7.1
6.3

10.9
21.5

11.7
13.3

59
11.1

244

19.5

23.6

8.6
8.6

322
322

11.6
11.6

16.8
16.8

31.8

24.8

309

5.1
5.1

11.8
11.8

12.0
12.0

53
5.3

13.9

15.5

10.8

13.3 ***
342 ***

-2.8
25.6 ***

-1.7
382 ¥**

22,9 ***
25.1 **¥

3.8

17.8 *¥**

6.2

1.9
1.1

-0.9
Q.7 *xx

-0.3
1.3

0.5
57+

10.5 *

4.0

12.8 **

Basic education (% [b

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

Post-secondary education or vocational training (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Atlanta Human Capital Development

Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development

Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Riverside Human Capital Development

Columbus Integrated
Columbus Traditional

Detroit
Oklahoma City

Portland

-233-
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

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

A. With a High School Diploma or GED

Work experience (%)°

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 995 9.5 0.9 8.6 ***
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1107 8.5 0.9 7.6 ***
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 705 5.6 1.8 3.8 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 677 5.4 1.8 3.6 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 666 34 24 1.0
Columbus Integrated 425 9.5 1.5 8.0 ***
Columbus Traditional 430 . 84 1.5 6.9 ***
Detroit 238 1.0 T 24 -14
Oklahoma City 267 5.0 24 26
Portland 415 7.8 1.9 5.9 **
: continued)
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

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

B. Without a High School Diploma or GED

Work experience (%)’

895 4.0 1.1 2.9 *xx* Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
1092 1.8 1.1 0.7 Atlanta Human Capital Development
453 33 1.2 2.1 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
481 2.2 1.2 . 09 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
1012 2.1 1.0 1.1 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
1350 1.8 1.0 0.8 Riverside Human Capital Development
301 7.3 38 3.5 Columbus Integrated
292 6.2 3.8 24 Columbus Traditional
188 1.3 -0.1 1.5 Detroit
234 4.1 1.0 3.0 Oklahoma City
189 11.7 3.7 8.0 * Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix Table A.1.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table A.3

Two-Year Impacts on Education or Training Credentials for All Sample Members

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

Received any education or training credentials (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1890 9.5 6.2 3.4 ** 54.7
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 13.1 6.2 6.9 *** 112.3
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 9.9 15.0 -5.1 ** -34.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 21.6 15.0 6.6 ¥** 442
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 9.0 9.8 -0.8 -8.0

Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 6.3 8.7 2.4 -27.9
Riverside Human Capital Development : 1350 14.2 8.7 5.5 **x 62.8
Columbus Integrated ‘ 728 10.7 9.7 1.0 10.5
Columbus Traditional 723 12.7 9.7 3.0 30.6
Detroit 426 18.0 14.0 4.0 28.8
Oklahoma City 511 17.1 14.6 2.5 17.0
Portland 610 18.4 10.2 8.2 ¥*x 80.1

Received a high school diploma or GED (%)

Atlanta Labor Force Attachment - 1890 2.1 1.2 0.9 72.8
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2199 22 1.2 1.0 79.0
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1158 24 4.2 -1.8 -42.2
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1158 6.7 42 2.5 ¥* 60.3
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1678 1.3 1.6 0.3 -202
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1012 1.5 24 -0.9 -38.6
Riverside Human Capital Development 1350 10.6 24 8.3 *»* 3493
Columbus Integrated 728 5.1 29 2.1 73.0
Columbus Traditional 723 6.2 29 3.3 ** 112.8
Detroit 426 7.1 5.6 1.5 26.5
Oklahoma City 511 7.8 4.3 34 79.6
Portland 610 6.1 1.8 4.3 ** 237.4
(continued)
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Appendix Table A.3 (continued)

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

Received a trade license or certificate (%)

1.5 4.6 2.9 ** 63.5 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
11.1 4.6 6.5 *** 141.4 Atlanta Human Capital Development
7.0 9.2 -2.3 =245 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
14.0 9.2 4.7 **»* 51.2 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
7.0 1.5 -0.5 -6.4 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
5.5 6.6 -1.1 -16.5 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
49 6.6 -1.8 -26.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
4.6 7.3 -2.6 -36.3 Columbus Integrated
6.8 7.3 -0.5 -6.9 Columbus Traditional
12.5 9.2 33 364 Detroit
10.6 - 9.7 1.0 9.9 Oklahoma City
12.0 5.8 62 ** 108.0 Portland

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table B.1

Welfare, Employment, and Health Care Coverage Status
for Respondents and All Children at the End of Two Years

Program Control Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 59.9 64.8 -4.9 **
2 Employed 94 11.3 -1.9
A3) Not employed 50.5 53.5 -3.0
@) Off AFDC ‘ 40.1 352 4,9 *x
) Employed 30.0 25.0 5.0 ***
) Health coverage 15.6 12.5 3.1 **
@) No coverage 14.5 12.5 1.9
8 Not employed 10.0 10.2 -0.1
) Health coverage 43 34 0.9
(10) No coverage 5.7 6.8 -1.1

Sample size 804 1086
Atlanta Human Capital Development
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 61.6 64.8 -3.2
) Employed 10.7 11.3 -0.6
Q3) Not employed 50.9 53.5 -2.6
@) Off AFDC 38.4 35.2 3.2
Q) Employed 26.4 25.0 14
6) Health coverage 14.0 12.5 1.5
@) No coverage 12.4 12.5 0.2
38) Not employed 12.0 10.2 1.8
) Health coverage 4.1 3.4 0.7
10) No coverage 7.9 6.8 1.2
Sample size 1113 1086
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid ' 42.4 49.1 -6.6 **
2) Employed 15.6 13.9 1.7
3) Not employed 26.8 35.1 -8.3 ¥*¥
(4) Off AFDC 57.6 50.9 6.6 **
Q) Employed 40.9 37.5 34
6) Health coverage 25.0 23.9 1.1
@) No coverage 15.9 13.5 23
®8) Not employed 16.7 13.4 3.2
) Health coverage 9.8 7.4 2.4
(10) No coverage 6.9 6.0 0.8

Sample size 574 584
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 46.6 49.1 -2.5
2) Employed 15.6 13.9 1.7
3) Not employed 30.9 35.1 -4.2
(4) Off AFDC , 534 50.9 2.5
S) Employed 37.5 375 0.0
(6) Health coverage 22.8 23.9 -1.1
N No coverage 14.6 13.5 1.1
8) Not employed 16.0 13.4 25
&) Health coverage 9.9 .74 2.5
(10) No coverage 6.1 6.0 0.0
Sample size 574 584
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Riverside Labor Force Attachment
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 60.2 69.0 -8.8 ***
2) Employed 18.1 16.4 1.7
3) Not employed 42.1 52.6 -10.5 Hk*
4) Off AFDC 39.8 31.0 8.8 *4*
Q) Employed 24.4 19.0 5.4 Hkx
6) Health coverage 13.2 99 = 3.3 kx*
@) No coverage 11.3 9.1 2.1
8) Not employed 15.4 12.0 3.4
€)) Health coverage 74 5.8 1.6
(10) No coverage 8.0 6.2 1.8

Sample size 564 1114
Riverside Human Capital Development
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 68.0 73.6 -5.6 **
) Employed 17.3 14.3 3.0
(3)  Not employed ' 50.8 59.4 -8.6 *¥x
(4) Off AFDC ' 32.0 26.4 5.6 **
Q) Employed 19.6 14.2 5.4 **
©) Health coverage 9.5 6.2 3.3 %
@) No coverage . 10.2 8.0 2.2
3) Not employed 12.3 12.2 0.2
) Health coverage 5.8 5.6 0.2
(10) No coverage 6.6 6.6 0.0
Sample size 621 © 729
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Columbus Integrated
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 43.7 56.7 -13.0 ***
2) Employed 9.7 9.7 0.0
3) Not employed 34.0 47.0 -13.0 ***
(4) Off AFDC 56.3 433 13.0 ***
Q) Employed 422 30.9 11,3 #**
©) Health coverage 21.9 17.4 4.6
@) No coverage 20.2 13.5 : 6.7 **
8) Not employed 14.1 12.4 1.7
)] Health coverage 8.1 6.8 14
(10) No coverage 6.0 5.6 0.4

Sample size 371 357
Columbus Traditional
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 54.2 56.7 2.5
2) Employed 12.9 9.7 3.2
(K)] Not employed 41.3 47.0 -5.7
(4) Off AFDC 458 43.3 2.5
) Employed 33.1 30.9 22
©) Health coverage 204 17.4 3.0
@) No coverage 12.7 13.5 -0.8
8) Not employed 12.7 12.4 0.3
&) Health coverage 7.3 6.8 0.5
(10) No coverage 5.4 5.6 0.2
Sample size 366 357
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Detroit
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 65.3 67.6 =23
()] Employed 18.8 15.6 32
&) Not employed 46.5 52.0 -5.5
(4) Off AFDC 347 324 23
Q) Employed 24.8 18.5 6.2
©) Health coverage 16.1 11.2 4.8
@) No coverage 8.7 7.3 14
(t)] Not employed 10.0 13.9 -39
o) Health coverage 6.4 9.5 -3.1
(10) No coverage 3.6 44 -0.8

Sample size 210 216
Oklahoma City
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 33.7 41.1 -7.4 *
()] Employed 7.3 6.3 1.0
3 Not employed 26.4 348 -8.4 **
@) Off AFDC 66.3 58.9 7.4 *
o®) Employed 414 42.0 -0.6
©6) Health coverage 14.0 22.1 -8.1 **
@) No coverage 27.4 19.9 7.5 **
3) Not employed 24.8 16.9 7.9 **
o) Health coverage 8.9 4.4 4,5 **
10) No coverage 16.0 12.6 34
Sample size 259 252
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Site and Program Group Group (Impact)
Portland
(1) On AFDC: has Medicaid 437 577 - =14.0 ***
2) Employed 8.1 8.2 -0.1
3) Not employed 35.6 495 -13.9 ***
(4) Off AFDC 56.3 423 14.0 ***
o) Employed 42.0 26.6 15.4 ***
©) Health coverage 273 18.9 8.4 **
@) No coverage 14.7 7.7 7.0 **
8) Not employed 14.3 15.7 -1.4
) Health coverage 9.5 9.0 0.5
(10) No coverage 4.8 6.7 -1.9

Sample size 297 313

SOURCES and NOTES: See Table 8.1.
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Family Circumstances, Child Outcomes, and
Impacts for Families with Preschool-Age Children

| 8 Family Circumstances: Marital Status, Additional Child Births,
Household Composition. and Housing Situations

Two years after random assignment, what were the family circumstances of children in fami-
lies on welfare assigned to the control group?

Appendix Table C.1 provides an overview of the family circumstances of welfare recipi-
ents who were not in a mandatory welfare-to-work program, that is, control group members, in
terms of marital status, additional child births, household composition, and housing situations.

The majority of control group members’ children across all sites were living in single-
parent families.' Typically, control group members were either never married (ranging from 27
percent in Riverside LFA to 55 percent in Atlanta) or were no longer married because they had
become separated, divorced, or widowed (ranging from 34 percent in Detroit to 49 percent in
Riverside HCD). A small percentage of the control sample was either living as a couple (4 to 13
percent) or married (4 to 19 percent).

The median rate of having another child during the follow-up period was 12 percent.
About 6 percent (Atlanta) to 15 percent (Oklahoma City) of control group members had had a
baby since study entry.

Control group members’ households differed across families, as indicated in Appendix
Table C.1* The majority lived in a household composed solely of themselves and their child(ren).
In all sites except Riverside and Oklahoma City, this rate was at least 50 percent. Detroit had the
highest proportion (62 percent) of families consisting of only the parent and her children.

The second most common household arrangement for control group members included
relatives, which consisted of extended family such as grandparents, aunts, uncles, and siblings in
addition to the parent and her children. Atlanta had the highest proportion (24 percent) of house-
holds that included extended family across all sites, while Grand Rapids had the lowest (14 per-
cent). In most sites similar portions of the sample consisted of control group members living in a
household that included the parent, her spouse, and children or in a household that included the
parent, her partner, and children.

'At the time of the follow-up interview, parents were asked about their marital status. Categories of marital
status include single; living as a couple with a boyfriend/girlfriend or partner without being married; married and
living with spouse; and once married, but now separated, divorced, or widowed.

*Parents were also asked to complete a grid indicating who was living in their household and what the relation-
ship of each person was to them. Categories of household composition consist of the following: (1) includes only
the parent, spouse, and children (that is, no other people live in the household such as grandparents or unrelated
adults); (2) includes the parent, parent’s partner, and parent’s children (again, no one else lives in the household);
(3) includes the parent, parent’s children, and any relatives (for example, parents, grandparents, siblings); (4)
includes the parent, parent’s children, and any nonrelatives (unrelated adults or children); (5) includes only the par-
ent and the parent’s children; and (6) includes the parent and others, but not the parent’s children.
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A small percentage of households included a nonrelative (which could indicate a family
who doubled up) in addition to the parent and her children or the parent and others but not the
parent’s children. The proportion of controls living with nonrelatives ranged from 3 percent
(Atlanta and Oklahoma City) to 7 percent (Portland). The percentage of controls living without
their children also ranged from 3 percent (Detroit) to 7 percent (Atlanta). These households may
not have included children because, for example, the children were staying at a relative’s house,
had been removed from the parent’s home, or had aged out of the household by the time of the
follow-up interview.

As shown in Appendix Table C.1, about 59 percent (Oklahoma City) to 82 percent
(Detroit) of control group members rented their home, at a median rate of 73 percent. A moderate
portion of controls lived with family or friends and paid rent, that is, about 7 percent (Detroit) to
22 percent (Riverside HCD), with a median of 16 percent. A smaller proportion of the control
group sample lived with family or friends and did not pay rent (a median of 4 percent, within a
range of 3 percent to 10 percent). Similarly, about 2 percent (Atlanta) to 12 percent (Grand Rap-
ids ) of control group members owned their home, with a median rate of 6 percent. Finally, very
few control group members were living in a group shelter, were homeless, or were in jail (3 per-
cent or less across all sites).

What were the effects of the welfare-to-work programs on marital status, child births, house-
hold composition, and housing?

Appendix Table C.2 presents program impacts on family circumstances. Most welfare-to-
work programs did not have an impact on the marital status that recipients reported for them-
selves at the time of the interview. Two programs, however, did produce impacts on marital
status. Portland increased the proportion of program group members who were living as an un-
married couple by 5 percentage points. Riverside LFA reduced the number of program group
members who were married and living with their spouse by nearly 3 percentage points. Only one
program had an effect on additional child births during the two-year follow-up period: Columbus
Traditional reduced the proportion of program group members who had another baby since study
entry by 3 percentage points compared with controls. Therefore, the welfare-to-work programs in
this evaluation did not have a positive impact on marrlage and had very little, if any, effect on
additional child births.

Similarly, only two programs had an impact on families’ household composition. Atlanta
LFA increased the proportion of program group members who lived only with their children by 4
percentage points. Grand Rapids HCD decreased the proportion of program group members
whose household included nonrelatives (close to 3 percentage points) and increased the propor-
tion whose household did not include their children (about 3 percentage points).

Impacts on families’ housing situations were not extensive, although five programs did
produce impacts. Atlanta LFA increased the proportion of respondents who lived with family or
friends and did not pay rent by about 2 percentage points. Atlanta HCD increased the proportion
who lived in “other situation” by 1 percentage point; Grand Rapids LFA increased it by 1.5 per-
centage points. Riverside LFA reduced the proportion who lived with family or friends and paid
rent by about 3 percentage points and had an impact on the number of program group members
who lived in a group shelter of about half a percentage point. Columbus Traditional produced a 5
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percentage point increase in the number of program group members who lived with family or
friends and paid rent.

II. Child Outcomes and Impacts for Families with Preschool-Age Children

What were the child outcomes and impacts for families with preschool-age children?

See Appendix Tables C.3-C.5.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table C.5

Program Impacts on Child Outcomes

in Families with a Preschool-Age Child”

Behavioral Adjustment School Progress Health and Safety Composite
Attending a Taken to 3to7
Special Class Attending a Removed  Hospital for Indicators
Behavioral or for Special Class from Accident,  Were True for
Emotional  Behavioral Repeated a  for Learning Mother's Injury, or Children
Sample Suspended Problems ®  Problems Grade Problems Care* Poisoning Within Family
Site and Program Size (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 949 -1.0 -0.6 2.2 -3.0 2.7 0.9 4.1 -0.2
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1082 1.8 -1.5 -1.5 -7.6 ¥** -0.7 -0.2 -1.2 22
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 638 -0.4 2.2 -6.1 ** 1.2 -7.1 ** -1.0 0.3. 4.7 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 644 -2.6 -2.0 -5.7 **- 0.1 -43 -2.0 -3.9 -1.5
m Riverside Labor Force Attachment 751 6.1 *** 5.7* 25 -1.5 1.6 . -1.1 23 1.4
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 464 4.0 04 0.2 -2.6 -4.9 -0.7 -4.6 -53 %
Riverside Human Capital Development 618 -2.7 -3.7 -0.8 -0.2 S7.2 ** 23 -2.8 -4.0
Columbus Integrated 333 0.1 7.5 1.5 2.7 -4.9 -04 -9.5:% -1.7
Columbus Traditional 322 -1.3 -0.1 1.7 2.6 6.0 -1.5 -89 * 04
Detroit 265 32 33 -14 -4.0 -1.0 0.5 -2.8 0.1
Oklahoma City 316 -6.5 ** -3.5 -0.2 2.6 -4.0 09 09 -3.5
_Portland 382 0.4 -3.2 -1.9 -0.4 -3.2 -24 -24 -5.3 -

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTES: See Table 10.2.

- “These are families whose youngest child in the household at baseline was under age 6, but could include families who have older children as well. The measures should be
attributed to how any child in the family is doing, including both young and older children.
®"Behavior or Emotional Problems” includes both respondents who reported that any of their children received help for behavioral or emotional problems and respondents

who felt that any of their children needed to get this kind of help, if they were not already receiving it.
‘Respondents were asked if any of their children were removed from their care because they couldn’t care for or handle them.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table D.1

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members on Welfare Two Years or More Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in Average Totél
Sample in Year lor2 All 4 Quarters Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) of Year 2 (%) Year 2 (§)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 2495 6.6 **x 5.8 ¥xx 620 **x*
Atlanta Human Capital Development 2543 4.6 ** 4.2 Fkx 534 *kx
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1791 5.8 ¥k 5.1 *xx 492 **
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 1775 4,0 ** 22 379 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3510 18.9 *x* 6.1 *xx 840 *x**
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1831 20.] **x* 6.4 *** 659 *xx
Riverside Human Capital Development 1841 11.3 *** 4.3 *xx 449 *xx
Columbus Integrated 3392 25 * 5.9 *xx 690 **x*
Columbus Traditional 3415 1.9 4.6 *** 445 **
Detroit 3313 4.8 *** 3.6 **x* 441 **x
Oklahoma City 2076 -0.5 -0.3 11
Portland 3423 12,1 *** 9.2 *kx 1250 ***
Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample  Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)° Insurance (%) Income ($)"
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1315 0.16 0.3 -9
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1548 0.24 1.3 -4
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 775 -0.29 1.3 -24
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 745 -0.13 -25 -33
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 963 0.21 4.7 *xx -26
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 646 -0.33 0.8 -48
Riverside Human Capital Development 857 -0.59 1.6 2
Columbus Integrated 550 -0.08 4.8 -15
Columbus Traditional 536 0.17 0.0 -15
Detroit 309 -0.66 2.6 45
Oklahoma City 125 * -2.24 1 -0.1 " -46
Portland 389 1.26 7.6 ** 38
(continued)
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Appendix Table D.1 (continued)

Number of Months Average AFDC Average Combined
on AFDC in Years Payments in Income in Year 2
1 and 2 Year 2 ($) (8" Site and Program
-1.4 *x** <234 **x 326 ** Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.6 ** <157 *xx 377 ** Atlanta Human Capital Development
S2.1 ¥x =737 *** -389 ** Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 **x =563 *** -281 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
=17 ¥xx* -880 *** -285 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.5 ¥k -893 *¥* -484 ** Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-0.8 ** <625 *** -367 Riverside Human Capital Development
-1.5 *¥x -404 *** 24 Columbus Integrated
-0.8 *** <274 ¥ 21 Columbus Traditional
-0.8 ¥ <248 ¥+ 92 Detroit
Sl Hx -161 ** -251 Oklahoma City
2.5 ¥+ =795 *¥x 193 Portland
Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Child Have Health Problems in Child Care at
Care Coverage (%) Family (%)d “Interview (%) Site and Program
-3.9 ** 2.2 -1.3 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
2.7 -0.8 ' 0.0 Atlanta Human Capital Development
-1.1 3.9 4.0 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
0.5 33 -53 * Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-3.2 29 39¢* Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-0.5 0.0 03 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-3.5 -1.3 5.2 ** Riverside Human Capital Development
-6.2 * -6.9 * 43 Columbus Integrated
1.3 -0.7 04 Columbus Traditional
-0.2 2.9 11.9 ***  Detroit
-11.2 ¢ 37" -8.1" Oklahoma City
7.9 ** 2.9 ' 5.8 Portland

SOURCES: See Table 11.4.

NOTES: See Table 11.4.
The symbol "u" indicates that, because of very small sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is unreliable.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table D.2

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members on Welfare Less Than Two Years Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in Average Total
Sample in Year lor 2 All 4 Quarters Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) of Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 1288 1.6 0.5 181
Atlanta Human Capital Development 1275 0.2 1.2 176
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 1219 10.4 *** 0.6 533 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development ° 1215 7.7 *** 3.1 626 **
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 3101 11.5 **=* 1.1 288
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 1248 12.6 *** -1.2 33
Riverside Human Capital Development 1238 7.9 ¥** -2.3 -339
Columbus Integrated : 806 -1.1 -1.7 -93
Columbus Traditional ' 793 -1.3 1.3 480
Detroit ‘ 1015 2.5 -0.8 -28
Oklahoma City 2683 -1.3 24 > 53
Portland 1999 10.3 *** 7.3 #x 1233 ***
: . Full-Time Job Total Measured
Sample  Average Hourly with Health Respondent
Site and Program Size Pay ($)° Insurance (%) Income ($)°
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 560 0.40 -34 87 **
Atlanta Human Capital Development 619 -0.01 -1.1 92 *»*
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 382 0.06 -0.5 -53
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 411 -0.34 5.5 -60
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 699 -0.16 5.0 ** 54
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 357 -0.48 12.9 *** 73
Riverside Human Capital Development 481 -0.61 24 -26
Columbus Integrated 97" 155" -1.5* 58 “
Columbus Traditional 105 “ 0.58 3.1 30 ¢
Detroit 102 “ -1.10 " 17.1 * 34"
Oklahoma City 154 “ 025 " 63 " -104 “
Portland 206 _0.59 13.0 * 140

(continued)

o4
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Appendix Table D.2 (continued)

Number of Months on Average AFDC Average Combined
AFDC in Years Payments in Income in Year 2
1 and 2 Year 2 ($) ($)° Site and Program
-0.7 -185 ** -29 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
-0.4 -158 ** 68 Atlanta Human Capital Development
-2.3 ¥k -586 **»* -190 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-1.1 ** -388 *** 187 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-1.3 -535 *** -412 * Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-1.4 **x* -603 *** =732 ** Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
-1.3 ** =514 **x -968 *** Riverside Human Capital Development
=22 ¥x =340 *** -710 Columbus Integrated
-1.4 ** =237 ** -1 Columbus Traditional
03 116 72 Detroit
0.9 **»* -146 ** -146 Oklahoma City
-2.6 *x* -663 *** 388 Portland
o Respondent Paid
Respondent and Child Child-Related Out-of-Pocket for
Have Health Care Problems in Child Care at
Coverage (%) Family (%) Interview (%) Site and Program
4.7 4.2 1.1 Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
20 -2.0 **  Atlanta Human Capital Development
-5.9 52 34 Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
-3.9 3.6 2.6 Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
-6.5 ** 23 -0.4 Riverside Labor Force Attachment
-10.8 ** -3.2 3.8 Lacked high school diploma or basic skills
2.1 -1.3 3.9 Riverside Human Capital Development
-114 * 14" 0.8" Columbus Integrated
0.5 " 86" -1.9* Columbus Traditional
55" 46 " 39" Detroit
-19 " 8.0 " S e Oklahoma City
5.0 . . 2.8 2.3 Portland

SOURCES and NOTES: See Appendix Table D.1.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table D.3

Program Impacts on Selected Measures
for Sample Members Who Earned $3,000 or More in the Year Prior to Random Assignment

Ever Employed Employed in All Average Total
Sample  in Year lor 2 4 Quarters of Earnings in
Site and Program Size (%) Year 2 (%) Year 2 ($)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment 554 -0.9 -3.0 -25
Atlanta Human Capital Development 547 -1.6 -1.6 15
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 519 2.6 79 * 998 *
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 526 5.3 ** 5.0 927 *
Riverside Labor Force Attachment 1402 9.7 *** 2.8 504
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills 482 16.7 *** 6.1 666
Riverside Human Capital Development 485 6.4 * 1.9 -228
Columbus Integrated 1260 -0.5 34 791 **
Columbus Traditional 1299 -0.6 23 449
Detroit 422 5.2 10.1 ** 1357 *
Oklahoma City 1941 3.2 -1.6 -15
Portland 934 3.8 * 3.0 268
Number of
Months on Average AFDC Average Combined
AFDC in Years Payments in Income in Year 2
Site and Program 1 and 2 Year 2 (§) %
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment -1.3* <257 ** -348
Atlanta Human Capital Development -0.3 -116 2
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 2.7 -646 *** 155
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development -1.3 * =349 ** 557
Riverside Labor Force Attachment -1.6 *** =578 *** =237
Lacked high school diploma or basic skills -1.0 -596 ** -50
Riverside Human Capital Development -1.5* -642 ** -089 *
Columbus Integrated <2.] *xx -410 **x 143
Columbus Traditional -1.4 #r* =259 *** -34
Detroit =23 *xx -349 842
Oklahoma City -0.9 ** -123 -186
Portland =25 wkx -508 *** -402

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

NOTES: See Table 11.4.

**Combined income" is income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps.
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Survey Response Analysis

The Two-Year Client Survey provides data on participation, degree receipt, job quality,
income, transitional benefits, health care coverage, child care, child outcomes, and several other
measures used in this report. As noted in Chapter 2, the survey was administered to a subsample
of the full research sample approximately two years after random assignment. The purpose of
this appendix is to assess the reliability of survey results and whether these results are generaliz-
able to the full research sample. -

I. Key Analysis Samples

This analysis involves comparing background characteristics and impact results for the
following samples drawn from the full research sample:

The survey eligible sample (“eligibles”): sample members in the full research
sample who were randomly assigned during months in which the survey sample
was selected and who met the criteria for inclusion.

The fielded sample (‘fieldeds”’): Members of the eligible sample who were cho-
sen to be interviewed.

The respondent sample (“respondents”): members of the eligible sample chosen
to be interviewed (that is, fieldeds) who were interviewed.

The nonrespondent sample (“nonrespondents”’): members of the eligible sample
chosen to be interviewed (that is, fieldeds) who were not interviewed because they
could not be located or declined to be interviewed.

The analysis addresses the following questions:

e Is the response rate (the percentage of fielded sample members who were in-
terviewed) high enough to satisfy the usual standards of impact analysis?

¢ Are differences in response rates across research groups small enough to indi-
cate that comparisons between those groups will yield unbiased impact esti-
mates? ‘

¢ Are impact estimates based on unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records
and AFDC payment records similar for the respondent and eligible samples?

To summarize, the results are somewhat inconclusive and suggest that caution is needed
when interpreting the survey results for some programs. In all programs response rates are high
enough (at least 70 percent) to suggest that the survey probably represents the eligible sample.
Further, differences in response rates across research groups are small and therefore most likely
will not affect research group comparisons. At the same time, however, differences in back-
ground characteristics are evident in four programs and raise some concerns. The analysis also
shows that impacts on employment and AFDC payments are similar for respondent and eligible
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samples, indicating that survey data for respondents are likely to be a good representation of im-
pacts for all survey eligibles. Earnings estimates, however, differ and are somewhat problematic
in four sites, suggesting that some caution is needed in generalizing the survey results.

II.  Survey Selection and Sampling Ratios

Several of the chapters in this report analyze program impacts calculated from survey re-
sponses as well as impacts calculated from administrative records for the full sample. It is im-
portant to understand the process by which the survey samples were chosen and survey responses
collected in order to assess the comparability of these results.

Selecting the eligible sample. In all sites the survey eligible sample includes members of
the full research sample who were randomly assigned during some, but not all, months of sample
intake. (See Table 2.2.) Limiting the eligible sample in this way can introduce “cohort effects,”
impact estimates that are especially large or small for sample members randomly assigned during
particular months. A cohort effect may occur because members of the survey eligible sample dif-
fer in measured or unmeasured background characteristics from persons randomly assigned in
other months. Changes in area labor markets or in program implementation that occur at some
point after the start-up of random assignment may also introduce cohort effects — for example,
by increasing or decreasing a program’s relative success in moving welfare recipients from wel-
fare to work. These issues are most germane to Columbus, Detroit, Portland, and Oklahoma City,
where selection of the survey eligible samples took place over fewer months than in Atlanta,
Grand Rapids, and Riverside.

Further, the research strategy for choosing the survey eligible samples in Atlanta, Grand
Rapids, and Riverside required the exclusion of sample members with certain background char-
acteristics: teen parents, parents with children under age 3 (in Atlanta and Riverside), men with
children aged 3 to 5, people who did not speak either English or Spanish, and people who did not
provide information on their educational status and children’s ages prior to random assignment.
This selection strategy may affect the generalizability of impact results recorded from the survey.

Fortunately, cohort effects were small. For instance, differences in two-year earnings
gains between the full research samples and the survey eligible samples varied by less than $100
in nine of the programs and by less than $200 in every program (results not shown).

Selecting the fielded sample. The percentage of the survey eligibles who were chosen
for the fielded sample is the sampling ratio. Across all sites sampling ratios ranged from 14 to
100 percent.

In Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Portland, and Riverside the fielded sample was selected by
drawing a stratified random subsample of the survey eligible sample. In Atlanta, Grand Rapids,
and Riverside the sampling ratio varied (for research purposes) by research group, date of ran-
dom assignment, age of youngest child, and pre-random assignment educational attainment of
the sample member. In Portland sampling ratios varied by research groups and by date of ran-
dom assignment only. Although corrected for, as discussed below, differences in sampling ratios
may also affect survey impact estimates. For instance, unless the total sample size is large, dif-
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ferent sampling ratios increase the likelihood that persons chosen in one research group differ
(perhaps in unmeasured characteristics) from persons chosen in another research group.

In Detroit and Oklahoma City the fielded sample for program and control group members
was selected by drawing a simple random sample from the eligible sample. That is, within these
sites a single sampling ratio was applied to all program and control group members, irrespective
of their background characteristics. This sampling strategy was used in Columbus as well, except
that the sampling ratio for control group members was slightly higher than for members of the
Integrated and Traditional groups.

III. Weighting

For this report weights were applied to the survey respondent sample to correct for differ-
ences in sampling ratios between the strata in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Portland, and Riverside. In
the unweighted fielded survey sample in these sites, strata (that is, sample members who share
background characteristics and have the same sampling ratio) with high sampling ratios are over-
represented and strata with low sampling ratios are underrepresented. To make the fielded sam-
ple more closely replicate the background characteristics of survey eligibles, weights for each
stratum were set to equal the inverse of the sampling ratio for that stratum. For example, a stra-
tum in which 1 eligible person in 4 was chosen would receive a weight of 4 (or 4/1), whereas a
stratum in which every eligible person was chosen would receive a weight of 1 (or 1/1). The
same weights are used for the respondent sample. Weighting was not required for sample mem-
bers in Columbus, Detroit, and Oklahoma City, because sample members’ background charac-
teristics did not affect their chances of selection.

It should be noted that under some conditions impacts for a weighted respondent sample
may still be different from those for the eligible sample. For example, this result could occur if
very different proportions of program and control group fieldeds answered the survey or if mem-
bers of a subgroup within one research group were more likely to be interviewed than their
counterparts in a different research group. These issues are addressed in the next section.

IV. Response Rates

As noted above, sample members who were fielded and interviewed are survey respon-
dents. Those chosen to be surveyed but who were not interviewed are non-respondents. Table E.1
shows the percentage of the fielded sample who responded to the survey, by program and re-
search group. As shown, in most programs response rates are high enough to suggest that the
survey probably represents the eligible sample.

The goal of the survey effort was to obtain responses from at least 70 percent of the
fielded sample, which was achieved for all research groups in all sites; in fact, response rates
reached 80 percent or above for most research groups. These results inspire particular confidence
in the impacts for respondents.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table E.1

Number of Fielded Survey Sample Members and
Two-Year Client Survey Response Rates

Number of

Fielded Response
Site and Program Members Rate (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment . 908 88.5
Atlanta Human Captial Development 1225 90.9
Atlanta Control 1200 905
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment 637 90.1
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development 647 88.7
Grand Rapids Control ' 631 92.6
Riverside Labor Force Attachment: 740 76.2
Riverside Human Capital Development : 819 75.8
Riverside Control 1396 79.8
Columbus Integrated 455 81.5
Columbus Traditional 459 79.7
Columbus Control 460 77.6
Detroit Program 261 80.5
Detroit Control 259 834
Oklahoma Program ' 356 72.8
Oklahoma Control 360 70.0
Portland Program 385 77.1
Portland Control 377 83.0

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Two-Year Client Survey.

NOTE: A response rate is the number of survey completions taken as a percentage of sample
members selected to be surveyed.
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V. Research Group Differences in Response Rates

Different response rates among research groups can be a potential source of bias in re-
search group comparisons. Such differences suggest that research groups may differ by unob-
servable characteristics that cannot be controlled for, and depending on how these characteristics
affect key outcomes, they may affect impact estimates. The results indicate that response rates
differ by research group in four programs. (See Table E.1.) The magnitude of these differences is
relatively small, however, and does not raise concern.

‘To test-whether response rates varied by research group, a 0/1 dummy indicating a re-
sponse to the survey was regressed on a dummy variable indicating membership in the program
group. A statistically significant p-value of the coefficient on the program group dummy indi-
cates that the research groups had different response rates. Accordingly, response rates differ by
research group in four programs: Portland, Riverside LFA, Grand Rapids HCD, and Atlanta LFA
(results not shown). Except in Portland (6 percentage points; see Table E.1), however, the differ-
ences in these sites are relatively small, amounting to 4 percentage points or less.

VI. Research Group Differences in Background Characteristics

Research groups may also have different background characteristics. Differences in these
observable characteristics can be corrected for in the regression impact model and do not pose a
large problém. These differences, however, may indicate variation in unobservable characteris-
tics that, as noted above, cannot be controlled for in the impact analysis. The following results
show that background characteristics differ by research group in four programs.

To determine whether there are any observable program-control differences within the
survey respondent sample, the 0/1 dummy variable indicating membership in the program group
was regressed on pre-random assignment demographic information for the fielded and the re-
spondent samples. A statistically significant p-value of the R-square of the regression described
above indicates that research groups have different background characteristics. The results show
that differences in.demographic characteristics are evident in four programs: Atlanta LFA and
HCD, Riverside HCD, and Portland (results not shown).

VII. A Comparison Between Survey Respondents and the Full Sample

Impacts on two-year employment, earnings, and AFDC payments based on administra-
tive records were estimated for the survey eligible and survey respondent samples. The results
are summarized in Figures E.1-E.3. In these figures impacts for the eligible sample (weighting
not required) are compared with the weighted impacts for the respondent sample. Programs that
fall near the 45-degree line that is drawn on these figures have similar impacts for the survey re-
spondent sample and the survey eligible sample. Similarity in results suggests that estimates for
respondents represent the eligible sample for these, and probably other, measures that depend on
employment and welfare levels, such as use of child care, health care coverage, and child out-
comes.
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Overall, the analysis shows that impacts on employment and AFDC payments are similar,
as are impacts on earnings for some programs. For other programs, however, the size of earnings -
gains differs for the eligible and respondent samples, which raises some concerns about the gen-
eralizability of survey results.

As shown in Figure E.1, impacts on employment for respondents are similar to impacts
for all survey eligibles in all programs, except Detroit. The variation in impact estimates for these
programs ranges from 3.4 percentage points in Portland to less than 1 percentage point in Co-
lumbus Traditional, Atlanta HCD, and Grand Rapids LFA. In Detroit, however, impacts on em-
ployment are 6.3 percentage points larger for the survey respondent sample than for the survey
eligible sample.

As shown in Figure E.2, there is some variation between earnings impacts for survey re-
spondents and survey eligibles. In five programs impacts for survey respondents are more than
$200 lower than impacts for survey eligibles. In three other programs impacts for survey respon-
dents are at least $300 higher than impacts for survey eligibles. These differences, however,
overstate the problem in some programs because they do not change the overall assessment of
the results. For example, in Portland and Riverside LFA impact estimates for both samples are
considered large although they differ.

Earnings impacts differ more dramatically and are problematic in four programs. Specifi-
cally, in Oklahoma City and Riverside HCD impacts for the survey respondents are larger than
those for survey eligibles. In both Grand Rapids programs impacts for survey respondents are
smaller than those for survey eligibles.

Finally, there is little variation in impacts on AFDC payments between samples in most
programs. As shown in Figure E.3, impacts for survey respondents and eligibles are similar in all
programs except Riverside LFA and HCD; however, the impacts are relatively large for both
samples and therefore do not raise concern.
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A Comparison of Impacts Estimated from Survey -
and Ul Earnings Data

Employment and earnings impacts in this report are estimated from statewide automated
unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records and from the Two-Year Client Survey. This ap-
pendix compares employment impacts from these two sources and investigates why they differ in
some programs. The results demonstrate that surveys sometimes record jobs that are missed by
statewide Ul eamnings reporting systems and at other times underreport employment. Further, in
some sites program and control groups varied in the degree to which employment was underre-
ported on the survey.

I. Possible Reasons for Differences Between Survey and UI Earnings Data

Survey data are self-reported. They include jobs that are not covered or not reported to
the state Ul system, such as self-employment, some domestic work, federal government or mili-
tary jobs, informal employment, or out-of-state jobs. Ul earnings data, however, include jobs that
respondents fail to recall or are reluctant to report on the survey. Survey respondents may also
have had problems recalling start and end dates of some jobs, particularly those that started early
in the follow-up and lasted for a short period of time. On the other hand, some employers may
have delayed reporting employment to the UI system until after the files were created for this re-
port.

Further, survey and Ul earnings data presented in this report cover somewhat different
time periods. UI earnings data are recorded quarterly, whereas the survey records each month of
employment. For Ul earnings, quarter 1, which includes each sample member’s random assign-
ment date, may contain earnings from before random assignment. Therefore, two-year impacts
for UI eamings cover quarters 2 through 9, which correspond to months 2 to 25, 3 to 26, or 4 to
27, with month 1 being the month that the respondent was randomly assigned.' In contrast, two-
year survey impacts cover months 1 through 25, starting and ending slightly earlier than the
follow-up for UI earnings for most sample members. It should also be remembered that survey-
‘based measures of current employment are for the month of interview or the month preceding the
interview date. These months typically occur during quarters 8 or 9, but may occur as late as
quarter 12, ' '

'The follow-up periods vary, depending on whether sample members were randomly assigned during the first,
second, or third month of a calendar quarter.

’For this report jobs reported to have begun prior to random assignment were ignored, unless the end month oc-
curred during the follow-up period. In that instance, the job was considered to have begun dufing the random as-
signment month.



II.  Reporting Discrepancies for Sample Members with Both Survey
and Ul Earnings Data

One potential source of differences in impact estimates from survey and Ul earnings data
is discrepant reporting. To see if this was a problem, for each sample member in the survey re-
spondent sample earnings reported in the month before interview from the survey data were di-
rectly compared with earnings in the quarter that includes the month before interview from the
UI earnings data.’ The results are presented in Table F.1.

For this comparison a match occurred if both sources had some dollar amount or if both
had no dollar amount. Match rates ranged from 68.6 percent in Oklahoma City to 83.6 percent in
Riverside when program and control group members were considered together. As shown in Ta-
ble F.1, patterns of discrepancies differed by site. In four sites at least 10 percent of the sample
reported earnings on the survey that were not captured by UI earnings data. Oklahoma City had
the largest percentage of these types of cases. Conversely, in five sites more than 10 percent of
the sample had Ul-recorded earnings that were not reported on the survey.

In Atlanta and, to some extent, Columbus the Ul earnings data captured most of the em-
ployment reported on the survey and some additional employment not reported on the survey.
The opposite occurred in Riverside: survey data captured most of the employment reported on
the UI earnings data and some additional employment. In Oklahoma City, survey and UI earn-
ings data captured somewhat different employment information. More than one-sixth of the sam-
ple had survey-reported earnings that were not on the UI earnings data. More than one-eighth of
the sample had Ul-recorded earnings that were not on the survey.

111. Observgd Patterns of Differences Between Survey and
Ul Earnings Results

Table F.2 compares year 2 employment rates for program and control group survey re-
spondents in each program, as well as program impacts, estimated from UI earnings (row 1: Re-
cords Impact) and survey responses (row 2: Survey Impact). A comparison of these two rows
highlights the difference in estimates from survey and UI earnings data.

Ideally, both sources would record the same information for each person. The next best
result would be for both program and control group members to have similar rates of discrepant
reporting, because impacts estimated from UI earnings and survey data would be similar. This
situation is demonstrated by results for both programs in Riverside. As shown in Table F.2, the
survey records higher employment levels than Ul earnings data; but differences are consistent for
program and control groups, leaving impact levels nearly unchanged. A similar result was found
for the Columbus Traditional program, although in this instance employment levels were some-
what lower when recorded from survey responses.

Variation in rates of discrepant reporting by research group is more problematic because
it affects impact results. As shown in Table F.2, this result occurred in several programs. For in-

3Some sample members were interviewed after the follow-up period for UI earnings and were excluded from
this comparison.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table F.1

Proportion of Survey Sample Having Earnings At the End of Two Years on

Survey or Ul Earnings Data, But Not on Both

Two-Year UI Earnings
Site Survey Only (%) Data Only (%)
Atlanta | 4.9 13.6
Grand Rapids 10.7 12.0
Riverside 10.6 5.8
Columbus 8.8 15.0
Detroit 114 12.9
Oklahoma City 18.3 13.1
Portland 8.5 8.4

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (UI) earning records and the Two-

Year Client Survey.

NOTE: Based on preliminary calculations.
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National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies
Appendix Table F.2

Comparison of Impact Estimates from Survey and UI Earnings
Data for Employment in Year 2

Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Atlanta Labor Force Attachment
Records Impact: Survey Sample 60.86 55.82 5w 9.02
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 54.18 54.07 0 0.20
Atlanta Human Capital Development
Records Impact: Survey Sample 61.76 55.82 6 **x 10.63
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 55.31 54.07 1 2.29
Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment
Records Impact: Survey Sample 71.59 64.67 7 ¥ 10.69
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 77.51 68.50 9 *xx 13.15
Grand Rapids Human Capital Development
Records Impact: Survey Sample 69.05 64.67 4 * 6.76
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 70.32 68.50 2 2.65
Riverside Labor Force Attachment
Records Impact: Survey Sample 48.43 38.26 10 *** 26.58
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 61.31 49.10 12 #** 24.86
Riverside Human Capital Development
Records Impact: Survey Sample 40.13 31.58 9 *x 27.10
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 49.25 39.35 10 *** 25.17
Columbus Integrated
_Records Impact: Survey Sample 63.82 64.16 0 -0.53
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 64.63 57.52 7 12.35
Columbus Traditional
Records Impact: Survey Sample 63.72 64.16 0 -0.69
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 60.35 57.52 3 4.92
Detroit
Records Impact: Survey Sample 54.55 49.28 5 10.67
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 58.07 47.71 10 ** 21.73
(continued)
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Appendix Table F.2 (continued)

Program Control Difference Percentage
Site and Program Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Oklahoma City
Records Impact: Survey Sample 59.80 59.18 1 1.05
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 70.43 63.33 7* 11.21
Portland
Records Impact: Survey Sample 59.40 50.39 9 x* 17.89
Survey Impact: Survey Sample 71.44 58.98 12 *** 21.13

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from unemployment insurance (UI) earnings records and the Two-Year
Client Survey.

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

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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stance, in both Atlanta programs, survey impacts were small and not statistically significant ow-
ing to fewer program group members reporting employment on the survey data than on the Ul
earnings data. Conversely, in the Grand Rapids HCD program impacts were smaller because a
greater number of control group members reported employment on the survey data than on the
UI earnings data.

In contrast, in Columbus Integrated, Detroit, and Oklahoma City survey impacts on em-
ployment were larger than Ul earnings impacts for the survey respondent sample. For these pro-
grams survey data produced moderate to large, statistically significant impacts on employment,
whereas Ul earnings data showed small impacts that were not statistically significant. In Detroit
and Oklahoma City these differences were due primarily to more program group members re-
porting employment on the survey data than on the Ul earnings data. In Columbus Integrated an-
other pattern was evident: fewer control group members reported employment on the survey data
than on the Ul earnings data.
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