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Preface

This book is the result of an extraordinary, long-term partnership be-
tween states and localities seeking to reform welfare and researchers
attempting to assess the effectiveness of their efforts. In the late 1960s,
Congress began to reshape Aid to Families with Dependent Children -
the nation’s largest cash welfare program - to encourage employment
among the heads of families receiving welfare, most of whom were single
mothers. As these initiatives got under way, starting in the mid-1970s,
researchers at the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) and other organizations, building on the approach successfully
used in the earlier negative income tax experiments, began applying the
tools of classical, random assignment field experiments to the key policy
questions about these initiatives. Would they work? Could they reduce
the welfare rolls? Would they cost or save money? Would they cause
people to get good jobs and move out of poverty? This book summarizes
and interprets research findings that help answer these questions. It thus
provides a knowledge base for states as they make the critical choices
that will turn the current welfare reforms, the Family Support Act of 1988,
into a reality during the 1990s.

While this book was being written, theim portance of this knowledge
base came into sharper focus. The 1988 legislation offers states $1 billion
a year in new federal money for welfare-to-work programs, but only if
they put up matching state resources. States will be making these fund-
ing decisions in unusually harsh fiscal conditions, with many facing,
budget deficits and powerful competing claims on scarce funds. In such
a climate, the reliable record of information on what works best tor
whom takes on added importance.

The legacy of the rigorous studies that have been completed, invol+-
ing more than 65,000 people in scores of communities in 21 states,
provides convincing evidence that, in many ways, these programs suc-
ceeded. Overall, they increased the earnings of poor familios and saved
money. Howevey, they did not eliminate welfare or poverty. The chal-
lenge for the 1990s is to make such programs work better and to deter-
mine whether greater investments in education and training will pay off
in higher skills and better jobs, in reducing long-term dependency, in
strengthening families, and in improving outcomes for children.



X PREFACE

The authors - MDRC's President and Senior Research Associate in
education, respectively - had three main audiences in mind in writing
this book: the srate and local people on the firing line who fund, design,
and implement the new reforms; the wider policy and academic commu-
nity, which will shape public expectations for reform; and the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), which will play a
critical role in determining the agenda for future research, including the
majorevaluationof thenew law that the authors and other staff at MDRC
are conducting.

This volume reflects the work of many people. None of the informa-
tion presented here could have been acquired without the active in-
volvement of state administrators who put their programs under a
magnifying glass, and the willingness of the staff in state and local
agencies, in the midst of their harried work, to cooperate with the
requirements of the research. We, and the community of practitioners
and scholars committed to informed social policy, owe much o these
individuals, only some of whom can be listed here. Among the admin-
istrators and staff who were involved in MDRC’s completed
welfare-to-work evaluations are: Rowena Bopp, John Burdette, Gregory
Coler, Jerry Evans, Leon Ginsberg, Thomas Gunnoe, Kalman Hettleman,
Richard Jacobsen, Ray Koenig, Larry Lockhart, William Lukhard, Ruth
Massinga, Ronald McAtee, Linda McMahon, George Merrill, Jeffrey
Miller, Douglas Patino, Walt Patterson, Michael Petit, Marion Pines,
Frederick Pond, John Robbins, Ray Scott, Diana Scully, David Siegel,
Sybil Stokes, and Linda Wilcox.

The book’s greatest debt is ta the staff at MDRC. While this volume
summarizes the results from a suostantial body of studies, those that
form its core are the evaluations that made up MDRC’s Demonstration
of State Work /Welfare Initiatives, a multi-state field research project
conducted between 1982 and 1988. The success of this undertaking
depended on the entire study team: the many people who spent years
designing the study, put'ing it in place, carefully collecting and process-
ing the data, conducting the analysis, and reporting on the results. The
Work/Welfare Demonstration was intensely collaborative, making this
book a collective effort in the strongest sense of that phrase.

The staff working on this demonstration included economists and
other social scientists, people with operational backgrounds, former
welfare administrators, systems designers, and data analysts, with the
senior author directing the research. The design and overall effort

10
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PREFACE xi

benefited from vigorous inteilectual debate in which different perspec-
tives and analytic styles merged and shaped the final products. Several
people made critical contributions to that project and thus this book.
Robert lvry and Michael Bangser guided MDRC’s work with the states
and assisted in distilling the research findings. Barbara Goldman man-
aged the research effort, was responsible for the study of participation,
and contributed to all aspects of the project. Daniel Friedlander took the
lead in the study of program impacts, David Leng in estimating benefits
and costs, and Karen Paget in overseeing the iammoth data collection
effort. William J. Grinker, as president of MDR_ when the project was
conceived, helped shape its initial vision. Barbara Blum, who headed
MDRC through most of the years of this project, browght a calm and sure
hand to the implementation of a unique partnership in learning. Other
staff who were instrumental to the success of this project were the late
Joseph Ball, Gayle Hamilton, Darlene Hasselbring, James Healy, and
Janet Quint. Major contributions were also made by George Cave,
Gregory Hoerz, Marilyn Price, James Riccio, and Kay Sherwood.

Some of these people and others at MDRC also made a direct
contribution to the preparation of this volume. Cameran Lougy had
major responsibility for checking much of the detailed information in the
book and made numerous substantive contributions. Daniel Friedlander
both reviewed the manuscriptand inspired some of the thinking that lies
behind the book through his active collaboration with the senior author
on a related project. Kay Sherwood contributed her insight on both the
implementation of welfare reform and the details of the 1988 legislation
in reviewing and critiquing the manuscript and responding to the many
queries. Gayle Hamilton provided the authors with numerous sugges-
tions and interpretations. Gordon Berlin, Robert lvry, and John Wallace
read many drafts and help :d us sharpen our view of the critical choices
facing program administrators. David Long reviewed the interpretation
of cost data and wrote a special appendix on prograin costs. Patricia
Auspos contributed to the project in its early stages.

This Preface began by acknowledging two partners: the states and
the researchers. But the wherewithal to transform a mutual interest into
actual knowledge came from the support of visionary funders. Through-
out the last 17 years, the Ford Foundation stands out as the central force
in creaiing the knowledge base that made this book possible, In 1974, the
foundationinitiated the National Supported Work Demonstration, which
set a standard for future evaluations. In 1982, it provided the grant that
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led to the Demonstration of State Work / Welfare Initiatives, and did so
under a unique challenge grant structure that reflected both an extraor-
dinary vote of confidence in MDRC and the participaing states and the
willingness to take a risk for the sake of an unusual opportunity to learn.
At the foundation, Susan Berresford has been the consistent voice mak-
ing this work possible, and Prudence Brown and Gordon Berlin (then at
the Ford Foundation) provided intellectual guidance and the flexibility
and vision vital to the successful implementation of a complex, multi-
year effort. The Ford Foundation’s Project on Social Welfare and the
American Future and its Urban Poverty Program also provided the
resources that allowed us to transform cur manuscript from its initial
version into this book.

A major share of gratitude is also owed to many people at HHS, In
late1989, HHSawarded MDRC an eight-year contract to evaluate the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program, the
weltare-to-work program that is at the core of the 1988 legislation. This
book had its origin as a report 'written in 1990 under this contract. (The
Introduction provides a detailed picture of this relaticnship as well as the
rationale for the book’s coverage and an overview of its contents.) In
preparing this volume, we benefited directly from the review and
assistance of peopleat HHS and also from the ongoing exchange that has
shaped the agenda for the JOBS evaluation and thus th- context for this
book. Within the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation {ASPE), Canta Pian and Julie Strawn provided valued sup-
port.and they and their colleagues Michael Fishman, William Prosser,
andStevenSandell provided helpful comments on an earlier draft. In the
Family Support Administration (FSA) - now the Administration for
Children and Families - we particularly benefited from the counsel and
critiques of - everal drafts by Howard Rolstor:, who over the past 10 years
has been an insightful and valued reviewer of MDRC’s work. The
authors also gratefully acknowledge the assistance of the following other
staff at FSA: Gary Ashcraft, Paul Bordes, Elizabeth Barnes, Nancye
Campbell, Alan Yaffe, Penny Pendell, and Leonard Rukin.

Enduring thanks are due for the criticism, wisdom, and insights
shared over the years by members of MDRC’s Board of Directors and in
particular its special Advisory Committee to the Demonstration of State
Work/Welfare Initiatives. Chaired by Robert Solow, the committee.
included as its members Henry Aaron, Gary Burtless, David Ellweod,
Frank Levy, Richard Nathan, Robert Reischauer, and Harold Richman.

19



PREFACE xiti

Collectively and individually, the members of this coramittee inspired
and shaped MDRC’s work and :ihe analysis that informs this book.
Richard Nathan, Chairman of MDRC’s Board and a member of this
ce.amittee, stands out for the special contribution he made to the
launching of the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives and
to MDRC’s direction and evolution during these years. The volume
also reflects the input of several people whose close reading of the
manuscript proved highly useful: Gary Burtless, Mark Greenberg,
Robert Greenstein, Lawrence Mead, and Kathryn Porter.

In preparing a volume thatsummarizes the completed and in-progress
work of so many authors and organizations, we relied on the assistance
ofanumberof colleagues. Stephen Bell at Abt Associatesdeserves special
mention for his unstinting cooperation in discussing Abt’s studies and
reviewing the manuscript. George Falco of the New York State Depart-
ment of Social Services, Demetra Nightingale of the Urban Institute, and
Denise Polit of Humanalysis contributed much time and many sugges-
tions. john Burghardt and Stuart Kerachsky of Mathematica Policy
Research alse provided assistance. Kathleen Nazar of the Pennsylvania
Department of Public Welfare, Chris Hamilton ot Abt Associates, Ellen
Seusy of the Ohio Department of Human Services, and many others
helped obtain documente.

Judith Greissman edited the book, always improving on our work.
Wealso thank Suzanne Wagner for her care ia editing the tables. Produc-
tion of the text and tables of the many drafls owes much to the skills of
Patt Pontevolpe, Stephanie Cowell, and Claudette Edwards. We a.»
indebted to Rowe & Ballantine for the final design.

Finally, we thank the Russell Sage Foundation ~ and specifically Eric
Wanner, the foundation’s President, and Lisa Nachtigall, its Director of
Publications - for its support and efforts as the book’s pulisher.

Judith M. Gueron
Edward Pauly
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Introduction

In 1988, Congress passed welfare reform legislation ~ the Family Sup-
port Act (FSA) - that affirmed an evolving vision of the responsibilities
of parents and government for the well-being of poor adults and their
dependent children. The new law left intact the basic entitlement nature
of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, the
nation’s major federally funded cash welfare program, and even expand-
ed it by requiring states to extend coverage to certain two-parent fami-
lies. But in addition it sought to shift the balance between permanent in-
come maintenance and temporary support toward the latter. Thus, the
anchoring principle of FSA is that parents — both fathers and mothers -
should be the primary supporters of their children and that, for many
people, public assistance should be coupled with encouragement,
supports, and requirements to aid them in moving from welfare to
self-support. While placing a responsibility on welfare recipients to take
jobs and participate in employment services, it places a responsibility on
government to provide the incentives and services to help welfare
recipients find employment. For noncustodial parents (usually fathers),
this is reflected in a renewed emphasis on child support collection. For
custodial parents (usually mothers), this means new opportunities for
publicly supported child care, education, training, and employment
services, coupled with new obligations to take a job or cooperate with the
program.

The centerpiece of FSA is the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
Training (JOBS) Program, the vehicle for increasing poor families’
self-sufficiency. JOBS provides new federal matching funds for state
welfare-to-work initiatives but does not specify their desipr. usiead, it
identifies a se’ of targeting and participation goals and a choice of service
methods for achieving them and leaves it up to the states to transform
these into a concrete program. JOBS' complex performance require-
ments offer states incentives and opportunities. At the same time, states
face unfolding choices arising from the requirement thet JOBS be
implemented by October 1990 and the pressure to meet increasing
performance goals through 1995.

17



2 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

Because JOBS, while building on earlier policies, represents an im-
portant new initiative, the legislation calls foran evaluation to determine
the effectiveness of different approaches to assisting welfare recipients.
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) contracted
with the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) to
conducta major, eight-year evaluation of the JOBS program. In consider-
ing its options for conducting this evaluation, HHS recognized the
importance of the context in which JOBS would be implemented. First,
while the extensive recent research on JOBS' predecessors - the Work
Incentive (WIN) and WIN Demonstration programs - provides an
important base of knowledge, federal and state policymakers face great
uncertainty about the likely payoff of different JOBS implementation
strategies. Second, over the next five years, the JOBS program will be
evolving and is likely to vary substantially across the country, as states
phase out WIN and design new programs to reflect available resources
and perceived needs. Some state JOBS programs are in early stages of
development, while othersare relatively mature because they essentially
expand and continue pre-JOBS program activities. In this environment,
guidance on improving and shaping programs will be timely and useful.
Third, to get the maximum potential knowledge from the JOBS evalua-
tion, it should be designed and conducted not in isolation but within
the framework of the numercus complementary studies.

As aresult, HHS has requested that the JOBS evaluation be designed
to build and expand upon two important bodies of knowledge: the
recently completed large-scale studies of related programs operated
during the 1980s, and the federal, state, and foundation-funded studies
now under way that will be providing information during the period of
the JOBS evaluation. It was hoped that with such a strategy the resour. s
for the JOBS evaluation could be targeted to add new information to a
growing knowledge base about the effectiveness of government
employment and training services and mandates.

T meet this goal, MDRC was asked to produce a synthesis of what
has been learned from past research on similar programs, what is likely
to be learned from studies already funded, and what important gapsin
knowledge will probably remain. This fit well with the charge contained
in a joint grant MDRC had received from the Ford Foundation’s Urban
Poverty Program and its Project on Social Welfare and the American
Future: to prepare a volume summarizing the lessons from selected
welfare-to-work studies, including those conducted under MDRC’s

1R



INTRODUCTION 3

Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, a multi-state project
funded through a challenge grant from the Foundation. With support
from these two sources, at MDRC Judith Gueron (President) and
Edward Pauly (Senior Research Associate) took on the task of writing
this book, which also reflects the input and work of many of their
colleagues. In preparing the volume, the authors sought to identify the
primary research questions that should form the basis for the JOBS
evaluation. But there was a broader goal as well: to inform administra-
tors, policymakers, and the concerned public of what past studies
suggest is and is not known about the trade-offs involved in the critical
JOBS design choices. Decisions on JOBS are being made and will be
rethought over the coming years, and the considerable research record
can provide important guidance.

This synthesis covers a specificdomain of programsand servicesand
addresses a particular group of questions. It summarizes what is known
and will belearned from completed and currentstudies about the impact
and cost-effectiveness of welfare-to-work programs and the different
approaches used in these programs, in varied local contexts and for
important groups of AFDC recipients. it reflects the existing state of
knowledge about different program components (job search, work
experience, training, and education), administrative strategies (case
management, monitoring, and sanctioning), and support services (child
care). It covers both what the authors call broad-coverage (mostly
mandatory) programs and selective-voluntary (mostly smaller-scale,
more expensive) programs. It discusses program effectiveness for differ-
ent groups in the AFDC caseload, particularly long-term and potential
long-term recipients and other AFDC subgroups given prominence in
the JOBS legislation. The synthesis focuses on program impacts, rather
than operational feasibility or program implementation, although this
further body of findings (including information on participation rates) is
summarized briefly when it is directly relevant to the literature on
impacts.

In conducting this review, the authors placed primary emphasis on
studies that used an experimental design. In these studies, people in the
research sample are assigned to an experimental group (targeted for the
welfare-to-work program) or a control group (not eligible for services
provided through the program but eligible for all other employmentand
training services in the community, as well as for basic welfare benefits).
Crucially, assignment is by a random process, resulting in the creation of

1)
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directly comparable research groups. The employment and welfare
experiences of the two groups are then followed over time; the perform-
ance of the control group serves as a benchmark against which to com-
pare the performance of the experimental group. These designs are
generally considered to be more reliable than available alternatives,!
and FSA specifies their use in the JOBS evaluation ?

Thus, this review draws primarily on the growing number of studies
that use this type of design. Also included is information from selected
otherevaluations. Because there are previous research reviews that cover
earlier non-experimental studies,’ this discussion emphasizes relatively
recent ones that evaluated treatments comparable to those in the
experimental studies and that are directly relevant to the JOBS program.

The synthesis focuses on two distinct types of impact and
cost-effectiveness questions. The first is whether welfare-to-work
programs and particular services are effective. This is a net impact
question and is the usual bottom line of an evaluation. The second is
whether certain welfare-to-work services (or different ways of organiz-
ing such services) are more effective than others. This is a differential
impact question and has rarely been addressed with the same rigor in
prior evaluations because it requires a random assignment design that is
more complex and demanding to implement.

Because thisbook exam.inesa large number of studiesin considerable
detail, many readers will find it useful to begin with an overview of the
book’s main findings. Therefore, Chapter 1 sets forth the central
conclusions and policy implications from the completed welfare-to-work
studies of the 1980s. Later chapters present the analysis on which these
conclusions are based and the lessons of the research. Chapter 2 briefly
reviews the evolution of state welfare-to-work programs and the dis-
tinctive features of the JOBS legislation. It then provides a framework for
botix the JOBS evaluation and this volume by identifying the dimensions
of a welfare-to-work program and the local context that can affect
program impacts. It concludes with the discussion of some of the issues

TFor example, two recent panels established to examine the record of alternative approach-
os ~ i.e, non-experimental designs - used in numerous evaluations of employment and
training programs funded under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(CETA) highlighted the problematic results of those studies and urged greater use of
classical, random assignment field experiments. See Betsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou,
1985; Job Training Longitudinal Survey Research Advisory Panel, 1985,

2 Family Support Act of 1988, Title II, Sec. 203.
3 See, e.g., Goodwin, 1977; Gordon, 1978; Gueron and Nathan, 1985; Malone, 1986.
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that arise in estimating program impacts and making comparisons
across evaluations. Chapter 3 describes the data base for this synthesis,
identifying the nature and status of the range of available studies.
Chapters 4 and 5 contain the core of the analysis: They outline the
findings (and the forthcoming studies) on each of the key welfare-to-work
program dimensions and impacts, overall and for relevant subgroups.
These chapters contain the lessons of research for JOBS policymakers.
Based on this summary, Chapter 6 identifies major gaps in knowledge
that constitute the challenge for future research in this area.

By summarizing what is known about the effectiveness of
welfare-to-work programs, this book focuses on one major element of all
recent proposals to redesign welfare with the goal of encouraging
self-support and reducing long-term welfare receipt: requiring people
on welfare to participate in employment-directed services. Programs
and proposals have varied in their emphasis on carrots or sticks, but the
basic vision of recent reforms is to change AFDC from a means-tested
entitlement (where benefits depend only on income and assets) toward
areciprocal obligation. This would require welfare recipients to seek em-
ployment or participate in some form of employment-directed service,
or risk losing some or all welfare benefits; at the same time, government
agencies would be responsible for providing welfare-to-work services
designed to help people get jobs.

While this new vision of a social contract has been a central element
of reform proposals since the late 1960s, the recent proposals also reflect
another concern: Even ifthey meet their goals, welfare-to-work programs
may simply move families on welfare into the ranks of the working puor,
rather than getting them out of poverty. This has raised the issue of the
value of complementary policies specifically designed to reduce poverty
by providing alternative sources of income that increase the returns from
part- and full-time, low-wage work. Examples of suggested reforms
designed to “make work pay” include: strengthening the child support
collaction system (a key element in FSA); having the federal government
guarantee child support payments if fathers do not pay (the Child
Support Assurance concept); instituting a children’s allowance or a
refundable tax credit for families with children; further increasing the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), which was raised substantially in the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990; expanding health insur-
ance and child care subsidies to the working poor; increasing the mini-
mum wage; and ;roviding guaranteed jobs for welfare recipients who



6 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

cannot find unsubsidized work (usually proposed in conjunction with a
limit on the length of time people can receive welfare).*

This book assesses what past studies suggest about the potential and
limits of programs such as JOBS that seek to restructure AFDC to move
people from welfare to work. While the broader context of the problems
of the working poor is not specifically addressed, it remains a critical
backdrop to understanding the challenges that have faced administra-
tors implementing welfare employment programs. Viewed this way, the
other reforms mentioned above represent important complements that
may increase the effectiveness of JOBS programs by strengthening the
payoff of work.

S0, 0.8, the proposals inGarfinkel and McLanahan, 1986; Ellwood, 1988; Ford Foundation,
1989,
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Chapter 1
The Findings in Brief

Across the nation, states are implementing the many provisions of the
Family Support Act. As they make the funding and design choices that
will determine thesize and shape of the JOBS program, policymakers can
benefit from studies of earlier programs, for there is an extensive and
reliable record of the accomplishments of pre-JOBS efforts to move
welfare recipients into employment. The public can also join in debates
on JOBS, aided by information from the record of completed wel-
fare-to-work studies. However, translating this evidence into decisions
about how JOBS programs should be structured, and what should be
expected of them, is difficult. The abundance of findings, the lack of
evidence regarding some new JOBS features, and the urgency of the
policy task are apparent. Nevertheless, the pre-JOBS record points to
three key lessons: (1) Different services and program models have
different payoffs for particulal groups within the welfare population, so
targeting to get resources where they are likely to count most is central
to JOBS planning. (2) There may be trade-offs in meeting program goals
- notably, in both reducing welfare expenditures and maximizing the
carnings of the people served in welfare-to-work programs. (3)
Understanding the magnitude of possible effects of JOBS, and how such
effects are achieved, is essential to resource allocation decisions. To
provide the details of these themes and assist JOBS policymakers, this
volume summarizes the lessons from some of the major recent studies,
pointing out what is and is not known about critical JOBS choices. This
chapter presents an overview of the book’s rain conclusions.

Forthe past 25 years, AFDC has been criticized for failing tosufficient-
ly reduce poverty among children and for discouraging poor parents
from leaving welfare for work. With the creation of the WIN prograin in
1967, Congress directed the states to reorient welfare toward work. But
WIN, the vehicle for imposiny requirements and mustering employ-
ment-directed services, was judged inadequate for not delivering onthe
promise of change.

During the 1980s, several factors increased confidence in the poten-
tial of welfare-to-work programs and helped shape the JOBS legislation.

7
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8 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

First, in response to new flexibility in federal rules, and despite shrinking
federal funding, states demonstrated that they could design and im-
plement programs that reflected their priorities and resources. Second,
studies of a number of these state programs gave convincing evidence
that a variety of approaches in a range of conditions could both benefit
welfare recipients and produce budget savings that exceeded the initial
investment. But these studies also suggested that the low-cost programs
predominant during this period had modest effects and did not usually
increase the employment of the most disadvantaged. In addition, JOBS
reflected the research on welfare dynamics which showed that, while the
majority of people used public assistance for only short-term support, a
substantial minority remained poor and on welfare for long periods.

The evidence of strong programs and positive results prompt-
~d Congress to establish the JOBS program, which makes available in-
creased funding to the states; to expand the population that could be
required to participate in JOBS programs (to include women with
preschool children); and to continue toencourage state diversity. The evi-
dence of limited impacts and concentrated dependency also influenced
the legislation. It prompted provisions in JOBS that set priorities and
incentives intended to boost overall program i: apacts and lead to greater
success with long-term welfare recipients. These included: an emphasis
on education and other intensive employment-directed services follow-
ing an initial assessment; a focus on long-term recipients and those with
high probability of remaining on welfare (such as young adults without
high school diplomas and young custodial parents); and (through other
titles of FSA) in-program and transitional support services. In response
to criticisms of WIN, Congress also linked enriched JOBS funding for
states to their meeting program performance standards.

As a result, JOBS simultaneously pushes states in two directions. On
the one hand, it emphasizes human capital development and investing to
increase the employability of long-term recipients. This suggests more
expensive services. On the other hand, it establishes the concept of
monthly participation standards and extends a participation mandate
to a much-enlarged share of the AFDC caseload. This suggests serving
more people.

The early JOBS experience indicates that states are responding to the
legislation’s incentiver by replacing the relatively simple programs of
the 1980s (typically a fixed sequence of activities beginning with manda-
tory job search) with more complex initiatives. These programs place
greater emphasis on assessing service needs, offering choices, using
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counseling and case management, focusing on those who volunteer for
services, reaching long-term recipierits, and providing education and
training (usually through coordination with the education and Job
Training Partnership Act {JTPA] systems). However, this early experi-
ence also shows that many states, facing serious budget problems and
competing pressures to fund other FSA provisions, are not putting up
the funds required to draw down their entire feceral matching allot-
ment or to build JOBS programs of a scale to meet the full ambition of
the legislation. Thus, budget constraints (even when mitigated through
effective linkages with the education and training systems) suggest that,
while the states face a requirement, in principle, to serve all adult
recipients with children 3 years of age or older (the new “non-exempt”
caseload), no state will have the resources to provide comprehensive
services to everyone in this group; for most, it is even doubtful that
resources will enable them to provide low-cost services for the full
non-exempt JOBS caseload. State administrators will have to choose
how to allocate their resources. Regardless of the size of their budgets,
they will have three potential responses:

* Option 1: Operating a program that emphasizes low-cost ser-
vices (primarily job search assistance) for a large portion of the
caseload.

* Option 2: Targeting more intensive, higher-cost components
and case management on a smaller, more narrowly defined
group and leaving the rest unserved.

* Option 3: Designing a mixed strategy, with low-cost services
for certain groups and higher-cost services for others, and
reaching a share of the caseload in between those reached by
the other two options.

The JOBS legislation leads states toward Option 3 - the mixed
strategy —and focuses state administrators’ choices on how to target and
structure more intensive, higher-cost services as well as the role of
lower-cost components in a varied program. Making these choices
requires critical decisions about the basic goals of the JOBS program in
each state, including the relative emphasis on investing to improve job
skills versus maximizing immediate job entries, and on raising earnings
versus reducing welfare costs. Even after their initial JOBS program
designs are in place, states will have to revisit these trade-offs several
times as the phased-in provisions of the legislation take effect, resources
change, and implementation lessons accumulate.

»w
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An Overview of the Findings from
Pre-JOBS Programs

In an effort to inform federal and state policy decisions about JOBS
and to clarify the agenda for further evaluation, this volume synthesizes
completed and in-progress studies that examine total welfare-to-work
programs or components of them. In presenting the results, it makes a
critical distinction between clear findings that a program was or was not
effectiveand uncertainty owing tothelack of a reliable study todetermine
its effectiveness. It also points out the waysin which JOBS may differ from
the earlier approaches, qualifying the application of their results.
Throughout, tne emphasis is on programs serving single (generally
female) parents, who head more than 90 percent of all AFDC families.

The main findings from studies of pre-JOBS programs are:

e A range of welfare-to-work pregrams ~ those that emphasize
immediate job placement as wel as those that provide some
more intensive services — can produce sustained increases in
employment and earnings for single parents on welfare and a
clear payoff on the public’s investment.

* Analysis of the response of subgroups of the AFDC population
to programs that provided primarily low-cost services showed
that the most job-ready have not been helped; earnings gains
have been concentrated on a middle group; and most of the
welfare savings (and smaller and less consistent earnings gains)
have come from a more disadvantaged group. The lessons for
program targeting thus depend on whether the objective is
increasing earnings or producing welfare savings.

e Programs that have produced increases in earnings have not
always succeeded in reducing welfare expenditures, while those
that have achieved welfare savings have not always produced
net income gains for those whose welfare receipt was reduced.
Thus, different program goals will affect how states use the
available evidence to structure their program models.

e While substantial evidence shows that moving women from
welfare to work is feasible, it also suggests that expectations
should be modest. Caseload reductions have not been dramatic
and increases in people’s standard of living have been limited.
This suggests (1) that it is important to learn in future studies

20
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whether programs that focus on increasing welfare recipients’
human capital - such as their educational and occupational
skillslevels ~ can produce better results, particularly for poten-
tial long-term recipients, and (2) that policies directed at provid-
ing income to the working poor are likely to play an important
role if the goal is not only to decrease welfare reccipt but also to
make a meaningful reduction in child and family povert; .

The knowledge base is limited fcr comparing programs that
offer more intensive versus less intensive services. This is be-
cause there are no completed studies of large-scale programs
emphasizing education or skills training. However, findings
from a Baltimore demonstration and from San Diego’s Satura-
tion Work Initiative Model (SWIM) - both of which combined
jobsearchand work experience with some education and training
- augmented by results from small-scale tests of voluntary on-
the-job training and subsidized employment point to the poten-
tial of mixed-strategy JOBS programs. There are indications that
such programs can produce larger impacts cn earnings and get
some people into higher-paying jobs. The results also suggest
that programs that begin with job search (either as the only
service orfollowed by otheractivitiesas part ofa mixed strategy)
produce greater welfare savings per dollar spent on the program.

Among large-scale programs directed at a cross section of the
eligible welfare caseload, San Diego SWIM was unusual in pro-
viding education and training foliowing job search and work
experience and in its strong enforcement of a participation
requirement. It showed the potential of welfare-to-work
programs to make a more substantial difference than had
previously been demonstrated, including for the first time
increasing the earnings of men intwo-parent cases. Results were
particularly impressive for single parents already on welfare (a
more disadvantaged group than the people who came on the
rolls during the study period); their average earnings increased
by $889 a year (or 50 percent) and average welfare payments
decreased by $608 (or 13 percent). Since these averages include
everyone who was required to be in the program - many of
whom did not participate, receive any services, or obtain a job -
the actual earnings gains of those who worked were much
higher.

11
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Together, these results suggest that, within a given budget, JOBS ad-
ministrators may face a trade-off in meeting different potential program
objectives: getting people into better-paying jobs, maximizing welfare
savings, and increasing the self-sufficiency of potential long-term
recipients.

* Providing mandatory job search tolarge numbers of people may
maximize welfare savings and job-holding, but by itself usually
will not get people better-paying jobs or benefit the more
disadvantaged. Providing mainly higher-cost, more intensive
services to a selected population can get people jobs with
somewhat greater earnings, but will produce lower welfare
savings per dollar invested. (It is not clear whether the more
intensiveservices willbe effective for very disadvantaged people
because few programs of this type have been tested and only one
has focused on this group.) Strategies that mix higher-cost and
lower-cost services may offer an opportunity to partially meet all
of these objectives.

In addition to producing these findings, the studies of past
welfare-to-work programs point to several areas where recurring
uncertainties suggest caution for JOBS planners. There is very limited
evidence on the effectiveness of key JOBS innovations: the expanded
investments in education and skills training or the focus on teen mothers
and other potential long-term recipients. (It is possible, for example, that
these programmatic and targeting changes could avoid the potential
trade-off suggested by earlier findings.) There is also little knowledge
about the relative impacts of voluntary versus mandatory programs, in
part because the operational differences between voluntary and manda-
tory approaches are often cloudy, rather than representing a clear
dichotomy. The effects of different methods of managing program
caseloads and determining which people should receive which services
- potentially important to JOBS’ effectiveness - are also not clear. Further,
welfare-to-work programs serving adults in two-parent AFDC families
(usually the fathers) do not have a record of success comparable to those
for single mothers Only a few studies included such families, and the
results were mixed. Finally, there is also uncertainty on whether JOBS can
elicit the gubernatorial and state ownership, commitment, and funding
that may have been critical elements in the success of the earlier WIN
Demonstration programs, which were explicitly state initiatives.

28
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Studies conducted in the 1980s have provided a strong basis for
action by resolving a major issue: whether welfare-to-work programs
can produce positive results. The answer is clearly yes, and Congress
acted on that answer by creating JOBS. But the question of whether JOBS
will go beyond past successes sets a compelling agenda for research in
the 1990s. To address this, future studies should seek to determine: Will
welfare-to-work programs that incorporate JOBS’ new goals and servic-
es produce greater impacts, particularly for subgroups of the welfare
population that were not usually helped by prior efforts? What are the
most effective ways to design and target welfare-to-work programs?
Canthe budget savings achieved in some of the programs of the 198Us be
maintained while more money is spent in JOBS for certain subgroups?
Or, if JOBS results in lower returns to the taxpayer in welfare savings,
will these be balanced by greater gains in employment and earnings for
the welfare recipients who are targeted for larger investments? After
describing the studies and their results, this chapter concludes with a
discussion of the major open questions facing policymakers and
researchers as they confront the choices that JOBS poses.

The Studies of Welfare-to-Work Programs

A substantial number of studies examine the effectiveness of
welfare-to-work programs. A good starting point for interpreting them
is the extensive research on welfare dynamics, which shows that many
people leave welfare — sometimes because of employment, more often
because of marriage and other reasons — with no special program
assistance. This underlying caseload turnover, which varies with local
labor market conditions, AFDC grant levels, caseload characteristics,
and the extent of existing community services, makes it very difficult to
determine whether a new welfare-to-work program is making a ditfer-
ence. Uncertainty about how much caseload turnove; is normal and how
much is attributable to the welfare-to-work program - ¢combined with
consistent evidence that funding is inadequate to serve all eligible peo-
ple - has prompted policymakers increasingly to demand program
evaluations that are based on random assignment field experiments in
which, using a process similartoa lottery, potential program participants
areplaced in the program or in a control group. (Control group members
are not eligible for special program services, but they are eligible for all
other employment and training services in the community, as well as for
all basic welfare benefits.) The activity of the control group shows the
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employment and welfare behavior of people in the absence of the
program; the program (or experimental) group shows the behavior with
it; and the difference reliably isolates the effect or impact of the
welfare-to-work program itself.

A growing number of evaluations have used this approach, and the
authors of this synthesis focused on them in summarizing what is known
about program effectiveness. This volume reviews 45 completed and
in-progress studies that directly inform JOBS implementation. This
chapter, however, centers on 13 completed studies of programs operat-
ed primarily during the 1980s because they illustrate most clearly the
choices that JOBS decisionmakers face.

Table 1.1 presents the characteristics, costs, and impacts of those 13
programs as studied (but omitting the AFDC two-parent component
present in several of them). The studies are ranked by average net cost
(i.e., in most cases, the operating agency’s average cost per enrolled
experimental minus any costs it incurred for controls) and are further
grouped into two basic categories that are fundamental to interpreting
their findings: those examining broad-coverage programs that
encompassed entire service delivery systems and those focused on
selective-voluntary programs, each of which was the equivalent of a
program component within a broader system.

° Studies of service delivery systems. One group of program
evaluations included not only particular service components or
providers but also administrative activities (such as intake,
orientation, assessment and referral, case management,
monitoring, and deregistration from WIN) that affected the
coverage and allocation of services throughout the WIN or WIN
Demonstration program. Together these services and
administrative activitics made up a service delivery system.
Because the systems studied were intended to reach a wide
range of AFDC eligibles, without selection or screening, they are
referred to here as broad-coverage programs. Almost all of the
completed studies in this category were of mandatory programs
that, to varying degrees, required people to participate in order
to receive their full welfare grants.

* Studies of program components. Another group of program
evaluations did not encompass full systems but, in most cases,
looked at small-scale demonstrations of a component (or poten-
tial component) of a much larger, broad-coverage program. All



TABLE 1.1 AFDC WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS: CHARACTERISTICS, COSTS, AND IMPACTS

Annual Impacts for All Years of Follow-Up

Program
(Ordered by Experimental-  Percent Change
Increasing Program Activities and Coverage/ Net Cost Per Control Over Control
Net Cost) Study Characteristics Mandatoriness Experimental  Outcome Difference Group Level
Broad-Coverage Programs
Arkansas Sequence of group jobsearch ~ Mandatory; targeted $118 Earnings
WORK and (for a few) unpaid work AFDC applicants Year § $167* 33%
Program experience; low-grant state; and recipients with Year 2 223 23
highly disadvantaged children 3 or older; Year 3 337+ 31
population; evaluation began  few sanctions; 38%
in 1943 ever participated in AFDC payments
job search or work Year 1 -H145% -13%
experience during Year 2 -190*** -19
9-month follow-up Year 3 1684 -18
Louisville WIN  Individual job scarch; Mandatory and volun-  $13¢" Earnings
Laboratory low-grant state; tary; targeted AFDC Year 1 $289++0 18%
Experiment- evaluation began in 1978 applicants and recip- Year 2 45670 20
Individual ients with children Year3 435+ 18
Job Search of any age; 55% ever
participated in individ- AFDC payments
ual job search during Year 1 754 -3¢
8-month follow-up Year2 1640 -8
Year 3 1640t 10
Cook County Sequence of individual job Mandatorv; targeted $157 Earnings
WIN search and unpaid work AFDC applicants Year 1 $10 14
Demonstration  experience; program provided  and recipients with
little direct assistance, mainly — children 6 or older; AFDC paviments
monitored and sanctioned many sanctions; 39 Year 1 -540 1%
those who did not participate;  ever participated in
medium-grant state; highly any activity during 9-
disadvantaged population; month follow-up
evaluation beganin 1985
(continyed)
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TABLE 1.1(continued)

c\ 4 Annual Impacts for All Years of Follow-Up
Program
(Ordered by Experimental- Percent Change
Increasing Program Activities and Coverage/ Net Cost Per Control Over Control
Net Cost) Study Characteristics Mandatoriness Experimental Outcome Difference Group Level
Lowsville WIN  Group job search; low-grant Mandatory and volun-  $230% Earnings )
Laboratory state; evaluation began in tary; targeted AFDC Year 1 $464** 43%
Experiment- 1980 applicants and recip-
Group Job ients with children AFDC payments
Search of any age; 65% ever Year 1 $40° 2%
participated in group
job search during
6-month follow-up
West Virginia Open-ended unpaid work expe-  Mandatory; targeted $260 Earnings
Community rience; rural labor market AFDC applicants Year1 $16 4%
Work with very high unemployment;  and recipients with
Experience low-grant state; highly dis- children 6 or older; AFDC payments
Frogram advantaged population; eval- few sanctions; 249 Year1 $0 0%
(CWEP) uation began in 1983 ever participated in
work experience during
9-month follow-up
Virginia Sequence of individual or Mandatory; targeted $430 Earnings
Employment group job search, unpaid work  AFDC applicants Year 1 $69 5%
Services experience, and some and recipients with Year 2 280 14
Program education or job skills children 6 or older; Year 3 268" 11
(ESP) training (but only slightly few sanctions; 58%
more than controls received ever participated in AFDC payments
on their own); medium-grant any activity during 9- Year 1 %69 -3¢
state; disadvantaged population; month follow-up Year 2 -36 -2
evaluation began in 1983 Year 3 -111 9




—
~J

San Diego 1 Sequence of group job search Mandatory; targeted  $636 Earnings
{Employment and unpaid work experience; AFDC applicants Year1 $443*+ 23%
Preparation substantial program assistance with children 6 or
Program/ provided; high-grant state; older; many sanc- AFDC payments
Experimental less disadvantaged population; tions; 46% ever Year1 -$226++ -8%
Work Experience evaluation began in 1982 participated in job
Program search or work
|EPP/EWEP)) experience during
9-month follow-up
San Diego Sequence of group job search, Mandatory; targeted ~ $919 Earnings
Saturation Work  unpaid work experience, and AFDC applicants Year 1 $352%%* 21%
Initiative education and job skills training;  and recipients with Year2 658+ 29
Model high participation and ongoing  children 6 or older;
(SWIM) participation requirement; many sanctions; 64¢ AFDC payments
high-grant state; less ever participated in Year 1 -$4077** -B%
disadvantaged population; any activity during Year 2 5534+ -14
evaluation began in 1985 12-month follow-up
Baltimore Choice of services, including Mandatory; targeted  $953 Earnings
Options individual or group job scarch, AFDC applicants Year1 $140 10¢%
Program education, job skills training, and recipients with Year2 4014 17
unpaid work experience, children 6 or older; Year 3 511+ 17
and on-the-job training; few sanctions; 45
program constrained to serve ever péaacipated in AFDC payments
1,000 enrollees per year; any activity during Year1 $2 0%
medium-grant state; less dis- 12-month follow-up Year2 -34 -2
advantaged population; eval- Year3 -31 -2
uation began in 1982
(contiryed)
Ly
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TABLE 1.1 (continued)

Annual Impacts for All Years of Follow-Up

Program
(Ordered by Experimental- Percent Change
Increasing Program Activities and Coverage/ Net Cost Per Control Over Control
Net Cost) Study Characteristics Mandatoriness Experimental Outcome Difference Group Level
Selective-Voluntary Programs

New Jersey Subsidized on-the-job Voluntary; targeted $787 | Earnings )
On-the-Job training; enrollees quite selected AFDC [$439) Year1 N/A* N/A
Training (OJT) disadvantaged in terms of recipients over 18 Year 2 $591*¢ 14%
Program prior welfare receipt and with children of any

recent work histories, but age; 40% participated in AFDC payments .

had relatively high levels employment with OJT Year 1 -$190+*¢ -6%

of GED attainment; medium- (84% ever participated Year 2 -238* -11

grant state; evaluation in any WIN or JTPA

began in 1984 activity) during

12-month follow-up

Maine Sequence of employability Voluntary; targeted $2,019 d Earnings
On-the-Job training, unpaid work expe- selected unemployed [$1,635] Year 1 104 8%
Training (O)T) rience, and subsidized on-the-  AFDC recipients Year 2 871+ 38
Program job training; enrollees guite on rolls for at least Year 3 941+ 34

disadvantaged in terms of prior srior 6 months, with

welfare receipt and recent work  children of any age; AFDC payments

histories, but had relatively 90% ever participated in Year 1 $64 24

high levels of GED attainment; nv activity during Year 2 29 1

medium-grant state; .«-month follow-up Year 3 8uf 4

evaluation began in 1983
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AFDC Job skills training and Voluntary; targeted $9,505 Earnings

Homemaker- subsidized employment selected AFDC ($5,957-$12,457  Year 1 $2,026% 4 N/A
Home Health program; varied population; recipients on rolls across states) Year 2 1,3475 N/A
Aide low-, medium-, and high-grant  for at least 90 days [$5,684] Year 3 1,1215 N/A
Demonstrations  states; evaluation began who were not employed
in 1983 as home health aides AFDC and Food
during that time; 84% Stamp benefits
participated (i.c., Year 1 -$6965 N/A
entered training) Year 2 -8558 N/A
Year 3 -3436 N/A
National Structured, paid work Voluntary; targeted $17,981° | Earnings ,
Supported Work  experience; targeted ex- selected AFDC |$9,447ld' ! Year 1 $6,402+% 327%
Demonstration  tremely disadvantaged AFDC  recipients on rolls for Year 2 1,368¢**! 36
recipients; low-, medium-, and 30 of prior 36 months, Year 3 1,076** 23
high-grant states; evalua- with children 6 or
tion began in 1976 older; 97% participated AFDC payments 4
(i.e., showed up for Year 1 -$2,2000% -394
their program job ) Year 2 -1,165% -26
Year 3 -401++! -10

SOURCES: Data from the reports listed at the end of this chapter and additional w..>™¢ estimates.

NOTES: The cost estimates reported in this table are the net costs of these prograras, These include all expenditures incurred specifically for the programs
under study by the operating agency, plus any expenditures by other organizations for services that were an essential part of the program treatment, minus
costs to the operating agency or other organizations of serving members of the control groups. See Avnendir A for further discussion.

Net costs and annual impacts are in nominal dollars except where noted.

*The net cost is adjusted te 1985 dollars,

*The impact is adjusted to 1983 dollars. Year 1 begins with the quarter ot random assignment. The annual earnings impact for year 3 is based onone
quarter of follow-up. The annual AFDC payments in:pact for year 3 is based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical signiticance was not calculated for
year3. However, since the quarterly impacts are statistically significant, the annual impacts are assumed also to be significant.
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TABLE 1.1 (continued)

“The impact is adjusted to 1985 dollars. The annual earnings impact is based on two quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated.
However, since the quarterly impacts are statistically significant, the annual impact is assumed also to be significant. The annual AFDC payments impact
is based on four quarters of follow-up.

4The bracketed figure excludes wage subsidy payments for participants, whereas the other figure includes them.

“A year1 earnings impactis notavailable in New Jersey for the same sample as the year 2impact and is therefore not shown. The annual earningsimpact
for year 2 is based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for year 2. However, since the earnings impact for quarters 5-7
is statistically significant, the annual impact is assumed also to be significant. Similarly, the quarterly AFDC payments impacts for quarters 2, 3, and 4 of
year 1 are statistically significant, so the annual impact is assumed also to be significant.

fAnnual earnings and AFDC payments impacts for year 3 are based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for year
3. However, since the quarterly earnings impacts are statistically significant, the annual earnings impact is assumed also to be significant.

BCross-state annual impacts are estimated from state-specific impacts presented in Table 5.2, so statistical significance and experimental and control
group means arenotaailable. Year 1isdefined by the original researchers as the number of months from random assignment untilthe typical experimental
left subsidized employment. Year 2 is defined as the 12-month period following the time when the typical experimental left subsidized employment. Year
3is based on all months in the follow-up period after year2. Average annual impacts for each year were calculated by multiplying the average monthly
impacts for that period by 12. Total earnings of the experimental group include both demonstration and non-demonstration carnings. Since the
Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations offered up to a year of subsidized paid employment, earnings and consequently reduced AFDC and Food
Stamp benefits during the first two years partly reflect wages earned in the program, and not post-program impacts. In year 2, there were statistically
significant gains in monthly earnings in all seven states and welfare savings in six. In year 3, there were significant gains in monthly earnings in five of
the seven states and welfare savings in four.

h‘Supl;x)rted Work projects generated revenues of $4,352 per experimental (in 1985 doilars), which offset part of the cost reported here.

"The impact is adjusted to 1985 dollars. Since Supported Work offered up to 18 months of subsidized paid employment, earnings and consequently
reduced AFDC payments during the first two years partly reflect wages earned in the progiam, and not post-program impacts. The annual earnings and
AFDC payments impacts for year 3 are based on quarter 9, the last quarter for which there are common follow-up data for all recipients who responded
to the final survey. AFDC payments impacts include impacts on General Assistance, Supplemental Security Income, and other unspecified cash welfare,

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; ** at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1 percent level.
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of the completed studies are of programs that encouraged but
did not require participation by a subset of the AFDC popula-
tion and that could be “selective” in one or two ways: Eligible
people could select whether or not to enroll, and program op-
erators could select among eligible applicants. Because of these
recruitment practices, in this document these are called
selective-voluntary programs or demonstrations.

While it is too early to tell the extent to which state JOBS programs
will correspond to these categories (or to a third that combines features
of both), the two types of studies already provide lessons applicable to
JOBS. Nine recent evaluations of broad-coverage, mandatory programs
are of the greatest relevance. They assessed total WIN or WIN
Demonstration systems (either at full or smaller scale) and supply
information on impacts for a cross section of the then-mandatory (under
WIN) caseload. The programs reflected the range of budget constraints
likely to face states implementing JOBS. The average gross costs of
operating these programs ranged from $162 to $1,545 per targeted eligi-
ble person, among the five broad-coverage programs for wk.ich data
were collected on the costs borne by outside agencies as well as by the
welfare agency itself. (The former include, for example, Job Training
Partnership Act agencies, which provided some employment and train-
ing services to people referred by the welfare programs.) The net costs,
shown in Table 1.1, were lower, because they did not include two items:
the costs to the administering agency of processing and serving mem-
bers of the control group and any outside agencies’ costs for provision
of services that were not an integral part of the program model.

With the variations noted in Table 1.1, seven of the nine
broad-coverage programs represented an Option 1 budget allocation -
i.e., low-cost services for a large portion of the targeted eligible caseload.
Typically in these programs, participation was more or less required of
alleligible AFDC applicants and recipients with school-age children. The
serices generally consisted of relatively low-cost group or individual
job search, sometimes followed, for those who did not find a job, by
assignment to three months of unpaid work experience (“workfare”).
Two of the broad-coverage programs reflect an Option 3 allocation - a
mixed strategy combining low-cost services for most of the eligible
individuals and higher-cost services for some — and thus came closer to
meeting the vision expressed in the JOBS legislation. These two
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multi-component programs also reflected the main JOBS alternatives for
deciding how to allocate and target intensive services. In Baltimore, a
process of assessment, which incorporated case manager and recipient
preferences, determined how people were assigned to a variety of
employment-directed services (including job search, work experience,
education, or training). In San Diego’s Saturation Work Initiative Model
(SWIM), services were provided in a fixed sequence, with education and
training required and reserved for those who did not find employment
as a resul’ of job search and, following that, work experience.

The four studies of selective-voluntary demonstrations described in
Table 1.1 provide information relevant to JOBS’ new emphases on
targeting and intensive services. They included several more intensive
on-the-job training and subsidized employment approaches that could
be part of an Option 2 or 3 allocation strategy. The demonstrations were
targeted to particular groups of AFDC recipients, who were motivated to
seek out services and (usually) were screened on specific eligibility
criteria. Two of these ~ the subsidized on-the-job training (OJT) program
in New Jersey and the sequence of services (including OJT) in Maine -
while relatively small, operated at a scale that was consistent with
traditional WIN programs, given their selection and screening practices.
The simpler New Jersey model is most relevant to future programs
because it tested a straightforward OJT component, which is a JOBS
option and can feasibly be afforded. The others ~ the Supported Work
and Homemaker-Home Health Aide demonstrations — were multi-site
demonstrations of activities that are less likely to be affordable and
prevalentin JOBS programs. The former provided structured, paid work
experience; the latter, training and subsidized employment. None of the
four studies examined the effectiveness of education or classroom train-
ing in the forms encouraged by JOBS.

These 13 studies constitute a major body of knowledge on the
effectiveness of employment programs for welfare recipients. But, for
several reasons, it is difficult to use them to reach firm conclusions about
the relative impact and cost-effectiveness of various broad-coverage and
selective-voluntary approaches in order to design successful JOBS
programs. In particular, this volume argues for caution in comparing
results from these two categories of studies because of fundamental
differences in the program and evaluation designs. Broad-coverage,
mandatory programs are intended to spend resources and have impacts
on participants through (1) their receipt of education and employment
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services, job placement, and other direct services, and (2) monitoring,
counseling, and the threat or reality of monetary sanctions. However,
broad-coverage programs also monitor, counsel, and sanction (or threat-
en to sanction) nonparticipants, whose behavior the program is thereby
expected to affect as well. In contrast, selective-voluntary programs are
intended only to affect people who actually participate in program
services. (Throughout this volume, the words “participant” and
“participation” refer to persons who actually attended the program'’s
employment, education, or training activities. This is distinct from other
members of the experimental group who took no part in the program
whatsoever or who attended only WIN registration, program orienta-
tion, assessment, or counseling, but did not actually spend time ina pro-
gram component.)

This distinction is mirrored in the way the two types of programs are
typicallyassessed. Evaluations of broad-coverage programs study people
who are actually subject to the program’s mandate, even if they do not
participate in employment-directed services; evaluations of se-
lective-voluntary programs focus on participants. Thus, the measured
impacts of broad-coverage programs provide information on the effect
of a system (not just its employment-directed services) on the diverse
people subject to its requirements, only some of whom participate. In
contrast, estimates of the impacts of selective-voluntary programs reflect
how a particular component of the system (i.e., aservice or set of services)
affects the subset of the caseload who volunteer, most of whom participate.

This evaluation design difference is important to JOBS decision-
makers who are trying to use research results to guide program design
choices. The studies generally show larger average impacts for
selective-voluntary than for broad-coverage programs, but that does not
necessarily mean that the former’s employment-directed services were
more effective. Instead, the impact differenc.: may reflect other factors,
e.g., higher participation rates or targeting a subgroup that was more
likely to benefit from services. Such factors are often overlooked in sum-
marics of the lessons from the studies discussed in this volume.

An additional caution to JOBS decisionmakers concerns compari-
sons across sites: The group of 13 programs operated under widely vary-
ing conditions - different labor market and AFDC caseload characteris-
tics, as well as AFDC grant levels and alternative community services.
Further, thereare particular problemsin contrasting the costs of programs
in the two categories of studies, since the higher costs for the four
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selective-voluntary programs reflected, in part, the inclusion of subsi-
dized wages that may have led directly to offsetting AFDC savings. The
costs of Supported Work are particularly difficult to compare to those of
the other programs. Inflating the mid-1970s estimates may have pro-
duced some distortion. In addition, Supported Work not only spent the
most on participants’ wages but also incurred substantial expenses that
were subsequently offset by revenues received from the sale of program
services, reducing the net budget cost below that shown in Table 1.1.
Finally, none of the 13 programs specifically tested key JOBSand FSA
innovations, such as the emphasis on education or the provision of
continued supportservices (child careand Medicaid) to welfare recipients
who go to work and leave welfare. These issues point to the need for
additional studies, including those specifically designed to facilitate
direct comparisons of different welfare-to-work program approaches.

The Results of Key Studies
Findings on Participation

The broad-coverage programs provide benchmarks for participation
rates in JOBS. But there are two major caveats: None of the programs
operated under JOBS’ monthly participation standards, and none of the
evaluations measured participation according to JOBS’ criteria.

* Welfare-to-work programs proved capable of serving a sub-
stantial share of the caseload in broad-coverage programs,
some of which were large-scale.

In the nine broad-coverage programs, between 38 and 65 percent of
all targeted people took part in a specific employment-directed activity
(excluding orientation, assessment, or counseling) within six to twelve
months after applying for welfare or registering with the program. To
achieve these rates, staff had to work with a much larger share of the
caseload, many of whom did not participate in employment services
because they subsequently left welfare, were no longer eligible, or were
deferred from participating.

In programs that provided a fixed sequence of services, participa-
tion was two to three times higher in the first than in subsequent compg-
nents, as a result of normal welfare caseload dynamics and job placé-
ments from the initial activity. The two more intensive broad-coverage
programs - Baltimore and San Diego SWIM - involved roughly a fifth of
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eligibles in education or training. The mandatory program with the
highest monthly participation and the greatest proportion of those w.o
ever participated in an activity - San Diego’s SWIM program — was also
the one with the most consistent and, generally, the highest impacts.

The studies also showed that a surprisingly large number of people
in both the experimental and control groups participated in education
and training services on their own, so that the net increase in those
services (and the net cost shown in Table 1.1) was often substantially
below the total service level (and the gross program cost).

* None of the broad-coverage programs would have met the
participation standards that have been established by the
JOBS legislation and regulations.

To obtain full federal matching funds under JOBS, states must have
an increasing share - reaching 20 percent in fiscal year 1995 - of JOBS
eligibles participating in certain allowable activities during each month.
SWIM provides the most relevant data on the likelihood of programs
meeting the JOBS participation standards. There are several reasons for
this. First, among the mandatory, broad-coverage programs studied,
SWIM had the highest longitudinal participation rate — 64 percent of
eligible individuals participated within 12 months of registering for the
program. Second, SWIM required a cross section of the AFDC caseload
to participate in various program components on a continuing basis.
Third, the study was explicitly designed and funded to help establish
expectations about maximum feasible monthly participation rates. The
SWIM study found that monthly participation rates averaged 22 percent
if only program-arranged activities were counted, 33 percent when
self-initiated education and training were added, and 52 percent if
part-time work was also included. The evaluation concluded that these
rates were close to the maximum possible for the SWIM approach. While
these monihly rates appear very high, the numerous ditferences be-
tween what is included in the numerator and denominator of the SWIM
participation rate and the standard established for JOBS make it hard to
predict what the rates would have been had the JOBS rules been applied
during the SWIM demonstration. Moreover, it is impossible to judge
how San Diego program administrators would have changed the SWIM
vao-Jel and daily program operations had they been striving to meet the
JOBS participation standards. It is very likely, however, that SWIM as it
operated in the pre-JOBS era would not have met the JOBS standard,
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principally because most SWIM activities did not offer services for at
least 20 hours per week, which isa major determinant of who qualifies as
a “countable” JOBS participant.

Impacts on Employment and Earnings

* Almost all of the welfare-to-work programs studied led to
earnings gains. This was true for both low- and higher-cost
programs and services, and for broad-coverage and
selective-voluntary programs.

The studies of AFDC welfare-to-work programs provide a remark-
ably consistent record. Seven of the nine broad-coverage programs led to
increasesinaverage annual earnings, ranging from $268 to $658 in the last
year of follow-up. Depending on the program, this was 11 to 43 percent
above the annual earnings of people in the control group. The smatler-
scale, selective-voluntary programs increased average annual earnings
by $591 to $1,121 - 14 to 34 percent above the control group’s earnings.
(See Table 1.1.) These earnings gains take on greater significance because
they are averages for all people eligible for or enrolled in the program,
including those who did not work and did not actually receive any
services. While the studies did not look behind the averages to determine
the distribution of earnings gains, the findings suggest that gains were
much more substantial for some people and minimal for others.

* Earnings impacts for both low-cost job search and higher-cost
programs were sustained for at least three years after program
enrollment.

Job search programs are designed to have an immediate impact on
employment; in contrast, education and training programs make an up-
front investment in anticipation of larger future returns. Surprisingly,
these studies show that short-term impacts from lower-cost programs
were sustained over at least three years. This is also the case for the
broad-coverage programs that included some higher-cost components,
and for the selective-voluntary programs. The Baltimore program, one of
the few to include education and training services, suggests that ese
may have adifferent time path of impacts, with low initial gains increas-
ing markedly during the second and third years after enrollment. (See
Table1.1.) Completed studies do not address the five- or ten-year results
of these approaches, findings that will be important in judging their
ability to meet JOBS' goal of reducing long-term dependency.
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* Broad-coverage programs that began with mandatory job
search increased both employment rates and average earn-
ings, but usually did not get people higher-paying jobs. There
is limited and inconsistent information on the effect of un-
paid work experience. Selective-voluntary programs that
provided higher-cost or more intensive services appeared to
get people into jobs with somewhat higher earnings, but did
not make a consistent difference in the proportion of people
employed. Broad-coverage programs that included some
higher-cost services had greater average earnings impacts
than those that did not.

Earnings impacts result if programs cause a change in the number of
people working, the number of hours people work, or their hourly
wages. Completed studies suggest that different program approaches
act differently on these three earnings components. Studies of broad-
coverage programs provide compelling evidence that job search alone
and the job search/work experience sequence produce modest, but
nonetheless relatively long-lasting, impacts on employment rates and
earnings. These services almost always led to more people working, but
they did not seem to increase the amount peopleearned whileemployed.
Because job search was the first and most used component in the studies
of a job search/work experience sequence, it probably produced most of
the programs’ impacts. (Several of the studies examined whether un-
paid work experience had anindependent effect. One, in West Virginia,
found that it did not, and another, in San Diego, showed positive but
not robust results.;

In contrast, findings on the four selective-voluntary programs point
tothe potential of more intensive approaches for getting people into jobs
with somewhat higher wages or hours. In fact, they had most of their
effect through augmenting the earnings of those who would have
become employed without the program, and relatively little through
increasing employment rates. Taken together, these studies also suggest
a relationship between program cost and average earnings gains, with
higher impacts for the Supported Work and Homemaker-Home Health
Aide demonstrations than for the two lower-cost programs that
emphasized on-the-job training. Importantly, Supported Work also
showed that carefully structured, subsidized employment could produce
sustained and relatively largeimpacts for very disadvantaged, long-term
recipients.
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There is very limited information on the relative effectiveness of
welfare-to-work systems that did and did not contain some higher-cost
components. None of the programs focused s cifically on education, a
key JOBS activity. However, the research suggests that including
higher-cost, more intensive components (usually education and skills
training) in broad-coverage programs that provided mainly job search
and work experience led to larger absolute earnings gains per person in
the study. As Table 1.1 shows, average annual earnings impacts in San
Diego SWIM and Baltimore were somewhat higher than those in the
lower-cost broad-coverage programs.

The contrasting patterns of impacts described above are echoed in
these two mixed-strategy, broad-coverage programs, one of which was
more mandatory and began with up-front job search (SWIM) and the
other of which was more voluntary and referred some people to educa-
tion and training as a first activity (Baltimore). The SWIM program
produced relatively large increases in earnings, most of which were a
result of an increase in the number of people working. Baltimore had a
smaller effect on long-term employment rates, but did improve the
earnings of those working. The difference was reflected in the two
programs’ impacts on the earnings distribution of people who got jobs:
SWIM increased the number of people with relatively low as well as rel-
atively higher earnings and did not change the overall earnings distrib-
ution, whereas the employment increase in Baltimore was concentrated
inthehigher earnings category. In these two different ways, and possibly
because they provided some added education and training, both pro-
gramsincreased the percentof people earning more substantial amounts.
In Baltimore, there was a 3.8 percentage point increase (compared to the
control group) in the share of people earning more than $6,000 a year; in
San Diego SWIM, there was a 4.6 percentage point gain in the proportion
of all program eligibles who earned $5,000 a year or more and a 3.2
percentage pointincrease in the share of AFDC recipients (a more disad-
vantaged group than AFDC applicants) who earned $10,000 or more a
year. However, these are only twosstudies, and the results may have been
due to other elements: for example, SWIM's strict enforcement of an on-
going participation requirement and its relatively high sanctioning rate,
Baltimore’s implementation at a relatively small scale, or the extensive
experience and capacity of the administering agencies in both places.

* Employment and earnings impacts did not occur when re-
sources per eligible individual were too low to provide employ-
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ment-directed assistance or when programs were operated in a
rural, very weak labor market.

For states assessing whether to spread resources thin to increase
program coverage or to concentrate them to increase service intensity,
the studies provide a mixed message. Some very low-cost approaches
(Arkansas and the two Louisville programs) did have positive
employment impacts. However, the lack of success from the Cook
County (Chicago) program may suggest that there is a threshold in this
trade-off. When resources are so limited that staff can only process and
sanction cases and provide virtually no direct assistance, even in the job
search component, a program may have no effect on earnings. (While
these four programs had similar costs, Cook County probably had the
fewest real resources and used them more for monitoring and process-
ing people than for providing direct services.)

The other program without employment and earnings impacts was
implemented in West Virginia, a rural state with extremely high
unemployment. This pure work experience program achieved its plan-
ners’ goal of providing useful public services and work in exchange for
welfare, but it did not lead to an increase in unsubsidized employment.

Impacts on AFDC Payments and Receipt

¢ Average welfare savings were smaller than earnings gains.
The inclusion of more intensive, higher-cost services did not
assure welfare impacts.

Earnings gains were not always accompanied by welfare savings,
and there was no consistent relationship between the size of the earnings
and welfare impacts. Three very different programs and conditions
produced moderate reductions in the share of people receiving welfare
at the end of follow-up: a decrease of 7 percentage points compared to
controlsinlow-grant Arkansas, high-grant California (San Diego SWIM),
and the multi-site Supported Work Demonstration. The other programs
had a smaller or no effect on this measure (not shown in Table 1.1; see
Chapters 4 and 5). In these same three programs, welfare payments
declined by an average of $168 or 18 percent, $553 or 14 percent, and $401
or 10 percent, respectively, in the last year of evaluation follow-up. Some
of the other programs also produced welfare savings. (See Table 1.1.)
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Broad-coverage programsemphasizing relatively low-cost, up-front
job search led to fairly consistent welfare savings, but the savings were
often small because not all of the jobs moved people off welfare. The two
broad-coverage programs that also included some higher-cost compo-
nents had the largest earnings impacts, but they produced very different
welfare results: San Diego SWIM had the largest savings and Baltimore
had none. The Mainestudy alsodid nottranslate relatively large earnings
impacts into any significant welfare savings. The researchers did not pin
down the reason for the lack of welfare impacts in Baltimore and Maine,
but they concluded that the programs may haveled to higher-paying jobs
for people who (as shown by the control group) would have obtained
workand moved off welfare anyway or they may have increased the time
on welfare for people involved in lengthy education or training activities
(offsetting savings for otiers who were assisted in finding employment).

Impacts on Different Groups Within the Caselcad

* Theimpacts of broad-coverage programs were not equal across
all groups in the caseload. The most consistent and largest
earnings gains were made by the moderately disadvantaged.
The largest welfare savings were achieved for the more
disadvantaged. There were usually no impacts - on earnings or
welfare receipt- for the most job-ready. The lesson for targeting
services to different groups within the welfare population thus
dependson therelativeimportance placed on increasing earnings
or reducing welfare costs.

Studies of broad-coverage programs are of unique value for
determining programs’ effectiveness for subgroups of AFDC recipients
because all members of a subgroup - and all targeted subgroups — are
required to participate and are therefore present in the research sample,
In contrast, subgroup estimates from selective or voluntary programs do
not apply to the many subgroup members who were not selected or did
not volunteer and are therefore not included in the rescarch sample. A
study of five such programs (excluding San Diego SWIM but including
Baltimore) showed that the most employable people (e.g., women who
were first-time welfare applicants and had recent work experience) had
little or no gain over the benchmark established by similar peoplein the
control groups. Even without special assistance, many of these women
stayed on welfare for relatively brief periods. In contrast, a middle group
(e.g., people who had received AFDC before and were reapplying,
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sometimes following their employment in a job with some limited earn-
ings) had the most consistent earnings impacts from these programs,
with gains averaging between $450 and $850 a year after the first nine
months of follow-np, compared to similar people in the control group.
The more disadvantaged - those already on welfare, including longer-
term recipients with no recent employment - did not show consistent or
large earnings gains, but they produced a major share of the welfare
savings. Even modest reductions in the number of longer-term recipi-
ents can produce substantial welfare savings because their relatively
lengthy periods of welfare receipt account for the bulk of AFDC expen-
ditures. This phenomenon is apparent during the three-year follow-up
period for the evaluations.

e San Diego SWIM produced earnings and welfare impacts for
AFDC recipients - who are more disadvantaged than
individuals applying for AFDC - that exceeded those of other
broad-coverage studies and equaled the levels achieved in
much smaller, selective-voluntary programs.

The SWIM program’s success with AFDC recipients is particularly
impressive. Overall, this group is more disadvantaged than AFDC
applicants, and recipients did not benefit consistently from the other
broad-coverage programs. During the second year of follow-up, the
average AFDC recipient targeted by SWIM was earning $889 (or 50
percent) more than the average for the control group and had $608 (or 13
percent) less in welfare benefits. These earnings gains compared favor-
ably with the average impacts of the smaller, selective-voluntary pro-
grams, even though SWIM's impacts were averaged across the full spec-
trum of mandatory recipients - nonparticipants as well as participants,
and the most disadvantaged as well as the more job-ready. The welfare
savings were the highest found in a broad-coverage welfare-to-work
program and exceeded those found in the selective-voluntary programs.

Itis inclear which features of SWIM accounted for its greater success
withrecipients than the programs that provided primarily jobsearchand
Baltimore’s mixed strategy. Possible explanations include: the service
sequence (up-front job search and work experience, followed by educa-
tion and training), the strong enforcement of a continuous par-
ticipation requirement, the extensive experience of SWIM program
managers, or other characteristics of the San Diego environment and
caseload. Moreover, since impact findings for subgroups of recipients
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are not yet available, 1t is not clear whether these positive results extend-
ed to the most disadvantaged recipients. However, the magnitude of the
impacts suggests that they are unlikely to have been limited to the more
employable recipients.

* JOBS encourages states to serve people who are likely to
become long-term welfare recipieats. The research record is
not strong as to whether intensive services can be more suc-
cessful with this group than lower-cost services, particularly
in producing earnings gains.

In contrast to the strong evidence that low-cost services can produce
consistent impacts for a moderately disadvantaged group, only one stu-
dy confirms that welfare-to-work programs can succeed with the least
job-ready: very long-term welfare recipients with little or no prior
employment. Supported Work specially targeted this group and served
women who averaged 8.6 years on welfare. This program demoastrated
that 12 or 18 months of paid, carefully structured work experience could
produce sustained effects on earnings and welfare receipt for this group.
But Supported Work was among the highest-cost programs studied.
(SeeTable 1.1.) Inlight of Supported Work’s large investment, it is partic-
ularly important to determine whether SWIM did indeed benefit long-
term welfare recipients (this study is under way). Theother selective-volun-
tary programs had positive impacts on selected AFDC recipients, but it
isnotclear whetherthey reached particularly hard-to-employ populations.

Other Impact and Cost-Effectiveness Findings

The cost-effectiveness results show a complex picture for different
welfare-to-work approaches. Typically, in a benefit-cost analysis, key
questions include: Who benefits - program participants and/or the pub-
licatlarge? By how much? At what cost? Together, answers to these ques-
tions provide informatior on the level of public investment associated
with varying returns to different beneficiaries. Because the programs of
the 1980s sometimes produced gains in earnings without associated
welfare savings, and because of the variation in the magnitude of pro-
gram results and resources, when impacts and cosis are compared, the
net benefits can point in different directions. This volume also presents
other measures of cost-effectiveness that go beyond these more familiar
indicators. Forexample, policymakers might consider thereturn provided
towelfare recipientsor the public per dollar invested in awelfare-to-work
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program. These different perspectives on the 13 broad-coverage and
selective-voluntary programs underlie the cost-effectiveness results
presented here.

¢ Welfare-to-work programs usually benefited AFDC eligibles,
but generally led to only modest increases in their measured
income.

Table 1.1 indicates that, for both broad-coverage and selec-
tive-voluntary programs, although the extra earnings from increases in
work effort were often substantially offset by reductions in AFDC
payments, there were modest increases in average combined income
from the two sources. When estimated reductions in other transfer
payments —e.g.,Medicaid and Food Stamps —and increasesin taxes were
also considered, benefits to welfare recipients usually continued to out-
weigh losses, although the net benefits were small. Only the Supported
Work study measured the program’s impact on the proportion of
participating families living below the poverty level, and found no
statistically significant long-term change, despite the relatively large
earnings gains.

As a result, the findings indicate that, while this range of
welfare-to-work programs modestly improved people’s income, they
proved unlikely to move many people out of poverty. This suggests the
limited potential of these programs to help most welfare recipients
obtain jobs with substantially higher wages, at least within the three
years of follow-up, and points to the importance of determining whether
programs that make a more conscious investmer ' in increasing human
capital can do better. Italso suggests that, if reducing poverty is the goal,
other types of policies directed at providing more income to the work-
ing poor will be important complements.

o Welfare-to-work programs usually had a positive impact on
government budgets. Public investments in a range of pro-
grams were more than returned inincreased taxes and reductions
in transfer payments.

Extensive benefit-cost analyses show that, while welfare-to-work
programs require an initial investment, this is usually offset by subse-
quentsavings in transfer payments and increased taxes. Fur seven of the
nine broad-coverage programs, the payback period was rapid: two to
five years. In some cases, budget savings were substantial: e.g., every
doliar spent on San Diego SWIM saved the government $3.

4
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Taxpayers benefited less consistently from the higher-cost,
selective-voluntary programs. Two of these - the Maine and Home-
maker-Home Health Aide demonstrations - incurrd net costs. The New
Jersey and Supported Work programs produced net savings for the
government, the former within three years and the latter over a
substantially longer period.

* Measured in terms of impact per dollar invested, low-cost job
scarch/work experience programs produced larger earnings
gains and, to some extent, welfare savings than programs that
emphasized higher-cost components, suggesting the exist-
ence of diminishing returns.

In addition to the traditional evaluation measures discussed above
(average impacts and net benefits), JOBS administrators may be inter-
ested in cost-effectiveness as measured by a program’s impact per dollar
invested. A comparison of the average cost and final-year impact find-
ings in Table 1.1 shows that, as long as service levels exceed the threshold
level suggested by the Cook County program, earnings gains and,
somewhat less consistently, welfare savings per dollar outlay tend to
decrease as program costs increase. For example, the annual earnings
impact per dollar invested was $2 or more in the last year of follow-up in
the low-cost Arkansas and Louisville job search programs; 50 to 75 cents
in Virginia, San Diego I, SWIM, Baltimore, and New Jersey; and sub-
stantially less in Homemaker-Home Health Aide and Supported Work.

* Evaluation results on welfare-to-work programs for AFDC-
UPeligibles are limited. Available studies show welfaresavings
but do not always show earnings gains.

FSA requires all states to implement a public assistance program
for two-parent families: the AFDC-UP (Unemployed Parent) program.
It also calls on states to involve (with eventual very high participation
rates) atleastone parentinthese familiesin JOBSactivities that emphasize
work. (For young parents who have not completed high school or its
equivalent, education may be substituted.) In contrast to the strong
record from numerous studies of pre-JOBS programs for single parents
on AFDC (primarily women), there are few data on programs for fa-
thers, usually the adult involved in AFDC-UP work programs, and none
that allow a clear comparison among alternative program approaches.

Only the two San Diego evaluations had sufficiently large sam plesto
measure accurately the impacts of broad-coverage programs targeted at
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AFDC-UPs. The study of the San Diego 1 program for applicants showed
no statistically significant employment and earnings impacts. Average
welfare savings of $374 were attained in the first year of follow-up. The
San Diego SWIM study showed a consistent pattern continuing into the
second year of follow-up, when the AFDC-UPs in SWIM were earning
$454 (or 12 percent) more than the average for the control group and
had $551 (or 12 percent) less in welfare benefits. Both programs pro-
duced budget savings, but the men in the SWIM study only broke even,
with their earnings gains about matching their losses from AFDC, other
transfers, and tax payments. The men in the San Diego I study incurred
net losses.

Policy Trade-Offs

¢ Within a given budget, administrators may face a trade-off
in meeting different JOBS objectives - producing more sub-
stantial earnings gains for some individuals, maximizing
welfare savings, or reducing long-term dependency. Provid-
ing mandatory job search to large numbers of people may
maximize welfare savings and job-holding, but by itself usual-
ly will not get people better-paying jobs or benefit the more
disadvantaged. Providing mainly higher-cost, more inten-
sive services to a selected population can get people jobs with
somewhat greater earnings, but will produce lower welfare
savings per dollar invested. It is not clear whether higli-cast
programs will be effective for very disadvantaged people
because few programs of this type have been tested and only
one has focused on this group. Administrators seeking to
balance the JOBS objectives may favor a mixed strategy that
combines higher-cost and lower-cost services.

The JOBS program has multiple objectives, and administrators will
differ in the importance they attach to particular ones. Some will aim to
produce earnings gains that are large enough to substantially improve
the well-being of families. Others will focus on maximizing overall
welfare savings. Still others may emphasize reducing long-term welfare
dependency. The three resource allocation strategies identified at the
beginning of this chapter represent routes to meeting these varied
objectives, in the context of JOBS' participation standards and target-
ing objectives. Table 1.2 summarizes what past evaluations suggest
about the strengths and limitations of the different options.

-
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TABLE12  RESULTS FROM COMPLETED EVALUATIONS
OF WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS?

Evidence on Option 1: Results of Low-Cost, Broad-Coverage Programs
(Primarily Mandatory Job Search)

* Consistent and sustained increases in employment and earnings

* Rapid payoff ~ relatively large welfare savings per dollar spent

But

* Earnings gains mostly from increases in the number of people working and not from
increases in earnings for those employed (i.e., not from improved job quality)

* Modest increases in welfare recipients’ total income — many remain in poverty and
on welfare

* Notall groups benefited. Little or no impact on the most job-ready; earnings gains
concentrated in a middle group; most of the welfare savings concentrated among
the more disadvantaged, who showed no consistent earnings gains

Evidence on Option 2: Results of Higher-Cost, Selective-Voluntary Programs
(Primarily Subsidized Employment)

* Consistent and sustained increases in employment and earnings

* Some improvement in job quality - earnings gains mostly from increases in hours or
wages and less from increases in the number of people working

* Supported Work found to be successful with long-term recipients

But
* Slow payoff - relatively small welfare savings per dollar spent

* Except for Supported Work, little information about success with the most
disadvantaged

* Many remain in poverty and on welfare

* No completed studies of programs emphasizing education or skills training

Evidence on Option 3: Results of Mixed-Strategy Programs
(Combining Higher-Cost and Lower-Cost Services)

* Can meet diverse objectives: some improvement in job quality, relatively large
earnings gains, and, in one of the two programs tested (San Diego SWIM),
substantial welfare savings and success with the more disadvantaged

NOTE: “In this table, increases, gains, and savings refer to differences between the experimental
and control groups in the studies.
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Administrators whose main goal is to maximize welfare savings
may favor Option 1 (serving a large number of people with low-cost, pri-
marily job search services), which will also enable them to produce some
earnings gains. They can find support in the findings of sustained welfare
and earnings impacts and cost-effectiveness from the broad-coverage
programs of the 1980s. The Option 1 strategy would allow a state toserve
large numbers of people and (as long as the program exceeds the service
threshold suggested by the Cook County study) to produce the largest
welfare savings and earnings gains per dollar invested and thus the
highestaggregateimpacts. (Aggregate impacts are the sum of impacts for
all individuals exposed to the program.) However, evaluations showed
that such programs did not usually help the most disadvantaged, and
that those people who did become employed did not get higher-paying
jobs.

Administrators whose main goal is to get people into higher-pay-
ing jobs may consider Option 2 (which would provide mainly intensive
services). Those favoring this strategy anticipate that, in contrast to Op-
tion 1, their approach may also be effective with more disadvantaged
individuals and with those who would remain unemployed and on
welfare if offered only job search assistance. Administrators weighing
this option could find support for it in results showing that programs
providing more costly, intensive services can get people into jobs with
somewhat higher earnings (through higher wages, longer hours, or
both). Most of the evidence for these findings can be found in the stud-
ies of selective-voluntary programs. Option 2, however, also has limita-
tions: There is no experience with such programs operated on the scale
required to meet JOBS participation levels. Further, resource constraints
virtually assure that only a small percentage of eligibles could be served,
and (judging from studies of past programs) welfare savings per dollar
outlay may be relatively low.

Those interested in meeting all of these JOBS goals — improving job
quality, achieving welfare savings, and reducing long-term depen-
dency —might favor Option 3, the mixed strategy. This strategy - by pro-
viding low-cost services (to assure immediate welfare savings) and more
expensive, carefully targeted services (to benefit long-term recipients
and get people into higher-paying jobs) - could allow states to serve a
relatively large share of the welfare population and to target the most
disadvantaged, both explicit goals of FSA. Available evidence from the
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mixed-strategy, broad-coverage SWIM program -and to a lesser extent
the Baltimore program - provides support for this approach. Compared
to the findings from programs that provided mainly lower-cost servic-
es, results from these programs suggest that providing some higher-cost
services can lead to greater average earnings impacts per person target-
ed, and also (especially in Baltimore) get some people jobs with higher
earnings. Both programsled to an increase in the percent of people with
somewhat higher earnings (those earning more than $6,600 a year). As
noted previously, the San Diego SWIM model stands out for the magni-
tude of its impacts and (in contrast to Baltimore) both its success with
welfare recipients (a group thatis, on average, more disadvantaged than
new applicants) and its relatively large impacts on both earnings and
welfare savings. By combining low-cost job search services for the
majority of participants with education and training services for some,
SWIM produced gains that appear to have been more widely distributed
among all categories of people on welfare than the gains of programs
following the Option 1 approach. But here, too, there are drawbacks:
Obviously, for the same budget, fewer people can be served in a mixed
strategy than under the low-c st Option 1 approach (possibly limiting
aggregate welfare savings). At the same time, fewer people will receive
more enriched services than under the Option 2 model.

Unfortunately, the natureof thetrade-off in reaching different policy
objectives, and itsapplicability to current JOBS program models, remains
highly uncertain. The completed studies of broad-coverage programs
focused on approaches that were often different from those emerging
under JOBS. The completed studies of selective-voluntary programs
concentrated on intensive work experience and on-the-job training,
Importantly, there is very little evidence of the effects of education for
welfare recipients, which JOBS stresses. Also, follow-up was limited to
at most three years, not an adequate time to determine the long-term
effect of more intensive services, or to see whether the impacts of high-
or lower-cost services increase or decrease over time. Moreover, there is
very limited evidence on program effectiveness for women with young
children, and on whether any large-scale component, even higher-cost
ones, can succeed with very disadvantaged groups. In addition, there is
uncertainty about the point at which any trade-off among program
objectives would be affected by program scale; it is possible (although
there is no evidence on this) that diminishing returns may set in if
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particular welfare-to-work services are provided to an expanded share
of the caseload. Finally, the relative cost-effectiveness of low- and high-
cost services may not be the same under FSA as it was in the pre-JOBS
period. One potentially major factor is the intreduction of a year of
transitional child care and Medicaid for people who leave welfare for a
job. This may reduce the total savings that might otherwise hav:accrued
from people taking low-wage jobs.

Critical Unanswered Questions

The knowledge summarized here is the product of rigorous field ex-
periments on pre-JOBS welfare-to-work programs. However, the Family
Support Act and its JOBS title confront administrators with new choices
and challenges. They are simultaneously urged to build more complex
programs, reach a larger share of the caseload, succeed with new and
more disadvantaged populations, provide more intensive services
(including some that are untested in the welfare-to-work context), and
offer expanded in-program and transitional support services. To deliver
on JOBS' promise of increased effectiveness, they need new information
that will guide them in matching services to people, and in allocating
resources between employment-directed activities and case manage-
ment and oversight.

If mixed-mode program designs will predominate in the wel-
fare-to-work environment of the 1990s, then JOBS administrators will
need information to help them determine the optimal mix for their
diverse caseloads, labor markets, AFDC benefit levels, and communi-
ties, within their particular JOBS resource constraints, and given their
individual policy preferences.

Providing this information requires a new generation of studies that
build on the existing lessons and refine the answers to a fundamental
question: What works best for whom? Under JOBS, both the “what” and
the “whom” have changed, with the new emphasis on education and
training, forexample, and incentives toserve moredisadvantaged groups.
Indeed, the understanding of what “best” means may well change un-
der JOBS, too; a major impetus for the Family Support Act was the pol-
icymakers’ hope that the welfare system, with more resources, could do
better at moving AFDC recipients into employment and self-sufficiency.
Fortunately, more than 20 studies are currently under way that will
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address some of the open questions highlighted here. (These studies are
described in later chapters.) The JOBS evaluation, funded by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), is being structured to
answer otners. The most critical unanswered questions include:

* Will greater investments in education and training lead to
larger impacts? Will additional gains justify the expanded
outlays?

In deciding how to respond to JOBS' pressure to both reach more
people and provide more intensive services, the most critical uncertain-
ties facing administratorsare the unknown impacts and cost-effectiveness
of providing education and other intensive services for long-term welfare
recipients. State JOBS programs are placing larger numbers of welfare
recipients in education components, based on a belief that poor reading
and computation skills prevent people from getting jobs that pay enough
to support a family. The goal is to provide the most disadvantaged
welfare recipients with enough education to help them obtain good jobs
and move out of poverty. What will be the result of these efforts?

Although there is a great deal of cross-sectional research (mostly on
the non-welfare population) showing that those with higher education
levels have higher earnings, there is very little evidence on the key cause
and effect question - i.e., will the expansion of educational activities for
welfare recipients help them leave welfare? Completed studies examine
only a relatively nar-ow range of outcomes and do not even address the
question of wi sroad-coverage programs that emphasize educa-
tion are able to improve participants’ educational achievement levels.
The evaluations of the SWIM and Baltimore programs - which provided
substantial amounts of both education and training - offer the most re- .
liable information currently available on the longer-term impact of add-
ing these more intensive services to broad-coverage welfare-to-work
systems. While these studies were not designed to provide separate
estimates of the effectiveness of the education and training components,
their sizable overall earnings impacts, compared to programs that did
not offer education and training, provide some basis for encouragement.

Given the remaining uncertainty, results from an ongoing evalua-
tion of California’s broad-coverage welfare-to-work program, Greater
Avenues for Independence (GAIN), will be highly relevant, since the
program places an unusually heavy emphasis on education. The GAIN
study will be the first to assess the impact of a broad-coverage prog, 1m
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on educational achievement as well as on a wide range of economic and
non-economic outcomes. In another study, the selective-voluntary
Minority Female Single Parent (MFSI’) Demonstration, initial findings
from the four service providers were mixed. The providers, which
differed substantially in their service: and service delivery, offered
relatively intensive education and training to low-income minority
women. During months 10 through 12 after program enrollment - when
some people were still in the program, forgoing work and “investing” in
education and training in anticipation of future returns — experimentals’
employment and earnings already exceeded those of controls at one site
and had caught up with controls at the other three. (It will be important
tosee whether longer-term follow-up for the full MFSP sample confirms
the initial reports on the early program entrants, which suggest that the
differing site impacts may persist 30 months after program enrollment.)
The MFSP researchers offer a number of possible explanations for the
greater early success at one site: job skills training that was integrated
with remedial education and open to all (regardless of educational skills),
greater operating experience and higher-quality services, stronger links
to employers, local labor market conditions, and the availability of
high-quality on-site child care. They note that it is impossible to isolate
the influence of any one of these factors because of the study design, the
limited number of sites, and the short-term nature of the findings.

Given the small number of studies examining large-scale
welfare-to-work systems that emphasize education and training for a
cross section of welfare recipients determined to need these services,
there remains a clear need for further evaluations. These should include
studies of programs using various education and training approaches
and levels of service intensity to understand the benefits and costs of
developing welfare recipients’ human capital in this way. Evaluations
that directly compare this approach to programs that do not emphasize
education and training have not yet been carried out, and are greatly
needed. In these studies, long-term follow-up will be important
(particularly given the Baltimore finding of increasing impacts over
time), since education represents a substantial up-front investment that
is unlikely to show a payoff within a short period of time.

¢ Can programs for young mothers prevent long-term welfare
receipt? Can program impacts for the most disadvantaged
welfare recipients be improved, and will services for these
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groups be cost-effective? Will JOBS be successful for mothers
with younger children?

A major policy thrust of the Family Support Act is to prevent
long-term welfare receipt This objective is reflected in several key JOBS
provisions that specify target groups and establish participation
requirements. States are required to meet expenditure goals for service
to the most disadvantaged groups; in some cases, the type of service
(primarily education) is prescribed.

JOBS' establishment of a school requirement for young custodial
parents isan innovation based on as yet untested assumptions. Ongoing
studies of Ohio’s Learning, Earning, and Parenting (LEAP) program
(which requires attendance in school programs leading to a high school
diploma or in a General Educational Development [GED] program and
provides child care and other support services) and HHS's Teenage
Parent Demonstration (which requires participation in education and/
or training, and provides life skills instruction, job search assistance,
and support services) test mandatory programs for teen parents that
combine services with financial sanctions and, in the case of LEAP, fi-
nancial incentives in the form of increased monthly assistance payments
for regular school attendance. It is not yet clear whether other states’
approaches to mandatory education for young people will resemble
these programs.

A very different vision of how to prevent long-term welfare receipt
among teenage mothers is examined by studies of selective-voluntary
programs offering more intensive services. Among these, the New
Chance and JOBSTART demonstrations will yield information on drop-
out recovery programs for young women on welfare. New Chance pro-
vides participants with comprehensive education and training, and
employability, life management, and parenting instruction (along with
child care). JOBSTART offers volunteers a non-residential program
loosely modeled on the Job Corps, and including education, training,
job placement assistance, and supportservices. JOBSTARTs initial results
showlargeimpacts on GEDattainment. Inaddition, the completed study
of Project Redirection (which offered services intended to help drop-
outs and potential dropouts to complete their education, increase their
parenting and life management skills, and enhance their employability)
showed promising results for young pregnant and parenting teens
receiving AFDC, some of whom were still in school when they enrolled
in the program. Even more than programs that etnphasize ed:.cation for
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adults, those for young people will require evaluations that use long-
term follow-up to measure the delayed benefits (if they exist) of investing
in education to improve employment and earnings and to shorten the
length of time public assistance is received.

Regarding long-term welfare recipients, in those welfare-to-work
programs of the 1980s that included them, the results were mixed. Sup-
ported Work was effective in increasing the employmentand earnings of
this group, but at a cost probably beyond the resource capacity of most
JOBS programs (at least for implementation at any substantial scale).
Low-cost programs beginning with job search were sometimes effective
in reducing the welfare receipt of the most disadvantaged segment of
their caseloads, but not generally at improving their earnings. The per-
tinent results from the mixed-strategy SWIM program are not available
yet. Thus, the unanswered question for JOBS is whether there are ser-
vice components or programs for long-term recipients that are feasible
and affordable at scale, and that can help them achieve both earnings
gains and welfare reductions.

Finally, JOBS' extension of a participation requirement to women
with younger children is another untested innovation. This population,
which spans the full range of employability characteristics from very
disadvantaged to job-ready, has been studied almost exclusively in
programs for which they volunteer. Early evidence on programs for
women with children 3 to 5 years old will come from the evaluations of
Florida’s Project Independence and the selective-voluntary Minority
Female Single Parent Demonstration.

* What are the effects of different processes for determining
whogets which JOBS services and for managing the caseload?

JOBS puts new emphasis on assessment as a means to match pro-
ple to services. It also permits states to offer case managenment services.
Past studies provide almost no guidance on the relative effectiveness of
different approaches to matching clients to services and managing
JOBS caseloads.

Regarding assessment, almost all of the earlier broad-covera ge pro-
grams used a fixed service sequence that relied on ajob search activity to
determine which clients were immediately employable and which need-
ed more intensive services. Only the Baltimore program employed an as-
sessment approach and emphasized client choice. While the experience
of selective-voluntary programs has the potential for illuminating the
process of screening welfare recipients for a particular JOBS component,
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these programs offer few lessons for a multi-component JOBS program.
The “labor market screen” (i.e., up-front job search) approach of the
broad-coverage programs has not been directly compared to the “up-
front assessment” model, although choosing between these may be a
key resource allocation decision for JOBS administrators.

Welfare-to-work programs currently use a wide range of case
managementapproaches. Insomelocalities, tasks associated with assess-
ing, assisting, motivating, monitoring, and brokering services for pro-
gram participants have been divided between welfare agencies and
other service providers and, within these agencies, between case man-
agers and other staff. Alternatively, a single case manager may be
responsible forevery aspect of participation for those assigned to him or
her. Caseload sizes and the emphasis of case management activities —
¢.g., on counseling versus monitoring and enforcing participation - vary
as well, and may affect program impacts.

The studies of California’s GAIN, Florida’s Project Independence,
Massachusetts’ “T (Employment and Trair 3) Choices, and New Jer-
sey’s Realizing E-onomic Achievement (REACH) program should pro-
vide initial information on the effects of JOBS-relevant program struc-
tures and management approaches. The substantial share of JOBS
resources that will probably be devoted to these activities and the central
role giventhis function in some state programs highlight the importance
of further understanding the cost-effectiveness of different case
management strategies.

* Are mandatory welfare-to-work programs more or less effec-
tive than voluntary ones?

Some people argue that mandatory programs are likely to have
larger impactsthan voluntary ones, primarily because they reach peogle
who can benefit but would not opt to participate on their own ar-d
because they reach more people overall. Deterrence and sanctioning
effects can also contribute to mandatory programs’ impacts. Others
claim that voluntary programs are likely to be more successful because
they enroll people who are more predisposed to take advantage of
services and who therefore attend activities more regularly, saving the
program “compliance costs.” Partly for this reason, *hese people argue,
voluntary programs are easier to administer. The JOBS legislation cails
for states to give first consideration to volunteers among the program’s
target groups. But it allows for a participation mandate for the full
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non-exempt caseload. As was also observed in the 1980s WIN and WIN
Demonstration environment, states are implementing programs that
run the gamut from all-volunteer programs to mandatory ones that pay
a great deal of attention to compliance, with many programs arrayed
between these poles.

Unfortunately, past studies do not provide clear guidance on this
design choice. The datafor the broad-coverage programsin Table 1.1 sug-
gest no evident relationship between either sanctioning or participation
rates — both possible proxies for the extent to which a program was
mandatory -and program impacts. There have been studies that found
positive results for both broad-coverage mandatory and smaller volun-
tary programs, but there are no rigorous studies that allow a direct
comparison of the impact and cost-effectiveness of mandatory and
voluntary broad-coverage programs or of programs that are more or less
stringentin imposing program requirements. A comparison of the pattern
of findings for SWIM (with its distinctive, strictly enforced continuous
participation requirement, which began with job search) and Baltimore
(with a much less mandatory design, which began with an assessment)
may inform the mandatory/voluntary issue as well as the question of
how to match people to services. Both programs had relatively large
earnings impacts. SWIM had uncommonly large impacts on earnings
and welfare payments, primarily driven by an increase in employment
rates for the more disadvantaged two-thirds of the caseload. Baltimore,
in contrast, was more likely to produce higher earnings (i.e., higher wa-
ges or longer hours) for people who would have worked but earned less
without the program. Baltimore’s earnings impacts increased with time,
while the program had little effect on welfare payments and did not
generally benefit the more disadvantaged shar - of the caseload.

If states are unable to meet the participation standards specified for
JOBS programs in the law and implementing regulations, the choice of
methods for encouraging program participation may rise to the top of
the JOBS agenda. The question for administrators might then be: Can
programs switch from voluntary to mandatory policies, or vice versa,
and still achieve the desired impact results?

» Wh#* works for the (usually male) participants from two-
parent welfare families?

As noted earlier, the JOBS legislation contains special provisions
for the small segment of the welfare caseload in the AFDC-UP program,
which call for involvement primarily in work programs, with an option

Q

o




46 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

of education for young fathers who have not completed high school.
They set eventual participation standards that are 1.uch higher than
those for single parents. The dilemma administrators will face when
these standards take effect between 1994 and 1998 is how to design
programs that are effective and meet the standards, without targeting a
disproportionate share of JOBS resources to AFDC-UP cases. Prior
research is scanty and has not found effects for work-only models.
However, SWIM's sequence of activities produced both earnings gains
and welfare savings for AFDC-UP recipients and the GAIN evaluation
will provide evidence on an education-oriented model.

* Whatare the nature and duration of JOBS’ economic and non-
economic impacts on welfare recipients and their children?

Underlying FSA are critical assumptions about the impact of partic-
ular services on AFDC mothers and their children. The emphasis on
education and other intensive services comes from a conviction that
these are more likely to lead to better jobs, stable employment, and re-
ductions in poverty, and thus to meet JOBS' goal of reducing long-term
welfare dependence. The extension of JOBS' participation requirements
to mothers of preschool children, FSA's extensive provisions for
in-program and transitional child care, and the involvement of mothers
in education programs that may improve not only skills but also
self-esteem and parenting practices are based on an implicitassumptior
that a mother’s participation in JOBS and subsequent employment can
have a positive etfect, or at least not a negative effect, on her children.

Testing these assumptions will require that data from future studies
g0 beyond those collected for prior ones. Information on a wider range
of outcomes will be essential, including (for AFDC parents) wages and
job quality, educational achievement, family income and poverty, fam-
ily functioning and parenting, and health status, and (for the children of
JOBS enrollees) cognitive, social, emotional, and physical development.
Knowledge about this wide range of outcomes will sharpen policy-
makers’ understanaing of how JOBS programs achieve their effects,

Future studies will also need to follow people for longer periods.
The completed studies showed that the impacts of low-cost services start
quickly and last for at least the three years measured in some studies,
while those of more intensive services start more slowly and last for at
least the same period.“To quantify the trade-off between different JOBS
approaches, follow-up data will be needed that are adequate to deter-
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mine whether larger investments deliver greater long-term benefits, to
measure changes in the impacts of high- and low-cost services over
time, and to estimate the effects of JOBS on the average length of stay on
welfare and on the rate at which people who leave welfare subse-
quently return to the rolls.

e Will JOBS programs be able to achieve the scale needed to
meet participation standards and yet maintain the successes
demonstrated in smaller or simpler pre-JOBS models? Will
the results of JOBS programs depend on the strength of local
labor markets?

There are numerous open feasibility questions for JOBS that also
have implications for program impacts. For example, while most of the
broad-coverage evaluations examined large-scale programs in real-
world conditions, the JOBS legislation - if implemented as envisioned -
would increase program scale. It is not clear whether the measured
impacts of these earlier programs would be replicated if the approaches
studied are expanded and extended to a much greater share of the case-
load. Similarly, when JOBS programs utilize components that resem-
ble those tested in selective-voluntary demonstrations, but at a larger
scale, it will be important to see whether the same results are achieved,
and how these components function within broad-coverage programs.
Finally, JOBS programs that involve multiple components, numerous
decision points, and coordination among many agencies will face formi-
dable management challenges: 1i.. y will have towork very hard toroute
clients to the correct component, and to keep clients from dropping out
between components and between agencies. These implementatici
problems multiply the difficilty of managing the JOBS caseload; they
can also lead to delays and reduced participation levels. Few program
operators have much experience with these complex management is-
sues; thus, the feasibility of the new programs is yet to be determined.

A related unanswered question is the extent to which the effective-
ness of JOBS - particularly when itis operated at largescale - will depend
onlocal and nz*tonal economic conditions. Positive eveluation results in
sites with a range of unemployment levels and other labor market
characteristics (but not confronting highly depressed local economies)
suggest that these programs can have impacts in relatively strong or
weak labor markets and in improving or deteriorating economic con-
texts. However, the West Virginia study suggested that welfare-to-work
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initiatives may not succeed in rural areas with very weak labor markets.
Extreme cyclical variations in the economy may also afiect the size of
program impacts or the relative effectiveness of different JOBS ap-
proaches in ways that are currently unknown.

The JOBS legislation’s call for specific participation levels suggests
that these programs willbe larger than those in past studies and also rais-
es other issues. The participation targets are elaborated by regulations
that focus on the hours of activity by JOBS participants. The legislation
also calls for future outcome-based performance standards. While the
WIN and Job Training Partnership Act experiences suggest both the
power of focusing staff on performance outcomes ard the importance of
doing it in a way that supports program goals, it is not at all clear how
these issues will play out in JOBS. Past research points to some of the
challenges in designing JOBS’ performance standards, but further study
is important for understanding the feasibility and impact of alternative
approaches.

¢ What are the impact and cost-effectiveness of child care and
Medicaid benefits that are provided to welfare recipients
who leave the rolls to work? What are the effects of differ-
ent administrative and funding arrangements for in-program
child care?

The impact of subsidized child care on participation in
welfare-to-work services and on subsequent employment have not yet
been measured. This is true of both in-program child care and that of-
fered as a transitional, or post-program, service. Expenditures on child
care are certain to rise under JOBS; consequently, information on the
kinds of child care arrangements and subsidy levels that will contribute
to the effectiveness of welfare-to-work programs will be particularly
valuable. A few current studies - including an especially relevant one
(the Expanded Child Care Options Demonstration) that compares the
impacts of three levels of child care funding - will partially address these
questions. Other issues regarding the relationship between child care
and work for welfare recipients will require a range of research designs.

Regarding the transitional child care and Medicaid provided for in
FSA, key questions include: What is the take-up rate for these services?
Do they help people enter employment, increase job stability and rcten-
tion, and reduce the rateat which people returnto welfare? Do they boost
the impacts of either low-cost “labor market attachment” or higher-cost



THE FINDINGS IN BRILF 49

“human capital investment” program models, or both? Do they change
the relative cost-effectiveness of different JOBS approaches, e.g., of pro-
grams that tend to place peopie in lower- or iugher-wage jobs? The chal-
lenge facing future studies that focus on transitional benefits and child
care is to expand the knowledge base in ways that are useful to states
seeking to improve the quality and effectiveness of their JOBS programs.

* % % % %

During the past 15 years, state and federal policymakers, founda-
tions, and community-basec service providers made a remarkable
commitment to learning in a systematic and rigorous wav hether
different approaches could be effective in increasing the self-sufficiency
of single parents on welfare. This produced a substantial body of experi-
ence and knowledge on which JOBS is already building.

While JOBS administrators can benefit from the past, their tasks
are no less formidable than those faced by people who designed and
implemented the initiatives of the last decade. 1 he challenges, however,
are different. In the 1980s, the goal was to learn whether investments in
welfare-to-work programs had a clear payoff. This threshold question
has been answered. The challenge for JOBS - both for those wrestling
with the key operational issues and for researchers - is to do better: to
improve on the performance of past programs and to advance the state
of knowledge.

The JOBS legislation embodies lessons from the past, but it also
reflects optimism about untried ways to achieve results that go beyond
the accomplishments of the first round of welfare-to-work programs.
The research planned for JOBS, and the large number of relevant stud-
ies already under way, can inform the choices JOBS administrators will
face in the years to come as they apply their experience and program
designs to the new vision of welfare reform.

Q. ():;'j
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Sources for Table 1.1

AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations

Bell, Stephen H.; Enns, John H.; and Orr, Larry L. 1986. “The Effects of Job Training and
Employment on the Earnings and Public Benefits of AFDC Recipients: The AFDC
Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations.”  Draft. Paper presented at the
Annual Research Conference of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and
Management, Austin, Texas.

Orr, Larry L. 1987. Evaluation of the AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations:
Benefits and Costs. Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates Inc.

Arkansas WORK Program

Friedlander, Daniel; and Goldman, Barbara. (988. Employment and Welfare Impacts of the
Arkansas WORK Program: A Three-Year Follow-Up Study in Two Counties. New York:
MDRC.

Friedlander, Daniel; Hoerz, Gregory; Quint, Janet; and Riccio, James. 1985b. Arkansas: Final
Report on the WORK Program in Two Counties. New York: MDRC.

Baltimare Options s’rogram

Friedlander, Daniel. 1987. Maryland: Supplemental Report on the Baltimore Options Program.
New York: MDRC. ,

Friedlander, Daniel; Hoerz, Gregory; Long, David; and Quint, Janet. 1985a. Maryland:
Final Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaluation. New York: MDRC.

Cook County WIN Demonstration
Friedlander, Daniel; Freedman, Stephen; Hamilton, Gayle; and Quint, Janet. 1987. lllinvis:
Final Report on Job Search and Work Experience in Cook County. New York: MDRC.

Louisville WIN Laboratory Experiments (Group and Individual Job Search)

Goldman, Barbara. 1981. Impacts of the Immediate Job Search Assistance Experiment. New Y ark:
MDRC.

Wolfhagen, Carl. 1983. Job Search Strategies: Lessons from the Louisville WIN Laboratory. New
York: MDRC.

Maine On-the-Job Training (O] T) Program
Auspos, Patricia; Cave, George; and Long, David. 1988. Maine: Final Report on the Training
Opportunities in the Private Sector Program. New York: MDRC.

National Supported Work Demonstration

Grossman, Jean Baldwin; Maynard, Rebecca; and Roberts, Judith. 1985, Reanalysis of the
Effects of Seiected Employment and Training Programs for Welfare Recipients. Princeton,
N.J.: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

Hollister, Robinson G., Jr.; Kemper, Peter; and Maynard, Rebecca A, eds. 1984. The National
Supperted Work Demonstration. Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press.

Kemper, Peter; Long, David A.; and Thornton, Craig. 1981. T+ Supported Work Evaluation:
Final Benefit-Cost Analysis. Princeton, N.J.: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

New Jersey On-the-Job Training (OJT) Program
Freedman, Stephen; Bryant, Jan; and Cave, George. 1988. New Jersey: Final Report on the
Grant Diversion Project. New York: MDRC.
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SanDiego 1 (EmploymentPreparation Program/Experimental Work Experience Program

{EPP/EWEP))

Goldman, Barbara; Friedlander, Daniel; and Long, David. 1986. Caiifornia: Final Report on
the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demanstration. New York: MDRC.

San Diego Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM)
Hamilton, Gayle; and Friedlander, Daniel. 1989. Final Report on the Saturation Work Initiative
Model in San Diego. New York: MDRC.

Virginia Employment Services Program (ESP)

Friedlander, Daniel. 1988a. “An Analysis of Extended Follow-Up for the Virginia Em-
ployment Services Program.” Unpublished internal document. New York: MDRC.

Riccio, James; Cave, George; Freedman, Stephen; and Price, Marilyn. 1986. Virginia:
Final Report on the Employment Services Program. New York: MURC,

West Virginia Community Work Experience Program (CWEP)

Friedlander, Daniel; Erickson, Marjorie; Hamilton, Gayle; and Knox, Virginia. 1986. West
Virginia: Final Report on the Community Work Experience Demonstrations. New York:
MDRC.
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Chapter 2

The Context for Evaluating
Welfare-to-Work Programs

In analyzing research relevant to JOBS, it is important to identify what is
distinctive about the JOBS approach and to understand the factors and
program dimensions that potentially can affect program impacts. To
address these two issues, the chapter begins with a brief review of the
evolution of welfare-to-work programs, the new features contained in
the JOBS legislation, and the context of federalism in which JOBS will be
implemented. This is followed by the presentation of a framework or
conceptual structure for summarizing how different features of JOBS
and the local context can influence the behavior of AFDC recipients and
affect program impacts. The chapter ends with a discussion of some of
the challenges this framework implies for determining the impacts of
different welfare-to-work approaches.

The Evolution and Distinctiveness of JOBS
From Welfare to Work

This country’s 25-year welfare reform debate reflects widespread
dissatisfaction with the design of the nation’s public assistance system
and its ability to solve fundamental problems of poverty and depen-
dence. Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) - subsequently replaced by
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) -- was enacted as part
of the Social Security Act of 1935 to provide for the needs of poor chil-
dreninsingle-parent households. The program was expected tobe small,
and its goal was to provide poor widows with the opportunity to stay at
home and care for their childrenin accordance with prevailing norms for
women.

Since the 1930s, however, a number of developments have prompt-
ed discontent with the program. First, close to 90 percent of AFDC cases
are now headed not by widows but by mothers who are separated or di-
vorced or were never married; welfare for families with absent fathers
who are not supporting them has never been popular. Second, enthusi-
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asm for the welfare system has been eroded further by the change in
women'’s work patterns. Inrecent years. employment rates forall women
~ including single parents and women with very young children - have
increased dramatically. With the majority of mothers working at least
part-time and often from economic necessity, it became difficult to
defend the equity of supporting a sizable number of poor mothers who
are not employed. This is particularly true since research does not show
any clear link between a mother’s employment status and the well-being
of her children.! Third, contrary to original expectations, AFDC case-
loads and costs grew rapidly in the 1960s and early 1970s.

Finally, although recent research confirms that most people use
welfare for only short-term support, it also identifies a substantial
minority who remain poor and receive assistance for very long periods
and consume a disproportionate share of welfare expenditures (Bane
and Ellwood, 1983; Ellwood, 1986). The current debate has focused on
these families because of both the high cost of supporting them and the
assumed negative effects of long-term welfare receipt on these mothers
and their children. :

In addressing these concerns, federal reform efforts — culminating in
the Family Support Act — have reflected increasing support for a differ-
ent view of public and individual responsibilities. The key elements are
that parents should be the primary supporters of their children and that
government should provide incentives and assistance to welfare recip-
ients to find employment. This has meant greater enforcement of child
support collections from absent fathers and new obligations on welfare
mothers to cooperate with such efforts. It has also meant requiring
mothers to take a job or participate in activities designed to enhance their
employability, and a renewed emphasis on the government’s respon-
sibility to assist them in this process.

1See Garfinkel and McLanahan, 1986; Wilson and Ellwood, 1989; Brooks-Gunn, 1989. For
example, Garfinkel and McLanahan, 1986, report that, while some negative effects on
adolescents have been associated with maternal employment, positive effects on younger
children have also been found. For the most part, these positive effects disappear when
income is taken into account, suggesting that higher income (rather than the mother’s
working) may be the reason for the beneficial effects. They also point to studies that sug-
gest a possible “modeling effect,” i.e., the mother’s employment can affect the career aspi-
rations of older daughters. In summarizing their review of research in this area, they con-
clude: “At present we cannot 5ay with certainty that the mother’s working has no negative
consequences for children. However, there is good reason to believe that the effects on
children of preschool and elementary school age are neutral to positive. The . .. negative
effects for high school sophomores and seniors, however, make this less certain for
adolescents” (p. 37).
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Since 1971, state Work Incentive (WIN) programs have explicitly
required adults in single-parent (usually female-headed) AFDC
households without preschool-age children or specific problems that
keep them at home - and one adult (usually the male) in two-parent
AFDC-UP (Unemployed Parent) families - to register and participate in
a welfare-to-work program or risk grant reductions or termination.
After WIN's initial years, its emphasis shifted to direct job place-
ment.> However, because of administrative issues and resource
constraints, participation was often limited to registering welfare re-
cipients without aclually involving them in program activities. The
program lost credibilitv 1s it failed to meet its operational objectives
and could provide nc liable evidence of cost-effectiveness.

Congressional action in the early 1980s gave states new flexibility
in assisting and requiring welfare recipients to work. States could man-
date Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP) - where people
would work inexchange for their welfare benefits in what are often called
“workfare” positions - or expand job search requirements. Under the
WIN Demonstration provisions, they co1ld end dual agency oversight
and shift full responsibility for adm’ ustration to the welfare agency.
Despite simultaneous sharp funding cutbacks, these changes increased
state ownership, prompting a number of states and localities to imple-
ment innovative programs and breathing new life into a scaled-down
WIN program. During the early and mid-1980s, almost all of the states
picked up on at least one of the new provisions, implementing pro-
grams that were usually low- or moderate-cost and that imposed short-
term job search or workfare requirements on part of the caseload.
Usually, this was limited to some or all adults in two-parent house-
holds and single parents with school-age children, and to only certain
areas of the state. (See U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 1987; U.S.
General Accounting Office, 1987b; Nightingale and Burbridge, 1987.)

More recently, a number of states have instituted more far-reaching
changes. Some states, such as Massachusetts in its Employment and
Training (ET) Choices program and Washington in its Family
Independence Program (FIP), have emphasized voluntary participation
and offered welfare recipients a choice of services. Others, such as

%Fora summary of the history of the WIN program, its modification by the provisions of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, and congressional actions on work requirements
in the AFDC program, see Malone, 1986; U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 1987; Mead,
1986; Rein, 1982.
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California in its Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program,
adopted in 1985, require mandatory up-front education for many. Still
others, such as New Jersey in the Realizing Economic Achievement
(REACH) program, started in 1987, have required participation based
onthe results of an assessment and have included mothers with younger
children. Thus, flexibility, decentralization, and reduced funding
transformed WIN by the late 1980s from the relatively uniform federal
program of the 1970s to state initiatives of varied cost, coverage, design,
and goals.

Disenchantment with the AFDC program and concern about the
high rate of poverty among children, combined with the widely accept-
ed evidence from studies on the cost-effectiveness of state initiatives,
built support for expanding welfare-to-work programs. While there ap-
peared to be agreement on the underlying concept of a reciprocal obliga-
tion between the AFDC recipient and the state, this masked continued
disagreement over the goal, and thus the tonls, of reform. Some argued
that welfare recipients want to work but lack the education and skills to
obtain jobs that assure self-sufficiency and a decent standard of living.
They saw reductions in poverty as the primary reform goal and favored
programs that serve volunteers first, offer choices, provide education
and training, and do not require people to take low-wage jobs. Others ar-
gued that jobs were available and believed that welfare recipients were
either unwilling to work or too discouraged to try. They saw reducing
welfare dependence as the primary objective and favored programs
that set clear expectations, require participation for those not already
employed, provide low-cost job placement assistance rather than
expensive training, and mandate workfare for those who remain on
the rolls.

The JOBS Program

JOBS - the centerpiece of FSA - replaces the Title IV-C (WIN) and
Title 1V-A work programs authorized by the Social Security Act with a
newly expanded and consolidated welfare-to-work program. JOBS al-
lows states flexibility in designing future initiatives but establishes man-
dates and incentives to move state programs in new directions. JOBS
goes substantially beyond WIN in its emphasis on education; in extend-
ing a participation mandate to women with no children under age 3 (age
1atstate option); in instituting a school requirement for young custodial
parents; in setting minimum participation standards; in emphasizing
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service to potential long-term welfare recipients; and in its funding,
under another title of FSA, for child care.” JOBS thus seeks to reduce wel-
fare receipt through elements of both views of welfare reform: participa-
tion mandates, strengthened work incentives and supports, and
investments to improve the capacity of AFDC mothers to obtain jobs and
possible self-sufficiency.

The complex funding structure and the many - sometimes contra-
dictory - visions within JOBS mean that future programs are likely to
vary substantially across states. States can be expected to choose both
different program designs within the framework of JOBS requirements
and different levels of investment in JOBS, since the law states that many
requirements are to be met “to the extent that resources permit.” For
AFDC recipients, the key features of JOBS include:

* Services. States have flexibility in program design but must
provide educational activities (high school education and/or its
equivalent, basic and remedial education, and education in
English as a second language [ESL)); job-readiness activities
(including pre-employment training in job skills); job skills
training (training in technical job skills); and job development
and job placement. They must also offer at least two of the
following: group and individual job search, on-the-job training
(OJT), work supplementation (grant-diversion-funded OJT),
and community work experience orother work experience. JOBS
gives states an option to allow participation in self-initiated
education or training at a post-secondary institution or voca-
tional or technical school.

The JOBS statute emphasizes education by requiring that it be
offered to any adult JOBS participant who lacks a high school
diploma or does not demonstrate basic literacy, unless the
employability plan for the individual identifies a long-term
employment goal that does not require a high school diploma
(or its equivalent). (To support the education requirement, JOBS
provides federal funding for certain educational activities.)

*Key non-JOBS provisions of FSA strengthen child supportenforcement, authorize funding
for in-program child care for JOBS participants, require states to provide benefits to
unemployed parents, and provide for a year of transitional child care and Medicaid for
individuals leaving welfare for employment.
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However, the program-design flexibility granted states by the
statute suggests that they will differ in their emphasis on dif-
ferent components, including education, and the sequence of
activities. JOBS promotes intensive services, particularly be-
cause the regulations define program participation based on
the number of individuals who, on average, participate in activ-
ities scheduled for 20 hours per week. (States may count indi-
viduals in programs with more and less than this number of
hours to reach the 20-hour average.)

JOBS also introduces a new requirement that, with few
exceptions, custodial parents under age 20 who have not
completed high school or its equivalent must participate in an
educational activity or risk having their welfare benefits re-
duced (the "learnfare” provision).

Targeting. The JOBS legislation contracts the definition of who
is exempt from participation in welfare-to-work activities,
thereby extending the coverage of these activities to AFDC
applicants and recipients who have children 3 to 5 years of age
(1 to 5 years of age at state option) and who are not otherwise
exempt. To avoid a reduction in federal matching funds, states
must spend at least 55 percent of JOBS funds on families in
which the custodial parent is under age 24 and has no high
school diploma (or equivalency) or has had little or nowork in
the last year, the youngest child is within 2 years of ineligibility
for AFDC, or the family received AFDC during 36 of the prior
60 months.

Management, Monitoring, and Mandatoriness. JOBS requires
that states conduct an initial assessment (the form is not speci-
fied, and it may follow a brief job search) and develop an em-
ployability plan. It gives them an option to develop a case
management system. While JOBS specifies that the welfare
agency take overall responsibility for the program, the agency
may subcontract for a wide range of activities and is required
to coordinate with the Job Training I"artnership Act (JTPA)
and education systems.

While JOBS requires participation, and sets monthly participa-
tion standards, which increase from 7 to 20 percent over time, it
calls on states to give first consideration, in determining prior-
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ity for services, to those people within the JOBS target groups
who volunteer to participate.

® Support Services. To mandate participation in JOBS, states must
provide child care and pay for transportation and other expens-
es. A separate title of the Family Support Act (Title I11) allocates
funds for in-program care for participants’ children. Child care
purchased for JOBS participants must meet applicable stan-
dards of state and local law, and states must coordinate JOBS
child care with early childhood education programs.

In addition, FSA requires that all states provide cash assistance to
AFDC-UP (two-parent) families as of October 1, 1990. While states that
had an AFDC-UP program as of September 26, 1988, must continue
operating programs that provide benefits for 12 months per year, other
states can choose to limit AFDC-UP benefits to as few as 6 months in any
12-month period. Tied tothis, JOBS establishes special participation rates
for parentsin AFDC-UP families, which increase from 40 percent in 1994
to 75 percent by 1998. The state must require at least one parent in the
family to participate in one of the following: a work supplementation
program, community work experience, on-the-job training, or a
state-designed work program approved by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services; for parents under age 25 who have not completed
high school or its equivalent, the state may require participation in an
educational activity directed toward that end. In most cases, the par-
ent(s) must participate for at le..st 16 hours per week; however, in states
thatchooseto requireeducation for AFDC-UP parents who are under age
25 and lack a high school or equivalent education, individuals will be
considered as meeting participation requirements if they make satisfac-
tory educational progress.

The new features of JOBS siraultanevusly push states in two direc-
tions. The emphasis on human capital development, intensive weekly
participation, and the importance of investing to increase the employ-
ability of long-term recipients suggest more expensive services. The
establishment of monthly participation standards and the extension of
a participation mandate to a much-enlarged share of the AFDC case-
load suggest serving more people. Combined, these encourage states
to develop more complex programs than the job search/work experi-
ence sequence typical of the early and mid-1980s.

States will be designing JOBS programs in response to the regula-
tions, stateand local conditions and resources, and their existing welfare-
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to-work programs. Because of the highly varied experience of the 1980s,
states will be launching JOBS from very different positions: Some have
virtually no program in place and very limited likely state (and thus
tederal) funds; others have already made major investments in JOBS-like
programs and are committed to a particular model and service delivery
strategy. JOBS is less a single federal “program” than a federal/state
partnership. Thelaw establishes a set of incentives (i.e., enhanced federal
funding) and requirements that encourage states to move in particular
directions, but states will probably respond very differently. It is hard to
predict the extent to which JOBS will be broad-coverage and mandato-
ry, reach long-term welfare recipients and young mothers, and in fact
change the tone and message of the welfare system. The most likely sce-
nario is great cross-state variation in the cost, quality, and type of ser-
vices; the extentand nature of coordination acrossmajor delivery systems;
the form of assessmentand case management; the extent to which partic-
ipation is mandatory or voluntary for different groups in the caseload;
the scale of the program; and the reality of educational innovation. The
most critical uncertainty is the likely state response to the JOBS funding
incentives, FSA establishes the maximum federal matching funds avail-
ableto states. To draw down these funds, states must commit substantial
resources of their own, and at an overall less favorable matching rate
than that required under the earlier WIN program. The scale of the JOBS
program will, therefore, depend on the response of state legislatures,
acting at a time when many face large budget deficits and simul-
taneous pressure to fund other priorities, including several other
provisions of FSA.

The early JOBS experience confirms the variation and the shift in
focus, as well as the funding uncertainties. States are replacing the
relatively simple programs of the 1980s with more complex initiatives
that place greater emphasis on assessing service needs, offering choices,
using counseling and case management, focusing on those who volun-
teer, reaching long-term recipients, and providing education and train-
ing (usually through coordination with the education and JTPA
systems).* Many states are also experiencing budget deficits that are
threatening the scale of their new JOBS programs.®

e, ¢.g., American Public Welfare Association, 1990.

A study of early JOBS implementation (American Public Welfare Association, 1990)
indicates that states are not putting up the funds required for them to receive their full
allocations of federal JOBS funds (their “capped entitlement”).
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A Framework for Understanding the Effects
of State JOBS Programs

On the surface, the basic approach of welfare-to-work programs
would seem to be simple and direct: Increase participants’ employment
and earnings and thereby reduce welfare receipt and expenditures. In
fact, many forces shape employment and welfare behavior, making
successful intervention a complex challenge. This section lays out a
framework that is used in the rest of this synthesis for understanding the
ways in which ivelfare-to-work programs can affect behavior and for
discussing past research designs and findings.

Our starting point is to group the forces shaping program
implementation and impacts into two categories: (1) those defining the
external context in which the program intervention is implemented,
which determine the underlying pattern of welfare dynamics, and (2)
those defining the nature and strength of the program intervention.

Ti2 extensive recent research on welfare caseload dynamics (Bane
and Ellwood, 1983; Ellwood, 198€) provides a critical background for
understanding past studies and assessing the impact of welfare-to-work
programs. Any effort to reduce welfarereceiptand increase self-sufficien-
cy must start with a recognition that many people leave welfare - some
to employment - wich no program assistance. The underlying pattern of
welfare dynamics (including the usual length of welfare receipt, case-
load turnover, and case reopenings or recidivism owing to a return to
welfare) is represented by the behavior of the control group in the impact
analyses of welfare-to-work programs. Bane and Ellwood’s work has
highlighted the fact that most people receive public assistance for a
relatively short time, while a smaller group receives assistance continu-
ously for an extended period. The JOBS legislation reflects the implica-
tions of this research in its emphasis on targeting certain subgroups of
AFDC recipients in an effort to reduce long-term dependence.

The nature and strength of the program intervention determine the
extent to which the labor market, income, and family experiences of
those in the experimental group rise above the base level represented by
the control group. Program impacts are estimated by comparing the
experiences of controls (who do not receive services from the wel-
fare-to-work program) to those of experimentals (who are served by the
program). This framework for understanding the determinants of pro-
gram impacts is summarized in Figure 2.1.
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FIGURE2.1 FACTORS AFFECTING THE IMPACTS OF WELFARE-TO-WORK
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Contextual Factors That Affect the Underlying
Pattern of Welfare Dynamics

Past research and experience have identified several key contextual
factors that influence welfare dynamics.

Labor Market Conditions and Area Characteristics. Labor market
conditions influence welfare dynamics in two ways: They affect the
ability of recipients to find work and leave welfare, and they also more
subtly influence the characteristics of the remaining public assistance
caseload. When labor demand is strong, relatively job-ready individuals
-whomightapply for welfareina pooreconomy - may find employment
and never receive public assistance, or, if they do become recipients, they
may leave the rolls more rapidly. Thus, a strong labor market will result
inaless job-ready caseload, although its effect on program impacts s less
certain.®

Characteristics of the AFDC Population. A number of studies have
used national data to identify characteristics that help predict duration
of AFDC receipt (Bane and Ellwood, 1983; O’ Neill et al., 1984; Ellwood,
1986; Maynard et al., 1986).” This research has found several characteris-
tics to be associated with longer welfare receipt: Marital status, race,
work experience, education, mother’s age, and the age of the youngest
child are important predictors of the likely duration of welfare receipt.?
For example, mothers with younger children are likely to have longer
stays on welfare and increased repeat spells. Lower levels of education
were also found to be associated with longer AFDC receipt. A negative
relationship was also found between extent of work experience and
probability of greater welfare dependence.

This research (Ellwood, 1986) also identifird a gioup most likely to
become long-term recipients: young women who have never been mar-
ried and who begin to receive assistance when their child is less than 3
years old. Over 40 percent of this group will receive welfare for ten years
or more. Dividing the welfare population by race, work experienice, and
education has been found to yield other important subgroups.

8Sec, ¢.g,, the discussion in Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, 1986,

“See Interagency Low Income Opportunity Advisory Board, Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, 1988, for a useful summary of this research.

*These correlations are calculated with other characteristics not held constant. Since
targeting strategies for sugrams would identify individuals by a few simple characteristics
with other characteristics not held constant, this concept of correlation is the relevant one
for this discussion, (See Ellwood, 1986.)
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Recent evaluations of state welfare-to-work programs support these
conclusions. For controls, length of prior welfare receipt, prior earnings,
and educational attainment all were important predictors of long-term
welfare receipt (Friedlander, 1988b).

Characteristics of the AFDC Program. State AFDC grant levels af-
fect welfaredynamics and programimpacts by influencing the character-
istics of the progiam-eligible population and the relationship between
employment and welfare receipt. At low grant levels, AFDC recipients
tend to be more disadvantaged than those of similar-size families receiv-
ing higher grants. In addition, with low grants, even modest earnings
lead to case closure, whereas people can combine work and welfare more
easily in high-grant states. Fina'ly, differences in the design and grant
levels of state programs for two-parent households can be expected to
affect the characteristics and turnover of the AFDC-UP caseload.

Other elemenis of the AFDC program, such as the FSA provisions
offering a year of transitional Medicaid and child care to people who
leave welfare for a job, may also affect welfare dynamics by making it
more or Ir 35 attractive to apply for (or to leave) welfare. Factors in the
welfare-to-work program itself may similarly influence AFDC entry and
exit rates by changing the climate for welfare receipt: e.g., reducing or
increasing the stigma associated with welfare, or changing the perceived
total benefit package. Recent studies have not focused on estimating
entry effects, but instead on determining whether the programs nave
impacts of any magnitude on those who apply for AFDC, which would
appear to be a precondition to their attracting substantial numbers of
additional applicants.’

Existing Community Employment and Training Services. The
existence of employment-related services that are separate from the
welfare-to-work program also influences welfare dynamics. Some
communities have a wide array of organizations providing education,
training, job search assistance, and other employment services which
will presumably benefit everybody in thearea, including members of the
control group. One of the surprising findings in studies of 198Us
welfare-to-work programs was the high rate of self-initiated participa-
tion in these types of community programs by members of the experi-
mental and control groups.

9An exception is the non-experimental study by O'Neill, 1990, which sought to capture
both entry and exit effects in estimating the impact of Massachusetts’” welfare-to-work
program on the size of the welfare caseload.
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Existing Community Support Services. Theavailability and quality
of child care and other support services can affect participation in
employment-related programs, work patterns, and, hence, welfare
dynamics.

Factors Defining the Nature and Strength
of Welfare-to-Work Interventions

Seven factors, shown inthe right-hand box of Figure 2.1, are likely to
shape the strength or effectiveness of the welfare-to-work intervention.
Thesedimensions—-someof which reflectdifferent program philosophies
and competing claims for resources - represent the major choices facing
states as they design welfare-to-work programs. While these factors are
discussed separately, specific state programs will be multi-dimensional,
reflecting decisions in each of these areas. Together, these wil! determine
participation rates, the nature and quality of employment ard support
services, and possible deterrence to continued welfare receipt - all of
which, when combined with the contextual factors, will affect outcomes
for people targeted to receive JOBS services (the experimental group)
and through this determinethe program’s netimpact. (See Figure2.1.) A
primary task of this synthesis is explaining what is currently known-
and likely to be learned from funded studies - about the importance of
each of these factors: that is, about what works best for whom.

Funding for the Program. Whilestates facea theoretical requirement
to serve all adult recipients with children 3 years of age or older, budget
constraints suggest that no state will have the resources to provide
comprehensive (orevenlow-cost) services to everyonein thisgroup. The
level of available funding will strongly influence the number of people
served and the intensity of services (including employment-directed
services, support services, and oversight and case management).
Regardless of the size of their budgets, program administrators will
have three potential responses. In simplified terms, they are:

* Gption 1: Operating a program that emplasizes low-cost ser-
vices (primarily job search assistance) for a large proportion of
the caseload.

* Option 2: Targeting more intensive, higher-cost components
and case management on a smaller, more narrowly defined
group and leaving the rest unserved.
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¢ Option 3: Designing a mixed strategy, with low-cost services for
certain groups and higher-cost services for others, that reaches a
share of the caseload in between the other two options.

Consequently, the amount of funds available will play an important role
in determining how a JOBS program plan is translated into participation
in substantialemployment-related services for a significant portion of the
caseload.

Program Model. The design of state welfare-to-work programs will
reflect available resources and an underlying implicit focus on certain
presumed causes of welfare receipt, with a resulting recommendation of
certain types and ordering of services. Program approaches will differ in
program goals (e.g., the relative emphasis on reducing welfare receipt or
increasing earnings and reducing poverty), services provided (e.g., job
search, community work experience, education, or training), techniques
used todeliver these services, and the sequence and duration of activities.

Other Community Employment and Training Services. Within any
given WIN or JOBS budget, more AFDC recipients can be served and
moreintensive activities provided incommunities where there are many
other independently funded education and training services and
well-developed interagency coordinaticn. In this situation, welfare
agencies can refer recipients to the appropriate agency, monitor their
progress once referred, and arrange new placements if the initial service
plan does not prove satisfactory.

For this reason, the budget trade-off is more complex than suggested
in the section on “Funding for the Program.” All JOBS expenses will
not in fact compete for the same budget dollars. Some services (e.g.,
case management) will typically be paid for directly with JOBS funds,
while others will be funded by other delivery systems. The legislation’s
emphasis on coordination across the welfare, job training, and education
systems means that the welfare agency’s real budget constraint depends
to an important extent on the services provided by these other agen-
cies. This is particularly the case for education, since services provided
by local school districts, regional vocational-technical centers, and
community colleges may limit the costs paid by JOBS, making this the
intensive service that can most feasibly be provided to substantial num-
bers of enrollees.

Community Support Services. FSA guarantees child care for all pro-
gram-eligibles who need it in order to participate in approved activities
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(unless their children are age 13 or over). Further, no one can be required
to participate in such programs unless child care is available. Thus, the
availability and quality of child care in the community assume special
importance, and serious supply constraints could lower participation
and hence program impacts.

The Degree of “Mandatoriness” of the Program. Participation in
program activities can be voluntary or mandatory, with the choice
reflecting basic differences in states’ assumptions about the causes of
poverty and thus appropriate program approaches. (See the discussion
of program philosophies in the first section of this chapter, “The Evolu-
tion and Distinctiveness of JOBS.”) Mandatory programs will probably
draw participants with a wider range of “job-readiness” than would vol-
untary programs, though the evidenceis unclear. Inaddition, mandatory
programs can have impacts on people who never participate in required
activities if they change their behavior to avoid the increased “hassle
cost” of the program requirement: Individuals may leave welfare or
never apply (i.e., be deterred), or they may initiate education, training,
job search, or employment on their own outside the program, anticipat-
ing that a participation requirement will soon be applied to them. Still
others may be sanctioned for failure to comply with participation
requirements. The impacts of voluntary programs, on the other hand,
are primarily limited to those who participate in program activities.

Prior researchsuggests that mandatory and voluntary labels obscure
great variation in the extent to which a participation requirement is
actually enforced and in the nature of the mandate. The degree to which
a program was, in practice, mandatory depended on procedures for
granting exemptions and deferrals and on the extent to which staff
followed up on and, ultimately, sanctioned peop!e for noncompliance.!
Under JOBS, this distinction is likely to be even more complex than un-
der WIN, since the Family Support Act leaves up to states the question
of how much emphasis should be placed on recruiting volunteers versus
enforcing participation obligations. While certain individuals are

Thus, a more mandatory program involves more frequent tracking of clients’ activities
and status, more narrowly defined deferrals issued for shorter periods of time, frequent
communications to clients concerning the fact that program participation is mandatory,
and adequate but notdrawn-out conciliation procedures for individuals who fail to comply
with program participation requirements. The extent of a program’s mandate also depends
on other program design choices: e.g., what individuals are required to do, whether they
are given a choicy, and the length of the requirement.
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theoretically exempt and others are “required” to participate, the mes-
sage of a program will be determined by the balance between serving
people in the two groups and the extent to which the program actually
enforces a participation mandate on people in the non-exempt group.

Case Management and Monitoring Capacity. Participants do not
automatically link up with needed support services and program activi-
ties. In the single-component or short-term, fixed-sequenced approaches
of the early and mid-1980s, managing and monitoring the caseload to
assure program participation was relatively straightforward. In more
complex JOBS programs - particularly those that involve extensive
cross-agency referral and coordination - case management and assess-
ment practices and reliable management information systers are likely
to be important factors in determining whether welfare recipients
actually show up and receive program and support services.

The Target Population for the Program. Past research has found
that impacts vary substantially for different AFDC subgroups and are
more consistent for women on AFDC than for men in AFDC-UP cases
{e.g., Friedlander, 1988b; Grossman, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985). In
an environment of limited funding, states may choose to target more
intensive services — or even the entire welfare-to-work program - on
certain groups of recipients rather than attempt to reach the full non-
exempt caseload.

The Range of Potential Program Impacts

The impacts themselves are the final element in Figure 2.1. Welfare-
to-work programs can have a wide range of direct and indirect effects on
AFDC recipients and their families. These include impacts on work and
income (earnings, employment rates, total income, and poverty rates),
receipt of public transfers (AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stamps, and other
benefits), family formation, health status, educational attainment and
achievement, family functioning and parenting, and the well-being -
along a number of dimensions - of children in AFDC families."” Chapter
3 discusses the range of impacts measured in different program eval-
uationg; Chapters 4 and 5 present what has been learned; and Chapter 6
points to the major gaps in knowledge about certain types of impacts.

Hgee Wilson and Ellwood, 1989; Brooks-Gunn, 1989; Cherlin, 1989, for a review of the
direct and indirect mechanisms through which JOBS programs can affect children in
AI'DC families.
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Estimating Program Impacts

The framework in Figure 2.1 points to several challenges in estimat-
ing the impacts of welfare-to-work programs. These issues underlie the
discussion of studies and evidence in Chapters 3 to 5.

The Distinction Between Outcomes and Impacts. Administrators
operating welfare-to-work programs typically have informatiop on the
behavior of people who participate in a program: e.g., whether they take
jobs or leave welfare (the job placements or case closures of peoplein the
experimental group, as indicated by the “Experience of Experimentals”
in Figure 2.1). The framework in this chapter indicates that these
“outcomes” - sometimes called “gross impacts” — will always overstate
programachievements. This is because they count all positive changes as
program accomplishments and do not identify the extent to which any
changes in status actually result from the welfare-to-work program,
vather than the underlying welfare dynamics, where people constantly
enter and leave the rolls of their own accord (as indicated by the
“Experience of Controls” in Figure 2.1).

As illustrated in Figure 2.1, the correct measure of a program’s
success is its “net impact”’~ the change in an outcome (e.g., in the
employment rate) that results only from the program. The challenge in
estimating this is to distinguish accurately between program-induced
changesand the normal dynamics of welfare turnover and labor market
behavior represented on the left-hand “ide of Figure 2.1. This requires a
precise estimate of what would have h.. ppened to people in the program
in the absence of the intervention.

The Role of Random Assignment Field Experiments. A number of
recent studies and advisory panels point to the difficulty of developing
a contrel group that accurately mimics the behavior of program enroll-
ees. They urge the value of classical experiments using random assign-
ment as a way to obtain accurate ana unbiased estimates of the behavior
of people with and without a program, and thus of the program'’s net
impact. For example, a National Academy of Sciences panel concluded:

Our review of the research . . . shows dramatically that control
groups created by random assignment yield research findings
about employment and training programs that are far less
biased than 1esults based on any other method. . . . Future
advances in field research on the efficacy of employment and
training programs will require a more conscious commitment
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to research strategies using random assignment.'?

Of course, using a random assignment design does not assure valid
inferences. As with non-experimental studies, the design must be
implemented carefully and must be relevant to the key questions the
study hopes to answer. Recognizing this, the same National Academy of
Sciences panel recommended

the following conditions as necessary but not sufficient for
quality research: (1) the use of random assignment to participant
and control groups and to program variations; (2) reasonable
operational stability of the program prior to final assessment of
effectiveness; (3) adequate sample coverage and low rates of
sampleattrition; (4) outcome measures thatadequately represent
the program objectives, both immediate and longer term; and ()
a follow-up period that allows adequate time for program ef-
fects to emerge or de: ay."

While a social experiment can provide an unbiased estimate of the
impact of adding a program to the existing array of services in the
community, it isimportant to correctly interpret the resulting netimpact.
It does not show the total effect of the program, but only its effect over and
above the services received by members of the control group. To the ex-
tent that controls receive some services on their own - and many of the
studies suggest that this service receipt can be substantial - it is a conser-
vative estimate of the total effectiveness of the experimental treatment.
Moreover, caution is called for in extrapolating the results to other con-
ditions, e.g., to programs implemented at greatly expanded scale," in

2Betsey, Holl ter, and Papageorgiou, 1985, pp. 18, 30. See also Job Training Longitudinal
Survey Rese. ch Advisory Panel, 1985; Burtless and Orr, 1986; Ashenfelter, 1987; Lalonde
and Maynard, 1987. For a different view, sec Heckman and Hotz, 1989.

BBetsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou, 1985, p. 32. See also Burtless and Orr, 1986, for
detailed discussion of the methodological challenges facing both experimental and
non-experimental studies,

MWhile extrapolating findings from small-scale tests of programs intended for much
larger-scale replication poses clear problems, this issue is minimized in some of the recent
experiments that, as discussed in Chapter 3, for the first time evaluated full-scale, man-
datory WIN and WIN Demonstration programs under real-world conditions. Because
welfare-to-work programs have never been entitlements (i.e., programs with adequate
resources to serve all eligibles), it proved possible in these large-scale studies to inple-
ment random assignment without reducing program scale. While, as a result, these stud-
jesavoided many of the concerns about extrapolation, potential threats to external validity
exist, e.g., it is possible that the creation of a control group caused the program to follow
up on and serve a somewhat different group of peopie. See Gueron, 1985, for a discussion
of the factors that contributed to the successful implementation of these large-scale social
experiments that tested full WIN and WIN Demonstration programs.
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different econemic or administrative conditions, or with different
recruitment practices.

Net Versus Differential Impacts. Almost all prior random assign-
ment tield experiments have compared the outcomes for individuals in
one experimental and one control group. The resulting net impacts
reflect the changes brought about by the full program, including deci-
sions on all seven of the dimensions noted above. In many ways, these
programs represent a “black box,” in that it is not possible, with the
precision of the experimental design, to d etermine either what factors in
the welfare-to-work model are responsible for the program’s success or
the relative effectiveness of different services."® Such comparisons have
to be made across sites and programs, with all the problems of compet-
ing explanations and a small number of sites.

An alternative approach is to use a more complex random assign-
ment design to determine the relative effectiveness of different welfare
-to-work programs. This requires that the random assignment design go
beyond what is typical in most evaluations and involve the assignment
of program eligibles to several different treatment options (as well as to
a control group, if there is also an interest in measuring the net impact of
each approach). This designis known as a “differential impact” study. if
this could be successfully implemented, it would provide more com-
pelling evidence on the relative payoff of different program approaches:
e.g., programs that emphasize education compared to those that stress
immediate job placement and labor force attachment.'¢

Estimating Impacts for Broad-Coverage and Selective-Voluntary
Programs. In this synthesis, we distinguish between two types of stud-
ies: those that evaluate welfare-to-work delivery systems (which we call
“broad-coverage programs”) and others that assess individual
components (or potential components) within these systems (which we
call “selective-voluntary demonstrations or prograins” because of their

BFor example, Heckman, 1990, argues that “to use the experimental method to evaluate a
wide menu of proposed policies requires one randomization for cach relevant policy
variation. Since most proposed social programs have a large variety of potential options,
the experimental method entails one randomization for each option” (pp. 12-13).

1°The success of differential impact designs depends on (1) disciplining random assign-
ment and program operations to minimize crossovers (i.c.. experimentals or controls
receiving inappropriate services), and (2) the actual implementation of the two or more
experimentaltreatments. As discussed in Chapters 3and4, these more complex experimental
designs have been used - with mixed success - in studies of welfare-to-work programs in
Virginia; Cook County, Hllinois; and San Diego and Riverside, California.
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recruitment practices). These two categories differ in their targeting,
screening, selection, and participation rates, and these differences must
be understood if evaluation results are to be accurately interpreted and
compared. Chapter 3 defines these two types of programs and studies at
length. This section focuses on the methodological implications of this
distinction for interpreting program impacts.”

Welfare-to-work programs like WIN or JOBS are usually targeted at
a broad group in the caseload: e.g., all AFDC applicants and recipients
whose youngest child is at least 3 years old. If the program is mandatory,
peoplein theeligible group can beaffect:d directly by actually participat-
ing in programservices orindircctly by the threat (or reality) cf sanctions
for not participating. (That is, nonparticipants can be deterred from con-
tinuing to apply for or remaining on welfare by the prospect of required
participation or the actual application of sanctions.)

In evaluations of broad-coverage, mandatory programs where the
structure and goals suggested that there might be indirect effects,
researchers have estimated iropacts across the full caseload that was
actually subject to the participaiion mandate, including people who
might never have gotten iheir grants approved or received program
services.' So that this could be done, random assignment occurred at
either the welfare intake office or the office of the welfare-to-work
program. The resulting experimental group included many people who
went through intake, orientation, and specific service components, but
there was typically a dropoff at each step - significantly reducing the
participation rate in the actual service components ~owing to a variety of
factors such as normal welfare caseload dynamics, deterrence of non-
participants, and temporary or permanent deferrals because of illness,
child care problems, or part- or full-time employment. Evaluations of
broad-coverage programs such as these show the impact of the entire
welfare-to-work (WIN or JOBS) system on the caseload targeted for ser-
vices. They answer the question: How is the average (targeted and/or
enrolled) mandatory AFDC applicant or recipient affected by the exist-
ence of the WIN or JOBS program?

YFuramo - detailed discussion of these methodological issues, and of the uncontrolled
variables that suggest caution in comparing results across studies, see Friedlander and
Gueron, forthcoming.

BAs discussed in Chapter 3, there were some differences across studies in who was
included in the research samples.
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This is a very different kind of question than that addressed in
evaluations of particular voluntary employment and training compo-
nents within welfare-to-work delivery systems. (Since studiesof particular
service components have only been conducted for voluntary activities,
we call these “selective-voluntary demonstrations or programs.”) These
programs are designed to affect only people who divectly participate in
services. As a result, to assess the impacts of such programs, random
assignment is most appropriately located after program enrollment
and ideally just at the point where participation in services is about
to begin,' so that impacts are estimated for an experimental group with
very high or even universal participation. Evaluations of these pro-
grams show the impact of a specific employment-directed service on
self- and program-selected volunteers. They answer the question: How
is the average welfare applicant or recipient who gets into the program
component affected by the services provided??

This methodological distinction is critical to the discussion of
“broad-coverage” and “selective-voluntary” studies in Chapters 3 to 5.
Because of it, impacts from these two types of studies are not directly
comparable, even when both use experimental designs. One provides
information on the effectiveness of a system that manages and offers
services to a diverse caseload, some of whom participate; the other
provides information on a particular component of the system for a
subset of the caseload, most of whom participate.

The distinction between broad-coverage and selective-voluntary
studies is complicated by the fact that the completed studies are for
programs that differed along three dimensions:

* a focus on the full service delivery system or on a (potential)
component within that system;

¥Random assignment at this point is most appropriate to estimating the impact of the
employment services; earlier random assignment would provide information on the
percentage of eligibles who actually participate in the component and would facilitate
geeralizability to the broader AFDC caseload.

®As an artifact of the timing of random assignment, however, some percentage of
experimentalsin these studies may not actually receive services. Thus, in some evaluations
of selective-voluntary programs (e.g., the National Supported Work Demonstration),
almostall experimentals actually reccived program services. In others, random assignment
occurred carlier, and participation was less than universal, e.g., 89 percent of experimentals
received program services in the JOBSTART Demonstration (Auspos et al., 1989), and 77
percent in the Minority Female Single Parent (MFSP) Demonstration (Gordon and Burg-
hardt, 1990). See Chapter 3 for a description of these projects.

5
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e inclusion of the full eligible caseload (or a cross section of the full
caseload) or of a subset of screened and selected eligibles; and

* themandatory or voluntary natureof participationin the program.

The contrast between what we have called broad-coverage and
selective-voluntary studies on the last two dimensions canbe seen inthe
matrix below. Completed studies fall only in cells A (broad-coverageand
mandatory) and D (selective and voluntary), although it is possible to
operate and evaluate programs falling in cells Band C.*

Dimensions of Program Design

Mandatory  Voluntary

Wide range of eligibles, without screening A B

Self- and program-selected eligibles C

Examples of programs that fit in different cells in this matrix are
discussad in the next chapter: San Diego SWIM and most other
broad-coverage programs fall in cell A, Massachusetts ET Choices is in
cell B, and the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrationsand oth-
er selective-voluntary programs are in cell D. While no current program
fits into cell C, this combination is also possible. For example, in some
states, the initially selective-voluntary New Chance program for young
mothers (see Chapter 3), while remaining small-scale and selective, can

21This distinction between program types sharpens our understanding of reality, but it
does so by simplifying reality to some extent. First, while broad-coverage programs
included a cross section of the eligible population (not just selected or motivated people),
they did not always includeall people required to register with WIN, nor will presentones
always include all of those who can be required to participate in JOBS. While some of the
broad-coverage studies include all people found to meet the mandatory criteriaduring the
period of the study, others are broad-coverage only for certain categories within the
caseload (e.g., new applicants or young custodial mothers). Second, as discussed earlier in
this chapter, the distinction between a mandatory and voluntary program is often a mat-
ter of degree. It should notbe assumed that, because a program is mandatory, all those who
participate do so under duress. In fact, people who take part in such programs represent
a wide variety of levels of motivation, from those who would have volunteered for the
program to those who are there only because of the threat of a reduvtion in their welfare
grant (In addition, the entorcement activities of mandatory programs vary in intensity.)
Corversely, while voluntary programs obviously enroll people who at some time elect to
participate, volunteers’ motivation does not remain constant over the course of their stay
in the program.
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fulfill JOBS’ mandatory participation requirement for out-of-school
teen mothers.

Figures 2.2 and 2.3 compare the scope of these two kinds of studies.
Figure 2.2 shows the flow of clients in studies of broad-coverage pro-
grams. The area enclosed by dashed lines represents the program activi-
ties whose effects are measured by evaluations of these programs. Two
illustrations of broad-coverage programs are given, depicting a
fixed-sequence model (such as San Diego SWIM) that starts witn job
search, and an up-front assessment model (such as Baltimore Options)
that permits client and caseworker discretion regarding clients’ activ-
ities. Figure 2.3 shows the flow of clients in studies of selective-voluntary
programs (such as the New Jersey OJT program, which was operated as
a component within a larger, broad-coverage program - a likely sce-
nario underJOBS). Note that in these studies the area enclosed by dashed
lines contains only the activities of persons who were screened and
chosen to enroll. (Persons who were screened out of the selective-volun-
tary program, or who did not volunteer for it, may havebeen included in
the activities of a broad-coverage program.)

Because random assignment occurs early in the flow of people into
services in studies of broad-coverage programs (as shown in Figure 2.2),
the average measured impact - as well as the net cost per person - is
spread across a larger number of individuals, only some of whom are
affected by the programs’ services or requirements. Thus, a finding of
lower average impacts per experimental ‘n broad-coverage programs
would not necessarily mean that these programs provided less effective
employment-directed services than selective-voluntary programs. In-
stead, it might simply reflect lower participation or the focus on abroader
group of welfare recipients, including subgroups less likely to benefit
from services. (See Maxfield, 1990, for an example of a recent summary
that does not consider these issues in summarizing what past random
assignment studies tell us about the relative effectiveness of different
service approaches.)

As a result, in assessing the results from prior studies, JOBS plan-
ners and administrators should focus on findings for comparable pop-
ulations, and be cautious in reaching conclusions about the relative
effectiveness of alternative service approaches and sequences by
comparing results across these two different categories of studies.

The Need for Adequate Follow-Up. Different employment-directed
services can be expected to produce their impacts over different periods

)
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FIGURE2.2 BROAD-COVERAGE PROGRAMS: EVALUATION DESIGNS AND

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
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FIGURE 2.3 SELECTIVE-VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS: EVALUATION DESIGN AND
PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Low-Income People

l ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ »{ Nanparticipants )

AFDC Caseload
______________________ »( Nonparticipants )

>

Y

Referrals from Recruitment and Self-Selection
- ) —»
Broad-Coverage Program of Volunteers
[
( Nonparticipants }&- - - - - - - - - -
Screening

( Nonparticipants )& - - - - - .

Control
Group

Random
Assighment

Experimental Group
far Selective-Voluntary Program

I
t
¥
|
I
I
I
'
Nonparticipants )& - - - - - -« - - - :
I
I
'
i

Component

1
1
1
)
'
I
|
]
i
|
|
|
|
|
|

NOTES: The bottom part of the figure - enclosed within dashed lines - represents program activity
captured in evaluations.

In these studies, random assignment occurred at the selective-voluntary program office after
screening, as shown here.

N
Q 6 \)'13




THE EVALUATION CONTEXT 77

of time. Forexample, low-cost job searck programs are intended to place
people rapidly in jobs, with the hope that the initial placement will lead
to a subsequent job and to some sustained impact on employment.
Higher-cost education and training services anticipate making a larger
up- ‘ront investment - at the expense, in the short term, of delaying entry
into the labor force and serving fewer people - in anticipation that the
new skills and “human capital” will ultimately allow the participants to
obtain better and more stable employment. As a result, in the short run,
itcan be expected that a job search program will appear more successful
than a human capital investment approach. A critical question is wheth-
er, as is often assumed, the impacts of morc intensive services are ulti-
mately greater and more long-lasting. Long-term follow-up (possibly
five years or more) is essential to determining whether higher invest-
ments deliver greater ever jual benefits, and the extent to which the im-
pacts of different services increase or diminish over time,

Estimating Entry and Macroeconomic Effects. To date, field
experiments of broad-coverage systems have placed random assign-
ment at theincome maintenance or welfare to-work program office (see
Figure 2.2). When well-executed, these studies provide a reliable csti-
mate of the impact of a welfare-to-work program on the rate at which
people who receive or apply for AFDC benefits (the group randomly
assigned) leave welfare as well as the impacts on their employment
behavior. In other words, they capture the program’s effect on welfare
exits, i.e., on people delaying or speeding their departure from welfare
as a result of the program’s mandates and services. This is the first-
order issue of whether a welfare-to-work program impacts those direct-
ly involved in its activities and subject to its requirements.

Itis possible, however, that welfare-to-work programs affect case-
loads by another route: by changing the rate at which people apply for
welfare. For example, if JOBS administrators publicize the program’s
opportunity for education and training, this could attract people onto
welfare; if they emplasize program obligations, this could deter people
from applying. Since the JOBS message (and word-of-mouth publicity)
is likely to vary across states and localities, the magnitude and direction
- positive or negative - of any net effect on AFDC entries is inclear. Cap-
turing these effects would require a different type of research design.?

2250¢ Moffitt, 1990, for a discussion of the potential of FSA’s enriched services to encour-
age welfare applications and of pussible rescarch designs for measuring this.
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Further, the studies discussed in this volume - as with most evalua-
tions of employment and training programs - did not attempt to measure
the programs’ general equilibrium or macroeconomic effects. Implicitly,
these studies assumed that the increased employment of welfare recip-
ients would not change the labor,/market opportunities available to
people not on welfare (e.g., that there would be little or no displacement
or replacement of other low-wage workers). Some of the studies used
sensitivity tests to examine the importance of this assumption to the
conclusions reached in the benefit-cost analysis.?

* % % % *

This chapter has argued that studies of welfare-to-work programs
are shaped by two things: the nature of the program (inciuding its
context) and the methodological choices made by the evaluators. They
influence both the results of an evaluation and its policy relevance.
Using the ideas presented in this chapter, the remainder of this syn-
thesis discusses the completed and ongoing studies that are relevant to
the JOBS program.

23500, in particular, Kemper, Long, and Thornton, 1984; and also Goldman, Friedlander,
and Lonyg, 1986.
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Chapter 3

The Studies of
Welfare-to-Work Programs

This -hapter describes the data base for this synthesis: primarily field ex-
periments used to evaluate welfare-to-work and other programs Jdirect-
ly relevant to JOBS. Despite the challenge of mounting such studies of
complex social programs, a substantial number have been completed,
and more are under way.

Practical considerations limited the scope of this synthesis. Among
the more notable and important bodies of research that were exciuded
are evaluations of school dropout-recovery programs, teen pregnancy
prevention programs, and summer work programs for youth. These
studies are not discussed here because they usually do not focus specif-
ically on AFDC recipients and because few have used experimental
research designs. Their exclusion from this review does not imply that
they are not valuable sources of information for designers of state
JOBS programs.

Idally, this chapter would present results separately for each ele-
ment in the framework in Figure 2.1 in Chapter 2. However, most evalu-
ations assess multi-dimensional programs, each of which combines into
a single treatment its choice, for example, between emphasizing im-
mediate job placement versus up-front education and training, its
resources, itsdegree of mandatoriness, its support services, and its target
populations. Evaluations reflect these “packages” of activities and
attributes, and researchers have rarely structured studies to estimate
with any rigor the impact of particular aspects of a program.

Reflecting this reality, this review groups studies into two basic cat-
egories that share important design dimensions, rather than presenting
evidence on each individual program feature. The studies are of
“broad-coverage” programs, which includeall the elementsof a complete
service delivery system, and “selective-voluntary” programs, each of
which is the equivalent of a program component within a broader
system. The categories, which were introduced in Chapter 2, can be
described as follows:
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* Studies of service delivery systems. One group of program
evaluations includes not only individual service components
but also administrative activities (such as intake, orientation,
assessment, case management, and monitoring) that affect the
allocation of services, and which together make up a service
delivery system. Because the systems studied are intended to
reachawiderangeof AFDCeligibles, withnoscreening, they are
called broad-coverage programs. Almost all of the completed
studies in this category were of mandatory programs that, to
varying degrees, required participation from people who were
not likely to seek services on their own.’

* Studies of progran components. Another group of program
evaluations does not encompass full systems but, in most cases,
looks at small-scale demonstrations of a component (or poten-
tial component) of a much larger broad-coverage program. All
of the completed studies are of programs that encouraged but
did not require participation by a subset of the AFDC popula-
tion. These programs are “selective” in one or two ways: Eligible
people can select whether ornottoenroll, and programoperators
can select among eligible applicants. Because of these recruit-
ment practices, these are called selective-voluntary programs
or demonstrations. This category also includes the Job Train-
ing Partnership Act (JTPA) system, which provides components
of many JOBS programs.

In addition, this chapter discusses three groups of studies that are
relevant to particular policy issues raised by new provisions of JOBS:

* Studies of education services in broad-coverage or selective-
voluntary programs.

* Studies of youth-oriented services in broad-coverage or
selective-voluntary programs.

IThis category also inchides two studiesin progress of broad-coverage voluntary programs:
Massachusetts’ Employmentand Training (ET) Choices program and Washington's Family
Independence Program (FIP). As discussed below, the two Louisville demonstrations had
both voluntary and mandatory aspects.

2 JTPA is itself a service delivery system. However, in the context of the JOBS program,
JTPA usually provides particular training components or assessient functior.s to selected
participants.

(o
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¢ Studies of support services in broad-coverage or selective-
voluntary programs.

As a result, this chapter consolidates a number of the dimensions
discussed in Chapter 2, on the basis of the available results.

In understanding the relevance of these studies for JOBS, the most
fundamental distinction is that between the broad-coverage and
selective-voluntary programs. Broad-coverage programsare total service
delivery systems that include linked decisions on program components,
management strategies, support services, and caseload targeting. Usu-
ally, they try to involve a large group or cross section of the eligible case-
load. On a demonstration or ongoing basis, they in effect replace or are
the WIN or JOBS system. Their evaluations thus assess the impact not
only of the individual service components, but of the accompanying
administrative activities and degree of mandatoriness. Selective-volun-
tary programs, in contrast, usually target a more narrow population with
a particular program approach; their evaluations assess the effec-
tiveness of the particular employment-directed service. (See Figures
2.2 and 2.3 and the discussion in Chapter 2 on “Estimating Impacts for
Broad-Coverage and Selective-Voluntary Programs.”)

Broad-coverage programs can be mandatory or voluntary, although
the studies completed to date are almost all of nominally mandatory
programs. While individual program components could also be imple-
mented as mandatory or voluntary options within a broad-coverage
system, all of the experimental tests to datehave been of selective and vol-
untary programs, prompting the nomenclature used in this synthesis.

Table 3.1 summarizes the broad-coverage programs and studies.
Some of them reflect WIN or JOBS programs implemented at full scale;
others were smaller-scale demonstrations of WIN programs. With the
exceptions noted in the table, all of these studies estimate the impact of
a welfare-to-work delivery system on a cross section of the then-manda-
tory single-parent (mostly female) AFDC caseload with school-age
children. These studies thus cover a wide range of welfare applicants
and recipients, including those not likely to seek services on their own.

The other tables contain information on evaluations that illuminate
particular aspects of the welfare-to-work system. These studies provide
information about elements inside the “black box” of state JOBS pro-
grams, but they were and are sometimes conducted under conditions
that may not be directly relevant to the scale of the JOBS program. Table
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3.2 lists evaluations of selective-voluntary welfare-to-work programs,
which test particular employment services for groups of AFDC recip-
ients who volunteer to participate and are screened by the programs (to
meet specific eligibility or other requirements). These programs provide
some of the components that are part of the broad-coverage system, but
they are always voluntary and designed to target a caseload that is less
broad than the full JOBS-mandatory population.

Table 3.3 shows evaluations of educational programs. Table 3.4 lists
evaluations of related programs for youth (often not limited to young
people on AFDC). Table 3.5 shows tests of support services (€.g., testing
the effectiveness of different child care services in increasing maternal
employment). Within each table, the studies that have been completed
are described first, followed by the studies that are still in progress.

A great deal of program diversity is contained within each of the five
clusters listed above. For example, the broad-coverage programs vary in
their philosophy and message, their service model, their scale, and the
intentions and goals of the state policymakers who designed them. This
category includes programs that are mandatory and some that are
voluntary; even the nominally mandatory programs vary in the extent of
enforcement activities and aggressive outreach that they use to raise
participation levels. The coherence of the category is empirical: All of the
programs that are included involve a broad slice of the AFDC caseload,
and thus represent an approximation of the operational issues that will
confront the states’ JOBS programs. Programs were assigned to all
five clusters based on their observed target groups and program
design features.

The outcome measures used were a key attribute of the studies
included in this synthesis. Because of funding limitations, the studies
often estimated direct impacts for no more than three years after pro-
gram enrollmentona series of outcomes that could be measured relative-
ly cheaply using computerized administrative records: earnings,
cmployment rates, AFDC receipt, and AFDC grants. Important impacts
that were either less frequently or never measured included impacts on
wage rates, the nature of jobs held by welfare recipients, family forma-
tion, total household income, poverty retes, longer-term self-sufficiency,
educational attainment and achievement, health status, and the well-
being of children in AFDC families. Some of these impacts will be mea-
sured in several ¢f the current studies, described below.
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In addition to material on outcome measures, the tables in this
chapter contain the following information:

Thedatetheimpactevaluation began (which was not necessarily
the same as the date the program began).

The evaluation’s focus (the treatment received by the
experimental group but not by the control group), identifying
programs that assigned participants to a fixed sequence
of activities.

The net cost per experimental (not the gross operating cost, but
the difference between the total cost of the program per
experimental and the program cost per control, with all
sample members included in the calculations), in nominal (not
constant) dollars.?

Whether participation in the program was by design mandatory
or voluntary (mandatory programs may also have allowed
non-targeted persons to volunteer),

The target groups included in the evaluation.

The type of research design used, and whether a net impact or
differential impact analysis was conducted.

The scale of the study, in terms of the operational and
administrative units covered by the evaluation (the number of
counties, welfare offices within counties, or demonstration ser-
vice providersstudied) -e.g., the study may havebeen statewide,
or it may have covered six counties or two welfare offices in one
county or a fixed number of slots.

The length of the follow-up period from the time of enrollment
in the program (these are generally the longest fllow-up
data reported and may not cover the full sample or all out-
come measures).

A summary of the impact findings (for completed studies) or
the date impact findings are expected.

¥ Because some controls participated in these services, average net cost is less than the
averagecost of operating the program per personin the experimentai group. See Appendix
A for further explanation,

J
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For each of the studies described in this chapter’s tables, references are
provided in a list at the end of the chapter.

Broad-Coverage Programs

Table 3.1 shows that there are 19 studies in progress or completed on
welfare-to-work programs that are targeted broadly to include a wide
range of AFDC recipients.* These programs are usually mandatory (e.g.,
Arkansas” WORK or New Jersey’s Realizing Economic Achievement
[REACH)), but they may be voluntary (e.g., Massachusetts’ ET Choices);
they may be relatively small-scale (Baltimore Options, also referred toin
this synthesis simply as Baltimore) or statewide for all eligibles (Virginia
and West Virginia).’ They are distinguished fror the selective-voluntary
demonstrations and programs listed in Table 3.2 in that, for the relevant
scale and population, they are highly inclusive programs. That is, in-
stead of serving small numbers of self-selected, often highly motivated
volunteers, they attempt to serve everyone who is targeted (or, in some
cases, recruited) in a large population defined by specified eligibility
criteria. Thus, usually through a particip ition requirement, but some-
times through persistent recruitment, they seek to enrcll and serve as
many people in the targeted AFDC caseload as feasible or affordable.

Two of the nine completed studies - the Louisville, Kentucky,
experiments - were implemented prior to OBRA and are therefore not
discussed at length in this chapter. (They are, however, included in Ta-
ble 2.1 because they representa rare use of an experimental design during
this earlier period.) These two studies assessed the effect of providing
services designed to help individuals search for jobs. At the time, they
were unusual in offering this assistance to new AFDC applicants -
immediately, before they had been approved for welfare - as well as to

4 Two earlier studies are particularly noteworthy, although their results are less directly
relevant because they reflected programs implemented prior to the passage of the Omnibus
Budget Reconc'iiation Act (OBRA) of 1981, which substantially changed the calculation
of AFDC work incentives The large-scale evaluation of the WIN program used a
uasi-experimental design to study the effects of WIN (and different WIN components) on
asample 0f 1974 and 1975 WIN enrollees (see Ketron, 1980). The evaluation of the Employ-
ment Opportunity Pilot Project (EOPP), a large-scale, ten-site demionstration fielded be-
tween 1979 and 1981, used a quasi-experimental design 1o test a saturation program
providing a sequence of intensive job search assistance followed by subsidized employ-
ment or training to those who did not obtain a regulat job (see Brown et al., 1983), (EOPP
was mandatory for AFDC recipients with childven over 5 years old and voluntary for other
single mothers.)

5 L. . . .
” These state programs may have been modified since their evaluations.



TABLE3.1 EVALUATION STUDIES RELATED TO JOBS:
BROAD-COVERAGE PROGRAMS

Arkansas WORK Caok County WIN
Program Baltimore Options Demonstration
Start Date” 1983 1982 1985
Major Sequence of group job Choice of individual or Tect of 2 programs:
Program search (followed by individ-  group job search, unpaid (1) individual job search;
Activitivs ual job search) and (for a wurk experience, education,  (2) sequence of 1JS and
few) unpaid work job skills training, unpaid work experience
experience on-th:-job training
Net Cost? $118 $953 for AFDC $127 for 1JS; $157 for
1)S/WE
Mandatory  Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory
or Voluntary
Target AFDC applicants and Applicants and recipients: AFDC applicants and
Groups recipients with children AFDCs with children 6 or recipients with children
3 orolder older; AFDC-UPs viith 6 or older
children of any age
Research Random assignment, net Random assignment, net Random assignment, net
Design impact impact and differential impacts
Study Scale 2 of 75 counties 10 of 18 income maintenance Countywide
centers
Lengthof 36 months 36 months 18 months
Follow-Ug*
Outcomes Employment, carnings, Employment, carnings, Employment, carnings,
Measured welfare receipt and welfare receipt and welfare receipt and
payments pavinents payments
Impact Increased e nployment and — For AFIXC: short-term For [JS and 1)S/WE: no
Findingsd carnings: reduced welfare  increase in emplovment; impact on employment
{or Date receipt and payments increased carnings; no and varnings; small
Exprected) impact on welfare reeeipt reductions in welfare
and payments receipt and pavments; no
ctfect of WE component
over and above the effect
of IJS
(contintied)
Qo 85
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TABLE 3.1 (continued)

Louisville WIN Laboratory Experiments

San Dicge |
Individual Job Search Group Job Search (EPP/EWEID")
Start Date! 1978 1980 1982
Major Individual job searcl: Group job search Test of 2 programs:
Program (1) group job search;
Activities (2) sequence of group job
search and unpaid work
experience
NetCost® 136 $230 For AFDC: $502 for JS;
(1985 %) (1985 $) $636 for JS/WE.
For AFDC-UD: $586 for
1S, $727 for JS/WE
Mandatory Mandatory and Mandatory and Mandatory
or Valuntary  voluntary voluntary

Target
Groups

Research
Dusign

Study Scale

Length of
Follow-Up*

Qatcomes
Mvasured

Impact
l"indingsd
(or Date
Expected)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AFDC applicants and
recipients with children
of any age

Random assigiment, net
nnpact

! ottice

33 months

Employment, carnings,
welfare receipt and
payments

[neraased employment and

carnings; reduced welfare
receipt and payments

AFDC applicants and
recipients with children of
any age

Random assignment, net
impact

1 office

12 months

Employment, varnings,

wultare receipt and
payments

Increased emplo sment and

carnings; no impact on
welfare receipt and
payments

AFDC applicants with
children 6 or older;
AFDC-UI applivants
with children of any age

Random assignment, net
ard differential impacts

Countywide

18 months

Employment, carnings,
welfare receipt and
payments

For AFIXC — ]S only:
inconsistent impacy on
emiployment and carnings;
short-termy reduction in
weltare paviments.

JS/WE: increased
cemployment and

carnings; reduced welfare
payments.

For AFDC-UP — JS only
and JS/WE: no impact on
cemployment and earnings;
reduced welfare receipt
and payments

(continued)



TABLE 3.1 (continued)

San Diego SWIM Virginia ESP West Virginia CWEDP
Start Date® 1985 1983 1983
Major Sequence of group job Sequence of individual Open-ended unpaid
Program search, unpaid work or group job search, unpaid ~ work experience
Activities experience, and education  work experience, and some
and job skills training; education or job skills
ongoing participation training (but only slightly
requirement more than controls
received on their own)®
Net Cost? $919 for AFDC; $817 for $430 $20U for AFDC
AFDC-UP
Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory
or Voluntary
Target Applicants and AFDC applicants and Applicants and
Groups recipients: AFDCs with recipients with children 6 recipients: AFDCs with
children 6 or older; orolder children 6 or ol-er;
AFDC-UPs with children AFDC-UPs with
of any age children of any age
Research Random assignment, net Random assignment, net AFDC: random assign-
Design impact and differential impacts ment, net impact;
AFDC-UP: matched-
county comparison
design, net impact
Study Scale 2 of 7 welfare uffices 11 of 124 welfare agencies! AFDC: 9 of 27 _
administrative arcas;'
AR -UP: 8 of 27"
Lengthof 27 months 33 months 21 months
Follow-Up*
Qutcomes Employment, carnings, Employment, carinags, Employment, carnings,
Measured welfare receipt and weltare rece:pt and welfare receipt and
pavments payments payments
Impact For AFDC: increased Increased employment and — For AFDC: no impact
Findings employment and earnings;  eamings; reduced welfare on employment and
(or Date reduced welfare receipt payments carnings; reduced
Expected) and payments. welfare receipt and

For AFDC-UP: increased
employment and short-term
impact on carnings;
short-term impact on
welfare receipt and

reduced welfare payments

payments in final
follow-up quarter

(continued)
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TABLE 3.1 (continued)

Florid:  ject Food Stamp Employment
California GAIN Indepe..dence and Training Program
Start Date? 1988 1990 1988
Major Education and job search Job search for “job-ready” Job search, job club,
Program followed by assessment enrollees; assessment education, job skills
Activities and further eds -ation, followed by education, training, unpaid work
unpaid work experience, training, or unpaid work experience
job skills training, or experience for others and
on-the-job training completers of job search
without a job
NetCost®  N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory
or Voluntary
Target Applicants and AFDC applicants and Food Stamp recipients
Groups recipients: AFDCs with recipients with children 3
children 6 or older; or older
AFDC-UPs with children of
any age
Research Random assignment, net Random assignment, net Random assignment, net
Design impact impact impact
Study Scale 6 of 58 counties! 9 of 67 counties’ 55 sites in 23 states
Lengthof 24 months 24 months 12 months
Follow-Up*
Outcomes Employment, earnings, job  Employment, carnings, job Employment, earnings, job
Measured characteristics, welfare characteristics, welfare characteristics,
receipt and payments, receipt and payments, houscehole” income, Food
household income, family composition, Stamp ard welfare receipt
educational achievement educational attainment and payments
and attainment, attitudes
Impact Interim, 19%  “inal, Interim, 1992; final, 1994 1990
Findingsd 1993
(or Date
Expected)
(continted)
N 4
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TABLE 3.7 (continued)

Hlinois Early Access
Program Massachusetts ET Choices New Jersey REACH
Start Date” 1989 1986 1987
Major For most recipients, job Assessment followed by Assessment, education,
Program search followed by choice of job search, job job skills training, job
Activities assessp.ent, job club, club, education, job skills placement, support
pre-employment training,  training, and/or supperted  services
education, job skills work; transitional child
training, work care, health care
expertence; for a few
recipients, education
followed by other
services
NetCost®  N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory ~ Mandatory Voluntary Mandatory
or Voluatary
Target AFDC recipients with AFDC and AFDC-UP AFDC recipients with
Groups children 3-5 recipients with children children 2 or older
of any age
Research Random assignment, net Comparison group Matched comparison
Design impact group
Study Scale 1 vcounty Statewide' Statewide'
Length of 18-60 months 36 months 24 months
Follow-Up®
Outcomes Employment, welfare Employment, earnings, Employment, earnings,
Measured receipt and payments, wage rates, job retention; welfare receipt and
Medicaid receipt welfare receipt, payments,  recidivism, household
and recidivism; post- composition, child
program day care use support collection
Impact N/A 1990 Interim, 1991; final,
Findingsd 1994
(or Date
Expected)

(continued)
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TABLE 3.1 (continued)

Ohio Transitions to

Pennsylvania Saturation

Riverside, California,

Independence Evaluation Work Prograra Case Management Study
Start Date® 1989 1986 1988
Major Assessment, job club, Ongoing participation Test of GAIN activities
Program unpaid work experience, requirement, enhanced case  with case management
Activities subsidized employment, management, day care provided with registrant-
education, job skills to-staff ratios of
training approximately (1) 50:1
or (2) 100:1
NetCost®  N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory  Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory
or Voluntary
Target AFDC recipients with Applicants and recipients: Applicants and
Groups children 6 or older and AFDCs with children 6 or recipients: AFDCs with
AFDC-UP recipients older; AFDC-UPs with children 6 or older;
children of any age AFDC-UPs with
children of any age
Research Random assignment, net Random assignment, net Random assignment,
Design impact impact net and differential
impacts
Study Scale 15 counties 6 weltare districts in Countywide
Philadelphia
Length of 48 months 24 months 24 months

¢

Follow-Up

Outcomes Employment, carnings, Employment, carnings, Employment, earnings,
Measured job characteristics; welfare receipt and job characteristics,
welfare receipt, payments welfare receipt and
payments, duration, and payments, houschold
recidivism; child support income, educational
payments, family attainment, attitudes
formation
Impact Interim, 1990, 1991, 1992; 1990 1992
Findingsd final, 1993
{(or Date
Expected)
(continued)
o W .
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TABLE 3.1 (continued)

Washington FIP

Start Date? 1088

Major Financial incentives for

Program participation, education,

Activities job skills training,
increased subsidies for
in-program child care,
extended transitional
benefits, cashing out
Food Stamps

NetCost®  N/A

Mandatory  Voluntary

or Voluntary

Target
Groups

Research

Desi, 2

Stady Scale

Lengthof
Follow-Up*

AFDC and AFDC-UP
recipients with children
of any age

2 matched groups of 5
counties cach were
created; 1 gn ap was
randomly selected to
operate FIP, while the
other group does not
operate FIP

10 counties, 5 operating,
FII and 5 in a comparisun

group

36 menths

Outcomes Employment, carnings,
Mveasured welfare receipt,

duration, and recidivism
Impact Interim, 1992; final,
Finding: 1993
(or Date
Expected)

tcontinued)
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TABLE 3.1 (continued)

NOTES: The programs are organized alphabetically within two categories: completed evaluations,
beginning with the Arkansas WORK Program, and those still in progress, beginning with California
GAIN.

“The start date refers to the start of intake for the research sample.

®The costs reported are per experimental unless otherwise noted. All net costs are in nominal
dollars except for the costs of the Louisville WIN Laboratory Experiments, which are in 1985 dollars.
Thesenet cost estimates include all expenditures by the operating agency specifically for the programs
under study, as well as any expenditures by other organizations for services that were considered an
essential part of the program treatment { in most of the programs included in this table, participation
in these services was mandatory once an individual was assigned to them). However, the costs to
operating agencies and to other organizations of serving members of the control groups have been
subtracted in order to arrive at the net cost estimates. See Appendix A for further discussion.

“The follow-up period refers to the longest amount of follow-up available, although it may not
apply to all groups or all measures in the study.

dFor the most part, only statistically significant impacts are reported. In a few cases, how-
ever, findings may reflect impacts that are consistent through the follow-up period, but not statisti-
cally significant in the final months of follow-up. In multi-year studies, impacts are based on the final
year of follow-up.

“The Virginia research design called for testing two program models: one providing a sequence
of job search and unpaid work experience and the other adding education or job skills training. In
practice, the two experimental groups received fairly similar program services and there were not
statistically significant differences between them in vcifare and employment outcomes. Thus, the
results are combired for the two experimental groups. (See Riccio et al., 1986.)

fThe program operated statewide.
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recipients. The first program provided three days of intensive instruction
in job search techniques followed by up to six weeks of counselor-direct-
ed, structured individual job search, where people followed up and re-
ported back onjobleads provided by WIN workers. The second program
used group job clubs, where participants were offered one week of class-
room instruction in job search skills, followed by up to five weeks of
making at least 50 daily calls to prospective employers from a telephone
room at the WIN office.® Both programs provided incentive payments
and reimbursement for job search-related expenses and both were
technically voluntary, but had voluntary and mandatory aspects.”

The other seven studies of WIN and WIN Demonstration programs
of the 1980s - Arkansas; Baltimore; Cook County (Chicago), Illinois;* Vir-
ginia;” West Virginia; San Diego ;' and San Diego’s Saturation Work
Initiative Model (SWIM) - are most relevant to JOBS. These programs

® The job club process contains a number of elements. “Participants were told to treat job
search as a full-time job and were encouraged to use friends and relatives to obtain leads.
They were trained in interviewing and social skil's and used standardized scripts on the
telephone to uncover job openings and get interviews. The basic philosophy is that there
are many jobs that become vacant and subsequently filled without going through an
claborate job referral network. Frequent telephone calls will locate these vacancies and
provide participants with opportunities they would not have had had they relied on job
developers or want ads.  As part of the program, they were also given regular staff
supervision and assistance and were involved in a peer support network” (Goldman,
1989, p. 393).

7 For mothers with children under age 6 (i.c., those outside the traditional WIN-mandatory
category), participation was voluntary. Mothers with no children under age 6 could choose
cither to remain in the regular WIN program or to be randomly assigned for the special
demonstration program. After they made their choice, however, compliance was nominally
mandatory, although monetary sanctions were not imposed. For this reason, the two
Louisville programs are described as “mandatory and voluntary” in Table 3.1.

% Inthe Cook County WIN Demonstration, two program models were tested: one providing
individual job search and the other a sequence of individual job search and unpaid work
experience. Throughout this book, Cook County participation, impact, and cost findings
are reported for the job search/ work experience sequence.

? Inthe Virginia evaluation, the research design called for testing two program models: one
providing a sequence of ji s search and unpaid work experience and the other a sequence
of job search, unpaid work experience, and education or job skills training. In practice, the
two experimental groups received fairly similar program services, and there were no
statistically significant differences between them in welfare and employment outcomes,
Thus, the participation, impact, and cost findings reported in this volume, as in the
evaluation report, combine the results for the two experimental groups. (See Riccio
et al, 1986.)

" In the San Diego 1 evaluation, two program models were tested: the Employment

Preparation Program (EPP) and the Employment Preparation Program/Experimental
Work Experience Program (EPPP/EWEP). Throughout this book, San Diego | participation,
impact, and cost findings are reported for the EPI’/EWEP sequence of job search and un-
paid work experience.
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were operated in states with diverse AFDC benefit levels and admin-
istrative structures and under different local conditions. In addition, the
programs themselves were quite varied along a number of dimensions,
reflecting differences in resources, objectives, scale, 1nd program design.

Program Goals. The programs in Arkansas, Cook County, and
Virginia and the first San Diego program sought to get people into jobs
and off welfare. The goal was job placement. The second San Diego pro-
gram (SWIM) shared this goal but also had an explicit process objective:
maximizing participation and imposing an ongoing obligation. In con-
trast, the Baltimore program sought to improve the long-term economic
security of participants by improving their skills and placing them in
better jobs with higher job retention, even at the cost of an initial longer
stay on welfare. Finally, the West Virginia program stressed the value of
work per se; this recognized the difficulty of any unsubsidized place-
ments, given the extremely high unemployment rate in the state during
the study period.

Targeted Population. Five of the programs targeted the typical
WIN-mandatory caseload (applicants and recipients with children age 6
or over, plus AFDC-UPs, where applicable);'* Arkansas extended this to
women with children age 3 orolder; the first San Diego program limited
this to AFDC applicants. There were also some differences in the cover-
age of the saniples across the different studies, which should be consid-
ered in comparing participation rates and impacts.”

Scale. The programsdiffered widely inscale. West Virginia, Virginia,
Arkansas, Cook County, and San Diego | (for applicants only) sought to

1 Since some of the programs were already operating before the start of random assign-
ment, the study samples usually were composed of applicants and new mandatories (e.g.,
prople whose youngest child turned 6 years of age during the study period).

12 For example, the Arkansas, Baltimore, and Cook County samples included all
WIN-mandatory applicants and those recipients who were newly determined to be
WIN-mandatory following the start of randora assignment (generally because their young-
st child had turned 6 years old). The San Diego I study contained all WIN-mandatory
applicants except those who, at the time of application, were employed part- or full-time,
were refugees, or were monolingual in a language other than English or Spanish. The San
Diego SWIM study consisted of all WIN-mandatory applicants, recipients swho were new-
ly determined to be WIN-mandatory following the start of random assignment, and recip-
ients who were currentiy mandatory and renewing their registration, The Virginia sample
also consisted of all WIN-mandatory applicants and recipients (including those currently
mandatory) except those who, at the time of random assignment, were active or already
scheduled tobeactivein the ESP program, had previously beenin the ESP program, or were
in full-time non-ESP education or training. The West Virginia sample contained all
WIN-mandatory applicants and recipients (including those not newly mandatory) except

19
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include everyone in the targeted population who resided in the areas
where the program operated, with the exception of members of the
control group.” As a result, in contrast to earlier studies, these were
evaluations of full-scale WIN programs that were implemented under
normal operating procedures. San Diego’s SWIM program was also
implemented at full scale in two of thelargest offices in the county (while
the other five offices continued to operate the San Diego I approach).
Baltimore was the most constrained, with a program that could serve
about 1,000 new enrollees per year, drawn at random from eligibles in
about half of the city.

In addition, San Diego SWIM for AFDCs and AFDC-UPs, and the
AFDC-UP component of the West Virginia project, were specially fund-
ed totest the feasibility of imposing an open-ended participation require-
ment on as many people as possible. While the other sites also sought to
reach everyone in the targeted population, they often did not have the
funds or the active mandate to maximize participation rates.

In all of these studies, because random assignment occurred at ei-
ther the welfare or welfare employment program office, the programs’
impacts were estimated across everyone in the targeted population -
i.e., the full WIN-mandatory caseload, all applicants (in San Diego 1), or
a cross section of 1,000 applicants and recipients (in Baltimore) - rather
than for the smaller number who actually received services.

Average Cost. The programs differed widely in average net cost (the
operating agency’s average cost per enrolled experimental minus its cost

thuse who, at the time of random assignment, were employed part- or fulldime or in
full-time school or training,

The two Louisville experiments involved females newly registering with WIN dur-
ing the study periods (those who were new mandatories and those who volunteered), in-
cluding both applicants and recipients. The Louisville inmediate (Individual) Job Search
Assistance Experiment sample contained all people in this group except for the 24 percent
who, at the time of random assignment, were employed or in school or training and not
interested in looking for a job or the very small number who refused to participate in the
study. The Louisville Group job Scarch study had less broad coverage, since it screened
out wemen who were unlikelv to participate, Overall, about 56 percent of all new female
WIN registrants were excluded from the sample because they refused to participate in
the program and the study, had personal or family medical problems, were in school or
training full-time, or were employed full-time. In other studies, many of these people
would have been included in the sample and possibly deferred from participation. (See
Wolfhagen, 1983, Appendix D))

3 . s . . [ . ]

3 That is, within the study counties, and in West Virginia and Virginia also throughout
the state, all WIN-mandatories were required to participate, with the exception of mem-
bers c1 the control group.

pocs
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forthe average control) from a low of less than $200 per targeted eligible
person in Arkansas and Cook County ~ which used only their regular
WIN funds and could provide only minimal services" —toa high of more
than $900 per eligible in SWIM and Baltimore. Gross costs (the cost of all
services provided to members of the experimental group, including
program operating costs, support services and allowance costs, and the
costs of registrant-initiated education and training not provided directly
by the program) were somewhat higher, ranging from $162 and $421 in
Arkansas and Cook County, respectively, to $1,545 per targeted AFDC
eligible in SWIM." Many state JOBS budgets are likely to have resources
per targeted case that fall within this range.

The studies of the seven programs also differed in the requi ements
imposed upon and services offered to members of the control groups. In
Arkansas, Cook County, San Diego SWIM, and Virginia, controls were
excused from WIN participation requirements and services except,
depending on the program, registration, orientation, assessment, or
allowances and support services. In San Diego I, Baltimore, and West
Virginia, controls were treated as mandatory registrants in the “regular”
WIN program that had been operating at the site before the introduction
of the more enriched programs (Options in Baltimore and EPP/EWEP in
San Diego) or CWEP (in West Virginia). Because of these differences, the
study results should be interpreted somewhat differently. The first four
studies show the net impact of the new WIN or WIN Demonstration
program, compared to controls who were not offered any particular
services. In contrast, the San Diego I, Baltimore, and West Virginia
studies, in effect, estimated the incremental impact of the new program
over and above the relatively inactive WIN program then operating in
those sites.'

Program Model: Duration. While all seven programs were
mandatory - i.e., people could be sanctioned and lose some benefits if

14 While Table 3.1 shows the Cook County and Arkansas programs as having similar
nominal costs, theresearch teaminvolved in both studies concluded that lower staff salaries
in Arkansas probably suggested that greater real program resources were available there.

13 Gee Appendix A for further details. In particular, because of data limitations, the Ar-
kansas gross cost estimates may not capture all the indirect program expenditures,

1% Inthe twoother completed broad-coverage studies - the Louisville Individual JobSearch
study and the Louisville Group Job Search study - controls received regular
WIN services.

11
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they refused to meet program requirements - five imposed obligations
that usually lasted no more than four or five months. Only two - West
Virginia and San Diego SWIM - actually mandated participation for as
long as someone remained on welfare.

Program Model: Activilies and Sequencing. West Virginia re-
quired recipients, in exchange for their benefits, to do unpaid work as
part of the state’s Ccmmunity Work Experience Program (CWEP). (The
requirement to work in exchange for welfare benefits is commonly
referred to as “workiare.”) The other programs imposed a participation
rather than a work requirement. All of the programs except Baltimore
used a fixed sequence starting with two to four weeks of job search, an
activity in which a person is required to look for a job. This component
of the programs reflected the general job search approach:

Rather than training welfare recipients or developing specific
jobs for them, such programs presume that with instruction,
modest financi: . assistance, and some structure within whichto
operate, many welfare recipients will beable to find jcbs and be-
gin to support themselves through their own efforts. Individual
job search programs supply job leads; participants assutne
much of the burden of job hunting and reportback to their coun-
selors on their efforts. Group job search programs generally
begin with classes on job search techniques and then place
participants in group settings where they make “cold calls” to
prospective employers."”

5ome of the programs (e.g., San Diego I and San Diego SWIM) used the
group job search/job club technique and provided considerable assis-
tance; in other cases (e.g., Cook County), aid was extremely minimal. If
they did not find employment, program registrants might next be re-
quired to work for up to three months in an unpaid work experience po-
sition in a public or private ronprofit agency, where the monthly work
hours usually equaled the grant divided by the minimum wage. (This
requirement was strictly enforced in the two programs in San Diego, and
much less soin Arkansas, Chicago,and Virginia. As aresult, asshownin
Table 4.1, only a minority of participants moved from job search into

17 Goldman, 1989, p. 390.
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work experience.) After this, in Arkansas, Chicago, Virginia, and San
Diego I, the participation requirement ended. ™

With the variations noted, the Arkansas, Chicago, San Diego 1,
Virginia, and West Virginia programs represented an Option 1 choice of
low-cost services, using the categories presented in Chapter 2’s section
on “Funding for the Program.” The other two broad-coverage programs
reflected an Option 3 mixed strategy, and thus came closer to meeting the
vision in the JOBS legislation. While job search remained the largest sin-
gle activity, these two programs included some more intensive services.
These programs also reflected the main JOBS alternatives for deciding

“how toallocate and target intensive services. In San Diego SWIM, services

were provided in a fixed sequence, with assessment and referral to
education and training required and reserved for those who did not find
employment as a result of initial job search followed by work experience.
In contrast, Baltimore used a process of assessment, case manager guid-
ance, and client choice to determine how people were assigned to a
variety of employment-directed services provided by the CETA/JTPA
program: job search, unpaid work experience, or a range of short- or
longer-term education and training activities."

In Baltimore, as a result, as distinct from the other six programs ex-
cept SWIM, a substantial share (one-fifth) of enrollees received education
and training, which included classes designed to introduce them to the
world of work, tutoring, adult basic education, preparation for the GED
(General Educational Development) test, and classroom-based job skills
training (see Table 4.1). These activities varied in length, from one or two
weeks in the world-of-work sessions to 18 months in some training pro-
grams, with average participation of about 19 weeks for the 14 percent of

"Someof these programs called for “recycling” through the components for those who did
not find jobs. In Virginia, for example, registrants were to be reassessed after vach
component or at least every 90 days; however, persons who were employed part-time or
were enrolled in long-term training activities were to be reassessed every six months. Inone
version of Virginia’s program (see Table 3.1), people were supposed to go into education
and training after unpaid work experience. However, ihe study found that the program
caused little increase in participation in these activities. Thus, in practice, the Virginia model
was alsoaj ' search/work experience program.

" The Baltimore program was muanaged by the Office of Manpower Resources -~ the local
CETA prime sponsor (which subsequently became the JT1°A Service Delivery Area).
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registrants who were in activities other than world-of-work or tutoring
(Friedlander et al., 1985a).

Ten studies of broad-coverage welfare-to-work programs are in
progress. These should prove particularly relevant to JOBS adminis-
trators, since they include programs that are multi-component, serve
women with younger children, or operate under JOBS regulations. Most
studies test mandatory programs, but two of them examine broad-
coverage voluntary initiatives.

For example, California’s GAIN program requires people to
participate in a range of services, starting with education for those who
score poorly on a test, lack a high school diploma or GED, or are not
proficientin English. Others receivejobsearch training and other services.
Florida’s Project Independence provides up-front job search for more
job-ready enrollees, ard assessment followed by a range of services for
others. The Pennsylvania Saturation Work Program (PSWP) shares some
of the features of San Diego’s SWIM program, since it ‘was also funded
as a special demonstration to test the maximum feasible participation in
program services. The evaluations of Massachusetts’ ET, Ohio’s Tran-
sitions to Independence, and New Jersey’s REACH programs focus on
multi-component initiatives that allocate services based on a more
comprehensive assessment. Washington’s FIP program goes beyond the
usual welfare-to-work services and restructures work incentives and
transitional services. The California, Pennsylvania, and Ohio evalua-
tions include only AFDC applicants and recipients with school-age
children (and AFDC-UPs), but the Floridu, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
and Washington studies also include welfare recipients with younger
children.

Three other broad-coverage studies are listed. The Riverside Case
Management study tests the impact and cost-effectiveness of GAIN ser-
vices offered through regular or enriched case management. (Enriched
case management is defined in this study as an increased staff-to-client
ratio,) The goal of this differential impact study is tc determine both the
program’s overall impact, and whether enhanced case management

% The substantial nature of the education program in Baltimore is reflected in the high
average costs: $2,360 per experimental assigned to education or job skills training (Fricd-
lander et al,, 1985a). Further, the Baltimore program - as with SWIM and West Virginia -
was designed to require continuous participation as long as someone remained on welfare;
how:wver, this was not, in fact, implemented.
15
Y




100 FROM WELFARE TO WOKRK

improves program results. The Food Stamp Employment and Training
Program requires participation in a range of services by Food Stamp
recipients who are not required to participate in WIN or JOBS programs.
The Illinois Early Access program focuses on AFDC recipients with
child:en age 3 to 5 in one county, and evaluates mandatory welfare-to-
work services for this nnw JOBS population.

Selective-Voluntary Programs

This category includes selective-voluntary programs that do not
seek toserveasbroad a groupinthe AFDC caseload, including large-scale
pr.grams such as the JTPA system and smaller demonstration pro-
grams such as the Minority Female Single Parent (MFSP) program and
the National Supported Work Demonstration. By nature, these programs
serve a group of people who are motivated to seek out services and,
sometimes, screened to . “eet program eligibility and other standards.
Such programs are usually substantially more expensive? and tend to
be operated on a smaller scale than broad-coverage programs. They have
thus been able to offer more complex, comprehensive services.

Selective-voluntary programs are components within welfare-to-
work systems, and the studies provide valuable information on the pay-
off of providing particular services to groups within the welfare caseload
who are interested in and seek to receive the services. They also provide
lessons relevant to JOBS’ new emphasis on targeting and intensive
services. In some cases, these studies are directly relevant to the likely
scale of these components in state JOBS programs; in others, they were
special, multi-site, small-scale demonstrations of programs that could
be expanded as specifically targeted components of broader JOBS initia-
tives.# In addition, the findings are relevant to JOBS programs that re-
cruit welfare recipients to participate in various voluntary components;
this “brokering” approach to JOBS may resemble the recruitment pro-
cesses used in the evaluations of voluntary welfere-to-work programs.,

2 The average unit cost of selective-voluntary progrems may exceed the average unit cost
of broad-coverage programs for two reasons: First, the selective-voluntary programs may
provide more expensive services; second, since they serve only volunteers, they may have
very high rates of service utilization. Thus, if the services in these programs were provided
in JOBS, the cost per targeted person would be lower than in the demonstrations.

22 1f these test programs are substantially expanded or retargeted under JOBS, it would be
important to determine whether the results from the small-scale demonstrations could
be replicated.
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TABLE3.2 EVALUATION STUDIES RELATED TO JOBS:
SELECTIVE-VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS
AFDC Homemaker-
Home Health Aide National Supported
Demonstrations Maine QJT Work Demonstration
Start Date” 1983 1983 1976
Major Home health aide training  Sequence of ~mployability Structured, paid work
Program and subsidized employ- training, unpaid work experience
Activities ment experience, and subsidized
on-the-job training
NetCost®  $9,505 $2,019 £17.981
(85,957-§12,457 $1,635] 1$9,447]°
across states) (1985 %)
185,684]°
Mandatory  Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary
or Voluntary
Target AFDC recipients for at Unemployed AFDC recipients  AFDC recipients on
Groups least 90 days and not on welfare for at least welfare for 30 of prior
employed as home health  prior 6 months, with 36 months with children
aide during that time, children of any age 6 or older, unemployed
with children of any age with limited recent
work experience
Research Random assignment, net ~ Random assignment, net Random assignment,
Design impact impact net impact
Study Scale 70 sites in 7 states Statewide 7 sites
Length of 33 months after the end 33 months 27 months (plus
Follow-Up®  of program participation supplemental follow-up
averaging 33 months)
Outcomes Employment, carnings, job  Employment, earnings, Employment, earnings,
Measured charactoristics, welfa, o welfare receipt and hours worked, wage
receipt and payments payments rates, welfare receipt
and payments, total
income. child care use
Impact Increased employmentin ~ Increased employment and Increased earnings,
Findingsf 4 states; increased earnings; no reductions in hours worked, wage
(or Date earnings in 5; increased welfare receipt and rates; decreased welfare
Expected) wage rates in 4; payments receipt and payments;

increased hours of work

in 4; reduced AFDC and
Food Stamp payments in 4;
no effect on Medicaid

no impact on total
income; increased use
of child careb

hs 4

(continued)
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TABLE 3.2 (continued)

New Jersey Minority Female National
ojT Single Parent Demonstration  JTPA Study
Start Date® 1984 1984 1987

Major
Program
Activities

Net Costb

Mandatory
or Voluntary

Target
Groups

Research
Design

Study Scale

Length of
Follow-Up*

QOutcomes
Measured

Impact
Fimiim,;sf
(or Date
Expected)

Subsidized on-the-job
training

5787
[$439]°

Voluntary

AFDC redipients over 18
with children of any age

Random assi+nment, net
impact

9 of 21 counties

24 months

Employment, earnings,
welfare receipt and
payments

No effect on employment;

increased earnings;

reduced welfare payments

Education, job skills
training, employability
training, counseling, child
care, other support
services

$2,679-$4,824 (gross cost)
across sites

Voluntary

Minority single mothers

with children of any age;
72%: on AFDC or other public
assistance at baseline

Random assignment, net
impact

4 sitush

60 months

Employment, carnings, job
characteristics, welfare
receipt and payments,
family formation, home
environment, educational
attainment, child care use

At 12 months: increased
employment, earnings, hours
worked, wage rates at 1

site; increased welfare
receipt and payments at 1;
increased GED attainment

at all sites. Interim, 1990,
1991; final, 1993

JTPA services,
including job search,
job skilis training,
on-the-job training

N/A

Voluntary

Economically
disadvantaged adults
and out-of-school
youths

Random assignment,
net impact

16 service delivery
arcas

30 months

Employment, carnings,
household income,
welfare receipt, family
composition, educa-
tional attainment,
criminal behavior

Interim, 1991; final,
1992
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TABLE 3.2 (continued)

New York State
Comprehensive Employment
Opportunity Support
Centers (CEOSC)

Start Date® 1988

Major Assessment followed by

Program pre-employment training,

Activities job skills training,
education, job search
assistance, support
services including on-
site child care

NetCost”  N/A

Mandatory Voluntary

or Voluntary

Target AFDC recipients with

Groups children under 6

Research Random assignment, net

Design mmpact at 1 site;
comparison group design
at 2 sites

StudyScale  3sites

Length of 24 months

Follow-Up*

Outcomes Employment, carnings,

Measured welfare receipt and
payments

Impact 1991 (comparison group);

Findings 1992 (random assignment)

{or Date

Expected)

(continued)
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TABLE 3.2 (continued)

NOTES: The programs are organized alphabetically within two categories: completed evaluations
beginning with the AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations, and those still
progress, beginning with the Minority Female Single Parent Demonstration.

“The start date refers to the start of intake for the research sample.

®The costs reported are per experimental unless otherwise noted. All net costs are in nomina
dollars except for the costs of the National Supported Work Demonstration, which arein 1985 dollars
These net cost estimates include all expenditures by the operating agency specifically for thi
programs under study, as well as any expenditures by other organizations for services that wer
considered an essential part of the program treatment. However, the costs to operating agencies an¢
to other organizations of serving members of the control groups have been subtracted in order t
arrive at the net cost estimates. See Appendix A for further discussion.

“The bracketed figure excludes wage subsidy payments for participants, whereas the other figur
includes them.

dSupported Work projects generated revenues of $4,352 per experimental (in 1985 dollars), whict
offset part of the cost reported here.

“The follow-up period refers to the longest amount of follow-up available, although it may no-
apply to all groups or all measures in the study.

For the most part, only statistically significant impacts are reported. In a few cases, however
findings may reflect impacts that are consistent through the follow-up period, but not statistically
significantin the final months of follow-up. In multi-year studies, impactsare based on the final year
of follow-up. In programs that tested the cffects of subsidized employment, the impacts are for the
post-demonstration period.

BBecause the Supported Work impact sample is not consistent for all years of follow-up, the
findings reflect estimates trom different samples and follow-up periods.

BEach of the four Minority Female Single Parent (MFSP) Demonstration sites is a community-
based organization. One of the four, the Centor for Employment Training (CET), operated MFSP in
several northern California locations, butis referred to here as a single site. CET is the MFSP operator
that was found to produce statistically significant 12-month impactson employment, earnings, hours
worked, and wage rates.

o
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The section on “Estimating Impacts for Broad-Coverage and
Selective-Voluntary Programs” in Chapter 2 discussed some of the
methodological reasons for caution in comparing results across
selective-voluntary and broad-coverage studies. These relate to the dif-
ferent research designs (even when both use random assignment) that
follow from the fact that one group of studies is of voluntary pro-
grams, while the other is of programs that are usually mandatory. In
particular, participants in selective-voluntary programs may differ
from the caseload in broad-coverage studies in a variety of ways that
affect measured program impacts. For example, they may be more
motivated, more likely to use program services, and less burdened by
barriers to participation such as child care or family problems.” How-
ever, some selective-voluntary programs have explicitly targeted
highly disadvantaged populations. For example, AFDC participants
in Supported Work averaged 8.5 years on welfare at enrollment,
suggesting that voluntary programs can succeed in reaching very hard-
to-serve groups.

This group of studies provides important information to JOBS
administrators, which can complement the lessons from the broad-
coverage studies. Some of these evaluations, for example, provide find-
ings for subgroups of AFDC recipients who were not assigned to
broad-coverage, mandatory participation programs under the WIN
regulations (women on AFDC whose youngest child was between 1 and
6 years old) or who may not benefit from lower-cos: services (e.g., peo-
ple who have received welfare for many years). Others offer reliable es-
timates of the impact of more expensive services that will always be
provided ona relatively limited scale. Firally, these studies also provide
useful information on program .perations, costs, and outcomes.

Two of the evaluations of selective-voluntary programs provide
information on the impact of subsidized on-the-job training (OJT)
programs for welfare recipients and were implemented as full-scale
components of state WIN Demonstration programs: the studies in Maine
and New Jersey . In New Jersey, job developers identified and screened

B These factors also mean, however, that members of the control group inselective-volun-
tary programs may be more likely to receive alternative services in the community, which
would make the estimates of program impacts more conservative,

% While a number of other studies of OJT programs funded through the diversion of
AFDC grants were conducted during the 1980s, they did not include rigorous evaluations

or lalge 5tudy Sampleﬁ-
- '&
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active WIN registrants and sought to place them in OJT positions with
local employers, primarily in the private sector ‘:nrollees were hired on
a trial basis for up to six months, with the understanding that individu-
als who performed satisfactorily would be retained as regular full-time
employees. The state reimbursed emr'overs for half the wages paid to
OJT employees during the trial perio. In Maine, carefully screened
enrollees were offered a prescribed sequence of activities that included:
first, two to five weeks of pre-vocational training that stressed personal
growth as well as job-seeking and job-holding skills; second, for those
not judged ready for OJT, up to 12 weeks of 20-hour-per-week unpaid
work experience in the public or nonprofit sector; and, finally, placement
in jobs, primarily in the private sector, where employers were subsidized
for 50 percent of the wages for up to six months. The three-phase pro-
gram sought to help single mothers obtain jobs that paid more than the
minimum wage and offered opportunities for advancement.?

The National Supported Work Demonstration provided very dis-
advantaged AFDC recipients with subsidized employment and related
monitoring and support designed to improve basic work habits and
skills. Supported Work offered highly structured, full-time work
experience positions (paying approximately the minimum wage) for up
to a year or 18 months (depending on the site) under conditions of grad-
ually increasing demands, close supervision, and peer group support.
Supported Work was operated by nonprofit corporations, which estab-
lished small factories or work crews structured to provide worksites for
crews of AFDC recipients, ex-addicts, ex-offenders, and young high
school dropouts. Supported Work crews produced goods and services
the sales of which generated revenues that partly offset project costs.
Examples included the manufacture and sale of office furniture, house
painting, operation of a gas station, and janitorial services. Supported
Work wages, as was the case with earnings from O] T positions in Maine
and New Jersey, were treated similarly to any unsubsidized income in
terms of their effect on reducing AFDC and Medicaid benefits received
by the participants.

% Because the New Jersey and Maine programs were components within the states’ WIN
systems and because of the nature of program recruitment, controls received substantial
WIN services, costing between $410 and $660 per control. These control costs included the
regular WIN administrative expenses for processing mandatory cases, which are not
included in the costs of the specific selective-voluntary programs that are coinponents
within those systems. (See Appendix A.)

1NN
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The AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations tested
the feasibility of training AFDC recipients to assist functionally im-
paired people in their own homes. Implemented in seven states, the
model called for trainees to receive four to eight weeks of formal training
followed by up to a year of subsidized employment, generally with
established public and private nonprofit home care agencies such as
those certified under Medicare. During the period of subsidized
employment, trainees remained covered by Medicaid and received
work-related support services; their wages were comparable to those
paid to other such workers. The Health Care Financing Administration
of HHS was the lead agency charged with implementing the
demonstrations.

The National JTPA Study will evaluate the varied approaches to job
preparation that are offered by JTPA contractors. Two other
selective-voluntary demonstrations, the Minority Female Single Parent
(MFSP) Demonstration and New York’s Comprehensive Employment
Opportunity Support Centers (CEOSC) program, test approaches that
provide comprehensive services, including education, job skills train-
ing, employability training, and support services. Among the partici-
pants in the MFSP Demonstration are some women with children under
age 6, while the CEOSC program exclusively targets AFDC recipients
with preschool children. Because women with preschool children are
not included in most of the evaluations of broad-coverage, mandatory
welfare-to-work programs, these studies are of particular interest. State
JOBS programs will cover welfare recipients whose youngest child is age
3 (or, at state option, age 1) and may provide education and training
services similar to those provided in MFSP and CEOSC.

Education Services

Several welfare-to-work programs have included significant edu-
cation activities in the package of services they provide to participants.
GAIN emphasizes up-front education for those who lack a high school
diploma or GED, are not proficient in English, or fail a basic skills test.
SWIM provided education for some participants after they completed a
work experience component. Virginia’s Employment Services Program
(ESP) referred some participants to education providers. The MFSP
Demonstration provided a mixture of education and job skills training to
participants. Florida’s Project Independence assigns to education some
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TABLE3.3 EVALUATION STUDIES RELATED TO JOBS:

EDUCATION SERVICES

Job Corps Computer- SIME/DIME Manpower

Assisted Instruction Evaluation Experiment
Start Date® 1987 1970
Major Substitution of some computer- Test of 50% and 100% subsidies of
Program assisted instruction for regular education, job skills training, and
Activities classroom instruction related child care; vocational

counseling

Net Cost N/A N/A
Mandatory Voluntary Voluntary
or Voluntary
Target Job Corps members; 31% female, 7% Low-income persons 16-58 in families
Groups parents, 31% from families on public  with at least 1 child, who were

assistance capable of employment, and who were

in the Negative Income Tax Experiment

Research Random assignment, net impact Random assignment, net and
Design differential impacts
Study Scale 10 Job Corps Centers Research samples in Seattle and Denver
Length of 4 months (average) from pre-test to 6 years
Follow-U pb post-test
Outcomes GED test scores, TABE subtest Employinent, carnings, participation in
Measured scores, GED attainment, attendance,  education and training

length of stay in Job Corps
Impact No impacts, except for a small No consistent impacts on employment
Findings* increase in GED class attendance or earnings; for single female heads of
{or Date families, impact on community college
Expected) attendance of up to 1 college quarter

NOTES: “The start date refers to the start of intake for the research sample.

PThe follow-up period refers to the longest amount of follow-up available, although it may not
apply to all groups or all measures in the study.

“Only statistically significant imp *ts are reported.
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participants who, it is determined, are not job-ready. These programs
demonstrate the feasibility of including education in a welfare-to-work
program, and provide information on participation in education activi-
ties. The evaluations of these programs use net impact designs, which
compare the employment, earnings, and welfare receipt outcomes for
those targeted for the treatment services - including services other than
education - to the outcomes for those in the control groups. This net im-
pact design does not provide a specific test of the effectiveness of educa-
tion services because the effects of education are not separated from the
effects of other services. The-efore, thes. studies and their findings are
discussed elsewhere (see the sections on “Broad-Coverage Programs”
and “Selective-Voluntary Programs” in this chapter). Learnfare programs
and programs using education and other services to serve young welfare
recipients are discussed in the next section, “Youth-Oriented Services.”

The GAIN evaluation will include a study of the program’s literacy
impacts. It will focus on experimentals and controls who met GAIN
criteria for being “in need of education” at the time of random assignment
(see above). A literacy test will be administered to a sample of these
persons two years after they were randomly assigned. This study will
measure the effect of GAIN on educational achievement. In addition, the
impact of GAIN on registrants’ attainment of edr.ational credentials
(the GED or a high school diploma) will be measured for this sample. This
research will begin the process of understanding how the educational im-
pacts of broad-coverage programs are related to their economic impacts.
However, the complexity of this issue calls for considerable additional
research, including differential impact studies that directly compare the
economic effects of programs that emphasize education to those that
do not.

Two studies have used a differential impact design specifically to
measure the effectiveness of education services. They are described in Ta-
ble 3.3. In the Job Corps Computer-Assisted Instruction Evaluation, Job
Corps members were randomly assigned to receive instruction in basic
academic skills and GED preparation either in traditional classroom set-
tings or in settings that used a significant amount of computer-assisted
instruction. In the Seattle-Denver Income Maintenance Experiment’s
(SIME/DIME) Manpower Experiment, the voluntcer participants were
randomly assigned to groups that were offered a 100 percent subsidy of
their education and training expenditures, a 50 percent subsidy of those
expenditures, or no subsidy. These evaluations provide the only
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experimental studies of related programs that are specifically focused on
education services. However, the synthesis of research presented in
Chapter 5 also draws on the evaluations of broad-coverage and selec-
tive-voluntary adult- and youth-oriented programs whose findings ase
relevant to understanding the role of education in welfare-to-work
programs.

Youth-Oriented Services

Programs that serve yor~.g people who are welfare recipients are
not, properly speaking, welfare-to-work programs. Their goals include
preventing dropping out of school, returning teens te school, and
providing additional education and/or training to dropouts. Education
plays a larger role in these programs than in the broad-coverage wel-
fare-to-work programs discussed earlier, and job search has less prom-
inence. Some of these programs also provide instruction in parenting
skills because many young welfare recipients are the mothers of in-
fants. Given these diverse goals, the outcomes measured in evalua-
tions of youth-oriented programs often include educational attainment
as well as employment and earnings.

The studies summarized in Table 3.4 include evaluations of broad-
coverage, mandatory programs that include aspects of “lcarnfare”
(Ohio’s Learning, Earning, and Parenting [LEAP] Program and the
Teenage Parent Demonstration) for young AFDC mothers, and selec-
tive-voluntary, comprehensive service models for males and females
(Job Corps and JOBSTART) as well as teen mothers (Project Redirection
and New Chance). With their focus on mandatory education and other
services for teenage parentson AFDC, the ongoing OhioLEAP and Teen-
age Parent Demonstration evaluations are directly relevant to JOBS,
since school attendance is likely to be the sole JOBS activity for most
custodial parentsunderage 20 who have not completed high school. The
Teenage Parent Demonstration will also provide information on the
effects of job skills training and job search for older teens. Its education
activities includea life skills instruction component. Project Redirection,
which has been completed, provides evidence about the effects of a
voluntary program model that coordinated an array of services -
education, parenting instruction, and employability training - to teen
mothers age 17 or younger. The ongoing New Chance Demonstration is
targeted to older teens and is more comprehensive in scope, including
more emphasis on counseling, case management, and occupational
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TABLE3.4 EVALUATION STUDIES RELATED TO JOBS:

YOUTH-ORIENTED SERVICES

Job Corps Project Redirection JOBSTART
Start Date® 1977 1980 1985
Major Education, job skills Education, health and Education, job skills
Program training, job placement, parenting education, family  training, job placement,
Activities support services, health planning, other services support services
care, in a residential
setting
Net Cost? €5,735 per enrollee $3,540 per participant N/A
Mandatory Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary
or Voluntary
Target Economically disad- Teen mothers or pregnant Dropouts 17-21, read-
Groups vantaged youths 16-21; teens, 17 or younger, on ing below eighth-grade
42% of females were in AFDC, without high school  level, JTPA eligible;
families receiving cash diploma or GED 50% of females on AFDC
welfare prior to at baseline
enrollment
Research Comparison group, net Matched-sites comparison Random assighment,
Design impact group, net impact net impact
Study Scale One-third of residential 4 sites 13 sites
Job Corps enrollees
Length of 54 monihs 60 months Approximately 48
Follow-Up® months
Outcomes Employment, earnings, Employment, earnings, Employment, earnings,
Measured welfare receipt, welfare receipt, educational attainment,
enrollment in further tducational attainment, welfare receipt, family
education or training, household inrcome, parenting  formation, criminal
military service, criminal  skills, child outcomes, behavior
behavior, health fertility
Impact d Increased employment and  Increased employmentand At 12 months: decreased
Findings varnings; reduced welfare  earnings; decreased welfare  employment and
(or Date receipt; increased receipt; no effect on earnings; increased
Expected) educational attainment; a educational attainment or educational attainment;

shift from more to less
serious crimes; improved
health

household income; positive
parenting and child
impacts; increase in live
births

no impact on welfare
receipt. Final, 1993

l‘l)?

(continued)
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TABLE 3.4 (continued)

Teenage Parent
New Chance Ohio LEAP Demonstration
Start Date® 1989 1989 1987
Major Education, employability ~ Required school attendance,  Education, job skills
Program training, job skills financial incentives and training, job search,
Activities training, work penalties, case management,  life skills instruction,
internship, family child care, transportation, support servives, child
planning and heaith guaranteed summer job support enforcement
education, health
services, parenting
eduvation, life skills
training, counseling, job
placement, on-site child
care in most sites
NetCost®  N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory Voluntary; in some states ~ Mandatory Mandatory
or Voluntary  will meet JOBS
participation requirement
Target AFDC recipients 17-21 who  Custodial parents on AFDC,  Teenage AFDC e - ients
Groups gave birth as teens and under 19, without high who have 1 child o,
are dropouts, with school diploma or GED, with  any age or are pregnant
children of any age children of any age with first child
Research Randorm assignment, net Random assignment, net Random assignment,
Design impact impact net impact
Study Scale 16 sites 12 ot 88 counties® 2sites in New Jersey;
1in Hlinois
Length of 36 months 24-48 months 24 months
Follow-Up©
Outcomes Employment, earnings, Employment, earnings, Employment, earnings,
Measured educational attainment welfare receipt, welfare receipt,
and achievement, welfare  cducational attainment, educational attainment
receipt, fertility, health, family formation, and achicvement,
parenting skills, child attitudes family formation,
outcomes establishment of
paternity and child
support, parenting skills
Impact 4 Interim, 1993; final, Interim, 1992; final, 1995 Interim, 1990; final,
Findings 1995 1992
(or Date
Expected)

)
2O

(continued)



TABLE 3.4 (continued)

NOTES: The programs are organized alphabetically within two categories: completed evaluations,
beginning with Job Corps, and those still in progress, beginning with JOBSTART.
*The start date refers to the start of intake for the research sample,
€ costs reported are per experimental unless otherwise noted. These net cost estimates
exclude the cost of any services that were also provided to members of the contro! group by th:
operating agency. The estimates are not strictly equivalent across studies, primarily due to
differences in calculating the cost of services to controls.

“The follow-up period refers to the longest amount of follow-up available, although it may
not apply to all groups or all measures in the study.

dFor the most part, only statistically significant impacts are reported. In a few cases,
however, findings may reflect impacts that are consistent through the follow-up period, but not
statistically significant in the final months of follow-up. In multi-year studies, impacts are based
on the final year of follow-up. In programs that tested the effects of subsidized employment, the
impacts are for the post-demonstration period.

“The program operated statewide.
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training. The evaluations of these last two programs measure outcomes
for children as well as mothers. The Job Corps evaluation studied the
effects of a model combining education and training with support
services and job placement assistance at residential sites; the JOBSTART
Demonstration - for which data are still being analyzed — provided
similar services to a target population of young dropouts in nonresiden-
tial settings. All of these evaluations provide important information on
the success of treatments intended to prevent long-term welfare receipt,
a key goal of JOBS.

Support Services Tests

Welfare-to-work programs often provide support services that are
intended to enable welfare recipients to participate in activities such as
education, job search, and employment. Thase support services may in-
clude child care, medical benefits, transportation, information on family
planningand life skills, counseling, and transitional benefits for a limited
period after the welfare recipient becomes employed. Several rigorous
evaluations have examined programs that randomly assigned partici-
pants to groups receiving different amounts of support services. Such
studies are the only source of experimental research on the effects of
support services on welfare recipients’ subsequent employment, earn-
ings, and welfare receipt.

Insome of thesestudies, researchersmeasured theimpacts of support
services on both the mothers and their children. Research findings on
childimpacts have been carefully reviewed elsewhere (Politand O’Hara,
1989; Brooks-Gunn, 1989). For this reason, and because this report is
focused on the employment-related impacts of welfare-to-work pro-
grams, theimpacts of support services on children are not discussed here.

The studies described in Table 3.5 examine three kinds of support
services: child care, child-care-related instruction for new mothers, and
transitional benefits. One study, the Expanded Child Care Options
(ECCO) Demonstration, uses a differential impact design to compare the
effects of child care available under New Jersey’s JOBS program -
REACH, plus up to one year of post-REACH transitional benefits ~ to
two alternatives. To do this, participants will be randomly assigned to
child careasitis normally available through REACH (and its transitional
benefits) or to one of two alternatives: (1) child care paid for at REACH
ratesbutavailable ona continuing basis, even after the participant leaves
REACH, until the participant’s youngest child enters first grade; or (2)
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TABLE3.5 EVALUATION STUDIES RELATED TO JOBS:

SUPPORT SERVICES TESTS
Nurse Home Visitation
Johns Hopkins Center Program: Pregnancy/
Abecedarian Project for School-Aged Motners  Early Infancy
Start Date® 1972 N/A 1978
Major Free educational day care Comprehensive hospital-  Nurse visits from child's
Program for children from birth based program including  birth until age 2,
Activities to kindergarten entry education, social services,  referrals to services,
outreach encouragement to
resume school or work
Net Cost N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary
or Voluntary
Target Teenage mothers with risk  Black teenage mothers First-time mothers under
Groups factors: poverty, low with infants 19 or single or low SES,
education, mental plus some other
retardation, psycho- volunteers
social problems, etc.
Research Random assignment, net  Hospital comparison Random assignment, net
Design impact group, net impact and differential iinpacts
Study Scale 29 families in 1 site 100 mothers in 1 site 400 mothers in 1 site
Length of b 54 months 24 months 46 months postpartum
Follow-Up
Outcomes Maternal welfare receipt,  Maternal educational Maternal school return,
Measured maternal education, progress, fertility welfare receipt,
fertility employment, fertility
Impact Less maternal welfare Increased school For poor single mothers:
Findings® receipt; increased persistence and gradu- smaller or no impacts on
{or Date maternal sche ation; fewer repeat schooling and welfare;
Expected) completion by pregnan.ies 82% more months

e

experimentals; fewer
subsequent births

worked; 43% fewer
pregnancies

131
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TABLE 3.5 (continued)

Expanded Child Care
Teenage Pregnancy Options (ECCO) Hlinois Career Advance-
Intervention Program Dr.monstration ment Demonstration
Start Date® 1979 1990 1989
Major Home visits providing Test of 3 programs: Payment for training-
Program child care instruction, (1) high-quality develop-  related expenses
Activities training as nursery aides  mental child care and (transportation, child
parenting support until care, fees other than
youngest child enters tuition), materials paid
first grade; (2) regular- to $300
quality, welfare agency-
subsidized child care
until youngest child enters
first grade; (3) regular-
quality, welfare agency-
subsidized child care while
parent is in JOBS plus up
to 1 wransitional year
Net Cost N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory Voluntary Mandatory (but child care ~ Voluntary
or Voluntary is offered, not required)
Target Black teenage mothers AFDC recipients with a Former welfare recipients
Groups with infants child under 3 earning less than 185% of
standard of nec.d
Research Random assignment, net  Random assignment, net Random assignment,
Design and differential impacts and differential impacts net impact
Study Scale 120 mothers in 1 site 1,800 families in urban Statewide
New Jersey
Length of 24 months 15 years or more 60 months
Follow-Upb
Outcomes Repeat pregnancies, return - Maternal employment, Employment, eamnings,
Measured to school or work ecarnings, welfare receipt welfare receipt and
and payments, use of payments, Medicaid
education and training, receipt, Food Stamps
use of child care
Impact Training reduced repeat  N/A N/A
Findings® pregnancies and speeded
(or Date return to school or work;
Expected) home visits had similar,
but smaller, impacts
(continued)

1:1:)
O



TABLE 3.5 (contirued)

Memphis Nurse North Carolina
Home Visitation Montgomery County, Guaranteed Child Care
Program Ohio, Demonstration Demonstration
Start Date® 1990 1989 1988
Major Test of 2 programs: nurse  Transitional Medicaid and  Offer of a guarantee of
Program visits for group 1during  child care (effective transitional child care,
Activities pregnancy, for group 2 4/1/90, controls also could compared to transitional
until child is 2; receive these services); child care on a space-
referrals to services; mandatory assessment; available basis
encouragement to resume  access to employment-
school or work related activities
Net Cost N/A N/A N/A
Mandatory Voluntary Mandatory Voluntary
or Voluntary
Target Disadvantaged first-time ~ AFDC recipients with AFDC recipients with
Groups mothers; oversampling children under 6 children 1-5
women under 18
Research Random assignment, net ~ Random assignment, net Random assignment,
Design and differential impacts  impact net impact
Study Scale Over 1,400 mothers in 1 county 1 county
Memphis
Length of 24 months postpartum 48 months 12 months
Follow-Up
Outcomes Maternal education, Employment, earnings, job  Employment, welfare
Measured employment, welfare characteristics; welfare receipt and payments
receipt, Medicaid, Food receipt, duration, and
Stamps, fertility, health recidivism; Medicaid and
habits, infant care, child support payments,
service use family formation
Impact Reports: 1995, 1997, 1998 Interim, 1990, 1991, 1992; 1990
Findings* final, 1993
(or Date
Expected)
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TABLE 3.5 (continued)

Texas Transitional Child
Care and Medicaid Study

Wisconsin Income Disregard
and Transitional Medical Benefits Study

Start Date® 1989

Offer of extended
transitional child care

and Medicaid benefits for
those who become employed
(effective 4/1/90,

controls also could

receive these services)

Major
Program
Activities

Net Cost N/A

Mandatory
or Voluntary

Mandatory

Target
Groups

AFDC applicants and
recipients (age of
youngest child not
specified)

Research
Design

Random assignment, net
impact

Statewide; 90,000
applicants and recipients
offered 12 months of
transitional benefits;
10,000 applicants and
recipients offered 4
months of transitional
benefits; both groups
offered 12 months of
transitional benefits
effective 4/1/90

Study Scale

Length of 36 months

Follow-Up®

Qutcomes Employment, earnings,

Measured child care use and cost,
welfare receipt,
payments, and recidivism

Impact 1993

Findings*

(or Date

Expected)

N/A

Test of incentives for leaving welfare: 1 year
of extended Medicaid eligibility for those
who become employed vs. a revised
income disregard for those who become
employed while on welfare vs. status quo
(effective 4/1/90, FSA transitional

benefits were made available to all persons
uffected by the research)

N/A

Mandatory

Current and new AFDC
recipients with children 3
months or older

Random assignment,
differential impact

N/A

N/A

Employment, carnings,
welfare receipt and
payments, Medicaid receipt,
job retention

N/A

(continued)



TABLE 3.5 (continued)

NOTES: The programs are organized alphabetically within two categories: completed evaluations,
beginning with the Abecedarian Project, and those still in progress, beginning with the Expanded
Child Care Options (ECCO) Demonstration.

The start date refers to the start of intake for the research sample.

YThe follow-up period refers to the longest amount of follow-up available, although it may not
apply to all groups or all measures in the study.

“Only statistically significant impacts are reported.
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high-quality, developmental child care and parenting support, aiso
until the youngest child enters first grade. Another study, the Abece-
darian Project, measured the net impact of high-quality educational
day care compared to the child care arrangements made by control
group members.

Four studies examine the cffects on mothers’ employment of
providing instruction to new mothers on child care and related issues.
These studies use visiting nurses and hospital staff to help women learn
how to gain access to child care and other resources that they need in
order to return to school or work. These are net impact studies; members
of the control group or comparison group do not have access to the child
care instruction program.

Five states are currently completing random assignment studies of
pre-FSA transitional support services for former AFDC recipients. In
Illinois, a study is analyzing the effects of reimbursing some
training-related expenses incurred by former welfare recipients who
seek to upgrade their vocational skills. North Carolina offered a guaran-
tee of access to transitional child care to persons leaving AFDC; the
members of the control group received no guarantee, but were eligible to
receive child care if slots were available. Studies in Texas and Ohio
examine the effects of extending transitional child care and Medicaid.
Wisconsin is conducting a comparison of two incentives to leave wel-
fare: a change in the earned income disregard (permitting welfare
recipients to remain on welfare and receive part of their welfare benefits
for up to one yar when they accept employment) and the provision of
one year of extended Medicaid coverage for those who become em-
ployed. When the FSA transitional benefits took effect on April 1,
1990, they were extended to cover all members of the experimental
and control groups in these states.
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Chapter 4

The Knowledge Base:
Broad-Coverage Programs

Chapter 2 presented a conceptual structure for understanding how JOBS
programs can affect behavior and for organizing this synthesis. Chapter
3 identified the relevant completed and current studies, pointed to the
outcomes that they address, and summarized the research designs. This
chapter and the next discuss what we do and do not know about the
effectiveness of different welfare employment program designs and com-
ponents for different populations' and the information likely to emerge
from current research. These two chapters basically follow the crganiza-
tion of Chapter 3 and discuss the following topics:

* Broad-Coverage Programs

* Selective-Voluntary Programs
* Subgroups and Targeting

* Education Services

* Youth-Oriented Services

® Support Services Tests

* Program Model Combinations

This chapter presents the findings on broad-coverage welfare-to-work
programs.

As indicated in Table 3.1, there are a substantial number of studies of
broad-coverage, mostly mandatory WIN (and now JOBS) programs,
some of which were implemented on arelatively small scale, while others

! For other summaries of the recent research on the effectiveness of welfare-to-work
programs, see Barnow, 1987, Burtless, 1989; U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 1987;
Grossinan, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985; Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming; Guer-
on, 1937, 1990; Gueron and Long, 1990; Interagency Low Income Opportunity Advisory
Board, Executive Office of the President, 1988; Porter, 1990.
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targeted all eligibles ard were statewide. At this time, impact and
cost-effectiveness results are available only from seven studies of a
range of low- and moderate-cost programs in Arkansas, Baltimore,
Cook County (Illinois), San Diego (San Diego I? and SWIM), Virginia,
and West Virginia.’ These findings are of particular relevance. They pro-
vide information on impacts for a cross section of the then-mandatory
caseload and assess total WIN systems (either at full or smaller scale)
that, to varying degrees, imposed a participation requirement. The pro-
grams reflect the range of average resources per eligible person likely to
be available in most stater implemonting JOBS, and they represented
different approaches and philosophies, from the very modest Arkan-
sas and Cook County programs to the more complex (and JOBS-like)
Baltimore Options and San Diego SWIM demonstrations, both of which
included some form of education and training, case management, and
assessment. They were clearly pre-JOBS, however, in requiring partici-
pation only of single parents with children over age 5, in usually empha-
sizing immediate job placement over human capital development, and
in the work incentives and support services they provided.

The studies show that these programs were usually successfully
implemented and imposed obligations on a significant share of the
targeted welfare caseload. Most of the programs led to a substitution of
earnings for welfare, had durable impacts, and were cost-effective with-
in a relatively short period of time.

The next five sections discuss the lessons from the seven studies
about program participation, impacts, and costs versus benefits. They
are followed by four sections that summarize what is known about the
relationship between the dimensions noted in Chapte:2- e.g., particular
employment-directed services, program cost (and cost-effectiveness),
service sequencing, administrative practices, and coutextual factors -
and a program’s impacts on employment and welfare receipt.

2 As noted in Chapter 3, San Dicgol participation and impact findings are reported for the
job search/work experience sequence.

3 Results are also available from the Louisville job search experiments, but they are
discussed more briefly since they are from an earlier period and thus less relevant than
some of the later, similar programs.

4 As indicated in Chapter 3, Arkansas mandated participation for women with children
age 3 orolder.
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Findings on Participation and Implementation

As noted in Chapter 2, some level of program participation (or
behavior to avoid participation) is a precondition for mandatory pro-
grams to have an impact. Mandated participation can result in employ-
ment and welfare effects through three mechanisms. First, public assis-
tance recipients who take part in such programs may be helped to find
jobs and exit the welfare rolls. Second, if participation requirements
are enforced, individuals who fail to comply with them may have their
grants reduced or terminated, resulting in direct welfar« savings. Third,
imposition of a quid pro quo for welfare receipt may deter some individ-
uals from remaining on welfare or from filing or completing an initial
application for assistance.

This section briefly summarizes findings on participation and
sanctioning as a basis for understanding the comparability of the find-
ings on broad-coverage and selective-voluntary programs and for iden-
tifying the remaining open questions.

Most of the findings on participation come from the seven evalua-
tions noted above. These studies presented two different concepts of
participation: longitudinal measures (which showed the proportion of
program registrants who ever reached a given activity milestone within
a specified period of time)’ and monthly participation rates (which
showed the percentage of those eligible for the program in any given
month who were actually active during that month). Longitudinal mea-
suresdescribe the “careers” thatindividual registrants havein a program.
Thus, they help characterize the nature of the treatment being evaluated.
Monthly participation rates reflect the aggregate level of activity, but do
not indicate whether the same or different people are active. Both rates
are influenced by the characteristics of the particip .nts, the obstacles to
participation, AFDC grant levels (and thus the extent to which people
combine work and welfare), program policies on deferral and exemption,
and the extent of outreach and enforcement.

Both of these participation measures differ fundamenially from the
concept of countable participation introduced in tlie JOBS regulations,
since they include as participants anyone who was active for at least a

> Longitudinal measures thus focus on the same cohort of registrants over a specified period
of time,
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day or hour (although usually substantially more) in a major program
component (not counting registration, orientation, assessment, or coun-
seling) in the designated period. In contrast, for purposes of receiving
an enhanced federal match, JOBS includes as participants only those
people whoare active at least 75 percent of scheduled hours; in addition,
the group of iadividuals counting toward the state’s participation rate
must, on average, be scheduled for 20 hours of participation a week. As
noted below, the JOBS participation rate also differs in the people and
activities included or excluded in the numerator or denominator.

Table 4.1 shows the longitudinal indicators for AFDC case heads
targeted by the seven programs. (Rates for AFDC-UP case heads are
quite similar.) The numerators and denominators in these rates are,
respectively, those participating and the total number of people targeted
by the program. In some cases, this latter number included all
WIN-mandatory cases newly referred to the program; in others, it was
only applicants ora subset of the caseload {e.g., 1,000 peoplein Baltimore
[see Chapter 3]). This is an important distinction, because it costs money
to monitor participation and provide services, and participation rates
would have been lower if the same funds had been spread over a
larger caseload.

The broadest indicator (row 1) shows that, within nine or twelve
months after registration, between 38 and 64 percent of all targeted cases
took part in a specific activity scheduled by the program.® Participation
was lowest in Arkansas and Cook County, and highest in SWIM.” The
other rows show the actual activities i» which individuals participated.

%Row Tincludesallindividuals who participated forat least one hourin a specific approved
program component {e.g., job search, work experience, education, or training). (The
minimum measure varied by state from one hour in SWIM and one day in Arkansas, Cook
County, San Diego, Virginia, and West Virginia to three days in Baltimore. But people
usually participated much longer.) Assessment, orientation, job placement, and counseling
are not counted as "participation” in this table.

7 Participation rates are not always directly comparable because of differences in the
location of random assignment, which was either at the income maintenance or program
office (see the notes to Table 4.1). The SWIM study differed in having random assignment
at the program office, which was not co-located with the income maintenance office. Thus,
measured rates would have been lower in SWIM if random assignment had been at the
same point as in the other studies. Further, in Arkansas, -he composition of the sample
provided one reason for the low participation rate. Sixty peicent of the sample members
were new applicants for AFDC and almost 40 percent of them did not ultimately get on
welfare (ie, have their grants approved). Thus, they became deregistered from the
program relatively rapidly and had little opportunity to participate. (See Friedlander
etal, 1985b.)
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TABLE41 PERCENT OF AFDC ELIGIBLES EVER INVOLVED IN SPECIFIED ACTIVITIES

WITHIN NINE OR TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT,
FOR SEVEN WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS
San Diego West
Arkansas Baltimore Cook County San Diego | SWIM Virginia Virginia
Job Search,
Work
Job Search, Job Search, Job Search, Experience, Job Search,
Work Multi- Work Work Education, Work Work
Activity Measurc Experience Component Experience Experience Training Experience Experience
Participated in Any
Activity (%) 38.0 45.0 38.8 46.4 64.4 58.3 N/A?
Participated in:?
Job Search Activities (%) 27.3 247 36.1 44.1 50.6 51.0 N/A?
Work Experience (%) 29 17.5 7.3 13.0 19.5 9.5 239
Other Services, including
Education and Training ()4 N/A 17.3 4.1 N/A 243 11.6 N/A?
Deregistered (%) 57.5 376 56.9 60.6 61.5 423 423
Due to Request for
Sanctioning (%) N/A* low* 12.4 8.0 10.6 38 1.8
Follow-Up Period in Months 9 12 Y 9 12 Y 9




SOURCES: Data from Friedlander et al., 1985b; Friedlander, 1987; Friedlander et al,, 1987; Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, 1986; Harilton, 1988; Riccio
et al,, 1986; Friedlander et al., 1986.

NOTES: Estimates are for AFDC applicants and recipients in all locations except San Diego I, which included only applicants. In SWIM, percentages were
calculated usinga base of all eligibles whoregistered in the program;in Baltimore, Cook County, San Diegol, and Virginia, the base includes nonregistrants.
In Arkansas and West Virginia, the base include." all registrants; however, since the program: office and income maintenance office were co-located in both
these states, there is probably little difference between the number of people registered and the number eligible but not registered.

West Virginia's program consisted almost exclusively of work experience.

PN/A under participation components indicates that such components were not available in the program.

“Participation in the individual job search component of the Arkansas *2monstration is not included here.

4Includes only education and job skills training that were either provided or approved by the programs. Individuals in all seven programs also
undertook other education and job skills training. Available data suggest that the experimental-control difference in participation in these services is
substantially smaller than the experimental participation rates shown.

“While the percent of sample members deregistered owing to a request for sanction is not available in Arkansas or Baltimore, other data suggest that
sanctioning was limited. In Baltimore, a special case file study was done of 70 enrollees initially assigned toa program component (or assigned after being
in a short-term holding status) who did not attend activities for which they were scheduled. The review indicated that only three of the 70 enrollees were
deregistered for noncompliance and that none of the 70 had a financial penalty imposed on them. Administrative records maintained by the Arkansas
Department of Social Services indicate that in the two counties studied, 3and 5 percent of persons in the full caseload (not just the sample) participating
in an assessment were sanctioned or deregistered duc to noncompliance.
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As described in Chapter 3, in all of the programs except West Virginia
and Baltimore, job search was usually the first in a fixed sequence of ac-
tivities, followed by work experience. The table shows that the majority
of participants were typically not active in subsequent components.® For
example, while half of all eligibles in San Diego’s SWIM initiative
participated in job search, about a fifth were active in work experience.
In Baltimore and SWIM, a substantial share of eligibles (17 and 24
percent, respectively) were active in education and training, two servic-
es of particular relevance to JOBS. (The SWIM study, which had more
detailed data, also showed that the program increased experimentals’
participation — when compared to that of the control group ~ in both
education and training. It also found that about half of the SWIM edu-
cation and training participation was in self-initiated education that was
usually an alternative to, rather than sequenced after, job search.)’

% These rates are comparable to those found in the earlier study of the Employment
Opportunity Pilot Project (EOPP), which provided a sequence of intensive job search
assistance followed by a subsidized public service job or training to AFDC applicants and
recipients with child 2n age 6 or older. About two-thirds of those who enrolled in EOPP
actually participated in the program. About 15 percent of enrollees (one-quarter of those
who participated in the job search component) left job search assistance and went into
EOPP-subsidized work positions. (See Brown et al., 1983; Zimmerman et al., 1983.)

9 Table 4.1 shows average longitudinal activity rates in program-provided or program-
approved servicesfor AFDCapplicantsand recipientsrandomly assigned to theexperimental
group. (Experimentals also took part in activities not provided or approved by the
welfare-to-work program.) While members of the control group did not participate in the
programs being evaluated, a substantial number did participate on their own in activities
provided through other programs and, in some cases, were also sanctioned. (In San Diego
I, West Virginia, and Baltimore, controls were in the “regular” WIN program, which
continued to operate during the study period but provided substantially less service than
thebroad-coverage programs being evaluated.) In sites with substantial control participation,
the experimental-control difference in service receipt was smaller than suggested by the
table.

The level of services received by controls is particularly important in interpreting row 4
of Table 4.1, since, in the cases where data are available, almost no controls participated in
job search or work experience. While data on controls’ receipt of education and training are
not available for Baltimore, they are for SWIM (although over a different follow-up and
using differentdatasources from thoseused inTable4.1). During a two-to three-year period
afterrandomassignment, 34 percent of experimentals participated in program-approved or
other community college programs, but so did 28 percent of controls. There were also sig-
nificant differences in participation in JTPA-funded activities. Thus, while at a lesser rate
than suggested by Table 4.1, SWIM did lead to a significant increase in enrollment in both
education and training programs (Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989). In contrast, the Vir-
ginia and Cook County studies found almost equivalent levels of participation in educa-
tion and training for experimentals and controls. Thus, the Virginia and Cook County
studies compared two groups that differed primarily in their receipt of job search and work
experience, not education and training (Riccio et al., 1986; Friedlander et al., 1987).
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The discussion of welfare dynamics in Chapter 2 helps explain why
no program can achieve a participation rate even close to 100 percent and
why a significantly smaller proportion of eligibles will be involved at
each succeeding program stage. It also suggests why a 40 or 65 percent
“everactive” longitudinal rate does not mean that the remaining 35 to 60
percent of the caseload was untouched or overlcuked by the program.
Quite the contrary: The evaluations cited concluded that, to get these
levels of participation, program staff had to contact, pursue, and thus
spend resources on a much larger number of people.” The explanation
for these statements comes from the several different reasons for
i:onparticipation.

First, many cases were temporarily deferred from participation
requirements because of part-time employment," illness, or other
circumstances recognized by the program; these situations could easily
have lasted throughout the nine- or twelve-month follow-up period.
Second, welfare turnover and other behavior meant that as time passed
38 to 62 percent of people in the program became ineligible for and were
thus deregistered from the program (row 5 of Table 4.1). They were
deregistered because they left welfare (as part of normal turnover or to
avoid program requirements) or for other reasons, such as havinga child
or getting a full-time job but remaining on the rolls. (Some of those
deregistered were sanctioned, as indicated in the last row of Table 4.1,
This would have directly resulted in welfare savings even if the person
never participated in the program.) Finally, there will always be some
cases that are “lost” and not reached by a program'’s mandate owing to
lack of staff follow-up or inadequate case management and monitoring.

In order to isolate the last factor and determine the extent to which
the programs reached those who were actually eligible, these studies
included a second longitudinal measure, It showed that within nine or
twelve months of registration, between 75 and 97 percent of the eligibles
in the seven programs had, in some sense and at some time, satisfied the
program mandate (if not through participation, then by getting a job or

"n the SWIM Demonstration, the evaluators concluded that program staff worked with
almost the entire caseload to achieve a 64 percent longitudinal participation rate.

" For example, in SWIM, 12-month activity rates increased from the 64.4 percentshownin
Table 4.1 to 77.3 percent if part-time work (15 to 30 hours per week) is also counted
(Hamilton, 1988).
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leaving welfare) or had their welfare grant reduced. Only 3 to 25 percent
of eligibles remained completely “uncovered” by the programmandate.?

Two of the studies were of programs specifically funded to test
ongoing participation requirements and the maxirnum feasible rates of
monthly participation: San Diego’s SWIM Demonstration (for AFDCs
and AFDC-UPs) and West Virginia’s workfare program for fathers in
AFDC-UP cases.” The more exhaustive SWIM study measured the per-
cent of people active in program-approved components during any
month and also the percent of cases participating in other activities (e.g.,
part-time employment) that satisfied the program objectives. As illus-
trated in Figure 4.1, during a typical month in its second year, SWIM
involved 52 percent of AFDC and AFDC-UP registrants either in the
program (22 percent in program-arranged activities and another 11
percent in self-initiated education or training activities) or in part-time
work (19 percent). (See Hamilton, 1988.) The West Virginia AFDC-UP
program achieved monthly participation rates averaging over 60 percent
(Friedlander et al., 1986). Both studies included a careful examination of
nonparticipants and determined that most of the peoplc .vhodid not par-
ticipate were only temporarily inactive or “frictional nonparticipants”
(i.e., deferred or waiting for services to begin). For example, in SWIM,
only about 10 percent of eligibles in any month failed to participate
without a program-approved reason. The majority of these individuals
were inactive as a result of staff failure to assign them to an activity or to
follow p on an assignment; the remaining clients were inactive owing
tu soperation, and sanctioning began for most of these cases.

In ooth studies, the authors stressed the unusual circumstances for
program administrators — in particular, the full funding of program ser-
vices through special demonstration grants. San Diego’s administrators
also benefited from a strong labor market, a high-grant state (allowing
many people to combine work and welfare), extensive local education
and training services, and years of staff experience. West Virginia’s
administrators operated in a very rural state, with extremely high

12The advantage of this measure is that it includes the range of outcomes that meet program
objectives or requirements. However, because it defines activities by whether they “ever”
oceurred, itis generous. The several studies in which MDRC examined the extent to which
program participation was continuoussuggest that the percent whoparticipate continuously
is substantially lower than the percent who ever participate. (See, e.g., Hamilton, 1988.)

13 See Hamilton, 1988; Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989; Ball, 1984; Friedlander et al, 1986.
Forthcoming findings from the Pennsylvania Saturation Work Program evaluation will
provide additional informaticn on participation rates in a program with an ongoing
participation requirement.
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FIGURE 4.1 PERCENT OF AFDC AND AFDC-UP INDIVIDUALS ELIGIBLE
FOR SWIM DURING EACH MONTH WHO PARTICIPATED
IN PROGRAM-ARRANGED ACTIVITIES, SELF-INITIATED
ACTIVITIES, OR EMPLOYMENT, BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY
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unemployment, a strong demand for subsidized labor, and a lengthy
history of running other work programs.'* Finally, and critically impor-
tant in considering the relevance of these findings for state JOBS pro-
grams, neither the SWIM nor the West Virginia program or study setany
specific minimum on weekly hours of participation.

If participation and sanctioning are seen as intermediate steps to-
ward impacts, the seven studies reflect varied degrees of mandatori-
ness.” The evaluators concluded, however, that San Diego’s SWIM
program and the West Virginia AFDC-UP workfare initiative probably
achieved the maximum possible monthly participation rates for those
programs in those locations. While it is possible that rates could be
higher under different conditions - e.g., in a program that places more
restrictions on deferrals or part-time employment than did SWIM, or in
a state with lower AFDC grant levels (and thus less opportunity to
combine work and welfare) than in California - this does not seem very
likely. Measured participation would have been higher, however, if
other activities had been counted, e.g., orientation, assessment, job
placement, or ongoing informal individual job search.

The SWIM and West Virginia studies provide information of clear
relevance to states considering the feasibility and challenge of meeting
the JOBS participation targets. The SWIM study is most useful, since it
was an explicit test of a continuous participation requirement in a
multi-component program targeted at a cross section of the AFDC
caseload. However, the many differences in what is included in the
numerator and denominator of the SWIM and JOBS calculations of
participation rates make it hard to predict what the rates would have
been had the JOBS rules been applied during the SWiM Demonstration.

" Also, the West Virginia rates are only tor men. The program had much lower monthly
participation rates (generally under 20 percent) for women on AFDC (Friedlander
et al., 1986).

15 The sixth line on Table 4.1 shows the percent of experimentals deregistered from the
program because of a request for sanction (i.e, the percent of experimentals whose
caseworkers sent notice to the eligibility worker requesting that a sanction be imposed;
these experimentals were effectively deregistered from the program’s mandate during the
period of the sanction). The sanction rates for experimentals were highest in San Diego I,
SWIM, and Cook County. In evaluating the relationship of sanctioning to impacts, how-
ever, it is important to consider the difference in sanctioning rates between experimen-
tals and controls. In San Diego I and SWIM, few controls were sanctioned. In contrast, in
Cook County, 7.6 percent of controls were sanctioned, for a net difference of 4.8 percent-

age points.
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Some elements of the JOBS participation calculation are clearly more
demanding. For example, if the JOBS standard - an average of 20 hours
per week of activity — had been applied to SWIM as it operated, mea-
sured participation rates would have been substantially lower.!® Also,
JOBS expands the non-exempt population toinclude women with young-
er children. Other elements of the JOBS calculation are more generous
than what was applied in SWIM: For example, under limited cir-
cumstances, counting in the numerator people who go to work if they
recently participated in JOBS; hours spent in assessment and employ-
ability plan development meetings; and school enrollment of young
custodial mothers. The JOBS calculation is more generous, too, in ex-
cluding from the denominator people excused from the JOBS participa-
tion requirement for good cause, and those without access to needed
child care. On balance, however, measured monthly participation rates
in SWIM would have been lower under the JOBS regulations, and prob-
ably substantially lower, principally because most SWIM activities
would not have met the 20-hour requirement.

Other factors in many state JOBS programs may affect participation.
The findings in Table 4.1 were mainly for the relatively simple, usually
fixed-sequence programs of the early and mid-1980s. It will be very
important to see whether the more complex programs initiated prior to
and under JOBS achieve similar rates. There has been only one study of
a bread-coverage program that used flexible assessments to assign
participants to a range of components; Baltimore Options involved 45
percent of targeted persons in at least one activity. As indicated in Table
3.1, several studies are under way on broad-coverage programs that
contain some of the more innovative aspects of JOBS, particularly the.
greater use of education, assessment, and case management, and the
involvement of women with younger children. While no impact or cost-
effectiveness results are available, there are extensive implementa-
tion and participation findings from the early start-up period of the
implementation of California’s GAIN program.

16 For example, in SWIM, the two-week job search workshop consisted of three hours of
classroom activity per day for the firsi week, followed by two to three hours ef supervised
tetephone roomactivity per day during the second week. (Interviews with employers were
usually held outside these hours.) Assigned hours for SWiM work experience generally
ranged from 20 to 30 hours per week. The schedule for other SWIM components varied,
from one or two days per month (e.g., for a follow-up job search activity) or eight half-days
per month for English as a Second Language (ESL) classes, to 30 hours per week for some
vocational training,
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Initial findings on GAIN suggest that the more enriched — and com-
plex — JOBS programs will not necessarily achieve higher longitudinal
participation rates than those shown in Table 4.1. During the first 16 to 24
months of GAIN operations in 8 of the first 10 counties to begin imple-
mentation, and using a shorter period to measure longitudinal
participation, GAIN rates varied substantially across counties and, on
average, fell on the low end of rates shown in Table 4.1 (Riccio et al., 1989).
Thus, 34 percent of people participated in some program activity within
six months, or a shorter period than that shown in Table 4.1, although
this rate varied from 26 to 56 percent ucross the eight counties.

Figure 4.2 shows the detail behind this rate by illustrating the
movement of 100 typical AFDC single parents who were mandatory
registrants in GAIN during this early period: Of the 100 registrants, 71
attended orientation and 34 of them participated in an initial component
of the program. (Few reached a second activity in this very short,
six-month follow-up pericd.) The data suggest that one of the greatest
cha'lenges in GAIN was gettin_ _eople to show up for orientation.!” Of
thos. who did show up, almost half participated in GAIN, while more
than 80 percent of those who did not participate were deferred or, to a
lesser extent, deregistered.

The bottom part of Figure 4.2 shows the reasons for nonparticipa-
tion in GAIN components by all program registrants — including those
who did not reach orientation - and suggests that many in fact met the
program’s mandates. Thus, two-thirds of them (or 44 of the 66
nonparticipants) were deregistered (many because of full-time
employment) or deferred (mostly because of part-time work, illness, or
family emergencies). Figure 4.2 also shows that GAIN is placing 41
percent of participants (14 out of the 34 entering an initial activity) in
mandatory education, substantially more than have earl:er initiatives.

InMassachusetts’ Employmentand Training (ET) Ch ices program,
participation data are available, but were not collected in a form that is
directly comparable to the participation measures in Table 4.1. Of all the
adults who wereon AFDC in Massachusetts during fiscal year 1987 (July
1,1986, through June 30, 1987) - i.e., not just people who were normally

7 This suggests that ma.datory programs, even those offering many more opportunities
than were typical in the 1980s programs, will still need to adopt aggressive outreach and
follow-up procedures in order to match the Table 4.1 participation rates.
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FIGURE4.2 PARTICIPATION PATTERNS AND REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION FOR 100 TYPICAL MANDATORY
SINGLE-PARENT REGISTRANTS WITHIN SIX MONTHS OF GAIN REGISTRATION

Initial Component Post-Assessment
i Components
Registration Orientation Basic Education 14 Assessment 2
100 » and Appraisal  b— ¥ Job Search 10 > 3 »{ Work Experience 1
7 Self-Initiated Education or
Education or Training 1
Training 10
Y Y y Y
29 Did Not Attend an 37 Did Not Participate in 31 Did Not Reach 1 Did Not Reach
Orientation or Appraisal: Any Component: Asscssment:b Second Component:b
¢ Deregistered 11 * Deregistered 7 o Deregistered * Deregistered
o Deferred ; ¢ Deferred 23 ¢ Deferred ¢ Deferred
* No Explanation® 15 * Lack of Follow-Up 7

¢ Dropped Out
¢ Still Enrolled in
Initial Component

SOURCE: Adapted from Riccio et al., 1989.

NOTES: The 100 typical registrants represent the experiences of a 966-person random sample of single-parent (AFDC) GAIN-mand

seven study counties.

¢ Dropped Out
¢ Still in Assessment

atory registrants from

Findings for heads of two-parent households (AFDC-UP registrants) were similar to those presented above for single parents.
* GAIN case files included no information explaining why these registrants did not attend orientation,

The listed reasons are possible explanations for nonparticipation. Data showing the actual importance of each reason were not collected for this study
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required to register for WIN - 33 percent participated in training or an-
other substantive activity other than orientation and assessment during
thefiscal year. Anadditional 17 percent of those on welfare in FY 1987 had
previously participated in a substantive ET activity, but were not active
inFY 1987. Among those who participated in substantive ET activities, 44
percentbecame employed. Using a very broad definition of participation,
a total of 67 percent of those on the AFDC rolls in FY 1987 had ever
participated in ET orientation, assessment, or a substantive activity
(Nightingale et al., 1989).

Findings from the evaluations of GAIN, New Jersey REACH, Flor-
ida Project Independence, the Pennsylvania Saturation Work Program
(PSWP), and Ohio Transitions to Independence should provide addi-
tional information on participation in more complex JOBS programs.

Findings on Impacts for AFDCs

This section discusses whether the participation levels, services, and
mandates inthe seven programs produced impacts for AFDC eligibles. '8
Overall, the studies provide grounds both for optimism and caution.
They show that these programs were generally successful ingetting more
people to work and in assuring that a greater share of their total income
came from their own earnings, rather than public transfers. With two
exceptions, these low- to moderate-cost programs led to 10 to 30 percent
increases in employment rates and earnings (calculated as averages
across all memi s of the targeted population in the caseload).”® They
also usually reduced welfare costs, although the welfare reductions were
smaller and less consistent than the earnings gains. L ,2neral, this was
true for both the very low-cost job search/work experience programs in

BNo final resultsare currently available from the other studies of broad-coverage programs
listed in Chapter 3, except for the Louisville studies.

19 As indicated in Chapter 2, because random assignment occurred at the income mainte-
nance or welfare employment program office, these studies included in the experimental
groups all people targeted by the program, and not only those who actually participated. In
four of the seven studies, random assignment took place at the income maintenance office,
and the estimated impacts are averages for the fuli targeted caseload. In SWIM, Arkansas,
and West Virginia, only those in the mandatory population whoshowed up at the program
were randomly assigned. However, since the program office and income maintenance of-
fice were co-located in both Arkansas and West Virginia, the difference between the number
of people eligible and number eligible but not - egistered was probably greatest in SWIM.
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Arkansas and Virginia and the more enriched, multi-component pro-
gramsin Baltimore and San Diego (SWIM). These impacts varied substan-
tially for different subgroups of the caseload. The study of San Diego’s
SWIMalsoshowed employment gains and welfare savings for AFDC-UP
eligibles. When one looks behind the averages, the findings further
suggest that the impacts probably resulted from substantial changes for
some people and minimal changes for others. Finally, the combination of
earnings increases and welfare reductions suggests tha’ total income
increased, but usually not by enough to move families out of poverty.
Table 4.2 summarizes the results for AFDC eligibles in the seven
studies, showing data for three years following random assignment in
Arkansas, Baltimore, and Virginia, and one or two years in the other
locations.”” (See Appendix Tables B.1 through B.7 for more detail on the
quarterly trends behind these annual data.) The first column shows the
outcomes for experimentals; the second, for controls, some of whom par-
ticipated in alternative education or training programs;?' the third col-
umn, the difference or net impact; and the final column, the percentage
in-rease or decrease over the outcome for the control group. Several
features of the table are important to interpreting the results. First, the
data shown in the table are for all people in the experimental or control
groups of the research sample. Thus, the earnings numbers average zero
values for people who did not work during the year with positive
amounts for people who did; the AFDC payments average the zero
values for people who did not receive welfare during the year with the

2 Appendix B contains impacts for up to 18 months for the Cook County (illinois), San
Diego 1, and West Virginia studies. Those more detailed findings are consistent with the
short-term impacts summarized in Table 4.2. Another document (Maxfield, 1990) also
presents theimpacts on annual carnings for the studies contained inTable4.2, butgives dif-
ferent numbers, For the Arkansas and Virginia studies, Maxfield cites the first published
impact data, which cover only 2 to 4 quarters of follow-up. Table 4.2 uses later resuits,
which include about three years of follow-up. For some of the other studies, Maxfield's
annual carnings impacts differ because they appear to be calculated by averaging impacts
over different time periods, ranging from quarters 2to 6 in San Diego I to quarters 6 to 9
in Baltimore and quarters 2 to 11 in Maine.

2! While the extentof control services was not measured inall seven of the studies, the avail-
able findings suggest little receipt of program services but some self-initiated education
and training activities. For example, in San Diego SWIM, few controls received job search
or work experience, but more than a quarter of the AFDCs and almost 20 percent of
AFDC-UP contrals received some education or training. As a result, as noted in Chapter
2, the net impacts in Table 4.2 are conservative estimates of the gains that follow receipt of
the services provided by the welfare-to-work programs.




TABLE 4.2 IMPACTS OF SEVEN WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS

ON AFDC ELIGIBLES
Location, Qutcome, Experimental Control Percentage
and Follow-Up Period GroupMean  Group Mean  Difference Change
Arkansas
Average Earnings Year 1 $ 674 $ 507 $167* 33%
Year 2 1,180 957 223 23
Year 3 1,422 1,085 337 31
Employed at End of Year 1 20.4% 16.7% KVAl 22%
Year2 239 203 3.6 18
Year 3 245 183 6.2 34
Average AFDC Payments ~ Year 1 $998 $1,143 -$145*** -13%
Year 2 793 982 - 190*** -19
Year 3 742 910 - 168% -18
On Welfare at End of Year 1 51.0% 59.1% 8w -14%
Year2 38.1 46.0 -7.9% -17
Year 3 328 40.1 -7.3% -18
Baltimore
Average Earnings Year 1 $1,612 $1,472 $140 10%
Year 2 2,787 2,386 401" 17
Year 3 3499 2,989 511+ 17
Employed at End of Year 1 34.7% 31.2% 35" 1%
Year 2 395 37.1 24 6
Year 3 40.7 403 0.4 1
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $2,520 $2,517 $2 0%
Year 2 2,058 2,092 -34 -2
Year 3 1,783 1,815 -31 -2
On Welfare at End of Year 1 720% 73.3% ‘14 2%
Year 2 58.7 59.0 -0.3 -1
Year 3 48.2 484 -0.2 0
Cook County
Average Earnings Year 1 $1,227 $1,217 $10 1%
Employed at End of Year 1 22.6% 21.4% 13 6%
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $3,105 $3,146 340 1%
On Welfare at End of Year 1 78.9% 80.8% -1.9% 2%
San Diego|
(Applicants Only)
Average Earnings Year 1 $2,379 $1,937 $443* 23%
Employed at End of Year 1 42.4% 36 9% 5.5%* 15%
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $2,524 $2,750 -$226*** -8%
On Welfare at End of Year 1 45.8% 47 9% 20 -4%,

(continued)
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TABLE 4.2 (continued)

Location, Outcome, Experimental  Control Percentage
and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean  Difference Change
San Diego SWIM
Average Earnings Year ] $2,029 $1,677 $3524+» 21%
Year 2 2,903 2,246 H5R* 29
Employed at End of Year 34.7% 269% 7.7 29%
Year 2 347 29.3 G.quee 18
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $4,424 $4,830 -$407**+ 8%
Year 2 3,408 3961 - 5534 -14
On Welfare at End of Year 66 VY, 72.4% 6.4+ Y%
Year 2 51.3 58.7 A -13
Virginia
Average Earnings Year 1 $1,352 $1,282 $69 5%
Year 2 2,268 1,988 280+ 14
Year 3% 2,624 2,356 268* 11
Umployed at End of Year 1 34.7% 31.0% 3.8 12%
Year 2 39.3 33.3 6.0% 18
Year 3° 38.7 3.1 4.6% 13
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $1,961 $2,029 -$6Y -3%
Year 2 1,480 1,516 - 36 2
Year 3° 1,184 1,295 -1 -9
On Welfare at End of Year 1 59.8% 59.4%. 0.4 1%
Year2 44.0 44.9 -09Y -2
Year 3 366 39.3 2 -7
West Virginia
Average Earnings Year 1 $451 $435 $16 4%
Employed at End of Year 1 12.0% 13.1% -1.0 -8%
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $1,692 $1,692 $0 0%
On Welfare at End of Year 1 70.9% 72.5Y -1.5 =29

SOURCES: Data from Friedlander and Goldm
Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, 1986; H
Friedlander et al., 1986; and additional MDRC estimates of annual values.
NOTES: The carnings and AFDC payments dat
employed and for sample members not receiy
ordinary least squares, eontrolling for pre-random assignment characte
There may be some discrepancies in experimental-control uifferenc

In all programs except the San Diego SWIM program, ye
assignment. For employment and carnings, the quarte

an, 1988; Friedlander, 1987; Friedlander et al, 1987;

amilton and Friedlander, 1989; Friedlander, 1988a;

a include zero values for sample members not
ing welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using
ristics of sample members.
es because of rounding,

ar 1 begins with the quarter of rap (om
rofrandom assignment refers to the calendar

quarter in which random assignment occurred. As a resuit, "average varnings” in year 1 may include
up to two months of earnings prior to randoin assignment. For AFDC paym.ents, the quarter of
random assignment refers to the three months beginning with the month in which an individual was
randomly assigned. In the San Diego SWIM program, where all outcomes ware caleulated for
calendar quarters, year 1 begins with the quarter following the quarter of random assignment.

(continued)
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TABLE 4.2 (continued)

"Employed” or "on welfare" at the end of the year is defined as receiving earnings or welfare
paymerts at some point during the last quarter of the year.

Earnings and AFDC payments are not adjusted for inflation.

2 Annual earnings and AFDC payments impacts are based on two and three quaters of follow-up,
respectively.

Ppercent employed and on welfare at the end of 21/2 and 2 3/4 years, respectively.

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; *at the 5 percent level; and ***at the 1 percent
level.
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positive amounts for people receiving benefits. This means that the
earnings and welfare payments of the people who actually worked or
received benefits can be substantially higher than the values shown in
columns one and two. For example, Table 4.2 shows that, in the second
year after random assignment to the San Diego SWIM study, the average
experimental earned $2,903; however, since only 49.4 percent of
experimentals worked at some point during that year (not shown in the
table), the average employed experimental eamed about twice that amount.
Second, the striking variation across the studies in the outcomes for
members of the control groups points to the substantial differences in
characteristics of the welfare populations and labor markets in these
locations. Finally, in Table 4.2, and throughout this chapter, earnings
and welfare payments are reported in nominal dollars for the period of
the study.

Five of the seven programs had statistically significant impacts on
employment rates at the end of the first year after program enrollment.
These gains ranged from 3.5 percentage points in Baltimore to 7.7
percentage points in the SWIM program. For example, in San Diego I,
36.9 percent of the controls were employed at the end of the first year of
follow-up compared to 42 4 percent of the experimentals, for a gainof5.5
percentage points. Further, during the full year, experimentals (includ-
ing both those who were working and those who were not) earned an
average of $443, or 23 percent, more than the $1,937 earned by controls.
In the other four programs, first-year earnings by experimentals were 5
to 33 percent above those for controls.

The longer-term (two- or three-year) follow-up available for four
programs indicates that these short-term earnings impacts persisted or
grew over time, possibly reaching a peak around the end of the second
or beginning of the third year. Despite increases in the employment and
earnings of controls over the three years, experimentals continued to do
better than controls. (Figures 4.3 and 4.4 show, for Arkansas and Balti-
more, the quarterly trends over the full three years in the sample’s
average earnings and in the percent of the sample that was working.) In
Arkansas, by the end of year 3, the experimentals’ employment rate was
6.2 percentage points above that for controls and they earned, over the
year, an average of $337, or 31 percent, more than controls. In Baltimore,
while there was no significant long-term difference in employment
rates, experimentals in year 3 earned $511, or 17 percent, more than
controls. Overall, earnings per eligible person in the caseload averaged
$270 to $650 above the control rate in the final year of the study.
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FIGURE4.3 TRENDS IN AVERAGE QUARTERLY EARNINGS
IN ARKANSAS AND BALTIMORE
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FIGURE4.4 TRENDS IN AVERAGE QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
RATES IN ARKANSAS AND BALTIMORE
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A more detailed examination of the earnings data in these studies
suggests several further findings. First, in the programs that provided
primarily job search assistance (e.g., Arkansas and Virginia), the earnings
gains resulted principally fromincreases inthe number of people who got
jobs, not from higher earnings (wages or hours) for those working.? This
was also the case in SWIM, where the relatively large impact on earnings
resulted mostly from an increase in the number of people working
(Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989). This was less true in Baltimore (a
program providing some education and training), where some exper-
imentals either were paid higher wages or worked longer weekly hours
as a result of the program (Friedlander, 1987).2 Second, in the SWIM and
Baltimore programs, there was a statistically significant increase in the
percent of people with somewhat higher earnings in the longer term: In
Baltimore, there was a 3.8 percentage point gain in the share of people
earning more than $6,000 a year; in SWIM, a 4.6 percentage point in-
crease in the share of applicants and recipients earning $5,000 or more a
year and a 3.2 percentage point gain in the share of recipients earning
$10,000 or more a year. However, these increases resuited from two very
different patterns of impacts on the earnings distribution of people who
gotjobs: SWIM increased the numberof people withrelatively low as well
as relatively higher earnings and did not change the overall earnings
distribution, whereas the employment increase in Baltimore was con-
centrated in the higher earnings category (Friedlander, 1987; Hamilton
and Friedlander, 1989). Third, the Baltimore results suggest that the
impacts of adding education and training in a mixed strategy may not
show up quickly. Thus, while earnings impacts were a statistically
insignificant $140 in the first year, they increased sharply to $401 in the
second year and $511 in the third (see Table 4.2).

22 The two Louisville studies found a similar pattern of employment gains. There were
consistent and statistically significant increases in quarterly employment rates and earn-
ings, and little evidence of any improvement in job quality. The studies found that the two
programs had differing effects on welfare payments. The Louisville Individual Job Scarch
Experiment found a statistically significant reduction in the percentage of people receiving
welfare during most of the 11 quarters of follow-up and reduced AFDC payments in most
quarters. The Louisville Group Job Search Experiment found no significant reductions in
the percentage on welfare or on AFDC payments (see Wolfhagen, 1983).

BSince U nemployment Insurance earnings records were the source of follow-up data, it is
not possible to determine whether earnings gains resulted from changes in work hours
OF wages.
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Impactson AFDC receipt were smaller and less consistent than those
on employment and earnings. As Table 4.2 shows, only two of the five
Programs with employment effects - Arkansas and SWIM - resulted in
statistically significant reductions i1, .ate of receipt of AFDC benefits in
thefirstand subsequent yearsof follow-up. In both cases, welfare receipt
among the targeted WIN-mandatories was reduced 6 to 8 percentage
points at the end of each year of the study, leading to welfare savings of
14to 18 percentin thelast yearof follow-up. Whileitis not surprising that
employment increases led to case closures in Arkansas (a state with very
low welfare benefits), it is impressive that SWIM led to similar reduc-
tions in AFDC receipt, despite the relatively high grants in Californja 2
The longer-term results for the four programs with two- to three-‘year
follow-up show that impacts on average annual welfare payments
ranged from close to zero in Baltimore to $553, or a 14 percent saving, in
thesecond year of the SWIM program.” (Figures 4.5and 4.6 indicate, for
Arkansas and Baltimore, the quarterly trends over three years in aver-
age AFDC payments to the sample and the percent of the sample recejv-
ing AFDC benefits.)

Table 4.2 also shows a surprising lack of relationship between the
size of the earnings and welfare impacts. For example, on average,
Baltimore and SWIM had the highest earnings gains, but very different

24 During the period of the study, the AFDC grant fora family of three was $164 per month
in Arkansas and $663 per month in California,

3 Earlier studies, conducted prior to the passage of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Actof 1981 (which increased the rate at which AFDC benefits were reduced when some-
one went to work) had found that earnings increases were not linked to reduced welfare
payments. The WIN study (Ketron, 1980) found that the program increased the average
earnings of female AFDC articipants by $570 in the first post-program year, $520 in the
second, and $349 in the third, with gains mainly for women with no previous employ-
ment. The study also concluded that the earnings impacts were not accompanied by any
reduction in welfare payments. (See Burtless, 1989, for a useful summary of the findings
and methodology in this study.)

The EOPPevaluation found that the programincreased the employment of low-income,
unmarried mothers in the program sites by 3 to 4 percentage points and the earnings by
almost $300 per year. (The impacts on single mothers who actually enrolled in the program
are less certain, but were estimated to be su bstantially larger.) The study concluded that
there was nodiscernible reduction in welfare dependence and even a possible increase in
average welfare benefits. The study attributes this to the low wages received by those who
obtained employment, which allowed many to remain eligible for welfare, and to the
possibility that carnings gains occurred for women who would have left the rolls even
without the program. (See Brown et al., 1943; Burtless, 1989.)
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FIGURE 4.5 TRENDS IN AVERAGE QUARTERLY AFDC PAYMENTS
IN ARKANSAS AND BALTIMORE
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FIGURE4.6 TRENDS IN AVERAGE QUARTERLY AFDC RECEIPT
IN ARKANSAS AND BALTIMORE
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welfare impacts. Friedlander (1987) offered several reasons why the
Baltimore earnings gains were not accompanied by welfare savings.
First, he confirmed that welfare grants were reduced as earnings in-
creased, but that the reductions were limited.? Second, he noted that
some of the people who got jobs through the program would probably
have moved off welfare anyway, although to jobs in which they earned
less. Finally, he suggested that there may have been welfare savings for
those who found employment that were offset by increases in the time
on welfare for others (e.g., for people in lengthy program activities).

A comparison of the earnings and welfare impacts in Table 4.2
suggests that the programs differed in their impact on average total
income from the two sources. In some locations (e.g., Arkansas), the pro-
gram caused people torely more on employment and less on welfare, but
did not result in much increase in average combined income from the
two sources. In others, there was a clear increase in average total income
and in the number of people in higher income brackets: For example, in
Baltimore there was a 4.5 percentage pointincrease in the share of people
with combined incomes of more than $6,000 a year (Friedlander, 1987).

These studies also provide useful information on how a welfare-to-
work program can affect the rate at which people movein and out of four
different combinations of work and welfare: not employed and on wel-
fare, employed and on welfare, employed and not on welfare, and not
employed and not on welfare. Appendix Table B.8 shows that in SWIM
fewer experimentals than controls remained jobless and on welfare, that
aver time the percent combining work and welfare at first grew and then
declined, and that by the end of the study more people were working and
off welfare completely. The last panel in Appendix Table B.8 also shows
that a substantial number (abouta quarter) of women in the sample were
both off AFDC and not working by the end of the two-year follow-up.
Moreover, the SWIM program significantly increased the size of this
group. Similar results were found in other studies (e.g., in Arkansas).?’

BA study using case file data to examine the rate at which welfare grants were reduced as
prople in the samples in Baltimore, San Diego, Virginia, and West Virginia went to work
indicated that the reductions were less than specified in the regulations. On average, the
study showed that, among people in Baltimare simultaneously on welfare and working, an
additional dollar of earnings reduced the monthly AFDC grant by 44 cents, the lowest
reduction rate for the four areas studied. (See Goldman et al., 1985a.)

% These studies (because of their reliance on administrative records) could not examine the
alternative sources of income for this group or whether there were any changes in
household structure, suggesting the importance of further research in this area.
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The findings from the two areas without statistically significant
employment and earnings impacts constitute important exceptions. In
West Virginia, a rural labor market with very high unemployment
strongly conditioned program planners’ expectations. They had little
hope that the poor local labor market could provide jobs, and as a result
did not incorporate a job search component. Thus, while the program
reinforced community preferences for work, kept job skills from
deteriorating, and provided useful public services, it did not translate
these gains into unsubsidized employment. The program in Cook Coun-
ty, lllinois, also resulted in no significant increases in employment and
earnings, although there were small welfare savings. Here, the explana-
tionmay liein the program design. The Cook County program, one of the
two least expensive of those studied (with net costs averaging less than
$200 per experimental), mainly monitored people and sanctioned those
who did not participate, providing little direct assistance even in its job
search component. These exceptions provide useful reminders of the
influence of labor market conditionsand, possibly, of the need to provide
some real assistance to get employment results (if not welfare savings).

Taken together, the employment and welfare impacts for AFDCs
point to both the potential and limits of these programs. The earnings
gains take on greater significance because they were averages that
included all p ersons eligible for the program, not just the approximately
50 perrent who actually received services, the smaller percent who
worked during any three-month period, or the even smaller percent who
actually benefited from these programs through new jobs or higher earn-
ings. For this last group, the actual gains were probably much larger.

This seeming contradiction is because Table 4.2, as in most such
studies, reports average impacts, and such averages can conceal a very
mixed pattern of effects. As noted by Friedlander and Gueron in a
discussion of the same results:

We...deal withimpacts thatare averages across a large number
of individuals. But such averages probably give a misleading
impression of how these programs affect individual behavior.
Animpact of $300in average annual earnings, for example, may
seem to suggest that a program raised the earnings of most sam-
ple members by about $300. In fact, impacts on employment
rates...suggest thatitismorelikely thatonly asmall proportion
of program enrollees actually change their employinent behav-
ior. For example, an earnings increase of $300 per experimental
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in a job search program is probably concentrated among 5 to 10
percent of experimentals.® The annual earnings gains for many
of these individuals may be several thousand dollars, especially
for those who would not have wo-ked without the program but
who secure stable employment with its assistance. A similar
situation exists for welfare impacts: Reductions of several
thousand dollars can occur for the small number of long-term
recipients who are induced to leave the rolls, with only minimal
effects for the other program enrollees.”

While the results thus indicate that some people may have substan-
tial earnings gains as a result of these programs, the overall findings
(where many also remain unaffected) clearly also suggest caution. Alone,
these initiatives do not offer an immediate cure for poverty or welfare
dependence. Even with these programs, many people continue on wel-
fare, and those who move off the rolls often remain poor.

Findings on AFDC Subgroup Impacts

A critical decision in the design of state JOBS initiatives will be
whether programs should try to reach the entire mandatory caseload or
target speci ic subgroups, e.g., potential long-term recipients. The
programs summarized here shed light on this issue because they were
not narrowly selective but, rather, tried to reach all welfare applicants
and recipients meeting broad eligibility criteria.

An analysis of five programs - San Diego I, Baltimore, Virginia,
Arkansas, and Cook County (but not San Diego SWIM) - addressed the
targeting problem by examining program impacts for different AFDC
subgroups within the overall samples (Friedlander, 1988b). The study
investigated the possible connection between dependence and impact.
The findings raised serious concerns about the “common sense” strategy
of giving priority attention to the most job-ready candidates. They
also suggested that the conclusion for targeting would depend on
whether a program’s major goal was reducing welfare costs or raising
people’s ea nings.

Table 4.3, from the Friedlander study, shows the five programs’
impacts on quarterly earnings and AFDC payments for different welfare

2 Maximum quarterly impacts on ¢employment rates fall within this range.

% Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming.
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TABLE4.3 PROGRAM IMPACTS ON QUARTERLY EARNINGS AND

AFDC PAYMENTS FOR MAJOR SUBGROUPS OF AFDC
APPLICANTS AND RETIPIENTS

Subgroup and Outcome San Diego | Baltimore Virginia  Arkansas Cook County?
First Tier
Applicants with No
Prior AFDC:
Earnings $37 $121 -$13 $26 $ -
AFDC Payments - -9 -28 -31 -—
Second Tier
Applicant Returnees:
Earnings $158** $188* $114* $211%* $---
AFDC Payments -47 -15 -16 -19 ---
Applicant Returnecs
with Less than $3,000
Prior Earnings:
Earnings 151** 253 20 202+
AFDC Payments -63* -19 -29 -22 ---
Third Tier
All Recipients:’
Earnings $ - $37 $69* $19 $46™
AFDC Payments - 5 -24 -60*** -13
Recipients with More
than 2 Years on
AFDC:
Earnings --- 0 110+ 14 -
AFDC Payments - i9 -48** -44* -
Recipients with No
Prior Earnings:
Eamings - 104" 70 29 12
AFDC Fayments - 1 -26 -63*** -6
Recipients with No
Prior Earnings and
More than 2 Years
on AFDC:
Earnings - 88 94* 28 --
AFDC Payments “es -1 -48* -48* -
Full Sample
Quarterly Impact:
Earnings $118** $Y6r $72%* $70* $19
AFDC Payments -33 -5 -23* -40r -13
Average for Control
Group:
Earnings 773 634 541 257 451
AFDC Payments 469 501 345 232 646

(continued)
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TABLE 4.3 (continued)

SOURCE: Data from Friedlander, 1988b.

NOTES: Tiers are mutually exclusive; subgroups within tiers overlap. All values are quarterly
averages forthe fourth through the last quarter of follow-up. Estimates include zero values for sample
members not employed and for sample members not receiving welfare.

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

*The definitions of “applicant" and "recipient” for Cook County are not strictly comparable to those
of the other programs. See the text of Friedlander, 1988b, for discussion.
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groups. Interms of earnings gains, the most employable people -women
who were first-time welfare applicants, in the “first tie=” of the table —
usually had below-average or no earnings impacts. While this group
showed high program outcomes (e.g., as measured by employment
rates), high rates were also found for comparable people in the control
group. That is, even without special assistance, many of these women
stayed on welfare only for relatively brief periods. In contrast, more
dependent groups - €.g.» people applying for welfare who had previ-
ously received public assistance, including those who had limited prior
earnings, the second tier of Table 4.3 - benefited more consistently from
these programs, even though the programs (with the exception of
Baltimore) offered only limited assistance and almost no intensive
training. Despite the finding that more of these women remained on
welfare after receiving services (i.e., their measured “outcomes” were
lower), their performance relative to similar people in the control group
was more impressive. However, the study also identified a third tier of
Current recipients - including long-term welfare recipients and those
with no recent employment - who did not show as consistent or large
earnings impacts.

Shifting the focus to welfare savings, the results suggest a different
distribution of impacts. The finding for the most employable (i.e., those
in the first tier) is the same: small and usually below-average welfare
impacts. However, in contrast to the earnings gains, the largest and
most consistent welfare savings usually occurred for the most
disadvantaged groups.

This study thus provided strong evidence against “creaming” - j.e.,
serving only the most advantaged, who demonstrate high placement
rates — but did not confirm narrow targeting of these low- to moderate-
costprogramson the most disadvantaged.*Italso suggested that groups
whose level of disadvantage was greater than some threshold might
require more than low-cost services in order to realize an earnings im-
pact. Interestingly, the subsequentstudy of the SWIM program (complet-
ed after the five-program analysis), which provided a somewhat more
intensive treatment than all of the five programs except Baltimore, did

* The link between these findings and program design is not clear. Since the findings are
from programs that did not target specific groups, they do not address the operational
challenge or possible stigma or isolating effect ofactually running programs targeted to the
groups with largestimpacts. For example, ajobsearch workshop thatincluded omlythemore
disadvantaged might not replicate the results indicated in Table 4.3,
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show relatively large impacts on the more dependent half of the AFDC
sample in the third tier. As shown in Table 4.4, people in the SWIM
study who were already AFDC recipients ..t the time of random assign-
ment showed surprisingly large impacts. At the end of the second year,
the employment rate for recipients in the SWIM experimental group
exceeded that for controls by 8 percentage points, and recipients were
also 8 percentage points less likely to be on welfare. During that year,
earnings were $889, or 50 percent, above those of controls, and welfare
payments were $608, or 13 percent less. In contrast to other studies,*
SWIM had less robust employment impacts for AFDC applicants.

Friedlander (1988b) also found that a small number of simple,
objective characteristics collected at the point of program enrollment
could distinguish groups with large differences in welfare receipt. For
adults, prior earnings and welfare history were the most important
characteristics; high school diploma status also contributed.’2 The study
could not demonstrate which one of these three characteristics would be
most closely linked with program impact. Thus, for example, the study
could not conclude whether weak prior earnings would always be a
better or worse targeting characteristic than long welfare history or the
absence of a high school diploma. A variety of other variables - such as
age, number of children, and ethnicity - increased the complexity of the
model of long-term welfare receipt but did not dramatically improve
predictive power. Appendix Table B.9 shows impact results for various
subgroup characteristics.

The findings on the effectiveness of work programs for different
subgroups of welfare recipients have implications for performance
standards, i.e., for the extent to which the use of certain standards would
encourage programs to maximize long-term earnings gains and reduc-
tions in welfare dependence. Specifically, the lack of correlation be-
tween simple outcomes and impacts confirms that unweighted place-
ment ratcc or case closure rates do not provide valid performance
standards for this population (Friedlander, 1988b).

Table 4.4 shows this distinction for applicants and recipients in the
SWIM progiam. While annual earnings (outcomes) in the second year
were higher for experimentals who were new applicants than for those
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TABLE4.4 IMPACTS OF THE SAN DIEGO SWIM PROGRAM ON AFDC APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

AFDC Applicants AP C Recipients

Outcome and Experimental Control Percentage | Experimental Control Percentag-
Follow-Up Period Group Mean  GroupMean  Difference Change Group Mean  Group Meou Difference  Change
Average Earnings

Year1l $2,607 $2,238 $369 16% $1,652 $1,319 $233% 25%

Year2 3,298 30 287 10 2,651 1,762 8RO 50
Employed at End of

Year1 38.3% 33.2% 5.1* 15% 32.3% 229% 9.4 41%

Year2 342 338 04 1 34.9 26.5 8.4 32
Average AFDC Payments

Year 1 $3,381 $3,724 -$343** 9% $5,090 $5,546 -$456** -8%

Year2 2,354 2,821 -467*** -17 4,086 %394 -608*** -13
On Welfare at End of

Year1 51.7% 58.0% -6.4* -11% 75.2% 81.8% -6.5** 8%

Year 2 374 43.4 -6.0" -14 6U.3 68.5 8.1 -12

SOURCE: Data from Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989,

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members not receiving welfare.
Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random ussignment characteristics of sample members. There may be
some discrepancies in experimental-control differences because of rounding. Year 1 begins with the quarter following the quarter of random assignment,
and all outcomes were calculated for calendar quarters.

"Employed” or "on welfare" at the end of the year is defined as receiving earnings or welfare payments at some point during the last quarter of the year.
Earnings and AFDC payments are not adjusted for inflation.
** Denotes statistical significance at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1 percent level.
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who were already receiving welfare (on average, a more disadvantaged
group), the program’s net impacts were greater for recipients. Similarly,
while AFDC receipt and average payments were substantially lower for
experimentals who were new applicants, this did not reflect greater net
impacts, but rather differences in characteristics that also had a powerful
effect on the behavior of members of the applicant control group.

Findings on Impacts for AFDC-UPs

As indicated in Chapter 2, FSA requires all states to implement a
public assistance program for two-parent families: the AFDC-UP
(Unemployment Parent) program. It also calls on states to involve (with
eventual very high participation rates) at least one parent in these
families in JOBS activities that emphasize work. (For young parents who
have not completed high schoo! or its equivalent, education may be
substituted.) In contrast to the strong record from numerous studies of
pre-JOBS programs for single parents on AFDC (primarily women),
there are only two comparably reliable studies - both from San Diego -
for fathers, usually the adult involved in AFDC-UP work programs.

Table4.5 presents thesummary impact data from the San Diegoland
SWIM studies. (Of the evaluations discussed in the preceding sections,
three did not include AFDC-UPs, the Baltimore sample was too small to
producereliablefindings, and the West Virginiastudy produced uncertain
results.”®) The first San Diego program, which served only applicants,
resulted in no sustained employment and earnings impacts, but it did
produce welfare savings that were somewhat larger than those for the
AFDCwomen who were applicants in thesare program.* Compared to
the AFDCs, more of the mostly male experimentals were working and
had higher earnings, but more of the controls were also working. A
surprisingly high percent of the men were still receiving AFDC-UP ben-
efits at the end of follow-up and, because of their larger case size, they
had larger average grants than those of the AFDC women. The SWIM
study, which included applicants and recipients, showed a more robust
and consistent pattern of impacts for AFDC-UP eligibles than did the

3 The West Virginia AFDC-UP study compared results across counties that implemented
a saturation or more limited program. Because of differences in labor markets and the
characteristics of welfare recipients, as well as data coverage, the evaluation did not reach
a clear conclusion on the impact of saturation. (See Friedlander et al., 1986.)

3 The study suggests that the explanation may be, in part, the different eligibility and
sanctioning rules for AFDC-UPs thatapplied during the study period (Goldman, Friedlander,
and .ong, 1986).
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TABLE4.5 IMPACTS OF TWO WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS

ON AFDC-UP ELIGIBLES
Location, Outcome, Experimental  Control Percentage
and Follow-Up Period Group Mean  Group Mean Difference Change
San Diego 1
Average Earnings Year 1 $4,563 $4,397 $166 4%
Employed at Fnd of Year 1 53.3% 53.7% 04 -1%
Average AFDC Payments Year 1 $2,289 $2,664 “$374+ -14%
On Welfare at End of Year 1 36.0% 41.7% S - 14%
San Diego SWIM
Average Earnings Year 1 $3,307 $2.806 $5007 18%
Year 2 4,294 3,840 454 12
Employed at End of Year 1 38.0% 33.7% 43" 13%
Yvar 2 437 37.2 6.5** 17
Average AFDC Payments Year 1 $4.883 $5,300 -$417+ -8%
Year 2 3.897 4,448 =551 -12
On Welfare at End of Year | 60.3% 62.8% 2.6 -4%
Year 2 49.3 50.5 -1.2 -2

SOURCES: Data from Goldmar, Friedlander, and Long, 1986; Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989; and
additional MDRC estimates of annual values.

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not
employed and for sample members not re- viving welfare. Estimates are regressicn-adjusted using
ordinary least squares, controlling for pre random assignment characteristics of sample members,
There may be some distrepancies in experimental-control differences because of rounding.

Inthe San Diego I program, year 1 begins with the quarter of random assignment. Frr employment
and earnings, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which random
assignment occurred. As a result, “average earnings” in year 1 may include up to two months of
earnings prior torandom assignment. For AFDC payments, the quarter of random assignment refers
to the three months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned. In the
San Diego SWIM program, where all outcomes were calculated for calendar quarters, year 1 begins
with the quarter following the quarter of random assignment.

“Employed” or “"on welfare" at the end of the year is defined as receiving earnings or welfare
payments at some point during the last quarter of the year.

Earnings and AFDC payments are not adjusted for inflation.

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; **at the 5 percent level; and **#at the 1 percent
level,
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earlier study. In SWIM, there were impacts on earnings, employment
rates, and welfare payments, with impacts continuing throughout the
two-year follow-up period. While the majority of the AFDC-UPs were
applicants, most of the welfare savings were for recipients; there was no
similar pattern for earnings gains.

The SWIM findings provide the first solid evidence of an AFDC-UP
welfare-to-work program meeting the goals of producing both welfare
savings and earnings gains. However, in terms of guiding JOBS
administrators on program design, the knowledge base isapproximately
at the level it was for AFDC work programs in the late 1970s.

Benefit-Cost Findings

The preceding sections showed that most of the broad-coverage wel-
fare-to-work programs evaluated to date produced sustained increases
in employment and earnings and, to a lesser exter.t, welfare savings for
single parents; the SWIM study showed a similar pattern for adults in
two-parent families. These impacts were obtained for an average public
investment of between $118 and $953 per experimental. (This is the net
cost per experimental, not per person actually participating in particular
program components. Net costs include all expenditures incurred
specifically for the program under study by the operating agen« 7, plus
any expenditures by other organizations on services that were an essen-
{ial part of the program treatment, minus the costs to the operating agen-
cy or other organizations of serving members of the control group.®)

Researchers evaluating the seven programs also made a systematic
effort to quantify a broader range of economic outcomes and compare
them to their costs, using a benefit-cost framework. In doing this, they
addressed several questions: From a government budget perspective, do
savings exceed the initial investment? From the perspective of welfare
families, do the gains exceed the losses? In overall economic terms
(considering society as a whole, including both families on welfare and
others), do the benefits justify the expenses? As with any benefit-cost
analysis, these studies have limitations and rest on a number of assump-
tions. For example, certain benefits and costs were not measured (e.g., the
valueof society’s preference for work over welfare or the various potential

3 See Appendix A for a detailed discussion of net cost per experimental, using several
alternative perspectives and definitions of costs,
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effects on the children of women who participate in program services
and, as a result, go to work). Estimates for others rest on assumptions
about outcomes that were notdirectly measured (e.g., Medicaid savings)
and the extrapolation of program impacts after the follow-up period (in
this case, for a total of five years).

The estimates of these programs’ effects on government budgets
showed that, while the programs required an initial investment, budget
outlays were usually more than offset by projected savings over two to
fiveyears. Forexample, the San Diego I program for AFDC single parents
invested $636 per eligible person in the caseload and led to offsetting
five-year savings from increased taxes and reduced AFDC, Medicaid,
and other transfer payments of $1,586, or $2.50 for each dollar of costs.
The San Diego SWIM program returned $3 for every dollar of initial
costs, and Arkansas led to even higher benefits per dollar of costs.36
Among the studies, the estimates from the Arka nsas, Virginia, and Cook
County programs for AFDCs also showed budgetsavings, asdid the two
San Diego programs for AFDC-UPs. The Baltimore and West Virginia
AFDC programs incurred somesmall net costs. In four of thestates, more
than half the savings went to the federal government. This provides a
strong rationale for substantial federal participation in the funding of
such programs, particularly in low-grant states.

Benefits and costs can also be viewed from the perspective of the
welfare recipients targeted for participation. For AFDC women, the
projected earnings gains associated with the programs usually exceeded
the estimated reductions in welfare benefits and losses in other transfer
payments, such as Medicaid and Food Stamps. In some of the programs,
however, gains in ea rnings approximately balanced reductions in
transfers. AFDC-UP men broke even in SWIM (with their earnings gains
about matching their losses from AFDC, other transfers, and tax
payments). The men in the San Diego 1 study incurred net Josses.

Since benefits usually exceeded costs from both the government
budget perspective and the perspective of the welfare eligibles targeted
by the programs, the studies found positive results from the perspective

3% The following section uses a somewhat different measure to show the relative cost-
effectiveness of low- or higher-cost approaches. Instead of estimating either the total bene-
fit or net present value (benefits minus costs) per dollar of net investment, it compares
the final years’ earnings and welfare impacts per dollar of program costs.
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of society asa whole — the measure economists often use to judge wheth-
er a program results in an economically efficient use of resources.
(This perspective measures whether there is a net gain or loss in total
social resources as a result of each person’s involvement with the wel-
fare-to-work program.)

The Effect of the Program Model and Funding

The preceding five sections have discussed what is known about
broad-coverage programs in each of the three primary categories into
which evaluation firdings typically fall: participation (as part of the
study of program implementation), impact, and benefit-cost analysis. It
is also useful, however, to discuss these findings in the context of the
framework for understanding the effects of state JOBS programs that
was presented in Chapter 2. There it was suggested that particular fea-
tures of a welfare-to-work program - such as its “mandatoriness” and
target population - help define the program’s nature and strength. The
impact of these factors is examined in this and the next two sections,
which are followed by a discussion of the research on the impact of the
local ecenomic and program context.

Broad-coverage welfare-to-work models can differ in the compo-
nents, cost (and resulting cost-effectiveness), sequencing, and dura-
tion of services.

The Effect of Different Program Components. Unfortunately, the
seven studies do not compare programs that differed on single dimen-
sions, and only one - the first San Diego study - included a well-executed
differential impact study.’” The strongest consistent evidence is for job
search approaches. Six of the seven studies were of sequenced programs,
where job search was theinitial and most frequent activity. These results,
combined with the earlier Louisville experiments (Goldman, 1981;

¥ The research design in three evaluations (San Diego 1, Virginia, and Cook County)
included a differential impact study, in which sample members were randomly assigned to
cither of two different treatment streams or to a control group, which was not eligible for
either set of services. In these studies, outcomes for the two service groups were to be
compared to each other and to the control group to isolate the differential effect of adding
a work experience component to job search, or to job search and other activities. However,
in two of these programs (Cook County and Virginia), only a small percent of the sample
received the alternative treatment, resulting in participation patterns that were not suffi-
ciently distinct to test the differential impacts of the two approaches.
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Wolfhagen, 1983), provide compelling evidence on thé long-term
effectiveness of different forms of job search.® he findings suggest
that job search has almost always led to some increase in employment
rates, but not to higher wages or longer hours (and thus higher earnings)
for those working.* Job search has also usually resulted in some
welfare savings.

There is much less evidence on unpaid work experience. San Diego
I'included an experimental test of the incremental return from adding
three months of unpaid community work experience (CWEP) after an
initial job search program.* The overall findings for AFDC applicants
indicate that the addition of CWEP after job search did increase program
effectiveness, but the lack of consistent results across cohorts enrolling
during different labor market conditions suggests that, at most, the
incremental impact was small. Thus, for AFDCs, there is some evidence
of greater earnings (but not welfare) effects, but this evidence was driven
by findings for the half of the sample that was enrolled during a period
of economic recovery. For AFDC-UPs, there were inconsistent and
contradictory impacts on employment versus ea rnings, ar.d on receipt of
welfare versus the amount of welfare received. This lack of consistent
findings from San Diego, and the absence of impacts from West Virginia’s

3 These studies also provide extensive information on how job search was implemented
and on participants’ reactions. See Gould-Stuart, 1982; Goldman ot al,, 1985b; Quint and
Guy, 1986.

3 Employment and earnings information for the seven broad-coverage studies came from
Unemployment Insurance earings automated records (which contain quarterly earnings
and employment rates), rather than from surveys. The nature of this data source does not
allow researchers to determine how much of the Bain in earnings came lrom increases in
hours or weeks worked versus hourly wages, although the combined effect of these factors
on earnings could be measured.

¥ The Cook County study included a similar test, in which people were randomlyassizned
to a program where work experience followed job search, or to a program withou? work
experience, or to a control group. The authors of that study concluded that there was no
evidence that adding work experience increased the 18-month employment, earr.ings, or
welfare impacts over and above those of job search alore. They did find that the addition
of work experience led to a smal{ but statistically significant decrease in welfare savingsin
the last few quarters of follow-up: Gavings were lower for the job search and work
experience sequence than for job search alone. (See Fniedlander et al,, 1987.) However, the
Cook County test addressed this differential impact issue less successfully than did S
Dicgo I, since, as shown in Table 4.1, only 7.3 percent of the experimentals in the Cook
County job search/work experience sequence actually participated in work experience,
compared to 13 percent in the San Diego | sequence.
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pure workfare program for AFDCs,*! means that there is little evidence
on whether unpaid work experience, following job search or alone, has
an independent effect on program impacts (Goldman, Friedlander, and
Long, 1986; Friedlander et al., 1986).

In addition to providing information on program impact and
cost-effectiveness, the 1980s studies also looked at how unpaid work
experience was implemented and how welfare recipients viewed
mandatory work requirements. In-depth interviews with a random
sample of workfare supervisors and participants in six of the seven
studies examined whether the positions were “punitive” and “make-
work” or produced useful goods and services, provided dignity, and
developed work skills. In an earlier volui.ie, Gueron summarized these
results:

* The jobs were generally entry-level positions in maintenance,
clerical work, park service, or human services.

* Although the positions did not primarily develop skills, they
were not make-work either. Supervisors judged the work
important and indicated that participants’ productivity and
attendance were similar to those of most entry-level workers.

* A large proportion of the participants responded positively to
the work assignments. They were satisfied with the positions and
with coming to work, and they believed they were making a
useful contribution.

* Many participants nevertheless believed that the employer
gotthe hetter end of the bargain, or that they were underpaid for
their work. In brief, they would have preferred a paid job.

These findingssuggest thatmost states did not design orimplement
workfare witha punitive intent. This may explain results from the
worksitesurvey thatindicated that the majority of the participants
in most states shared the iew thata work requirement was fair. 2

1 As noted carlier, the AFDC-UP study in West Virgima used a comparison group design
and produced uncertain results.

%2 Gueron, 1987, p- 20. See Hoerz and Hunson, 1986, for a summary of results from studies
in the six sites plus New York City. These results should not be used to draw conclusions
about workfare programs lasting longer than the typical 13-week assignments that were
studied orinvolving the creation of so many positions in a site that the quality ofindividual
job assignments would be affected.
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Because so few of the broad-coverage programs included educa-
tion, training, or on-the-job training (OJT) services, and because of the
relatively short follow-up peciods, they provide limited evidence on
whether these services are successful in getting people into better jobs
than they would otherwise obtain. The Baltimore program did seem to
lead to an improvement in the type of jobs obtained (i.e., in wages or
hours worked), and not just increased job-holding, but surprisingly
showed no overall welfare savings. (Chapter 5 continues this discus-
sion, focusing on what is known about the effectiveness of providing
particular services as selective-voluntary components of broad-cover-
age cystems. It also presents separately what we know about three
JOBS-relevant types of services: education, support services, and ser-
vices targeted on young welfare recipients.)

The Effect of Low- Versus Higher-Cost Services. Asindicatedina
recent analysis by Friedlander and Gueron of these same seven
broad-coverage studies, therc are several alternative measures that can
be used to assess the relative effectiveness of low- and higher-cost
services: the average impact per enrollee, the impact per dollar outlay,
the benefit net of program cost, the effect on income and poverty, and
the impact on potential long-term recipients.*?

Using the first measure (the nne used in the second and third sections
of this chapter), overall they find some support for the conclusion that
programs that include some higher-cost, more intensive components
(usually education and training) lezd to larger absolute earnings gains
per personin the study than those that provide only lower-cost job zearch
and work experience.* (The evidence does not suggest that they pro-
duce larger welfare savings.) This can be seen in Table 4.6, which
summarizes impacts for programs listed in ascending order of net cost
(detined, in most cases, as the operating agency’s average cost per
enrolled experimental minus its costs for controls) and also includes

#5ee Friedlanderand Gueron, forthcoming, for a detailed discussion cf the evidence from
welfare-to-work experiments on the relationship between cost and impact and the
interpretation of these four measures.

 This is similar to the conclusion reached by Burtless, 1989, and Grossman, Maynard, and
Roberts, 1985,
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TABLE 4.6 AFDC WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS: CHARACTERISTICS, COSTS, AND IMPACTS

Annual Impacts for All Years of Follow-Up

Program
(Ordered by Experimental-  Percent Change
Increasing Program Activities and Coverage/ Net Cost Per Control Over Control
Net Cost) Study Citaracteristics Mandatoriness Experimental Qutcome Difference Group Level
Broad-Coverage Programs
Arkansas Sequence of group job search Manuatory; targeted  $118 Earnings
WORK and (for a few) unpaid work AFDC applicants Year 1 $167+* 33%
Program experience; controls excused and recipients with Year 2 223 23
from all WIN requireinents children 3 or older; Year 3 3374 31
except assessment; low-grant few sanctione; 38%
state; highly disadvantaged ever participated in AFDC payments
population; evaluation job search or work Year 1 -$145*+* -13%
began in 1983 experience during Year 2 -19()*** -19
9-month follow-up Year 3 -168*** -18
Louisville WIN  Individual job search; Mandatory and volun-  $136% Earnings
Lab-Individual  controls cligible for tary; targeted AFDC Year 1 $289++0 18%
Job Search regular WIN services; applicants and recip- Year 2 456": 20
Jow-grant state; ients with children Year 3 435+ 18
evaluation began in 1978 of any age; 55%
ever participated in AFDC payments
individual job search Year 1 575+ -3%
during 8-month Year 2 16440 -8
follow-up Year 3 -184+P -10




Cook County Sequence of individual jub
WIN search and unpaid work

Mandatory; targeted $157 Earnings
AFDC applicants Year 1 $10 1%

Demaonstration experience; controls excused and recipients with
from all WIN requirements children 6 or older; AFDC payments
except orientation; program many sanctions; 39% Year 1 -$40 1%
provided httle direct assistance, ever participated in
mainly monitored and sanc- any activity during
tioned those who did not 9-month follow-up
participate; medium-grant
state; highly disadvantaged
population; evaluation began
in 1985
Louisville WIN Group job search; controls Mandatory and volun-  $230¢ Earnings
Lab-Group Job eligible for regular WIN tary; targeted AFDC Year 1 $464**¢ 43%
Search services; low-grant state; applicants and recip-
evaluation began in 1980 ients with children AFDC payment; )
of any age; 65% ever Yearl -$40° 2%
participated in group
job search during
6-month follow-up
West Virginia Open-ended unpaid work Mandatory; targeted $26U Earnings

CWEP experience; controls eligible for - AFDC applicants Year 1 $16 4%
all other WIN services; rural and recipients with
labor market with very high children 6 or ulder; AFDC payments
unemployment; fow-grant few sanctions; 24'% Year1 $U 0%
state; highly disadvantaged vver participated in
population; evaluation work experience during
began in 1983 Y-month follow-up

—
e
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(continued)

165




e
N
o

TABLE 4.6 (continued)
Annual Impacts for All Years of Follow-Up

Program
(Ordered by Experimental- Percent Change
Increasing Program Activities and Coverage/ Net Cost Per Control Over Control
Net Cost) Study Characteristics Mandatoriness Experimental Outcome Difference Group Level
Virginia ESP Sequence of individual or Mandatory; targeted $430 Earnings

group job search, unpaid work  AFDC applicants Year 1 $69 5%

experience, and some educa- and recipients with Year 2 280 14

tion or job skills training (but  children 6 or older; Year 3 268% 11

only slightly more than con- few sanctions; 58%

trols received on their own); ever participated in AFDC payments

controls excused from all any activity during Year 1 -$69 -3%

WIN requirements; medium-  9-month follow-up Year 2 -36 -2

grant state; disadvantaged Year 3 111 -9

population; evaluation began

in 1983
San Diego | Sequence of group job search Mandatory; targeied $636 Earnings
(EPP/EWEP) and unpaid work experience;  AFDC applicants Year 1 $443%+ 23%

controls eligible for other WIN  with children 6 or

services; substantial program  older; many sanc- AFIXC payments

assistance provided; high-grant tions; 46% ever Year1 -$226* -8%

state; less disadvantaged
population; evaluation began
in 1982

participated in job
search or work
experience during
9-morth follow-up
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San Diego SWIM  Sequence of group job search,  Mandatory; targeted $919 Earnings
unpaid work experience,and ~ AFDC applicants Year 1 $352+4+ A%
education and job skills train-  and recipients with Year 2 658*+* 29
ing; controls excused from all  children 6 or older;
WIN requirements; high many sanctions; 64% AFDC payments
participation and ongoing ever participated in Year 1 -$4074*+ -8%
participation requirement; any acdvity during Year 2 553+ -14
high-grant state; less 12-month follow-up
disadvantaged population;
evaluation began in 1985

Baltimore Options Choice of services, including Mandatory; targeted $953 Earnings
individual or group job search, AFDC applicants Year 1 $140 0%
education, job skills haining,  and recipients with Year 2 401 N
unpaid work experience, and  children 6 or older; Year3 514 17
on-the-job training; controls few sanctions; 45%
eligible for regular WIN ever participated in AFDC payments
services; program constrained  any activity during Year 1 $2 0%
to serve 1,000 enrollees per 12-month follow-up Year 2 -34 -2
year; medium-grant state; less Year 3 -31 -2

disadvantaged population;
evaluation began in 1982

(continued)



TABLE 4.6 (continued)

bt
N Annual Impacts for All Years of Follow-Up
Program
(Ordered by Experimental- Percent Change
Increasing Program Activities and Coverage/ Net Cost Per Control Over Control
Net Cost) Study Characteristics Mandatoriness Experimental Outcome Difference Group Level
Selective-Voluntary Programs
New Jersey OJT  Subsidized on-the-job Volur.tary; targeted $787 g Earnings
training; controls eligible for selected AFDC ($439] Year 1 N/A* N/A
other WIN services; recipients over 18 Year 2 $591%° 14%
enrollees quite disadvantaged ~ with children of any
in terms of prior welfare age; 40% participated AFDC payments
receipt and recent work in employment with Year 1 -$190%+¢ 6%
histories, but had relatively OIT (84% ever partici- Year 2 -238* -11
high levels of GED attainment;  pated inany WIN or
medium-grant state; JTPA activity) during
evaluation began in 1984 12-month follow-up
Maine OJT Sequence of employability Voluntary; targeted $2,019 g Earnings
training, unpaid work expe- selected unemployed [$1,635] Year 1 $104 8%
rience, and subsidized on-the-  AFDC recipients Year 2 871% s
job training; controls eligible on rolls for at least Year 3 941+ 34
for regular WIN services; prior 6 months, with
enrollees quite disadvantaged  childven of any age; AFDC payments
in terms of prior welfare Y90% ever participated Year 1 $64 2%
receipt and recent work in any activity during Year 2 29 1
histoties, but had relatively 12-morth follow-up Year 3 80f 4

high levels of GED attainment;
medium-grant state;
evaluation began in 1983

1¢




AFDC Job skills training and Voluntary; targeted $9,505 Earnings

Homemaker- subsidized employment selected AFDC ($5,957-$12,457  Year 1 $2,0268 N/A
Home Health program; varied population; recipients on rolls across s&\tes) Year 2 1,3478 N/A
Aide low-, medium-, and hizh-grant for at least 90 Jays [$5,684] Year 3 11218 N/A
Demonstrations  states; evaluation began who were not employed
in 1983 as home health aides AFDC and Food
during that time; 84% Stamp benefits
participated (i.e., Year 1 -$696% N/A
entered training) Year 2 -8558 N/A
Year 3 -3438 N/A
National Structured, paid work expe- Voluntary; targeted 517,9813 Earnings ,
Supported Work  rience; targeted extremely selected AFDC; [$9,447)D Year 1 $6,402+*¢ 3279
Demonstration  disadvantaged AFDC recipients on rolls for Year 2 1,368%! 36
recipients; low-, medium-,and 30 of prior 36 months, Year 3 1,076+ 23
high-grant states; evalua- with children 6 or
tion began in 1976 older; 97% participated AFDC paynients ,
(i.e., showed up for Year 1 -$2,200%" -39%
their program jobs) Year 2 -1,165% -26
Year 3 <401+ -10

SOURCES: Data from the reports listed at the end of Chapter 1 and additional MDRC estimates.

NOTES: The cost estimates reported in this table are the net costs of these programs. These includeall expenditures incurred specifically for the programs
under study by the operating agency, plusany expenditures by other organizations for services that were an essential partof the program treatment, minus
costs to the operaling agency or other organizations of serving members of the control groups. See Appendix A for further discussion.

Net costs and annual impacts are in nominal dollars except where noted.
*The net cost is adjusted to 1985 dollars.
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TABLE 4.6 (continued)

®The impact is adjusted to 1985 dollars. Year 1 begins with the quarter of random assignment. The annual earnings impact for year 3 is based on one
quarter of follow-up. The annual AFDC payments impact for year 3 is based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for
year 3. However, since the quarterly impacts are statistically significant, the annual impacts are assumed also to be significant.

“The impact s adjusted to 1985 dollars. The annual earnings impact is based on two quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated.
However, since the quarterly impacts are statistically significant, the annual impact is assumed also to be significant. The annual AFDC payments impact
is based on four quarters of follo'w-up.

“The bracketed figure excludes wage subsidy payments for participants, whereas the other figure includes them.

“Ayear] earningsimpactis not availablein New Jersey for the same sample as the year 2impact and is therefore not shown. The annual earnings impact
for year 2 is based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for year 2. However, since the earnings impact for quarters
5-7 is statistically significant, the annual impact is assumed also to be significant. Similarly, the quarterly AFDC payments impacts for quarters 2, 3, and
4 of year 1 are statistically significant, so the annual impact is assumed also to be significant.

fAnnual earnings and AFDC payments impacts for year 3 are based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for year
3. However, since the quarterly earnings impacts are statistically significant, the annual earnings impact is assumed also to be significant.

BCross-state annual impacts are estimated from state-specific impacts presented in Table 5.2, so statistical significance and experimental and control
group means are notavailable. Year 1is defined by the original researchers as the number of months from random assignmentuntil the typical experimental
left subsidized employment. Year 2 is defined as the 12-month period following the time when the typical experimental left subsidized employment. Year
3 is based on all months in the follow-up period after year 2. Average annual impacts ;or each year were: calculated by multiplying the average monthly
impacts for that period by 12. Total earnings of the experimental group include both demonstration and non-demonstration earnings. Since the
Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations offered up toa year of subsidized paid employment, earningsand consequently reduced AFDC and Food
Stamp benefits during the first two years partly reflect wages earned in the program, and not post-program impacts. In year 2, there were statistically
significant gains in monthly earnings in all seven states and welfare savings in six. In year 3, there were significant gains in monthly earnings in five of
the seven states and welfare savings in four.

hSupported Work projects generated revenues of $4,352 per experimental (in 1985 dollars), which offset part of the cost reported here.

"The impact is adjusted to 1985 dollars. Since Supported Work offered up to 18 months of subsidized paid employment, earnings and consequently
reduced AFDC payments during the first two years partly reflect wages earned in the program, and not post-program impacts. The annual earnings and
AFDC payments impacts for year 3 are based on quarter 9, the last quarter for which there are common follow-up data for all recipients who responded
to the final survey. AFDC payments impacts include impacts on General Assistance, Supplemental Security Income, and other unspecified cash welfare,

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; ** at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1 percent level.
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information on four selective-voluntary programs, which are discussed
inChapter5.%° While the table shows that even the very low-cost Arkansas
program had persistent effects, average earnings impacts in the final year
of follow-up tended to increase with cost. Thus, impacts were larger for
San Diego SWIM and Baltimore than for San Diego I and Virginia. In
contrast, average welfare impacts showed no clear relationship to cost:
There wereno welfaresavingsin Baltimoreand clearsavingsin Arkansas.

Ininterpreting the table, it is important to remember that differences
in program impacts may be attributable to factors other than cost (i.e., to
the other dimensions discussed in Chapter 2). For example, programs
that serve more disadvantaged persons are likely to have different
impacts than those serving less disadvantaged persons; low-cost pro-
grams may be more effective in low-grant than in high-grant states;*
programs that make limited use of sanctioning may have different
impacts than those that sanction frequently. (Table 4.6 includes some of
the information relevant to interpreting this cost-impact relationship. It
lists as program activities only those components in which experimen-
tals’ participation exceeded controls’ and notes when this increase in
service was small. For example, in Virginia, a substantial number of
experimentals participated in education and training but, as indicated in
the discussion of Table 4.1, so did controls; thus, the program led to an
increase in services for only a few people.)

¥ In almost all cases, impacts are stated in nominal dollars, not adjusted for inflation, with
the evaluation’s starting date shown in the table. The exceptions are the two Louisville job
search programs and Supported Work, which began before 1980 and where ignoring the
effects of inflation would have been particularly distorting. Both the costs and impacts for
these programs have been inflated to 1985 dollars. While the same principles were used in
calculating costs in most of these studies, the varying availability of dzta and different
structures of the programs make some of the estimates not directly comparable. For
example, in Supported Work, values from the mid-1970s were inflated to 1985, which may
overstate both the costs of operating the program and the wages earned by program
graduates, given the limited increase in the minimum wage during these years. In addition,
the costs of all of the selective-voluntary programs include the subsidized share of wages
puid to program participants. These were a particularly high fraction of average costs in the
Supported Work Demonstration and resulted in offsetting AFDC savings, which are showy
separately in the table but not deducted from costs. Finally, for budgetary purposes, the cost
of Supported Work should also be reduced because the programs generated partially
offsetting revenue from the sale of goods and services the programs produced. (See the notes
to Table 4.6.)

% The two low-cost job search programs that had impacts on employment and welfare
receipt were both implemented in low-grant states - Kentucky and Arkansas - where even
a low-wage job would result in a case closure. It is not clear whether a similar program
would have been equally successful, for example, in California.
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In particular, it is not clear whether the larger earnings gains in San
Diego SWIM and Baltimore reflect the use of some more intensive
services or other aspects of the program or environment: e.g., the scale
and local conditions, the extensive experience and capability of the
programs’ administrators, or the strong enforcement of the ongoing
participation requirement in the SWIM saturation demonstration "

Turning to the second measure - impact per dollar invested in the
welfare-to-work program - Friedlander and Gueron find that the addi-
tion of cost considerations changes the picture substantially. They note
that as long as costs were above a threshold level (not met in Cook
County),* there seems to have been an inverse relationship between a
program'’s average cost and its earnings impact/cost ratio: i.e., the
higher the program cost, the lower the earnings gain per dollar outlay.*
Based on this, they conclude that cost-effectiveness — using this partic-
ular measure - appears to have decreased from low- to higher-cost
systems, apparently because the higher-cost systems used a combina-
tion of low-cost job search and work experience enriched with more
expensive components such as education, training, and O)T, and the
latter components seemingly had lower impact per dollar cutlay. The
relationship for welfare impacts was less consistent, but also sug-
gested diminishing returns in moving from programs that began with
job search (either as the only service or followed by other activities

4 In terms of scale - which could affect placements and thus program impacts - Virginia
served the full mandatory caseload; Baltimore covered a cross section of the caseload, but
only 1,000 people; San Dicgo | served only welfare applicants; and San Diego SWIM
vperated in only two of the seven offices of the county’s social services department. In
terms of administrative capacity, the San Dicgo social services department had a reputa-
tion for unusual expertise, and the Baltimore Office of Manpower Resources - which ran
Options - was among the most experienced and highly regarded CETA/JTIA operators
in the country.

¥ n dollar terms, Cook County did not have a lower net cost per experimental than the
Arkansas and first Louisville prograr.s. However, in these two low-grant areas, staff
salaries were lower than in Chicago. Tlus, the Cook County program may have spent the
least in real terms, It also used resources differently, focusing on monitoring and process-
ing people rather than providing direct services.

¥ The impact perdollar outlay is obtained by dividing, the impact estimate for the last year
uf follow-up by the net cost (both from Table 4.6). Using this measure, the annual carnings
impact perdollarinvested was 30 to 75 cents in Virginia, San Diega 1, SWIM, and Baltimore
compared to $2 or more in Arkansas and the similarly low-cost Louisville job search
programs. Note that this measure - the impact per dollar outlay - is pot the same as the
total benefit per dollar outlay used in the preceding section,
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as part of a mixed strategy) to those that provided mainly higher-
cost components.

Focusing only on this measure, Friedlander and Gueron note that,
faced with a choice of using a fixed budget to provide either higher-cost
services to a smaller number of enrollees or lower-cost (primarily job
search) services to a much greater number, the latter strategy (as long as
the services are above the threshold level) is more likely to maximize
aggregate program impacts (i.e,, the total sum of earnings impacts or
welfare savings for all individuals exposed to the program).* (The find-
ings for the third measure - net taxpayer benefits — are similar to those
for this other cost measure.)

However, Friedlander and Gueron point out that many people are
equally or even more interested in other measures of effectiveness, e.g,,
the ability of a program to reduce poverty orto prevent long-term welfare
receipt. Because of the limited data collected in most studies, they note
that there is very little evidence on whether higher-cost programs are
more successful in increasing family income and reducing poverty, but
there is evidence they are more likely to get people into jobs with higher
wages or hours. There is an indicatior: of this type of effect in Baltimore.”
There is also very limited information on whether higher-cost compo-
nents are more succes:ful with people who are more likely to be long-
term recipients. Only Baltimore and SWIM had some more intensive
services. As indicated in Table 4.3, the Baltimore program was not partic-
ularly successful with recipients. Since SWIM's impacts for subgroups of
recipients are not yet available, it is not clear whether the strongly pos-
itive average impacts for recipients found in that study (see Table 4.4)
extended to the most disadvantaged subgroups. As discussed in Chapter
5, among the selective-voluntary programs, Supported Work had a
strong record of effectiveness witl very long-term AFDC recipients who
had lit:le or no prior employment.

™ As indicated in Chapter 2, however, states usually do not face a fixed budget limit that
is inde sendent of their choice of program approach. Particular JOBS services are often
funded out of different agency budgets. Certain ones le.g., case management) may be paid
for directly with JOBS funds, while others (eg., skills training or education) may be
provided by JTPA agencies or community colleges. Given the JOBS legislation’s focus on
interagency coordination, the welfare agency’s real budget constraint will depend on the
extent to which it can access services from these other agencies.

5 See also the discussion of the higher-cost selective-voluntary programs in Chapter 5.
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Friedlander and Gueron conclude their review by pointing to the
operational implications of these findings and the major uncertainties
that remain. In their view, the findings suggest that administrators may
face a trade-off in meeting different program objectives: Programs with
some higher-cost services may lead to greater impacts per person and get
some people better jobs, but those with mainly lower-cost, job search
services may get greater total impacts because more people are served.
This may prompt administrators interested in achievements in both
directions to favor a mixed mode (following the SWIM or Baltimore
model), using a combination of lower-cost services to assure immediate
welfaresavings and carefully targeted, more expensive services with the
hope of benefiting longer-term recipients.” This mixed strategy would
allow states both to target the more disadvantaged and to serve a
relatively large share of the welfare population, two explicit goals of
JOBS. The logic for this would also follow from what the research sug-
gests about the strengths and limits of past approaches. Job search has
been demonstrated to have consistent employment and welfare impacts
and to be cost-effective. but also to leave many without work and on wel-
fare, especially among those who are more disadvantaged. A program
like SWIM, which contains some higher-cost activities, and some of the
selective-voluntary programs discussed in Chapter 5 have benefited the
more disadvantaged in the JOBS population (on-board recipierts), and
S\WIM and Baltimore suggest that including some higher-cost services
(beyond job search assistance) can increase the percent of people with
somewhat higher earnings. In addition, there is uncertainty about the
point at which any trade-off among program objectives would be affect-
ed by program scale; it is possible (although there is no evidence on this)
thatdiminishing returns may set inif particular welfare-to-work services
are provided to ar expanded share of the caseioad.

While this analysis of past studies suggests a possible trade-off in
meeting diverse program objectives, the nature of this trade-off and its

52 SWIM was more successful than Baltimore in meeting these diverse goals, since it
obtained bothunusually large weliare savings and relatively large earmings gains. Baltimore
achieved only the latter. This difference may have followed from SWIM's greater reliance
on job search, or from its much 1nore mandatory implementation and resulting higher
participation (see Table 4.1), or from other differences in the program approaches.
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relevance to JOBS remain highly uncertain. There are a numbzr of rea-
sone for this and hence for caution in using these results. The completed
studies are of broad-coverage programs that differed substantially from
those emerging under JOBS: ie., they provided less education, skills
training, and other intensive services; did not specifically target
difficult-to-serve people or women with preschool children; and made
less use of assessment and casemanagement. Theone program (Baltimore)
that implemented the up-front assessment model emerging under JOBS
was tested as a relatively small demonstration for 1,000 people, leaving
unclear the feasibility of managing this process with similar results at a
much expanded scale. Follow-up was limited to at most three years, not
an adequate time to determine the long-term return to larger invest-
ments, or to see whether the impacts of low- or higher-cost services are
more likely to increase or decrease over time. The number of completed
studies is small and, as noted in Chapter 2, the programs differed on
many other important dimensions in addition to cost, confounding an
analysis of this relationship. In addition, the relative cost-effectiveness of
low- and high-cost services may not be the same under FSA as it was in
the pre-JOBS period, if the introduction of a year of transitional child care
ai' 1 Medicaid for people who leave welfare for a job reduces the total
savings that occur when people {ake low-wage positions. Finally, ad-
ministrators may structure state JOBS programs wit!: other objectivesin
mind: e.g., a state may emphasize education in the nope that this will
have a positive effect on the children in welfare families or that it will
upgrade the state’s human capital as part of a broader economic de-
velopment strategy.

The critical importance of these issues to states deciding on the use of
JOBS resources ~inparticular, those considering what servicesto provide
to potential long-term recipients in the JOBS target groups who {where
studied) were shown not to benefit consistently from low-cost services -
pointstotheneed for furtherevaluations of different program approaches.

The results from the current studies of more intensive programs -
e.g., GAIN, REACH, and ET - will be of clear relevance. While those
programs represent different strategies, eachincludes 2 greater emphasis
on education and training than was typicalin the mi.i-1980s. In addition,
given the many competing explanations that inevit ably arise when com-
paring results across locations and studies, it wouid also be particularly
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useful to try to address this issue directly, througt well-designed
differential impact studies, in which people in the same location are
randomly assigned todifferent program approaches. Asdiscussed further
in Chapter 5, which extends the discussion by drawing on the added
lessons from the selective-voluntary demonstrations, these types of
studies could be designed to deter rine the relative effectiveness of
alternative moderate- to high-cost models, or of models with different
cost, intensity, and objectives. If these could be successfully imple-
mented, they would help clarify the relationship beiween program cost
and the diverse measures of effectiveness.

The Effect of Fixed Versus Open Sequence. The participation
findings summarized in Table 4.1 point to tbe importance of how a
program determines the first activity in which people are to participate,
since a much smaller number reach subsequent services. There are two
major options for structuring the fiow of people through a program and
allocating resources for more expensive services: (1) fixed-sequence
models (starting with job search), or {2) reliance on an assessment
process, which may be more or less elaborate but usually involves
substantial choice and gives attention to welfare recipient and case
manager preferences. Deciding between these two options is critical
in the design of a welfare-to-work program since, given resource
constraints, this is the mechanism for determining who receives the
more intensive services.

Most broad-coverage models of the 1980s had a fixed sequence
beginning with some form of job search followed by other activities for
those who failed to locate jobs. This approach assumes that any type of
employment will benefit recipients - regardless of their basic skills -
because it moves theminto the labor market, building a work history that
can lead to long-term access to better jobs. From this perspective,
low-income and welfare status a1 viewed, to a significant extent, as a
result of limited work experienc job-seeking skills, references, and
contacts, as well as a lack of self-esteem and motivation. Employment is
seen as a way to provide the experience that will build confidence and
open doors. Some job search assistance programs focus on structuring
the search in ways that help clients take advantage of the normally high
turnover in entry-ievel positions. While proponents of up-front job
search recognize that a mix of factors affect income, they argue that it is
not possible to determine a priori who is or is not “employable.”
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Based on these assumptions, fixed-sequence models that start with
job search use the labor market as a screening device to determine which
people can get a job with minimal assistance and which need further
employment-enhancing services, i.e., education or training, thereby
focusing more expensive services on the population most in need. Job
search, in this case, is viewed as an alternative to a more comprehensive,
initial assessment, although assessment may follow job search. Propo-
nents of this view also argue that even if welfare recipients fail to become
employed during the job search component, they gain valuable
information on what they need to do to become employed.

The assessment/choice model is based on a different view of how
clients should be matched to services and how more expensive services
sh:ould be rationed: that there is no single cause of low income and no
single “treatment” appropriate for all people. Instead, the particular
barriers to employmentand self-sufficiency and needs for service should
be identified through testing, counseling, and other means, and an
individualized plan developed, with both case managers and welfare
recipients influencing the nature and sequence of services. Involving
welfare recipientsin the process is seen asa way to help them define their
goals and to motivate them to take the steps needed to achieve those
goals. Proponents of this approach argue that it will result in a more
appropriate sequence of activities, lead to an increase not only in
job-holding but also in the quality of the jobs, and reduce the extent to
which people finding jobs subsequently return to welfare.

Unfortunately, while there is extensive information on up-front job
search programs, there is only one completed impact study of a
broad-coverage program - the Baltimore program -that used assessment
and emphasized client choice. As a result, the relative effectiveness of
these two approaches is not clear. The findings on job search, however,
indicate that it is difficult to determine in advance who will find a job
through a job club. (See the discussion of this issue in the section on
“Findings on Subgroups and Targeting” in Chapter 5.) The New Jersey
REACH, Washington FIP, Pennsylvania Saturation Work Program
(PSWPj,and Massachusetts ET studiesshould provide furtherinformation
on participant flow and impacts of non-fixed-sequence programs. The
GAIN evaluation is examining a fixed-sequence programin which many
participants are assigried to education, thus broadening the knowledge
base on the effects of sequenced services.
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The Effect of Mandating Participation

As noted in Chapter 2, among broad-coverage programs, manda-
tory ones may have greaterimpacts than voluntary ones because they (1)
reach more - and more disadvantaged ~ people, (2) deter people from
applying for or remaining on welfare, or (3) sanction people. On the
other hand, it is also possible that voluntary programs may have larger
impacts because they serve more motivated people, who will take
greater advantage of program services. Unfortunately, we have only
limited evidence on these issues.

People Served. The field experiments summarized in this synthesis
donot provide clear evidence on whether more mandatory programs are
able to reach more or different people. Programs that include a
participation mandate vary in their enforcement of that requirement.
Among the seven broad-coverage programs evaluated, three were more
likely to threaten or invoke sanctions for nonparticipation - San Diego ],
SWIM, and Cook County - while the others rarely used sanctions, and
saw the mandate primarily as a means to get in the door people whom
they would not normally reach. As indicated in Table 4.1, while SWIM
had the highest longitudinal participation rate, the other two more
mandatory sites did not have particularly high participation rates.
Further, Table 4.6 suggests no evident relationship between either
sanctioning or participation - both possible proxies for the extent to
which a program was mandatory - and program impacts.”® However,
SWIM'’s atypically strong impacts, overall and for the more disadvan-
taged two-thirds of the caseload, may atleast in part reflect that program’s
unusually strict enforcement of a continuous participation mandate.

Comparisons between mandatory and voluntary programs are
even more difficult. Since state WIN programs have been more or less
mandatory since the early 1970s, there is no information on
broad-coverage, totally voluntary programs. The evaluation of the most

* For a contrasting opinion, see Mead, 1986 and 1990. Mead argues that welfare-to-work
programs must be mandatory if they areto succeed. His con clusion derives from his different
view of how to measure program success: not by impact on employment, welfare, or
self-sufficiency, but by the extent to which the program increases “work effort” (which he
definesinterms ofactivity in program components). Measured against this goal of maximizing
participation, mandatory programs, he concludes, are more successful. Mead also states that
higher participation raises job entiies and, because it causes programs to reach more
disadvantaged people, increases net impacts.

195



BROAD-COVERAGE PROGRAMS 183

visible large-scale program that is primarily voluntary - Massachusetts’
ET program - has not yet been completed.™ An interim report from this
study, however, provides important information on the population
reached. Initial findings show that as of mid-1987, approximately one-
third of all Massachusetts’ FY 1987 adult AFDC recipients hud partic-
ipated in activities such as training within the previous year. ET partic-
ipationlevels are clearly substantial for a voluntary, statewide program,
and reflect an emphasis on recruitment (Nightingale et al., 1989).

Some of the selective-voluntary programs discussed in Chapter 5
(e.g., Supported Work and Project Redirection) suggest that - at least at
the relatively small scale at which they were implemented - they were
able to reach very disadvantaged welfare recipients (Board of Directors,
MDRC, 1980; Polit, Quint, and Riccio, 1988). Others (e.g., Maine’s Train-
ing Opportunities in the Private Sector - TOPS - program) targeted
disadvantaged groups but served a more job-ready subset within that
group (Auspos, Cave, and Long, 1988). Finally, programs such as JTPA
reach amore motivated or advantaged group within the AFDC caseload.
Evidence from several of these studies suggests that only a small share of
potential eligibles volunteered for services.

Deterrence. Advocates of mandatory programsarguethat,in addition
to reaching different people, the persistent follow-up and threat and
reality of sanctions will deter some people from going on welfare, cause
some people not to complete a welfare application, and prompt others to
leave the rolls to avoid the “hassle” of participation or because they were
“smoked out” of unriported jobs. The field experiments of the 1980s
provideonlylimited evidence. Asdiscussed inthe sectionon “Estimating
Entry and Macroeconomic Effects” in Chapter 2, these studies were not

*InET, participationin individual activities is voluntary, but registration for the program
isrequired. A recentnon-experimental study of ET (O’'Neill, 1990) used a time series analysis
to estimate the effect of the program on the size of the welfare caseload in Massachusetts.
The author concluded that little if any of the reduction in the AFDC caseload during the
1980s appeared to have been caused by ET. She also compared Massachusetts to other states
inregard to the participation of single mothers in welfare or in work. She found that single
women in Massachusetts had a higher probability of receiving welfare than single women
inother states in all but two of the eight vears from 1980 through 1987, and she argued that
ET did not reduce this effect, except possibly in 1984 (ET's first full year of operation). She
also found that ET had no apparent effect on the likelihood of employment among single
mothers. The methods used in this work, and the research questions posed, are very
different from those of the ongoing evaluation of ET or the field experiments discussed in
this document.
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designed to measure whether these initiatives deterred people from
applying for welfare. On the other issues, the lack of any clear relation-
ship between sanctioning rates and impacts argues against any consis-
tent interpretation. For example, the San Diego I demonstration, with its
relatively high participation and sanctioning rates, did not appear to
deter new applicants from eventually getting on welfare. While
the tough enforcement of participation requirements and relatively
high sanctioning in SWIM may have led to some caseload reductions,
the study did not distinguish these from other sources of higher
program impacts.

Sanctioning. In WIN and WIN Demonstration programs, staff
could impose sanctions ~ reductions in the welfare grant for AFDC case
heads, or case closure for AFDC-UPs - on targeted persons who refused
to participate without good cause.®® Research findings, particularly for
the Cook County program for single mothers, suggest that sanctioning
can translate directly into some modest welfare savings.® For the other
six completed studies, it is uncertain what role sanctioring played in
increasing participation and producing presvam impacts (see Tables
4.1 and 4.2). For example, as noted abovs, it iv 10t clear whether the
relatively large impacts for AFDCs and AFDC-UPs in the SWIM Dem-
onstration came from the relatively high sanctioning, the saturation
mandate (with the resulting high and on;0ing participation), the use of
education and training services, or other conditions particular to San
Diego (notably, the experience of the program staff).

The Impact of Administrative Practices

It has proven difficult to quantify the returns to different case
management, assessment, and monitoring approaches.

Case Management. The study of early GAIN implementation shows
that counties organized case management in different ways and had
registrant-to-staff ratios that ranged from 50:1 to 200:1. While the authors

53 Sanctioning rules differ under JOBS

% Cook County sanctioned a relatively high number (12 percent) of experimentals but, as
noted in thediscussion of Table 4.1, a substantial number of controls were alsosanctioned.
The program’s impact on net sanctioning probably does account for some of the very small
welfare savings that occurred, even in the absence of any earnings gains. But it is not the
only explanation, since some of the savings also came from an increase in case closures, as
additional people either left the rolls or had their cases closed for administrative reasons as
aresult of the program.
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report that the higher rates did not seem to hinder reporting on atten-
dance, they note that they did delay follow-up on nonparticipation and
affected the nature of staff procedures for dealing with noncompliance.
GAIN participation rates do not seem to be clearly related to registrant/
staff ratios, but GAIN staff indicated that these ratios did affect atten-
dance for those participating (Riccio et al., 1989). While cross-county
information in later GAIN reports should provide further insight on this
question, the most important results are likely to come from the River-
side, California, case management experiment. In this differential impact
study, welfare-to-work outcomes will be measured for welfare recipients
whose case nianagers have a caseload one-half the normal size and for
welfare recipients whose case managers have a normal-size caseload.
This experiment will be the first formal test of the impacts of intensive
case management.

Assessment. Assessments can be conducted in a wide variety of
ways including case managers’ use of objective and subjective
characteristics, such as prior work experience, to make assignments to
particular activities; participants’ self-assessment and choice of program
activity; and formal testing and recommendations by professional
employment counselors. There is currently noreliableinformation on the
effect of different assessment approaches (or the location of assessment
in the sequence of activities) on program participation, impact, or
cost-effectiveness. Moreover, none of the planned evaluations directly
address this issue.

Some early anecdotal evidence identifies issues that may arise in
stater implementing JOBS programs that rely on complex cross-referral
and coordination among many agencies and that emphasize assessment
and caseworker discretion. This evidence suggests that, unless there are
clear procedures and, especially where there are large caseloads, a
well-designed management information system (MIS), people can fail to
show up at some point in the assessment process, and possibly be lost
to the program. In programs with many <*ops, steps, and cross-referrals,
participation may thereby be reduced. The evaluations of REACH,
FIP, PSWP, ET, and Ohio Transitions to Independence should
provide further information on caseload flow in more complex and
discretionary programs.

Caseload Monitoring Strategies. Some of the relatively simple
WIN and WIN Demonstration projects of the early and mid-1980s
achieved relatively high participation rates with quite primitive manage-
ment information systems support. Even in the more complex SWIM
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186 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

Demonstration, staff relied partially on manual management systems.
The early reports from the GAIN evaluation, however, suggest that the
efficient managing of this complex program will require effective
automated tracking systems in all but the smallest counties (Wallaceand
Long, 1987; Riccio et al., 1989).

The Importance of Labor Market Conditions
and Area Characteristics

Chapter 2 pointed to several ways in which the local economic and
program context can affect JOBS' impacts.

Labor Market Conditions. Labor market conditions influence the
characteristics of the welfare caseload and the ease with which both
experimentals and controls find employment. While it is often held that
program impacts will be larger in a strong labor market, a number of
studies have found the opposite: greater impacts in a weak labor market,
atleast in urbanareas. In the study of San Diego’s job search program, for
example, earnings impacts were substantially larger for peopie entering
the program during a severe economic downturn than for a group who
entered during a period of economic improvement (Goldman,
Friedlander, and Long, 1986). Similar results were found in the National
Supported Work Demonstration (Board of Directors, MDRC, 1980).57 In
both cases, this was because improved economic conditions benefited
controls as much as they assisted experimentals. MDRC’s study of West
Virginia’s work experience program indicated, however, that in rural
labor markets with very high unemployment rates (peaking at 23
percent ~ the nation’s highest - in January 1983), program interventions
may have limited success in improving employment prospects
(Friedlander etal., 1986). MDRC conducted one other study of a welfare-
to-work program in a rural area: in 7 of the 11 agencies in the Virginia
study, all of which had stronger labor markets than did the West Vir-
ginia study counties. In these rural Virginia counties, there were no
significant impacts on any outcome measures, although the authors

5 However, preliminary results from the Minority Female Single Parent (MFSI)
Demonstration suggest that impacts were larger when economic conditions improved
(Gordon and Burghardt, 1990).
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concluded that small sample sizes may have accounted for these results
(Riccio et al., 1986).

While results to date do not, therefore, suggest that - except under
extreme and/or rural conditions - higher unemployment rates reduce
program impacts, there have not been stu ‘ies of large-scale
welfare-to-work programs that were conducted during a severe national
recession. It is possible that this could undermine program impacts.* In
addition, few of the completed evaluations are of very large-scale
programs. The impacts of such programs might be more limited if local
employers were, for example, saturated by job placement demands from
program participants. It is too early to know whether JOBS programs,
relative to their local labor markets, will operate at a scale substantially
beyond that of some of the larger 1980s WIN Demonstration programs.

Characteristics of the AFDC Program. AFDC grant levels and
administrative structures can affect program impacts in several ways.
Grant levels influence the characteristics of people on welfare and the
extent to which people can combine work and welfare. In low-grant
states, caseloads will be more disadvantaged, and even low-wage jobs
will lead to case closures. Thus, as shown in Table 4.2, employment rates
were lower for both experimentals and controls in Arkansas than in any
of the other programs except West Virginia. Further, only 5 percent of
experimentals in the Arkansas study combined work and welfare in the
third quarter of follow-up, compared to 20 percent of experimentals at
the same time in San Diego’s SWIM program (Friedlander et al., 1985b;
Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989).

With only seven completed studies, however, it is not possible to
establish whether there is a clear relationship between grant level,
program design, and program impacts. Moreover, a conclusion will
depend on the nature of the comparison: On a percentage basis, impacts
on earnings and AFDC dependence were largest in low-grant Arkansas
and high-grant California; in dollar terms, impacts were much larger in
San Diego than in Arkansas.

8 Very depressed economic conditions could also have other results. For example, a
welfare-to-work program implemented during a period of extremely high unemployment
may be more likely to affect other low-wage we s, who might be displaced by welfare
recipients who find jobs as a result of the pro, 2. Past studies have not examined this
possibility.
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In terms of AFDC administrative structure, there is no clear rela-
tionship between the magnitude of or variation in impacts and whether
a program is state-administered or state-supervised and county-
administered. Thus, although Arkansas, Virginia, and West Virginia all
had state-administered programs, impacts were quite different in the
two Arkansas counties studied, and participation varied substantially
across counties in all four states.* Participation also varied across coun-
ties in the county-administered system in California, where the GAIN
study suggests substantial cross-county variation in program objectives
and design. County administrative differences may also influence im-
pacts in the ongoing Ohio LEAP, Ohio Transitions to Independence,
and Florida Project Independence evaluations, among others.

The Extent of Community Employment and Training Services.
The availability of services from JTPA, community colleges, or other
facilities will affect welfare dynamics (and outcomes for the control
group), program cost, and the ease and extent to which administrators
can implement more complex and enriched JOBS programs. While it is
often assumed that few WIN-mandatory welfare recipients receive
education or training services on their own, the three of the seven
completed studies of low- and moderate-cost programs where this
was measured suggest substantial activity by members of the control
group —and self-initiated activities by experimentals.

Thus, in Virginia, 12 percent of control group members participated
in education or training activities within 15 to 28 months after random
assignment; in Cook County, 18 percent of controls did so within 9
months of random assignment; and in San Diego SWIM, almost 28
percent of controls participated in community college programs (basic
education, continuing education, training, and college-level courses)
within 2 to 3 years after random assignment (Riccio et al., 1986; Fried-
lander etal., 1987; Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989). The SWIM findings
illustrate the extent to which controls’ access to these programs decreas-
es the service differential between experimentals and controls and,

~~presumably, lowers program impacts. Whilean impressive 34 percent of
-f--,experimentals attended community colleges within 2 or 3 years, this was
an increase of only 7 percentage points over the control group level.

W County-specific impacts were not estimated in Maine, Virginia, or West Virginia.
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Information from Evaluations Currently
Being Conducted

Ongoing studies of broad-coverage programs promise to enlarge the
existing knowledge base regarding welfare-to-work programs. The
GAIN evaluation in California will provide the first impact data on a
mandatory participation, education-based program. GAIN provides a
far more comprehensive set of services to its participants than have most
previous statewide welfare-to-work programs: lob search, adult basic
education, GED classes, English for speakers of other languages, job club,
and some training and work experience are available in most counties.
The impacts of this bundle of services will be measured in six counties;
impact measures will include employment, earnings, welfare receipt,
Food Stamp receipt, and, in four counties, registrant survey information
on such outcomes as job characteristics (e.g., hours, wages, and fringe
benefits), total family earnings and transfer income, efforts to look for
work, reasons for not working (wher. applicable), educational degree
attainment, and variousattitudinal measures. Impactson clients’ literacy
levels will also be measured in some counties.

In addition, as discussed above, California has commissioned an
evaluation of intensive case management in the GAIN program. In
Riverside County, an experimental design has been implemented to test
the effect of GAIN as carried out by high-caseload welfare workers ver-
sus GAIN as carried out by low-caseload welfare workers. This differ-
ential impact evaluation will be one of the few efforts to isolate the effect
of alternative administrative arrangements on participants.

The evaluation of Project Independence in Florida will measure la-
bor market outcomes for adult women on AFDC with children age 3 or
older. This group will be eligible for activities that may include job
search, education, training, or work experience. Eligibility for particular
services will be determined by the application of state “job-readiness”
criteria. Job-ready participants are assigned to job search. The evaluation
will thus shed light on the consequences of an array of services that are
allocated according to guidelines designed to reserve the most expensive
services for the less employable welfare recipients.

The forthcoming report on the Pennsylvania Saturation Work Pro-
gram (PSWP) will provide participation and impact findings for a pro-
gram that, like San Diego’s Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM),
was designed to test a program model with an ongoing participation
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requirement. Under the PSWI’ model, AFDCs with children over 6 and
AFDC-UPs received an assessment, which evaluated participants’ math
and reading skills, vocational interests, job search knowledge, and social
service needs. PSWP participants were then referred to activities that
could include job-readiness training (including workshops, job clubs,
and job search), CWEP, education, and vocational training. Controls in
the evaluation were also eligible for many of these services through the
existing Work Registration Program (WRP) in Pennsylvania. Asaresult,
the PSWP impact evaluation will provide information about the effects
of enhanced case management and an ongoing participation require-
ment, the two predominant differences between the PSWP program
model and the WRP model that was in use for the control group.

The comparison group studies of three programs will provide
important information. New Jersey’s REACH will analyze a broad-
coverage program that emphasizes up-frontassessment of participants,
followed by a range of services. The ongoing evaluations of Washing-
ton’s FIP and Massachusetts’ ET program will provide findings on
broad-coverage, voluntary welfare-to-work programs.

The evaluation of Ohio’s Transitions to Independence program will
provide impact data for two groups of AFDC recipients. For AFDC-UP
recipients and for single parents on AFDC who have no children under
age 6, there will be a random assignment evaluation of the effect of
required participation in work-related activities. These include job club,
subsidized employment, education and training, and work experience
(CWEP). The study will take place in 15 counties. The second group being
studied consists of single parents on AFDC with one or more children un-
der age 6. For this group, there will be a random assignment evaluation
in one county (Montgomery) of a program requiring an assessment and
vocational counseling, and offering (but not requiring) the work-related
activities described above. In addition, this treatment group received an
offer of extended transitionai child care and Medicaid if they become
employed. When the transitional benefits provisions of the Family
Support Act took effect, these transitional benefits became available to
AFDC recipients in the control group; consequently, this evaluation will
measure the impact of the timing and the message associated with
transitional benefits. (See Table 3.5.) These studies will increase the
knowledge base regarding rrograms that emphasize work, and the
Montgomery County experiment for recipients with preschool children
will also provide information on the impact of a treatment that empha-
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sizes significant transitional services that increase the incentives for
work (Bell, Hamilton, and Burstein, 1989).

The ongoing, rigorous evaluation of the Focd Stamp Employment
and Training Program analyzes the effect of a broad-based work
requirement for Food Stamp recipients. Enacted in 1985, the federal
legislation, like JOBS, gives states considerable flexibility in designing
and implementing a mandatory employment and training program for
the Foud Stamp caseload while setting national participation standards.
The study should yield useful information about the design, admin-
istration, and operation of the broad-based participation requirement,
the choice between low-cost and more intensive service strategies, and
the overall impact of the program on recipients’ employment, earnings,
and welfare receipt. The findings will not Le directly generalizable to
the AFDC population, however, since participants in AFDC work
programs ase exempt from participation in the Food Stamp Employ-
ment and Training Program. Indeed, only 6 percent of the participantsin
the Food Stamp study were receiving AFDC benefits, and participants
who were on AFDC were more likely to be enrolled in intensive training
activities than in the more typical job search activities (Puma, Werner,
and Hojnacki, 1988).




Chapter 5

The Knowledge Base:
Other Evaluations
Relevant to JOBS

Chapter 4 presented what is known about the effectiveness of broad-
coverage, usually mand:tory, welfare-to-work programs. This chapter
focuses on particular services for specific welfare populations. It extends
the discussion ip iwo ways. In the first two sections, it focuses on what
is known and being learned about the success of certain service compo-
nents that can be provided as part of a broad-coverage system. It does not
repezt the discussion of job search and unpuid work experience, which
were tested at scale in the broad-coverage studies. Instead, it covers the
substantial number of other rigorous evaluations that have focused not
on the entire WIN or JOBS system ina location, but on components of that
system or specific services provided through other delivery systems or
special demonstrations. These have often involved higher-cost services,
have always beentested as voluntary components, and have usually been
implemented at smaller scale. For JOBS administrators, these other stud-
ies can help get inside the “black box” of the totai delivery system and
inform trade-offs on critical program design choices, including whether
the addition of higher-cost components can increase program effective-
ness. Services identified as successful can then be considered for potential
broader use within the JOBS system.

The selective-voluntary programs discussed in the first two sections
can thus be viewed as possible smaller-scale components within a
broad-coverage JOBS program that contains a wide range of activities.
Selective-voluntary programs may offer an alternative method of placing
welfare recipients in welfare-to-work activities, as compared to some of
the fixed-sequence programs discussed in Chapter 4. There are various
ways to structure selective-voluntary components within larger systems:
Outreach and advertising campaigns can solicit applicants; welfare staff
can encourage welfare recipients to volunteer; or an assessment process
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can be used to assign potential participants to services.! The effective-
ness of the program may be partly determined by the method of identify-
ing potential participants. States may regard selective-voluntary pro-
grams notas models to be compared to low-cost jobsearch programs, but
as specific targeting strategies for groups in need of particular services.
To further inform this issue, the second section of this chapter focuses on
Wwhat these studies suggest about the targeting of higher-cost services
to particular subgroups of welfare recipients.

In its final three sections, the chapter shifts to cover briefly what is
known from broad-coverage o selective-voluntary programs about
specific areas of particular relevance to JOBS: education services, ser-
vices for young AFDC mothers, and support services. The chapter con-
cludes with a discussion of how these different approaches fit together
into program-model combinations,

cindings on Selective-Voluntary Programs

There area number of rigorous evaluations of two typesof selective-
voluntary programs: enriched, small-scale demonstration programs
that test a particular Program model; and larger-scale, voluntary ser-
vices provided by the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and its pred-
ecessor, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA).

Demonstration Programs

There have been random assignment studies of four selective-
voluntary demonstrations: two multi-state programs testing subsidized
employment (the National Supported Work Demonstration and the
AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations), the multi-site
studies of an on-the-job training program in New Jersey, and a sequence
of activities (including pre-vocational training, work experience,

b

! Allof the completed evaluations of particular service components have been of activities
that were voluntary options chosen by soine participants within the usually m..ndatory
WIN system (the mandatoriness of which has varied among states and program uffices, as
explained in Chapter 2). It is of course possible to evaluate mandatory components, where
either entrance to the component {e.g., in a fixed-sequence program) or continued
participation in the coraponent is mandatory for those who enroll in it. Some of the current
demonstiations discussed in this chapter may fall into this latter group: i.e., initial
enrollment is voluntary but, once enrolled, people could be subject to sanctions if they did
not continue to participate.
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and on-the-job training) in Maine.2 (Ncne of these studies focused on
education and training, key JOBS activities.)

Supported Work enrolied a very disadvantaged group of AFDC re-
cipients (averaging niore than 8.5 years on welfare) in a 12- or 18-month
program of carefully structured and closeiy supervised paid work expe-
rience with elements of on-the-job training. It led to increases in earn-
ings and reductions in welfare receipt. As seen in Table 5.1, during the
third year after enrollment in the program (based on one quarter’s data),
the experimentals earned an average of $1,076, or 23 percent, more than
the $4,703 earned by controls.? In contrast to the pattern for the broad-
coverage programs that provided mainly mandatory jobsearch, earnings
gains in Supported Work were driven primarily by increases in hours
worked and hourly wages and less by an increase in employment rates.
Researchersin that study concluded that wage increases accounted for42
percent of the total long-term increase in earnings and that an increase in
hours accounted for another 18 percent. While the wage gain is encour-
aging, the actual amount was not large: Wages rose 12 percent — from
$3.69to $4.12in current dollars.! These earnings gains wereaccompanied
by welfare savings: a reducticn of 7 percer:tage points in welfare receipt
and $401 in estimated annual grants.” Because reductions in AFDC and
other benefits offset a substantial share of the increase in earnings, Sup-
ported Work had no statistically significant long-term impact on the

2GeeCha pter 3 for a description of the program approaches. Throughoutth s synthesis, the
findings for all of the studies except Supported Work and the Louisville studies are
expressed in nominal dollars. Both the costs and impacts of the Supported Work dem-
onstration, which operated during the late 1970s, have been adjusted and are expressed in
1985 dollars, roughly the midpoint in the other studies in Chapters 4 and 5.

Yin Supported Work, 97 percent of the AFDC experimentals participated (i.e., were
employed in program jobs).

¢ Masters, 1981,

The Supported Work earnings gains and welfare reductions shown in Table 5.1 are based
on a sample consistent for all years of follow-up. In the original Supported Work study,
this was not the case. Impacts for the first 18 months of follow-up were based on the maxi-
mum sample of 1,351 individuals. Data for many of these individuals were not available
beyond 18 months, and impacts for the 19- to 27-month period were estimated using only
an early cohort of 620 enrusees (Board of Directors, MDRC, 1980). A subsequent set of
impact estimates (Grossman, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985) - used in this synthesis, with an
adjustment to 1985 dollars - incorporated more observations at the end of follow-up,
which were available from a final survey wave. For example, 1,069 sample members
were used for the 25- to 27-month follow-up period, the last period with data for this
full sample. Inflation to 1985 dollars may overstate the actual impacts that would have
been achieved had the demonstration been run in the 1980s because it does not take
into account erosion of the real minimum wage and real AFDC benefits over time,
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TABLES5.1 IMPACTS OF THE NATIONAL SUPPORTED WORK

DEMONSTRATION ON AFDC RECIPIENTS a
Outcome and Experimental  Control Percentage
Follow-Up Period Group Mean  Group Mean Difference Change
Average Earnings Year 1 $8,360 $1,958 $6,402** 327%
Year 2 5,159 3,791 1,368+ 36
Year 3 5,779 4,703 1,076%* 23
Employed at End of Year 1 73.3% 30.4% 429" 141%
Year 2 46.6 423 4.3 10
Year 3 45.3 433 20 5
Average AFDC Payments®  Year 1 $3,472 $5,672 -$2,200** -39%
Year 2 3,388 4,553 -1,165%** 26
Year 3 3,501 3,902 401 -10
On Welfare at End of Year 1 70.4% 85.9% -155*  -18%
Year 2 64.4 73.5 QI -2
Year 3 64.2 713 A% 210

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Grossman, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985; Hollister, Kemper, and
Maynard, 1984.

NOTES: All figures are adjusted to 1985 dollars. The data are regression-adjusted estimates that
control for the differences of age, sex, race, education, prior work experience, household composition,
and prior welfare receipt. Since only control group means and estimated impacts are available,
experimental group means were calculated by adding estimated impacts and control group means.

Thefollow-up period begins with the day of random assignment. Since Supported Work offered up
to 18 months of subsidized paid employment, earnings and consequently reduced AFDC payments
during the first two years partly reflect wages earned in the program, and not post-program impacts.
The annual earnings and AFDC payments impacts for year 3 are based on quarter 9, the last quarter
for which there are common follow-up data for all recipients who responded to the final snrvey.

Averages were calculated for all members of the sample, including those with no employment or
transfer payment receipt in the covered period.

"Employed” or "on welfare” at the end of years | and 2 is defined as receiving earnings or welfare
payments at some point during the last quarter of the year. For year 2 it is defined as receiving
earnings or welfare payments at some point during the first quarter of the year.

?Includes AFDC, General Assistance, Supplemental Security Income, and other unspecified cash
welfare.

**Denotes statistical significance at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1 percent level.

21

j Sy

195




196 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

percentage of families living below the poverty level. In general, the
impacts for Supported Work were largest for those recipients who did
less well on their own: older women, women who had not completed
high schoci, those who had been on welfare for a particularly long time,
and those with no prior work experience (Board of Directors, MDRC,
1980; Hollister, Kemper, and Maynard, 1984).

TheHomemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrationstargeted wom-
en who had been on AFDC for at least 90 days and reached a diverse
group of welfare recipients, the majority of whom were WIN volunteers
(i.e., had children under 6 years old). The program provided four to eight
weeks of formal training, followed by up to a year of subsidized employ-
ment. It found, on average, results similar to those of Supported Work,
with wide variation across the states. (See Table 5.2.) During the third
year of follow-up (as defined in the table), there were significant in-
creases in unsubsidized employment in four of the seven states and
earnings gains in five. In that year, annual earnings gains averaged
$1,121 across the states, with a state low of $132 and a high of $1,944
(Bell, Enns, and Orr, 1986).° The factors that produced earnings gains
were different in the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations
than in Supported Work. The Homemaker-Home Health Aide earnings
gains came primarily from increases in employment rates, with consis-
tentgains in wage rates in only two of the states with earnings increases.’
Inall, four states showed positive impacts on trainees’ hourly wage rates
in year 3, and four had positive impacts on the number of hours worked

® The Homemaker-Home Health Aide study did not present findings averaged across all
seven states. The authors of this synthesis volume derived all average numbers from the
state results, weighing all states equally. In the Homemaker-Home Health Aide
Demonstrations, approximately 84 percent of experimentals participated (i.e., entered
training) across all of the states except Texas, where 74 percent participated. Impacts per
participant, as a result, are somewhat higher than those shown in Table 52, The
per-participant impact on annual earnings in year 3 ranged from $144 in New York to
$2,592 in Texas, with an average annual earnings impact across the seven states of $1,293.
Public benefit savings per participant in year 3 ranged from $12 in Texas to $1,140 in
South Carolina, with an average savings across the seven states of $382.

7 Enns, Bell, and Flanagan, 1987, as discussed in Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming.
The three states with statistically significant gains in hourly wage rates throughout the
post-program period had increases of between 29 and 88 cents per hour, or 8to 19 percent
above theaverage wages for members of the control groups. The evaluators concluded that
“productivity [and wagel gains were greatest in the southern and mostly rural states
where, in general, wage rates are low relative to the more urban states” (Bell, Enns, and
Orr, 1986, pp. 16-17).
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TABLE5.2 IMPACTS OF THE HOMEMAKER-HOME HEALTH AIDE DEMONSTRATIONS ON AFDC RECIPIENTS

Average Annual Combined AFDC and

Percent Employed in Average Annual Earnings in Food Stamp Benefits in

Site Year 12 Year 2° Year 3 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Yeai | Year 2 Year 3
Arkansas N/A N/A 1994 $1,536%* $1,392**  $1,116+ 5204 “$684** -$540%+*
Kentucky N/A N/A 2 1,980 1,344%  1,860* 996+ -1,008** -4324%+
New Jersey N/A N/A 11% 3,744%+ 1,848%** 1,344 -1,740%* “1,212%* 36
New York® N/A N/A -12 240 684* 132 348 -168 9
Ohio* N/A N/A 11% 2,844+ 2,268*  1,212% SG72% -1,020*+ -564+**
South Carolina N/A N/A 3 2,976 912% 240 -1,080**+ -1,428* -1,008***
Texas N/A N/A 210 864" 984%+  1,944% 228** -468*** 12

Cross-State

Averaged N/A N/A 8 2,026 1,347 1,121 -696 -855 2343

SOURCE: M.DRC calculations from Bell, Enns, and Orr, 1986.

NOTES: All values are experimental-control differences. Experimental and control group means were not available. Impact estimates average net
outcomes for all experimentals, including the small share who did not participate in the homemaker-home health aide sequence. The impacts on
experimentals who actually started training were somewhat higher in each state and substantially higher in Texas, where nonparticipation was higher.

Total earnings of the experimental group include both demonstration and non-demonstration earnings. Year 1 is the demonstration period and is
defined for each state as the number of months from random assignment until the typical experimental left subsidized employment. Year 1 ranged from
7 months in New York to 12 months in South Carolina. Year 2 is defined as the 12-month period following the time when the typical experimental left
subsidized employment. Year 3 is based on all months in the follow-up period after year 2. Average annual impacts for each year were calculated by
multiplying theaverage monthly impacts for that period by 12. Since the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations offered uptoayearof subsidized
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TABLE 5.2 (continued)

A

paid employment, earningsand consequently reduced AFDC and Food Stampbenefi duringthe firsttwo years partly reflect wages earned in the program,
and not post-program impacts.

?Unlike the reported earnings impacts, employment impacts were reported by the original researchers only for non-demonstration employment. By
year 3 the typical experimental was no longer in subsidized employment, however, so the year 3 employment and earnings impacts both reflect
post-program employment and are therefore comparable.

blmpacts on AFDC and Food Stamp benefits do not include New Yo, " ity, where no data were available.

“Impacts on AFDC benefits only are available.

9Cross-state averages were calculated from the original researchers’ state-specific estimates, so statistical significance is not available.
** Denotes statistical significance at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1 percent level.
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permonth. The year 3 earnings gainsled to annual welfare savings in four
of the states, ranging from $432 to more than $1,000 and averaging $343
per year across all the states.

The impacts of the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations
show considerable variation across the states, and there is very little
relationship between the states with earnings gains and those with
welfare savings. While the reason for this variation is unclear, the authors
note that participating states were given substantial flexibility: Within
overall demonstration parameters (e.g., eligibility requirements and the
basic service components), they could impose their own additional
criteria for acceptance of trainees into the program and devise their own
training and service provision policies.

The two studies of the on-the-job training programs operated as
components of the WIN demonstrations in New Jersey and Maine show
employment and earnings results on the high side of those found in the
broad-coverage programs. The New Jersey program offered OJT place-
ments in the private sector of up to 6 months, but experimentals could
also receive other WIN services. In Maine, there was a fixed sequence of
services, consisting of 2 to 5 weeks of pre-employment training in job
search and job-holding skills, up to 12 weeks of half-time unpaid work
experience in the public or nonprofit sector, and then placement in an
OJT-subsidized job in the private sector for 6 to 26 weeks.? As shown in
Table 5.3, the Maine program led to earnings gains, relative to controls,
of $871ix1 the second year and almost $950 in the third. The New Jersey
program led to earnings gains of almost $600 in the second year. (The
Maine and New Jersey programs achieved most c{ their earnings im-
pacts by increasing the wage rate or hours for tnose employed, rather
than increasing employment rates, i.e., by moving people into jobs with

% Overall, about %0 percent of experimentals in Maine and 84 percent in New Jersey
participated in at least one activity within 12 months after random assignment, although
a much smaller number - 31 and 40 percent, respectively ~ were placed in OJT-funded
jobs. (The major other activities were pre-vocational training, work experience, and some
individual job search, in Maine, and job search in New Jersey.) Participation was also high
by controls (whc were WIN registrants and had volunteered for theOJT program) - higher
than the participation by experimentals in many of the broad-coverage studies presented
in Chapter 4. Thus, in Maine, over 50 percent of controls were active in some WIN or JTPA
service (primarily individual job search, education, or pre-vocational training) within
11 to 26 months after random assignment; in New Jersey, 73 percent of controls were
active in some WIN or JTPA service (primarily job search) within 12 months of ran-
dom assignment.
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TABLES5.3 IMPACTS OF THE NEW JERSEY AND MAINE ON-THE-JOB
TRAINING PROGRAMS ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Location, Qutcome, Experimental  Control Percentage
and Follow-Up Period GroupMean  Group Mean Difference Change
New Jersey
Average Earnings” Year 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A
* Year2 $4,840 $4,249 $591* 14%
Employed at End of Year 1 54.8% 55.2% 04 -1%
Year 2" 56.1 57.8 17 -3
Average AFDC Payments  Year 1 $3,188 $37377 $190%+ 6%
Year 2 1946 2,184 -238* -1
On Welfare at End of Year 1 65.8% 68.6% 2.8 4%
Year 2 45.7 47.5 -19 -4
Maine
Average Earningsd Year 1 $1,466 $1,362 $104 8%
Year 2 3183 231 871** K]
Year 3 3,700 2,759 941+ 34
Employed at End of Year 1 52.1% 43.8% 83 19%
Year 2 502 434 69 16
Year 3¢ 50.4 49.3 11 2
Average AFDC l’aymentsd Year 1 $3419 $3,355 $64 2%
Year 2 2,609 2,580 29 1
Year 3 2,191 2,110 80 4
On Welfare at End of Year 1 81.8% 851% -33 4%
Year 2 64.4 63.1 13 2
Year 3¢ 55.8 498 6.0 12

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Freedman, Bryant, and Cave, 1988; Auspos, Cave, and Long,
1988.

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not
employed and for sample members not receiving welfare. Estiinates are regression-adjusted using
ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
There may be some discrepancies in experimental-control differences because of rounding,

"Employed"” or "on welfare” at the end of the year is defined as receiving earnings or welfare
payments at some point during the last quarter of the year.

Earnings and AFDC payments are not adjusted for inflatios..

“A year 1 earnings impact is not available in New Jersey for the same sample as the year 2 impact
and is therefore not shown The annual earnings impact for year 2 is based on three quarters of

(continued)
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TABLE 5.3 (continued)

follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for year 2. However, since the earnings impact
for quarters 5-7 is statistically significant, the annual impact is assumed also to be significant.

PPercent employed at the end of 1 3/4 years.

“Statistical significance was not calculated for year 1. However, since the quarterly impacts for
quarters 2,3, and 4 are statistically significant, the annual impact is assumed also to be significant.

dFor ali outcomes, year 1 begins with the quarter of random assignment. The quarter of random
assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which random assignment occurred. As a result, "average
earnings”and "average AFDC payments" in year 1 may include up totwo months of earnings or AFDC
payments prior to random assignment. Annual earnings and AFDC payments impacts for year 3 are
based on three quarters of follow-up. Statistical significance was not calculated for year 3. However,
since the quarterly earnings impacts are statistically significant, the annual earnings impact is
assumed also to be significant.

“Percent employed and on welfare at the end of 2 3/4 years.

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; and ** at the 5 percent level.

~3
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higher earnings.’” An analysis in Maine, not repeated in New Jersey,
showed that that program also led to a substantial 9.3 percentage point
increase in the proportion of people earning $8,300 a year or more in the
final year of follow-up. This pattern of impacts more closely resembled
the Baltimore program than the broad-coverage, job search programs.)
These gains were accompanied by welfare savings in New Jersey but,
surprisingly, notin Maine, suggesting that in Maine, as in Baltimore, part
of the earnings gains may have come through getting jobs with higher
earnings for people who would have moved off welfare and obtained a
lower-paying job in the absence of the program (as shown by the
behavior of the control group).' (See Auspos, Cave, and Long, 1988;
Freedman, Bryant, and Cave, 1988.)

Enrollment in the New Jersey and Maine programs was voluntary,
both for women with children over age 6 and the traditional WIN
“volunteers” with younger children. While the New Jersey program
targeted “employable” WIN participants, the Mairie program sought to
enroll a more disadvantaged group of women. In fact, both programs
screened for motivation and employability and, as a result, enrolled
women with a mixture of characteristics. They were quite disadvantaged
in terms of their prior welfare receipt and recent work histories, but had
relatively high levels of GED attainment and high school completion.

? In these two studies, as in the broad-coverage evaluations discussed in Chapter 4,
employment and eamings came from Unemployment Insurance earnings automated
records, rather than surveys, as was the case in Supported Work and Homemaker-Home
Health Aide. As a result, while it was possible to determine the extent to which earnings
gains came from increases in employment rates versus either hours worked or hourly
wages, there was no information on how much of the change could be attributed to each of
the latter two components.

1 The study, after determining that there was no problem in data quality or program
procedures, offered several possible reasons for the lack of impact on AFDC payments.
First, Maine was one of a small number of states where the AFDC standard of need exceed-
ed the maximum grant and where the standard of need was used to determine supple-
mental grants to working recipients. As a result, the amount by which grants were
reduced when someone went tc work was lowered, and work incentives were increased.
Second, any impact for experimentals above the point where earnings were already
sufficient to remove them from the rolls would not have led to any further welfare
savings. Third, one of the program components instructed participants about the
relationship between work and welfare, possibly increasing their effectiveness in
assuring that their grants were not improperly reduced when they went to work.
Fourth, there may have been welfare savings for those who found employment which
were offset by an increase in the time on welfare for other people, eg., those engaged
in longer-term training programs. See Auspos, Cave, and Long, 1988. See also Appen-
dix Table C.1 for more detailed data on the impacts of this program.,
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This recruitment and screening is typical of past OJ T programs and may
be similar to the practice in this component in JOBS. Consequently, the
results, particularly those for the larger-scale New Jersey program, may
be directly relevant to similarly targeted OJT activities in future state
JOBS programs.

These demonstrations made greater up-front investments per ex-
perimental than did the lower-cost broad-coverage programs, with the
expectation that returns would take longer but eventually be larger. The
impact findings provide some support for both parts of this expectation.
In both Maine and the mixed-strategy Baltimore program, impacts were
low in the first year and grew consistently over the period of follow-up.
(Obviously, this was not the case in the Supported Work and Home-
maker-Home Health Aide demonstrations, which provided jobs with
subsidized wages to people while they were in the program.) On job
quality, all of the selective-voluntary programs and the Baltimore pro-
gram appeared to increase the wage rates or hours of those working,
rather than having their effect mainly through increasing employment
rates, as the job search programs did. (The selective-vcluntary pro-
grams, in fact, often had relatively small or no effects on the percentage
of people working.)

However, the impact findings on selective-volunta:y programs
point to another lesson as well. While they suggest consistent and
relatively large earnings gaing, they also suggest clear limits. Increases
in total income were still not large. As a result, the programs may have
modestly improved people’s standard of living, but were unlikely to
move many people out of poverty, suggesting the limited potential of -
even these programs to help most welfare recipients work their way out
of poverty, at least within the three years of follow-up. This points to the
importance of determining whether programs that make a more con-
scious investment in increasing human capital can do better, and con-
tributes to the continuing policy interest in complementary policies
directed at providing more income to the working poor.

While the selective-voluntary programs’ impacts on earnings were
relatively impressive, from the perspective of government budgets in a
benefit-cost context, the mixed impacts on welfare savings led to very
varied findings. The Maine and Homemaker-Home Health Aide dem-
onstrations did not break even. The New Jersey and Supported Work
programs produced net savings for the government, the former within
three years and the latter over a substantially longer period.

.,:2,9
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Table 4.6 provides a summary of the estimated impacts for the
broad-coverage and selective-voluntary programs, ranking both sets of
programs by the net cost per experimental and indicating some of the
features of each study that affect the interpretation of its findings."
Comparison across studies suggests that Supported Work, the
Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations (and, to a lesser extent,
the Maine CJT program) had higher average costs, but also higher
average earnings impacts, than the broad-coverage programs.

The section on “Estimating Impacts for Broad-Coverage and
Selective-Voluntary Programs” in Chapter 2 outlined a number of rea-
sons why comparisonsbetween the two categories of studies may be mis-
leading: ' Differences may reflect not only the relative effectiveness of the
employment-directed services, but also variations in either targeting
or the research design and resulting participation rates. (Also, the selec-
tive programs served volunteers, while the broad-coverage ones prob-
ably included people who, onaverage, were less motivated.) On the first
point, targeting, the studies unfortunately do not always provide sim-
ilar data on participants’ measured characteristics, so it is not possible to
assess the extent to which the programs reached similar or different
groups in the caseload. Obviously, the broad-coverage programs in-
volved a heterogeneous group, including people uninterested in pro-
gram services (some of whom had left welfare). The voluntary programs
reached varied and often unspecified subgroups. For example, Sup-
ported Work targeted very disadvantaged leng-term recipients, while
the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations!® appeared to tar-

get no clearly identifiable group, but reached a small number of moti-
vated volunteers.'

M All casts and impacts are in nominal dollars, with the exception of Supported Work and
the Louisville studies, which were conducted during an earlier period and for which the
results are expressed in 1985 dollars (the approximate midpoint of the other studies).

12 3¢ Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming, for further discussion of the non-compara-
bility of these two types of studies.

3 Data from the latter study indicate that fe aer than 3 percent of all AFDC recipients
contacted by the program (primarily through r1ass mailings) actually applied for training,
and fewer than 2 percent were accepted into tne study (Cella, 1987).

M The behavior of control group members does not suggest a clear difference in the level
of disadvantagedness between people in the broad-coverage and selective-voluntary
programs listed in Table 4.6. On the one hand, controls in selective-voluntary programs
were more likely to be employed than were controls in broad-coverage programs. (Based

2()
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On the second point, in experimental studies of selective-voluntary
programs, random assignment is usually conducted very close to the
startof program participation, whereas itisimplemented much earlier in
evaluations of broad-coverage, mandatory systems. As a result, the
share of experimentals who actually participated in employment-
directed services was much higher for the selective-voluntary than the
broad-coverage programs (see Table 4.6). When this occurs (unless, as is
not likely, impacts on nonparticipants are comparable to those on par-
ticipants), average impacts per experimental may be lower for the
broad-coverage programs, but average impacts per actual participant in
employment and training services may be much more similar. s

The extraordinary accomplishment of the SWIM program for AFDC
recipients is also underlined by comparison with the results from the
higher-cost, selective-voluntary programs (which also targeted recipi-
ents). As shown in Table 4.4, SWIM produced average earnings impacts
per AFDC recipient of $889 in year 2- comparable to the impacts for the
smaller, selective-voluntary programs - even though its impacts were
averaged across the full spectrum of mandatory recipients and included

on the last quarter of follow-up available in year 2, the employment rate for controls in
broad-coverage programs ranged from 13.8 percentin West Virginia to 38.1 percent in San
Diego I; in selective-voluntary programs, it ranged from 42.3 percent in Supported Work
to 57.8 percent in New Jersey.)

On the other hand, controls in selective-voluntary programs were more likely to be
on welfare. (Based on the last quarter of follow-up available in year 2, the proportion
of controls in broad-coverage programs who were receiving welfare ranged from 36.2
percent in San Diego 1 to 72.7 percent in linois; in selective-voluntary programs, it ranged
from 47.5 percent in New Jersey to 73.5 percent in Supported Work.)

15 For consistency throughout this synthesis, ali impacts are shown “per experimental,”
not “per participant.” An example may be useful iniltustrating the impact of this distinc-
tion across the two types of studies. 1f we make the extreme assumption that there were no
impactson nonparticipants in broad-coverage programs, then thetypical participationrate
of 50 percent would imply that the impact per participant would be twice the impact per
experimental. (This is because the impact per experimentalis the average of the impact for
the nonparticipating half of the sample, who are assumed to have zero impacts,and for the
participating half, who must then have impacts twice the overall average) Under this
assumption, the magritude of impact per participant for some of the broad-coverage
programs in Table 4.6 would be quite similar to the impacts per participant for Maineand
the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations.

Sinceit is probable that this assumption is not accurate, i.e., that the threat or reality
of sanctioning did have some effect on nonparticipants, the real impact of broad-coverage
programs on participants is probably less than that suggested in the prior paragraph.
However, the example points to one of the difficulties in using comparisons across the
two types of studies to reach conclusions on the effectiveness of the different employ-
ment services provided.
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nonparticipants as well as participants. These gains are in the same range
as the impacts for the four selective-voluntary programs included in
Table 4.6, despite their higher participation rates and more intensive
average service mix.

SWIM’s accomplishments may follow from the unusual combina-
tion of providing some low- and some much higher-cost services. They
may also, however, follow from a number of different features of this
demonstration: the strict enforcement of an ongoing participation re-
quirement, the extensive prior experience of the San Diego staff, or the
education nd training services available in that county. Given the
impressiveness of the findings, it would be particularly important to
determine whether the results can be replicated in other locations.

The cost and impact results for the selective-voluntary programs in
Table 4.6 can also be used to extend the analysisin Chapter 4’s section on
“The Effect of the Program Model and Funding.” The earlier discussion
of the relationship between program cost and impact, which focused
mainly on broad-coverage programs, suggested that in addition to
average impacts, administrators may be interested in other measures of
program effectiveness, including the impact per dollar invested. Since
this measure adjusts for variation in cost, it is also more appropriate for
comparisons across the different categories of studies in Table 4.6.'

The general finding from the broad-coverage programs was that
lower-cost programs tended to have smaller average impacts on earnings
(but not always on welfare savings) than the higher-cost ones, but that
their earnings (and somewhat less consistently their welfare) impact per
dollar invested was often larger. The selective-voluntary demonstrations
appear to provide a further indication of the decreasing cost-effective-
ness of higher-cost components, using this second measure.'” This means
that lower-cost programs would allow states both to serve more people
and (as long as they exceeded the service threshold suggested by the
Cook County study) to produce higher aggregate impacts (the total sum
of impacts for all individuals exposed to a program) on earnings and,
less consistently, on welfare savings for a given budget.

16 See Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming, for a detailed discussion of these different
effectiveness measures.

7 For exa mple, cach dollar spent produced carnings impacts of 75 cents in New Jersey, 47
centsinMaine, 12 cents in the Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations, and 6 cents
in Supported Work (Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming).
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Overall, the findings on selective-voluntary programs would appear
to corfirm the discussion in Chapter 4 of both the possible trade-offs and
the continued uncertainty. On the former, they suggest that, within any
particular budget, administrators may have to balance the extent to
which they can meet different program objectives: maximizing impacts
per person (by providing some higher-cost services) or maximizing total
impacts (by serving more people with lower-cost, job search services). If
all dollars of earnings gains (regardless of whom they went to or what
level of earnings they represented) were valued equally, this migut
suggest providing lower-cost services to a large number of people. If
ge-d.g people into jobs with higher earnings ~ or possibly obtaining
more consistent impacts for more disadvantaged recipients'® - were
sought, this might point to providing higher-cost services. Administra-
tors interested in achievements in both directions may favor a
broad-coverage program that combines low- and higher-cost compo-
nents, carefully targeting the latter to maximize impact."” Such pro-
grams could build on the approaches represented by the Baltimore and
SWIM alternatives.

On the second issue - the uncertainties still facing administrators
choosing among alternative JOBS approaches - the selective-voluntary
programs provide some added information but leave many questions
unanswered. While they suggest that higher-cost components may in-
crease average impacts and reach different groups of recipients, they do
not address many of JOBS” and FSA's major innovations: e.g., the target-
ing on (potential) long-term recipients, the strengthened focus on educa-
tion and training, and the provision of transitional benefits. This suggests
the importznce of further studies directed at these populations and at
specifically testing more substantial investments in increasing recipi-
ents” human capital.

18 See the section on “Findings on Subgroups and Targeting” later in this chapter for a
discussion of what is known about the relative effectiveness of higher- and lower-cost
services in assisting more disadvantaged groups.

¥ Friedlander and Gueron, forthcoming, observe: “Cateful targeting of intensive services
to long-term welfare groups may be a way to economize on program resources while
increasing the rate of success for very disadvantaged program enrollees. By addressing
skills deficits, the higher-cost services might increase the ratio of earnings gains to welfare
reductions for the most disadvantaged while still yielding the AFIX savings expected for
these groups. If these two effects can be demonstrated, higher-cost services may be
regarded not as substitutes for job search and work experience but as specific targeting
devices embedded in larger programs that rely on lower-cost services to achieve broad
coverage.”
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CETA and JTPA

The other group of selective-voluntary programs, very different in
nature from the demonstrations discussed in the preceding section,
were employment and training services provided through CETA or
JTPA programs. Unfortunately, there were no large-scale random as-
signment studies of the CETA program. A number of evaluations were
conducted using a comparison group design to determine the impact of
the program (and different program activities) on the earnings of adult
women. While these studies usually found positive impacts for women,
they did not provide a useful basis for determining the impact of specific
CETA activities — public service employment, classroom training, or
on-the-job training — on AFDC recipients because of the wide variation
in estimates of those impacts and the fact that virtually none of the stud-
ies isolated female welfare recipients (see Barnow, 1987; Burtless, 1989;
Job Training Longitudinal Survey Research Advisory Panel, 1985)2
For this reason, thcy are not discussed further in this report.

The ongoing random assignment field study of the Job Training
Partnership Act (see Chapter 3) will provide rel.abie estimates of the
impact of the JTPA program in 16 sites —and of assignment to job search,
on-the-job training, and classroom training - on its AFDC participants.
Given JOBS' emphasis on education and training - and on coordination
with JTPA - this will be particularly timely. However, as discussed in
the following section, the study results will have to be used with caution
in making estimates of the likely effectiveness of similar services provid-
ed through state JOBS programs. Only a very small fraction of AFDC re-
cipients participate in JTPA,?' and, more importantly, these are clearly
self-selected and program-screened volunteers. Changesinthe targeting,
or scale of these activities can affect the generalizability of these results,

Information from Evaluations Currently
Being Conducted

Three evaluations of selective-voluntary programs that include
AFDC recipients among participants are now under way: the Minority

2 The one study that did estimate impacts for AFDC women found carnings increases of
$600 to $900 per yuar (Bassi et al., 1984),

2 For example, fewer than 4 percent of the WIN-mandatory controls in the Cook County
study and 4 percent in the San Diego SWIM study participated in JTPA.
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Female Single Parent (MFSP) Demonstration. New York’s Comprehen-
sive Employment Opportunity Support Centers (CEOSC) program, and
the National JTPA Study.

The MFSP programs served minori ty women who averaged 28 years
of age at baseline. Approximately 65 percent of them had children under
6 years of age (40 percent had children under age 3). Over 70 percent of
the sample were receiving AFDC or other public as: istance at baseline,
and approximately 50 percent had a high school diploma or GED. Ser-
vices included education, employability preparation, job skills training,
case management, child care, and other support services. The four sites
were operated by community-based organizations rather than public
assistance agencies.? At 12 months aftcr random assignment — a time
when some members of the program group were still “investing” by
participating in relatively intensive and long-term program activities,
and others had recently left the program - one site (CET) showed
relatively large positive impacts on employment rates, hours worked,
wage rates, and earnings. In the remaining three sites, experimentals
had employmentand eamingssimilar to, or lower than, those of control: .
All sites produced significant gains in GED attainment. In one site, there
were increases in welfare receipt and welfare payments in the 12-month
results; in the other three, there were no impacts on welfare receipt and
payments. Researchers working on this study state that the initial find-
ings froin the 30-month interviews with part of the research sample “are
broadly similar” to the 12-month site results. (See Gordon and Burg-
hardt, 1990.) The 30-month and 60-month follow-up data, when avail-
able, will provide valuable information on the trends over time, since the
12-month period is too short to determine the full effects of this relative-
ly long-term investment. Since the four sites in the demonstration varied
not only in program configuration (e.g., concurrent and integrated
education and training, or sequential), but also in client characteristics
and labor market conditions, the results will probably provide numerous
important hvpotheses about the source of impacts. (These findings are
discussed further in the section on “Programs That Test Education
Services,” later in this chapter.)

2 One of the four community-based organizations, the Center for Employment Training
(CET), operated MFSP in several locations in northern California; CET is referred to here
as a single MFSP site.




210 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

New York’s CEOSC program is designed to test the feasibility and
impact of a comprehensive employment and training program for
AFDC recipients with children under age 6. The CEOSC program serves
relatively long-term recipients, withan average currentspell on AFDC of
44 months. Sixty percent of participants were never married, and more
than 40 percent lacked a high school diploma at baseline. Operating in
nine pilotsitessince 1987, the CEOSC program allows forbotha “custom-
ized” approach to participant services and the possibility that some
participants m:v require a number of long-term education, skills train-
ing, and support services in order to obtain stable employment. Within
the general CEOSC program design guidelines, sites were encouraged
to develop innovative approaches to serving the target group. Thus,
there were important variations in the design, sequencing, and delivery
of services, such as pre-employment, life skills, and/or motivational
training; case management; and the emphasis on and duration of edu-
cation services. Results of an impact evaluation in one site (Albany),
using an experimental design and based on 24 months of follow-up,
will be available in 1992,

As discussed in the preceding section, the National JTPA Study
should provide important new information on the impact of OJT and
vocational skills training for selected AFDC recipients and subgroups of
recipients. The direct relevance of the findings to state JOBS programs
depends on the planned scale and targeting of JTPA activities in JOBS,
compared to the 16 JTPA programs studied. With the JTPA system
expected to be a major provider of O] T, job vocational skills training, and
job placement for JOBS clients across the country, the evaluation will
help establish the range of expected results for AFDC recipients referred
to outside agencies for these services. For OJT, it is probable that the
National JTPA Study sample will include relatively motivated and
screened people, who face fewer barriers to participation and employ-
ment than the typical welfare recipient; it may not include many very
long-term or potential long-term recipients. On the other hand, since O) T
programs usually involve substantial screening — whether they are
operated within an employment and training services system or another
administrative structure - the JTPA results may apply to the JOBS con-
text fairly well. Similarly, because skills training under JOBS will
continue to be provided by JTPA vendors in many localities, the study
findings about this activity are of particular interest.

27
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Findings on Subgroups and Targeting

The answer to the question “What works best for whom?” is crucial
to improving program performance because it allows program opera-
tors to target different types of services to the groups that are likely to
benefit the most from them. This can help states make the most efficient
use of scarce resources and determine how to target higher-cost compo-
nents. Information on subgroup impacts is particularly valuable in a
system such as JOBS, where states may offer a diverse array of compo-
nents within a comprehensive program based on individual assess-
ments. Several studies have attempted to analyze the effects of a variety
of interventions on different subgroups of the AFDC population, and a
few used the findings to develop recommendations for targeting
strategies to increase the cost-effectiveness of such programs. Never-
theless, many open questions remain. The JOBS evaluation provides an
opportunity to answer some of the open issues and to pose new
questions, since the program is aimed at segments of the AFDC popula-
tion that have not previously been mandated to participate, and because
states will offer a broader — and potentially more costly - array of ser-
vices than those typical in previous studies of broad-coverage programs.

Findings on Subgroup Impacts

The general finding from studies of both broad-coverage and small-
er selective-voluntary programs is that impactsare larger for more disad-
vantaged recipients. A more refined review, however, suggests a more
complex picture, where the pattern of subgroup impacts varies with the
program design and objective.

Because studies of broad-coverage programs have used samples
that included a cross section of program eligibles, they are particularly
useful for identifying who within the caseload b »efited from the pro-
gram treatment. (This type of analysis cannot be done based on the
samples in the selective-voluntary programs because they contained a
much more narrow, program- and self-selected group.) As discussed in
Chapter 4, there is quite consistent evidence from the completed studies
of broad-coverage, mandatory welfare-to-work programs that the most
job-ready enrollees (new welfare applicants) did not gain from partici-
pating in these programs. Instead, individuals who were more
welfare-dependent and had less recent work history tended to benefit
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more from relatively lower-cost job search or empioyment-directed
programs than did less dependent groups (Friedlander, 1988b). There
may, however, be a threshold of disadvantagedness below which there
are smaller earnings impacts. That is, the same studies show that the
more dependent half of the caseload — on-board recipients, including
those who had been on welfare more than two years, did not have recent
earnings, and did not have a high school diploma - also appear to have
attained below-average gains (see Table 4.3).2 For welfare savings, the
same studies have not yet identified a similar threchold: The largest
savings seemed to occur for the more disadvantaged groups, and there
were no long-term savings from serving the most employable

The threshold for earnings impacts from broad-coverage programs
may imply that higher-cost services are needed to raise the earnings of
the more disadvantaged groups in the caseload. The Supported Work
program, which targeted long-term AFDC recipients, provided the most
consistent evidence of impacts with this population.® Moreover, even
among those targeted by the program, Supported Work led to
larger-than-average employment and welfare impacts for those women
in the sample who were more disadvantaged: e.g., those who had never
worked, had several children, were older, or had heen on welfare the
longest. A reanalysis of Supported Work and the quasi-experimental
studies of the impact of WIN and CETA on AFDC recipients also
suggested that welfare recipients with little or no recent work experience

2 When bivariate relationships between demographic characteristics - high school diplo-
ma status, the absence of children under age 12, the number of children, age, and ethnicity
- and impacts were analyzed, they were inconsistent across the programs studied.

2 The very limited subgroup analysis in the studies of the broad-coverage group and
individual job search programs in Louisville indicated that there were larger employment
and earnings impacts for the more disadvantaged groups: recipients compared to appli-
cants; people with little or no recent work experience compared to those with recent
employment; WIN volunteers with children under age 6 compared to WIN-mandatories
with older children. The groups with larger earnings impacts were not, however, the same
as the groups with the larger welfare savings. (See Wolfhagen, 1983; Goldman, 1981.) A
subsequent, more detailed reanalysis of the Louisville studies found some evidence of a
threshold for earnings impacts (Grossmar, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985).

BAs discussed in Chapter 4, the SWIM rescarch has not yet addressed whether that
program’s quite substantial benefits for AFDC recipients extended to the most disadvan-
taged subgroups. However, the magnitude of impacts for recipients suggests that they are
unlikely to be limited only to the more employable within this group. Planned further
analysis will be particularly important because SWIM (unlike Supported Work) was a
hroad-coverage program and the sample thus included people like those who volunteered
tor Supported Work programs as well as people who were less motivated.
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benefited substantially more, on average, than did those with some
recent work experience (Grossman, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985). Sub-
proup analysis of the short-term impacts (one year after random assign-
ment) of the voluntary Minority Female Single Parent Demonstration
(Gordon and Burghardt, 1990) is also consistent with this general pattern.
At the one service provider for which there were statistically significant
positive impacts on earnings, employment gains were greatest for
women with children under age 3 and for those who had received wel-
fare in the prior year.

Findings from the evaluation of the AFDC Homemaker-Home
Health Aide Demonstrations show subgroup impacts that varied
across sites. Subgroups traditionally regarded as more employable -
women with more educaticn or prior work experience, and those rated
as having greater potential by intake workers - did not consistently
experience larger (or smaller) impacts. The study did find, however,
that welfare savings were usually larger for the women with the high-
est welfare benefits at baseline. The same was not true, however, for
women with the longest duration on AFDC (Bell, Enns, and Orr, 1986).

A possible exception to this paitern is the Maine OJT study, which
found larger impacts for groups facing fewer employment barriers:
women with one child, women who were at least 30 years old, and
women who had completed high school. However, impacts were also
large for women who had used welfare for more than two years
(Cave, 1989).26

A very different approach to the goal of identifying subgroups that
benefit from welfare-to-work programs was used in two studies that
examined program staff’s perceptions of and knowledge about clients.
In the Louisville group job search study, AFDC recipients who were
randomly assigned to participate in job club were rated on job-readiness
by their counselors before the job club began. These ratings were based

%€ Because of the very small sample, targeting, and screening for the Maine program, and
the unusual characteristics of the Maine welfare caseload, it is hard to interpret these
results. The authors of the study concluded that the program had reached a relatively
highly motivated group of women, who resembled displaced homemakers. This was
because, despite an intention to focus on a more disadvantaged group of volunteers, the
enrollment process screened out cases with ¢hild care or health problems, poor basic
skills, transportation difficulties, or ott 'r barriers to employment (Auspos, Cave, and
Long, 1988). Since less employable participants were not included in the study, its results
donottell us whether they would havebenefited from participationin thistype of program.
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on the counselors’ perceptions of their motivation and skills. The study
analyzed the relationship between the ratings and subsequent in-pro-
gram performance, defined as attending job club or dropping out, and
as finding a job during job club. The study found that there was almost
no relationship between the job-readiness ratings and performance in
job club; e.g., some of those who were low-rated had regular attendance
in job club and got jobs in the course of that activity.

The second study went further, examining the relationship between
staff ratings of clients’ employability and two outcomes: in-program
performance and post-program results.” In the Homemaker-Home
Health Aide Demonstrations, intake workers rated applicants’ potential
for post-program employment by collecting information on their educa-
tion, work experience, and other personal attributes, and gave an overall
rating of job-readiness that combined those factors and other, unmea-
sured, factors. The study found that program staff based their overall
ratings primarily on unmeasured factors (presumably including factors
such as motivation). In addition, there was only a very weak relationship
between the intake workers’ information and ratings and staff members’
subsequent assessments of participants’ in-program progress. The
study also found that the initial ratings were correlated with program
outcomes (post-program earnings and welfare receipt); however, they
were not correlated with program impacts (the improvementin outcomes
over what would have been expected in the absence of the program, as
measured by the outcomes for similarly rated people in the control
group). In other words, some participants who were rated low on future
employability were helped by the program to improve their earnings
and get off welfare, while some high-rated participants did no better
than they would have done without the program’s assistance.

This study thus suggests that intake workers were able to select
applicants who had good prospects for employment success, but were
not able to identify the applicants for whom the program would have
the greatest net impact. The study concluded that the intake workers’
ratings were consistent with creaming, rather than with selecting par-
ticipants so as to maximize program impact (see Bell and Orr, 1988). Both
studies suggest that it is difficult for program staff to identify the people
who will benefit most from a welfare-to-work program.,

This further analysis was possible because, in the Homemaker-Home Health Aide
Demonstrations, staff ratings were conducted prior to random assignment and thus
available for people in both the experimental and control groups.
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Guidelines for Targeting

Based on the subgroup results in five states with broad-coverage
programs —four with relatively low-cost services and the mixed program
in Baltimore ~ Friedlander (1988b) developed a series of generai prin-
civles for targeting similar types of programs for adults. Programs of this
sort that want to maximize netimpacts should not concentrate on serving
only tk2 most job-ready portionof the AFDC caseload. To maximize net
impacts on earnings, these programs may be well-advised to work with
moderately dependent groups such as AFDC applicants who have
received welfare in the past (i.e., applicant returnees); then, if resources
permit, services could be expanded to include longer-term recipients. To
maximize welfare savings, it makes sense to devote increased effort to
the more dependent groups. In general, this study advised against
targeting too narrowly on the most dependent groups, in part because it
is not known whether low-cost job search programs would produce the
expected impactsif only the more dependent individuals were enrolled
Friedlander concluded that the evidence from the five programs did not
provide guidance on targeting specific components to specific sub-
groups. Given the emphasis in the JOBS legislation on serving long-term
recipients, his finding that this group did not always experience earn-
ings gains from lower-cost services takes on added significance. It points
to the importance of determining whether more intensive broad-cover-
age programs will be able to replicate the more promising results for this
group found from the targeted, smaller-scale demonstrations (e.g.,
Supported Work) and suggested by SWIM.

A somewhatdifferen. view was taken in an interesting earlier study.
A reanalysis of subgroup impacts in Supported Work, the Louisville WIN
Labs, WIN, and the Employment Opportunity Pilot Project (EOPP)
(Grossman, Maynard, and Roberts, 1985) offered recommendations for
targeting job search and employmentand training services. Based on the
initial results from their subgroup analysis, Grossman, Maynard, and
Roberts concluded that there is verylittle direct evidence that alternative
program targeting strategies would be expected to have substantially
larger earnings impacts for either job search assistance or subsidized
employment and training services. The results did suggest a number of

2 For example, it is not clear that a job club serving only more disadvantaged people
would have the same impacts as one that served a more mixed population, including
people who are more likely to be successful in obtaining work.
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potential targeting strategies that might result in larger welfare savings
fro..1 more extensive services. These include targeting on high school
dropouts without recent work experience, those 1 .ih no young chil-
dren, and those who have been on welfare a relatively long time.

Several other subgroups take on new importance because of provi-
sions of the Family Support Act. The act mandates participation by cus-
todial parents under age 20 who have not finished high school, regard-
less of the age of their children, and prescribes education activities for
this population (with some exceptions). Education may also be the
prescribed service for adults age 20 and older who do not have a high
school diploma and have not achieved a basic level of literacy, although,
under certain circumstances, other services may be provided for this
group. A few evaluations have studied the effect of voluntary services
for subsets of this group, but there are no completed studies on man-
datory programs for young mothers, since they were exempt tfrom
participation requirements. Because this group has been shown to be at
particular risk of long-term welfare dependence (Ellwood, 1986), it will
be especially important to get reliable evidence on the effectiveness of
education and other services in increasing their earnings and employ-
ment and decreasing their welfare dependence. The studies of Ohio
LEAP and the Teenage Parent Demonstration should provide important
information on adeptations of JOBS' learnfare provisions (discussed
later in this chapter).

Summary and Next Steps

In very simplified form, this summary of the results of past research
on subgroups and targeting may suggest the pattern of impacts out-
lined in Table 5.4.

Inimplementing their JOBS programs, states face difficult choices on
the use of more intensive services and the role of job search, especially in
light of resource limits and JOBS’ emphasis on such groups as long-term
welfare recipients, for whom there are only sparse findings of positive
program impacts. That there are only a few studies of higher-cost
programs and services, which may be needed for this group, adds to the
uncertainties. In this environment, further work on subgroups and
targeting takes on critical importance. To date, only Friedlander (1988b)
and Grossman, Maynard, and Roberts (1985) have examined in depththe
impacts of a number of broad-coverage programs across different sub-

ZRR



OTHER EVALUATIONS RELEVANT TO JOBS 217

TABLES54 SUMMARY OF RESEARCH ON THE RELATIONSHIP
OF IMPACT TO LEVEL OF DISADVANTAGEDNESS
AND TREATMENT

Low- to Moderate-Cost,

Level of Broad-Coverage Higher-Cost, Selective-
‘Disadvantagedness Programs Voluntary Programs
Less dependent No consistent earn- Not tested
ings gains or welfare
savings
Middle group Consistent earnings Limited number of stud-
£ains; no consistent ies, which did not cover
welfare savings the full spectrum of the

caseload and did not sys-
tematically isolate groups

More dependent Some (but not consis- by level of disadvan-
tent) earnings gains; tagedness. Consistent
more consistent wel- earnings gains; usually
fare savings welfare savings

groups of the caseload. Some information will be gained from further
analysis of data from completed experiments - in particular, the planned
further analysis of the SWIM data. Here it will be important to deter-
mine: What SWIM services were provided to which subgroups? Were
the impacts of SWIM uniform across subgroups of recipients? Did
SWIMbenefit the most disadvantaged groups of recipients? Theanswers
to these questions will help target intensive services on persons who
will benefit from them.

The discussion in this synthesis suggests that JOBS » ‘ministrators
may face a trade-off in trying to meet different program objectives:
increasing the earnings of particular groups and maximizing welfare
savings. But the nature of this trade-off is uncertain. It will remain 50
until further studies examine the potential of the intensive services
that most states will be using under JOBS - particularly education and
training - to increase the self-sufficiency of the least employable welfare

233




218 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

recipients. This research may identify ways that intensive services can be
carefully targeted at very disadvantaged participants to both produce
greater earnings gains and generate welfare savings. If such service and
targeting strategies eyist, programs could reduce the need to trade off
success in meeting different program goals.

Programs That Test Education Services

The basic argument for including education services in welfare
Jrograms is simple: If welfare recipients can acquire the knowledge and
skills needed to get better jobs, that will simultaneously reduce poverty
and welfare receipt. An extensive body of human capital research links
educational attainment with earnings (Mincer, 1989). Moreover, evi-
dence that the majority of 19- to 23-year-old welfare recipients scored in
the bottom fifth of all people tneir age on the Armed Forces Qualifying
Test (Berlin and Sum, 1988) and that 60 percent of California’s welfare
caseload were determined to lack either the basic educational achieve-
ment or high school level credentials judged needed for successful
employment (Riccio et al., 1989) demonstrates that the lack of education
i a severe problem for many welfare recipients.®

Recognizing ihat long-term welfare recipients typically have much
lower levels of ed ucation than successful labor market participants, pol-
icymakers have reasoned that an increase in education might increase
this group’s employability. However, virtually all human capitai studies
have been based on data for people who voluntarily decided to acquire
additional education. Much of the JOBS population will be under a
mandate to attend an education program. Moreover, many of them will
have previously had negative experiences in school, including school
failure and dropping out. It is possible that some members of this
population will lack the motivation, confidence, and school-relevant
skills possessed by the subjects of existing human capital studies. It is
also possible that the mandatory JOBS population will be less likely than
others to select the education program that is the most economically
promising one for their needs and goals. Education research has also
suggested that the previous schooling received by poor and inner-city

.. .. . . , . , ,

The limited human capital of weltare recipients is reflected in studies showing that the
majority of women on welfare, even if they work full time, are not likely to carn more than
they receive from AFDC, especially in high-benefit states (Garfinkel and McLanahan, 1986).
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adults (ages 21 to 25) may be of low quality.* If participants in the states’
JOBS programs receive low-quality education, they may not obtain the
human capital, and thus not receive the employment payoffs, that have
been found in previous studies.

Because of these possibilities, additional education may not pro-
duce improved labor market outcomes for many JOBS participants. The
hypothesis that additional education helps welfare recipients leave
welfare and become independent is currently awaiting empirical evi-
dence. A review of the research literature indicates that thereis currently
little solid evidence that education programs for adult welfare recipi-
ents can improve their educational attainment or achievement. In fact,
there is little education research of any kind on the adult JOBS popula-
tion, on mandatory education programs for adults, ot on the relationship
between mandatory participation in adult education and subsequent
employment success.

Some insights have come from the Baltimore and SWIM studies
and from several selective-voluntary programs: the Minority Female
Single Parent Demonstration (which included AFDC adults), the Na-
tional JTPA Study, the SIME/DIME Manpower Experiment, the Job
Corps Computer-Assisted Instruction Evaluation, and JOBSTART
(which is discussed in detail in the following section). More evidence
will come from the GAIN evaluation, which will provide the first
rigorous impact data on labor force participation, educational attain-
ment, and educational achievement for a broad-coverage program that
targets many participants for mandatory educaticn combined with other
services. The evaluation of Florida's Project Independence, which
began in 1990, will provide labor force impact data for a program pro-
viding education for recipients who are determined not to be job-
ready and whose employability plan includes education. It should be
noted that states” JOBS programs will provide education in a wide
variety of forms, and this may lead to considerable variation in the mea-
sured impacts of educational activities in current evaluations.

Except for the GAIN evaluation, none of the current studies of
JOBS-like programs for adults will capture educational achievement

30 “Nearly 50 percent of young adults with 12 or fewer years of schooling who had NAEP
{National Assessment of Educational Progress] reading scores in the bottom quartile of the
distribution were members of poor or near poor households” (Ve nuz.ky, Kaestle, and Sum,
1987, p. 39; see also Kirsch and Jungeblut, 1986).
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impacts. Educational achievement refers to individuals’ performance on
standardized tests of reading and mathematics. Such data are useful
because they provide a common metric for measuring the skills of
individuals who live in different places, attend different schools, and
seek work in different labor markets. In contrast, information on indi-
viduals’ educational attainment (i.e., the years of schooling and degrees
they have received) may conceal wide variation in the quality of educa-
tion that was received and in the skills that were actually learned. The
results of the GAIN study of literacy impacts, which will use an
achievement test, will provide the first rigorous information on the
educational gains that result from JOBS. However, the complexity of the
links between education and subsequent employment mean that data
from several field experiments will be required in order for analysts to
capture the effect of differing education systems within welfare-to-work
programs and to understand how lengthy investments in education by
welfare recipients affect their employment.

Four selective-voluntary studies that examine education are also
relevant to jOBS.* The Manpower Experiment in the SIME/DIME
(Seattle and Denver) negative income tax experimenits offered vouchers
for education and training to participants. For low-income female heads
of families who were not previously enrolled in school and who received
a 100 percent education and training subsidy, participation in educa-
tion increased, particularly among those 16 to 25 years old. Participants
in that age group attended an education activity for an average of one
community college quarter, compared to less than .03 quarters for the
control group (Hall, 1980). However, there was no consistent pattern of
impacts on earnings and employment for single female heads of fami-
lies, and other groups showed some negative impacts on earnings and
employment (SRI International, 1983).

The Minority Female Single Parent (MFSP) Demonstration provided
a mixture of relatively intensive education and training to volunteering
black and Hispanic adults (72 percent of whom were receiving welfare)
in four different community-based programs. (The programs differed in
the other services they provided, including counseling, job placement
assistance, and child care.) Available results from this random assign-
mentstudy are limited to the 12 months after enrollment in the demonstra-
tion, a period during which program participants are forgoing opportu-

M he following section, on “Youth-Oriented Services,” discusses studies of programs for
young AFIXC mothers that also include education components,
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nities to work and “investing” in education and training in anticipa-
tion of future returns, while controls are building human capital through
their experience in the labor market. As the increase in impacts between
years 1and 3 in Baltimore suggests, this 12-month period is still too soon
to determine which form of investment will yield greater ultimate
returns. (The researchers involved in the study note that initial results
from a longer, 30-month follow-up for part of the research sample “are
broadly similar to the impacts at 12 months after enrollment” [Gordon
and Burghardt, 1990, p. 104].)

Results for months 9 through 12 after random assignment show that
experimentals have pulled roughly even with controls’ employmentand
earnings at three of the MFSP sites, and moved ahead to show relatively
large, positive impacts on employment, wage rates, and earnings at the
fourth site, the Center for Employment Training (CET) (Gordon and
Burghardt, 1990). At CET in San Jose and other locations around San
Francisco, during this fourth quarter, the average monthly employment
rate was 9.9 percentage points higher for experimentals than for those
in the control group, and average monthly earnings were $133 higher.
During the same period, CET experimentals also worked an average of
16.6 more hours per month and received an average hourly wage that
was 72 cents higher than that for controls. (All differences were statisti-
cally significant.) The CET earnings impacts, if they continue, compare
favorably to those for the selective-voluntary programs shown in Table
4.6. There were no impacts on public assistance receipt or payments at
three of the four sites (including CET); one site showad increases in
these. Finally, all of the sites produced statistically significant gains
in GED attainment.*

2 n comparing these results with those from broad-coverage programs, it is important to
remember the cautions listed in Chapter 2, particularly the high participation rate in CET
(84 percent) compared to those in most broad-coverage studies. As explained in Chapter
2, two employment or training approaches inay have identical impacts on people who
actually receive services, but show different average impacts, because participation rates
differed. The study with lower participation rates will probably show lower average
impacts because it includes more people who do not receive services and whose behavior
1s not greatly aftected by the program’s services or mandates,

Thus, the average employment impacts for CET and most of the selective-voluntary
programs presented in Table 4.6 were substantially larger than those for me it of the
broad-coverage programs. As noted elsewhere, SWIM is surprising in having had impacts
of the same magnitude as the selective-voluntary programs. (For example, SWIM and CET
had similarimpacts on employment rates. SWIM increased the employment rate for AFDC
recipients - the SWIM group most comparable to the CET group - by 9.4 percentage points
in the last quarter of the first year compared to the control group [see Table 4.4].)
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The services provided by the four MFSP sites differed. CET provided
job skills training to most participants regardless of their educational
skills, supplemented by remedial education that was oftca incorporated
into the training, i.e., a concurrent and integrated approach. In contrast,
the other three sites placed less emphasis on up-front vocational train-
ingand more on educationand “general employability training” intended
to improve participants’ motivation, decision-making, and orientation
toward employment so that they could gain access to further training or
work (a sequential approach). It may be that the emphasis on up-front
job skills training at CET helped welfare recipients make a more rapid
entry into the labor force, while improvements in education and general
work-readiness may have a more gradual effect on participants’ labor
market success. Perhaps a greater emphasis on employment as the
objective of education helped focus the education services at CET. How-
ever, it is also possible that the marked differences between CET and
other MFSP sites (e.g., in participants’ disadvantagedness, labor market
conditions, CET’s prior experience with the program approach it oper-
ated during the demonstration, the quality of the services provided,
CET's linkages to employers, and the availability of on-site child care at
CET) may account for the differences between the measured impacts. In
grappoiing with these and other alternative explanations, the researchers
note: “It is impossible to isolate the effects of the many factors that we
have identified. Short-term findings in a single site simply do not sup-
port strong general conclusions” (Gordon and Burghardt, 1990, p. 106).
Obviously, the long-term follow-up data on the MFSP Demonstration
will be particularly critical. These may alter the initial picture of site
impacts, and also provide information on the time path of impacts
from education investments.*

The Baltimore and SWIM studies also suggest some caution in reach-
ing conclusions on what factors explain the limited results at three of the
MESP sites. Both of these broad-coverage programs sent substantial
numbers of participants to education and training which, in general, was
sequential. For example, in San Diego, the community college system
did not provide any concurrent programs integrating education with
training, except for a small amount of English as a Second Language that

b Findings from the JOBSTART Demonstr ttion will provide further guidance on these
issues, since the 13 sites in that project also tested different arrangements for sequential
and concurrent education and training,
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it can be usefully analyzed to determine the impact of JTPA programs
on the amount of education received, as well as JTPA’s overall impact
on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt. These findings wil
shed light on the role of education in the labor market success of volun-
teers for training programs,

Programs is available. Early in the GAIN evaluation, it was found that
14 percent of all GAIN registrants Participated in education and that
41 percent of those who participated in any GAIN activity participated
in education. (See Figure 42)) For adult welfare recipients, the early
implementation evidence from California Suggests that while some
participants may resist having to 80 to school, others overcome theijr
initial hesitancy and report experiencing at least S0me success in the
program. GAIN’s broad education participation mandate, when com-

tion programs (Riccio etal., 1989),
As noted above, in SWIM, a program that imposed a continuous
participation requirement and assigned welfare recipients to job search
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and unpaid work experience first, some participants were later referred
to education or training, after an assessment. (In addition, registrants
who were already participating in qualifying education programs at the
time of registration were allowed to continue in lieu of other activity.)
Participation in community college programs (including adult basic
education and continuing education as well as training) was about 7
percentage points higher (representing a 32 percent increase) for SWIM
participants than for the control group for both AFDC and AFDC-UP
participants. These results indicate that in a program that used up-front
job search and work experience to remove job-ready recipients from the
welfare rolls a substantial number of those who did not find jobs
participatea in education (Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989).

While the lack of research on a range of JOBS-like education pro-
grams for adults ma- s it difficult to discuss the effectiveness of partic-
ular education strategies for this population, a recent study of a
selective-voluntary program targeted on youth is suggestive. The Job
Corps Computer-Assisted Instruction Evaluation (Shugoll Research et
al., 1989), which targeted a young, disadvantaged population, includ-
ing many from AFDC-receiving families, found no impacts of com-
puter-assisted instruction on educational achievement or GED at-
tainment compared to the levels attained by those receiving regular
classroom instruction.* In this experiment, there was great variation
within and between sites in the implementation of the computer-assisted
instruction. This finding for a JOBS-relevant population parallels the
literature on implementation in elementary and secondary education,
which shows that prescribed instructional methods are carried out dif-
ferently in different classrooms and schools (Berman and McLaughlin,
1978). The implication of these findings for JOBS education programs
may be that programs attempting to prescribe particular education
techniques thought to be more effective than others are subject
to considerable implementation variation that may change the pro-
gram model.

Youth-Oriented Services

The JOBS program places a priority on serving welfare recipients
who are at risk of long-term welfare receipt, including young mothers
who have not completed high school. The rationale for focusing on this

M The Job Corps population in this study included few women with children.
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group is clear: If program services can prevent young women on AFDC
from dropping out of school (or encourage their return to education
programs) and establish them in the labor force, they will not experience
the extended period of receipt and the related poverty and costs to the
welfare system that have been associated with teen parenting (Ellwood,
1986). The states’ JOBS programs may represent a substantial shift from
previous programs in their emphasis on serving these groups.

This preventive approach for teen parents on welfare is newer and
less tested than the welfare-to-work methods that have been tried and
evaluated for adults. For the teen parent population, direct job search
and job club are often less appropriate than school-based programs, and
thus job search is not used as a screen for more expensive services. The
literature on dropout prevention and recovery does not provide clear
guidance on services or likely impacts (although it can identify likely
dropouts fairly well). Moreover, this literature does not consider man-
datory programs with sanctions. While alternative high schools provide
a promising approach to the problem of dropout prevention, this inno-
vation has not been subjected to a rigorous impact study. In general,
rigorous methods have rarely been used to evaluate dropout preven-
tion programs (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1986; U.S. General
Accounting Office, 1987a).

There have been no broad-coverage welfare-to-work programs
aimed at preventing long-term welfare receipt among young AFDC re-
cipients until very recently, in Ohio LEAP, the Teenage Parent Demon-
stration, and Wisconsin’s Learnfare. (Wisconsin’s Learnfare is not being
evaluated using an experimental design.)

The evaluation of Ohio LEAP will provide impact data on the
educational attainment, school attendance, earnings, repeat pregnan-
cies, and welfare receipt of teen parents under age 19 who are required
toattend school and are subjected tofinancial rewards or penalties based
on their compliance with the attendance requirement. These financial
incentives are part of the monthly welfare check received by teen par-
ents (or the adult case heads). LEAP also provides case management,
child care, and guaranteed summer jobs. The results of this evaluation
willinform policy choices on the design of learnfare models for prevent-
ing dropping out of school and for returning dropouts to school. How-
ever, it should be noted that other states are using or considering
learnfare models that use only financial sanctions (and not financial
rewards) as their primary incentive for school attendance; these models
are not currently being evaluated using rigorous research designs.
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The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ current Teen-
age Parent Demonstration uses an experimental design to evaluate the
effects of education and other services, and of a continuous participation
requirement. Participation is mandatory for a research sample of teen
parents on AFDC in Chicago, Illinois, and Camden and Newark, New
Jersey, who have one child when they enter the study, and also, in
Chicago, for AFDC recipients in the third trimester of pregnancy. The
participation requirement includes required school attendance for
young teens and brokered or on-site education or training for older
teens. Program services are not limited to education, as in some learn-
fare programs, but also include counseling, parenting instruction, life
skills instruction, and other services. The impact evaluation will pro-
vide two-year follow-up data on educational attainment and achieve-
ment (i.e., test scores measuring basic skills).

The Teenage Parent Demonstration will produce important find-
ings on the impact of mandatory education and other services on teen
AFDC recipients. The demonstration’s use of some on-site education,
case management, and other services may create, in effect, an enriched
education component, going beyond ‘vhat s offered by mainstream high
school and learnfare programs. The Teenage Parent Demonstration
represents a significant model aimed at improving on the discourag-
ing record of dropout prevention and repeat pregnancy prevention
programs. In addition, it may be possible to use this data set to analyze
links between educational achievement and labor market success.

In addition to the Ohio LEAP evaluation and the Teenage Parent
Demonstration, there are several selective-voluntary demonstration
projects that include samples of young AFDC recipients. Two of these
studies, Project Redirection and the Job Corps evaluation, used a com-
parison group research design. They are included in this report because
they served important populations, because random assignment studies
are not available for these populations and services, and because these
studies were conducted with considerable effort to identify and com-
pensate for the limitations of the research design. The other two evalua-
tions discussed, JOBSTART and New Chance, use random assignment
research designs.

Project Redirection was a four-site, voluntary demonstration for
AFDC-eligible mothers under age 18, using comprehensive after-school
services intended to prevent dropping out, teach parenting and life
management skills, and enhance employability. It produced greater
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short-term retention in high school, but no long-term differences in
educational attainment between experimentals and the comparison
group. In this case, program activities alone were not enough to increase
high school or GED completion. However, measured five years after
program entry, Project Redirection’s impacts included an increase of
$39 in weekly earnings and a decrease of 12 percentage points in w-l-
fare receipt for young women on AFDC at baseline. In addition, Redirec-
tion participants showed improved child development impacts,
relative to the comparison group. It should also be noted that Redirec-
tion participants showed increased childbearing, again relative to the
comparison group (See Table 5.5.) Taken together, these findings
suggest not only that the effects of Project Redirection were long-
lasting, but also that programs serving a teen population may not
show their impacts on employment until participants’ children are no
longer infants and toddlers. Evaluations that use long-term follow-up
appear to be especially important for programs focused on teen parents
(Polit, Quint, and Riccio, 1988).

The evaluations of the Job Corps (which serves a population of
volunteers including both AFDC recipients and others) found that 42
percent of Job Corps females with children completed a GED or got a
highschool diploma versus 6 percentof the comparisongroup. However,
the Jobs Corps had consistently lower employment and earnings im-
pacts for females with children than for males or females without
children. The Job Corps experience shows that a residential, high-cost,
high-intensity intervention can increase the education, and to some
extent the employment and earnings, of a young disadvantaged popu-
lation similar to the young AFDC population (Mallar et al., 1982).

In JOBSTART, a 13-site, voluntary-participation model aimed at
disadvantaged youth 17 to 21 years old (and including substantial
numbers of young mothers on AFDC), initial impact research results
have been obtained for the 12 months following participants’ applica-
tion to the program. These results show thata GED or high school diplo-
ma wasattained by 27.5 percent of the treatment group versus 9.9 percent
of the control group; for females living with their children, the respective
figures are 33.1 percent of the treatment group versus 6.4 percent of the
control group. Moreover, a pre-post reading test for a subsample of
participants showed average reading gains of .7 grade levels from a
starting point of approximately seventh-grade level. GED receipt was
closely linked to participants’ prior basic skills levels. Of treatment group
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TABLES5.5 SELECTED FIVE-YEAR IMPACTS OF PROJECT REDIRECTION
FOR WOMEN WHO WERE RECEIVING
AFDC BENEFITS AT BASELINE

Project

Redirection Comparison
Outcome Group Group Difference
Percent with a Diploma/

GED Certificate 47 43 4
Percent Employed K%} 24 10
Mean Weekly Hours Worked 13 8 5%
Mean Weekly Earnings $76 $37 $3g*+*
Mean Number of Weceks

Worked during

Previous 12 Months 16 11 5*
Percent Receiving AFDC Benefits 54 66 -12¢
Percent Receiving AFDC Benefits at

Any Point in Previous 12 Months 57 71 14+
Mean Number of Pregnancies 3.2 32 0.0
Mean Number of Live Births 23 2.1 0.2*
Mean Home Environment Score 4 39 5re
Percent Who Had Enrolled Child in

Head Start 50 3 16**
Child's Mean Vocabulary Score 87 82 5*

SOURCE: Adapted from Polit, Quint, and Riccio, 1988.
NOTES: The impacts are based on analyses of women in the five-year subsample who had been
receiving AFDC benefits at baseline (193 young mothers).

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; ** at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1
percent level. The figures shown have beenstatistically adjusted forimportantbaseline characteristics.
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members entering with ninth-grade reading skills, 66 percent received a
GED versus 43 percent of entrants who read at the seventh- or e; ghth-
grade level and 20 percent of entrants who read below the seventh- -rade
level. In addition, sites that emphasized the GED, used frequent practice
tests, and offered financial incentives for passing the GED had higher
GED attainment than other sites. It will be important to wait for later fol-
low-up data on the employment and earnings of experimentals and con-
trolsto gauge theeffect of education and training onlabor market success.

A potentially significant finding of the JOBSTART Demonstration is
that sites that provided concurrent education and training had higher
rates of participation in training activities than sites using a sequential
program in which education preceded training. Concurrent programs
apparently reduced the likelihood that participants would leave the pro-
gram without reaching the program’s training component. For some
youth, being able to receive a mixture of educationand job-relevant train-
ing may increase motivation. At the same time, sequential programs in
which up-front education preceded training resulted in participants
receiving a considerably higher number of hours of education than did
youthin the concurrent education and training sites, perhaps because of
the timing of the education activities, One other possible reason for great-
er education hours in sequential sites was that many youth recruited at
these sites were more interested in attaining a GED than in receiving
occupational training (Auspos et al., 1989). The longer-term follow-up
from JOBSTART will provide an opportunity to see whether, for a
group of young AFDC mothers, these variations in service receipt and
program structure translate into differences in impacts. (This will be
particularly important, given the diverse results from the four sites in the
Minority Female Single Parent Demonstration.)

New Chance is a 16-site national demonstration providing compre-
hensive education and training, and employability, life management,
and parenting instruction to young mothers who are 17- to 21-year-old
high school dropouts on AFDC. It experimental design evaluation will
provide impact data on educational attainment and achievement, em-
ployment, earnings, welfare receipt, and fertility. New Chance builds on
the lessons of Project Redirection and other efforts to help young, dis-
advantaged women make the transition to workand independence. This
demonstration is targeted at AFDC recipients who are older than the
typical high schoo! or learnfare population but who are appropriate
targets for a prevention-criented approach because they are likely to
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be long-term welfare recipients (Quint and Guy, 1989). As noted above,
this group is one of the JOBS target groups. The results of New Chance
will help determine whether an intervention can be effective for these
young women,

Programs That Test Support Services

Welfare programs typically provide direct income for recipiente,
services intended to help recipients leave welfare and enter the labor
force, and support services. Support services may include child care
during welfare receipt, transitional child care following the period of
welfare receipt, medical assistance, transportation to needed services,
family planning and life skills assistance, and /or counseling. The ratio-
nale for support services includes the belief that they contribute to the
ability of welfare recipients to leave welfare and become employed.
However, there has been only a modest amount of research on the
effectiveness of support services in contributing to reduced receipt and
increased em ployment. Most of this research has focused on the labor
market behavior of welfare recipients who receive child care services
versus those who do not.

Child Care

Two cross-sectional studies of women with children have found an
inverse relationship between child care costs and the women'’s labor
force participation (Stolzenberg and Waite, 1984; Blau and Robins, 1986).
It is reasonable to assume that some welfare recipients will not par-
ticipate in education, training, or work unless they can obtain subsidized
child care services, either through the welfare program or from some
other source. It can also be assumed that the availability of transitional
child care may affect the job retention of former welfare recipients.
However, the impact of child care and transitional child care on parents’
labor market behavior has not been measured.

The most significant JOBS-related research on child care services is
the Expanded Child Care Options (ECCO) Demonstration that began in
1990 in New Jersey. A sample of welfare recipients in the state’s REACH
welfare-to-work program who have a child under age 3 will be randomly
assigned to nne of three service groups:

* A control group, whose members will be offered in-program
and transitional child care for a period based on the parent’s
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welfare-to-work activities, lasting for up to one year of educa-
tion and training and for up to one transitional year of
post-program employment. The in-program child care will be
paid for by the local welfare department at the level set for its
clients (and provided at no cost to participants), and the transi-
tional child care will be subsidized at the established,
income-conditioned rates used by the local welfare department.

* A group to whom post-program child care will be offered until
the youngest child in the family entersthefirst grade. This group
will receive in-program child care paid for by the local welfare
department at the level set for its clients (and provided at no cost
to participants), and post-program child care subsidized at the
established, income-conditioned rates used by the local welfare
department.

* A group to whom relatively expensive, high-quality, develop-
mental child care and parenting support will be offered until the
youngest child in the family enters first grade. The in-program
child care will be provided at no cost to participants, and the
transitional child care will be charged to participants at the
income-conditioned rates used by the local welfare department
for its standard-quality child care. Consequently, the subsidy
level for this group will be higher than that used for the other
groups to compensate for the higher quality of the care pro-
vided.

More than 1,800 children will be covered by these child care offers.
Follow-up data on adults and children participating in the demonstra-
tion will be collected for at least 15 years after enrollment. In addition to
extensive data on children’s outcomes, the demonstration will collect
impact data on parents’ utilization of extended transitional child care,
and on parents’ earnings, hours worked, use of training and education
programs, and welfare receipt. This experimental study of child care
services will provide important new information on the role of child
care in welfare recipients’ decisions to work (New Jersey Department of
Human Services, 1989).

In addition to ECCO, there are two state projects that plan to use
random assignment designs to test specified transitional child care
benefits as part of their welfare-to-work programs. North Carolina
received a waiver of applicable federal regulations to permit a test of the
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effects on mothers’ employment (compared to the employment of mem-
bers of a control group) of a guarantee of child care rather than care on
a space-available basis. Texas received a waiver permitting the state to
test the effect of offering one year of extended transitional child care and
Medicaid eligibility to persons who become employed. When the transi-
tional benefits provisions of the Family Support Act took effect, these
benefits were offered to all AFDC recipients; this will affect the evalua-
tion in ways not yet determined. If the North Carolina and Texas
evaluations are successfully completed, they will provide usefui infor-
mation on the impact of transitional child care benefits on parents’
employment and welfare receipt.

In Massachusetts’ ET, a voluntary program that is relevant to JOBS,
thereis evidence that for voluntary participants who became employed,
job retention was greater for users of day care provided by centers,
friends, and relatives than for those with no regular child care and those
who used babysitters. (Job retention was also correlated with health in-
surance, provided by the employer or by Massachusetts.) This finding
suggests that forthose).iotivated tobecome employcd, regularchild care
and health insurance are linked to ,0b retention (N ightingale etal., 1989).

The Abecedarian Project, a small, voluntary demonstration, also
provides impact data regarding the effect of child care services on
low-income teen mothers’ employment. Twenty-nine low-income, teen-
age mothers with infants were randomly assigned; the experimental
group received free, high-quality, developmental child care from before
the children were three months old until they began kindergarten. Other
services, including free medical care for the experimental group chil-
dren, were also provided. After 4/2years, mothers in the control group
had a greater likelihood of being on welfare, more births, and less
education than mothers of the children who received full educational
day care (Campbell, Breitmayer, and Ramey, 1986).

Studies of broad-coverage welfare-to-work programs for women
withschool-age children suggest that child care was not amajor obstacle
to participation. This is probably partly a result of the programs’ designs:
Activities were often limited to several months and scheduled around
school hours. Among program participants during the school year in
SWIM, for example, for 33 percent of cases studied, activities usually
occurred while the child was in school; in another 17 percent, the
youngest child was 14 or older and cared for himself or herself; in 22
percent of cases, a relative provided care; and in 17 percent, a non-rela-
tive provided care, usually not in a center. Among a sample of SWIM
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nonparticipants, only 5 percent showed child care as the reason they
were not active (Hamilton, 1988).

There is much more limited evidence on programs for women with
younger children, since WIN programs rarely required them to partici-
pate (an exception is Arkansas). While the evaluation of California’s
GAIN program does not involve the experimental manipulation of
child care services, it does supply information that supports the wide-
spread belief that program-provided child care servicesare more impor-
tant to mothers of young children than to mothers of school-age children.
Utilization data show that for welfare recipients who participated in a
GAIN activity, 29 percent of these with children age 6 and older received
reimbursement from GAIN for child care, and 68 percent oi those with
children under age 6 received reimbursement from GAIN for child care.
Those not receiving GAIN-paid child care either participated in their
GAIN activity while their children were in school or made child care
arrangements without using GAIN funds. (See Martinson and Rican,
1989.) The MFSP study also found heavy use of child care (including
formal care) by women with young children (Gordon and Burghardt,
1990). These findings suggest that in the states’ JOBS programs, the
demand for paid child care may be quite high among welfare recipients
with children under age 6.

Transitional Benefits

Some analysts have argued that without transitional benefits that
compensate for their reduced real income due to medical care costs and
the child care services necessary to enable them to work, welfare recipi-
ents face a strong disincentive to leave welfare for employment. There
are no completed studies that have experimentally varied the transition-
al benefits provided to former welfare recipients. However, prior to the
implementation of FSA’s transitional benefit provisions, several states
obtained waivers of applicable federal regulations to permit them to
enrich services in order to measure the effects of transitional benefits on
employment. In Texas’s experiment, there will be a comparison between
persons offered one year of transitional child care and medical benefits in
the pre-FSA period and those not in this enriched services group. (After
the transitional benefits provisions of FSA took effect, all AFDC recipi-
ents became eligible for these transitional benefits, including all AFDC
recipients in the Texas study.) Wisconsin will test the effect of offering
one year of extended Medicaid eligibility to persons losing AFDC eligi-
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bility because of earnirgs; this experiment will also include a test of
revising the earned-income disregard as an incentive for we! .re recipi-
ents to leave welfare. (In the experiment, reduced welfare benefits are
provided for people entering low-wage employment.) The target group
includes AFDC recipients with children three months of age or older.
These experiments will provide information on whether transitional
benefits encourage welfare recipients to become employed and retain
their jobs. (When the transitional benefits provisions of FSA took effect,
all persons in the experiments became eligible for them.) In addition,
Ohio is testing a program in which the experimental group received an
offer of transitional child care and Medicaid if they left welfare for
employment, a mandatory pre-employment assessment, and the oppor-
tunity to volunteer for welfare-to-work activities (although participa-
tion in these is not required). As in the other states, the transitional
benefits were extended to all AFDC recipients when the provisions of
FSA took effect. The target group in Ohio is AFDC recipients who have
children under age 6. Finally, Illinois is testing a program for former
welfare recipients earning less than 185 percent of the standard of need.
A randomly assigned experimental group will be offered payment for
expenses related to training they receive while employed, including
transportation, child care, fees other than tuition, and training materi-
als (up to $300). This program aims to prevent welfare recidivism.

Transportation

No rigorous studies have experimentally varied the availability of
transportation for participants in welfare-to-work or similar programs.
However, surveys of WIN-mandatory welfare recipients who dropped
out of job search programs found that approximately 5 to 10 percent
cited transportation problems as the reason for ending their participa-
tion. Implementation studies of welfare-to-work programs outside of
urban areas have found that “[limited] transportation may constitute a
formidable constraint in rural areas” (Polit and O’Hara, 1989, p. 190).

Life Skills Instruction and Counseling

Three voluntary demonstrations using rigorous research methods
provide impact information suggesting the potential usefulness of life
skills instruction and counseling provided by health care workers.

In the Pregnancy/Early Infancy Nurse Home Visitation Program,
400 mothers were randomly assigned to several treatments or to a con-
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trol group. Participants were recruited if they were under age 19, single,
or poor. The treatments involved visiting nurses who provided health
care, infant care, and family planning information beginning during the
mother’s pregnancy and continuing up to three years after the child’s
Licth. Nurses also provided counseling on returning to school or work.
Follow-up surveys found that the poor, unmarried mothers who
received nurses’ visits returned to school sooner (but not more fre-
quently), had a 12-month greater interval between their first and
second child, and had twice as many months of employment four years
aiter their child’s birth than the control group (Olds et al., 1988).

A replication and expansion of the Nurse Home Visitation Program
is currently under way in Memphis, Tennessee (Olds et al., no date). This
study will examine the impacts of nurses’ home visits to poor, first-time
mothers on maternal education, employment, and welfare receipt.

The Johns Hopkins Center for School-Aged Mothers and Their
Infants, a hospital-based program, provided comprehensive services
and counseling from two weeks after birth until the children reached
age 3. One hundred black teen mothers received services and were
compared to a matched comparison group who gave birth in the same
hospital. Those who received services had a greater rate of school
persistence and graduation, and fewer repeat pregnancies, at the final
follow-up survey two years after the initial birth (Hardy et al., 1981).

The Teenage Pregna ncy Intervention Program conducted a random
assignment differential impact study ~f two treatments: a series of
weekly home visits by a nurse for the infants’ first six months, or training
as a CETA-paid infant care aide in a hospital infant nursery. After two
years, both treatment groups had higher rates of returning toschool and
work, and fewer repeat pregnancies, than controls; these impacts were
higher for the infant care training recipients than the nurse visit recipi-
ents (Field et al., 1982).

Taken together, these demonstration studies suggest that counsel-
ing on school and employment, provided in the context of infant health
care support services, can improve school and labor market outcomes
for mothers on welfare.

Combinations of Program Models

The review of evaluations in Chapters 4 and 5 divided the relevant
research into studies of broad-coverage Programs, selective-veiuntary
programs, education services, etc. Because of budget constrait:ts, how-
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ever, many states will be designing mixed programs, balancing the pres-
sure to serve large numbers of people against the evidence that more
intensive services may be needed to reach long-term and potential
long-term recipients. It is probable that some states’ JOBS programs will
be broad-based, and yet draw on the approaches listed in the other cat-
egories of this chapter for serving specific groups of welfare recipients.
For example, a broad-coverage JOBS program that has job search as a
first component for many people may also include a subsequent choic2
of OJT, training, education, or other activities for those who do not be-
come employed during the job search activity. (In some programs, par-
ticipation in these subsequent activities may be voluntary.) In evalua-
tions of this type of prograrn - where different services will be provided
for different groups of recipients - comparisons of outcomes (or impacts)
across components may not reflect the differential effectiveness of the
activities because of differences in the populations served. Moreover,
the relevant issue in assessing each component is whether it pro-
duces cost-effective impacts specifically for the targeted population,
rather than fo: the broader caseload. This points to the complexity of
interpreting impacts for these programs and to the continued impor-
tance of in-depth implementation and process studies for under-
standing the components and strategies that will comprise future
broad-based state JOBS initiatives.

Much canbe learned about the role of higher-cost and more intensive
services from the studies of celective-voluntary and broad-coverage
programs already in place. However, new studies are needed to actually
determine whether such services - including the kinds of education,
training, and support service= provided in the selective-voluntary dem-
enstrations ~ could be expanded in scale and produce greater impacts
than the usual mix of activities in broad-coverage programs. It would be
particularly useful to implement two types of studies. First are additional
netimpact studies of large-scale, broad-coverage programs that empha-
size education and ot-er human capital development services - JOBS’
major programmatic innovation. These would test the impact and
cost-effectiveness of these services across the broad group in the case-
load that is determined to need education. Second are differential
impact evaluations specifically designed to determine the relative effec-
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tiveness of competing approaches.® These could include studies of the
relative effectiveness of:

¢ High-intensity human capital investment approaches featur-
ing education and training compared to (1) high-intensity ap-
proaches stressing participation in the labor force, or (2)
lower-intensity approaches featuring job search and placement.

¢ Different processes to determine who receives more expensive
services, e.g., programs that determine services based on an
assessment versus those that have a fixed sequence starting
with job search.

¢ Mandatory versus voluntary programs.

¢ Different types of assessment and case management.

3 Preferably, these would involve the random assignment of program eligibles to two
treatment groups aad to a control group not given access to JOBS setvices.




Chapter 6

The Critical Open Questions

The preceding chapters examined the extensive studies of state
welfare-to-work programs as well as other studies of employment and
support services designed to help low-income neople join the labor
force. This body of work suggests both that much has been learned and
that many key questions remain about how to structure more effective
programs. The gaps in knowledge can be seen hy comparing the key
features of JOBS (Chapter 2) with the current and anticipated findings
from existing researci. (Chapters 4 and 5). Viewed together, the complex
JOBS legislation and the evaluation results from previous program mod-
els point to the need for new information on two levels: (1) the effects of
particular service components on specific populations, and (2) the
effects of entire service delivery systems, which include multiple ser-
vice components and management processes, on the broad welfare
population and selected groups within it. JOBS calls for new services,
new target groups, and new systems. Thus, future judgments of its effec-
tiveness will hinge on closing these knowledge gaps and understand-
ing the trade-offs in meeting different potential policy goals. This con-
cluding chapter briefly discusses the most critical open questions
about the potential of JOBS.

1. The Return to the Investment in Education
and Training

Chapter 4 pointed out that most past research on broad-coverage
initiatives focused on low- to moderate-cost programs that sought to
place people rapidly in jobs. Even for programs judged successful and
cost-effective, the research shows that many people continued on welfare
and that those who left often remained poor. It also suggests that the
lower-cost programs that provided primarily job search assistance usu-
ally were not able to increase the earnings of the most disadvantaged.

JOBS' emphasis on education (for those with poor basicskills) and on
other intensive, usually higher-cost, services represents a very differ-
ent approach - one that has not been rigorously evaluated. In theory,
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successful education-based initiatives should increase welfare recipi-
ents’ human capital and thus their potential for getting better jobs,
moving out of poverty, and achieving long-term economic indepen-
dence. Existing studies clearly show that welfare recipients often have
poor basic skills and that education is correlated with higher income.
But, as described in Chapters 4 and 5, completed research does not
address the question of whether large-scale education programs for
welfare recipients can increase educational achievement, attainment,
and income and reduce welfare receipt. This fundamental cause-and-
effect relationship between education services and employment-
related outcomes has not yet been demonstrated for welfare recipients.

Among the most critical unanswered questions facing states
designing their JOBS initiatives, then, are: Will greater investments in
education and training services result in greater success, particularly for
long-term recipients? Will programs emphasizing human capital devel-
opment lead to jobs with higher wages and greater stability, to lower
rates of job loss and welfare recidivism, to greater long-term self-
sufficiency, and to higher incomes and reduced poverty? Will programs
emphasizing education result in increases in literacy and quantitative
skills? Will additional gains justify the expanded outlays? How should
these services be structured and targeted to be most effective?

Complicating JOBS administrators’ decisions is information on the
effectiveness of lower- and higher-cost services. Chapters 4 and 5 sug-
gested that they may face a trade-off in deciding how to allocate a fixed
budget. Together, the studies of the two broad-coverage programs that
included education and other more intensive services (Baltimore and
SWIM) and the studies of a number of selective-voluntary higher-cost
programs (that did not include education) provide some evidence that
more intensive activities can lead to higher average earnings gains (but
not necessarily higher welfare savings) than lower-cost services. How-
ever, the lower-cost services had higher impacts on earnings and wel-
fare savings per dollar invested. This suggests that administrators who
focus on raising earnings above a certain minimum level - or possibly
reaching more disadvantaged recipients - might favor higher-cost ser-
vices, while administrators who desire to maximize total program im-
pacts, regardless of their distribution, might decide to serve more
people with lower-cost services. Administrators seeking to use fixed
resources to reach both objectives might favor a broad-coverage
program with higher- and lower-cost components, carefully targeting
intensive activities to benefit longer-term recipients.
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Unfortunately for JOBS administrators, the many innovations in
FSA and the limited number and nature of past studis mean that the
relevant parameters of this trade-off, and even its applicability to current
JOBS program models, remain highly uncertain. Yet understanding the
details of what works best for whom in the new JOBS environment is
critical. Every state is facing a choice about the scale and intensity of JOBS
services, given the limited resources available compared to the large
number of potential enrollees. To structure JOBS initiatives so that the
most appropriate services are targeted to groups in the caseload who
can benefit from them most —and to balance the pressure to serve more
people with relatively few services against the likely return of providing
more intensive services to a smaller share of the caseload ~ additional
research is needed.

Some of the evaluations already under way will expand our knowl-
edge in thisarea. But answering these questions as definitively as central
questions of the 1980s were answered will require two types of studies.
tirst, studies will be needed of broad-coverage programs that empha-
size education and other human capital development services for sub-
stantial numbers of potential long-term recipients; these should include
programs that operate across a variety of environments, administrative
approaches, and implementation strategies. Second, studies will be
needed that determine directly, with rigor and for key subgroups, the
relative effectiveness of different JOBS approaches. Specifically, pro-
grams that stress human capital investments should be compared to (1)
lower-intensity, work-oriented approaches emphasizing more immedi-
ate job searchand placement, or (2) other work-oriented approaches that
stress labor force participation but also include some relatively inten-
sive services, e.g., on-the-job training or education and skills training
closely tied to actual jobs. The most conclusive tests would be random
assignment, differential impact studies, in which two strategies are
implemented and compared in a single site.

Moreover, studies that seek these answers must plan for follow-up
data collection adequate to determine the payoff from the greater initial
investment in education. While the short-term job search and work
experience programs were often studied with very limited follow-up
(and sometimes proved cost-effective within two years), the initial im-
pacts for intensive human capital programs may not be apparent until a
year or two after enrollment, and a final assessment of their effective-
ness will take much longer.
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2. The Impact and Cost-Effectiveness of Programs
for Mothers with Young Children, Teen Parents,
and Long-Term Recipients

The JOBS legislation sharply reduces the population that is exempt
from employment programs. It extends the participation requirement
to women with children 3 years of age or older (age 1 or older at state
option) and specifically targets resources at young mothers. It also
requires young custodial mothers without high school diplomas to
attend school (the learnfare provision), regardless of the age of their
child. While some selective-voluntary programs have targeted these
groups, there are many more questions than answers. In particular, we
have very little evidence of whether broad-coverage programs can be
successful or cost-effective for mothers with preschool children (especially
inlight of this group’s greater child care needs). Regarding requirements
for teen parents, two major studies are in place on variants of this
approach. They will examine whether the threat of sanctions (or sanctions
combined with financial rewards) and the provision of additional services
increase school attendanceand retention,and thereby increase educational
attainment and employment and reduce long-term welfare receipt. We
also have very limited information on whether still further outreach,
supports, and services are needed to improve teen mothers’ school
attendance and eventual movement off welfare. Closing these knowl-
edge gaps is particularly important, given the evidence that young,
never-married mothers are the group most likely to become long-term
welfare recipients - evidence that contributed to their being given
priority by JOBS. There is also not a strong research record of employ-
ment gains by the most disadvantaged recipients, heightening the im-
portance of determining whether broad-coverage JOBS programs that
include higher-cost components can be more successful in assisting this
group to move from welfare to work.

3. The Effect of Different Case Management Practices
and Mechanisms for Determining the Nature
and Sequencing of Services

As suggested by Chapter 4, we know very little about the effective-
ness of two other program dimensions hi ghlighted by JOBS: assessment
and case management. Both servein partas mechanisms for determining
whois served and what they are offered or required to do, functions that
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are central in multi-component programs designed to serve people with
a range of employability characteristics. These sorting and decision-
making processes reflect implicit or explicit targeting policies that are
key to allocating services of varying cost and intensity. Thus, the ability
of JOBS programs to achieve substantial participation - and potentially
convert participation into program impacts — may turn on the effective-
ness of these activities.

Past research on broad-coverage programs suggests that the first
activity people participate in is crucial, for many do not go into any
subsequent activity. Thus, it matters greatly whether a program is
structured sequentially ~ with the order of services based on prescribed
and uniform rules - or us  an individualized assessment approach.
While most of the broad-coverage programs evaluated to date used a
fixed sequence starting with job search, current state JOBS programs
often use a structured, intensive up-front assessment, followed by the
development of an individualized employability plan and referral to
services deemed appropriate by the case manager and/or welfare
recipient. Case managers, in addition to helping craft the service plan,
play a major role in its implementation, ..ing to assist, encourage,
monitor, and enforce compliance and to link people to services, par-
ticularly in more complex, multi-agency programs.

Given the importance of the first component to which people are
assigned in determining services received, and the expense of in-depth
assessment, it would be particularly useful to understand the relative
effectiveness of programs that determine service assignments based on
an assessment (and that use different forms of assessment) compared to
those that impose a fixed sequence, often starting with job search. Also,
it would be useful to learn the relative effectiveness of different assess-
ment approaches: those that use in-depth individual assessments; those
that use different definitions of employability; and those that set differ-
ent criteria for referring people to job search or for entering aud exiting
basic education (e.g., higher or lower literacy levels).

It would also be important to learn more about the effectiveness of
different case management strategies. Welfare-to-work programs use a
wide range of case management approaches. In some localities, tasks
associated with assessing, assisting, motivating, monitoring, and broker-
ing services for program participants have been divided between wel-
fare agencies and other service providers and, within these agencies,
between case managers and other staff. Alternatively, a single case
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manager may be responsible for every aspect of participation for those
assigned to him or her. Caseload sizes and the emphasis of case manage-
ment activities - e.g., on counseling versus monitoring and enforcing
participation - vary as well, and may affect program impacts. The sub-
stantial share of JOBS resources that will probably be devoted to these
activities, and the central role given this function in some state pro-
grams, highlight the importance of further understanding the
cost-effectiveness of different intensities of and approaches to case
management.

4. The Relative Effectiveness of Mandatory
and Voluntary Programs

As indicated in Chapter 4, some people argue that mandatory pro-
grams are likely to have larger impacts than voluntary ones, primarily
because they may reach people who can benefit but would not opt to
participate on their own and because they reach more people overall.
Deterrence and sanctioning effects can also contribute to mandatory
programs’ impacts. Others claim that voluntary programs are likely to
be more successful because they may enroll people who are more
predisposed to take advantage of program services and who there-
fore attend activities more regularly, leading to higher impacts and
saving the program “compliance costs.”

Unfortunately, past studies do not provide clear guidance on this
issi.e. The data for the broad-coverage programs suggest no evident
relationship between either sanctioning or participation rates — both of
which are possible proxies for the extent to which a program was
mandatory - and program impacts. There have been studies of broad-
coverage mandatory and smaller voluntary programs, but there are no
rigorous studies that directly compare - for similar people - the impact
and cost-effectiveness of mandatory and voluntary broad-coverage
programs, or of programs that are more or less stringent in imposing
program requirements.

The JOBS legislation calls for states to give first consideration to
volunteers among the program’s target groups, but it allows for a
participation mandate for the full non-exempt caseload. In designing
their programs, states are likely to move in different directions in
response to the complex message of the legislation, their own polizy
preferences, and the absence of research guidance. This variation will be
reflected in several program characteristics affecting mandatoriness:
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caseload monitoring strategies, deferral and exemption rules and prac-
tices, program “messages,” weekly hours of service, and sanctioning
procedures. As wasalso observed in the 1980s WIN and WIN Demonstra-
tion environment, states are likely to implement programs that run the
gamut from those that serve only volunteers to those that are mandatory
and pay a great deal of attention to compliance. There is unlikely to be a
cleardichotomy: Many states’ programs will probably include aspects of
both approaches.

Critical unanswered questions about different approaches include:
How effective are mandatory compared to voluntary programs in in-
creasing participation and changing earnings, employment, and welfare
receipt, particularly among more disadvantaged recipients? Will strict-
er enforcement and sanctioning increase program impacts? Do manda-
tory programs reach people who would not obtain jobs on their own? Do
voluntary programs increase services to the group most able to benefit
from them (getting them better jobs), or would this group have received
services and left welfare for similar jobs on their own? What are the
relative costs of operating more and less mandatory programs?

Practices for requiring or encouraging participation will probably
affect critical JOBS concerns: targeting, the cost of program manage-
ment, and success in meeting JOBS' performance standards. This makes
it particularly important toclarify how more orless mandatory approach-
es affect these issues, and how they influence program impact and
cost-effectiveness.

5. The Impacts of Programs for Adults
in Two-Parent Families

The JOBS legislation contains special provisions for the (usually
male) principal earners in families constituting the small AFDC.UP
program. These call for involveme 1t primarily in work programs, with
an option of education for young fathers who have not completed high
school. They set eventual participation standards that are much higher
thanthosefor single parents. The dilemmaadministrators will face when
these standards take effectin a tew years is how to design programs that
are effective and meet the standards, without targeting a disproportion-
ate share of JOBS resources to AFDC-UP cases. Prior research is scanty
and has not found effects for work-only models, Determining the cost-
effectiveness of alternative approaches for this group is thus of consid-
erable importance.

8 WANES
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6. Understanding the Nature and Duration of Impacts
on Welfare Recipients and Their Children

Most of the research summarized in Chapters 4and 5 addressed the
impact of welfare-to-work programs on welfare recipients’ employ-
ment, earnings, and AFDC receipt. Some studies measured effects on
welfare recipients’ income (but usually not considering household size
or the full range of income sources, thus limiting estimates of poverty
status), and some looked at effects on wages and job quality. Measures
of program effects on educational achievement and on participants’
children are almost totally lacking. JOBS’ emphasis oneducation, and the
lack of research on whether this translates into employmentoutcomes for
welfare recipients, highlights the desirability of measuring a broader set
of outcomes, including literacy and job quality. JOBS' extension of a
participation mandate to women with younger children, combined with
FSA’s assurance of in-program and transitional child care, points to the
importance of determining how the program affects participants’ chil-
dren. To address these areas, future studies should be expanded to
include job characteristics, family formation, family income and pover-
ty, health status (for mothers and children), educational attainment
and achievement, family functioning and parenting, and the well-being,
development, and achievement of the children in AFDC families.

Arelated open question concerns the durabiiity ofimpacts and their
patterns over time. We kno.v that low-cost services have impacts that
start soon after program entry and extend for at least the three years
measured in recent studies. We have evidence that the effects of more
intensive programs will be slower to appear but will also continue for at
least this long. However, there is almost no evidence on longer-term
impacts or on changes in impacts over time. For example, we do not
know whether the impacts of low-cost job search programs will eventu-
ally decrease, or whether the impacts of programs that make a more
substantial investment in human capital will increase. Longer follow-u p
will be particularly critical in assessing the payoff of programs that make
a substantial investment in education, and those targeting very young
mothers and their children. A longer perspective on both higher- and
lower-cost services is also essential for determining the relative success
of different JOBS strategies in meeting potentially competing program
goals, particularly for estimating the parameters of the trade-off
described in Chapters 4 and 5 - between average earnings gains and
aggregate benefits per dollar spent.
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A further open question concerns the relationship between impacts
on earnings and welfare savings. State JOBS programs will vary in their
emphasis on increasing people’s earnings or producing welfare savings,
but most will have both as goals. The research summarized in Chapters
4 and 5showed that programs were sometimes not successful in meeting
both objectives. However, it is not clear why results varied widely across
sites that tested the same model and across different program
approaches. In designing JOBS programs, administrators would benefit
from more information on the relationships between program features -
e.g., targeting strategies, service models, AFDC grant levels, sanction
rates, and various implementation practices - and net impacts on earn-
ings and welfare savings. Similarly, how these program features affect
the mix of earnings gains and welfare savings achieved by a program
would be invaluable information for JOBS policymakers.

7. The Relationship Between Program Scale or Economic
Conditions and Effectiveness

Only a few of the studies summarized in Chapters 4 and 5 were of
full-scale, broad-coverage WIN programs. Some studies were limited to
a specific program office, county, or segment of the welfare caseload;
others were small demonstration efforts. While it is still unclear what
“full scale” will mean for JOBS in any given state or, within a state, for
individual program components, the financial commitment made by
Congress suggests that there will be si:»stantial expansion over the WIN
program of the late 1980s. It is not certain whether the impacts from
earlier studies can be replicated if JOBS extends services to a much
greater share of the caseload.

JOBS' greater scale may affect impacts in other ways. An important
issue in all employment and training programs - one that past studies
have found extremely difficult to address - is whether employment gains
for people in the program represent net increases in job-holding or come
at the expense of other (displaced) workers. Further, the multiple provi-
sions in FSA mean that state JOBS programs could substantially change
the balance of opportunity and obligation within the welfare system,
with uncertain effects on the size of the caseload. For example, new
obligations and messages about participation requirements could deter
AFDC applications, but new service opportunities and more pusitive
messages about program services could attract people to welfare and
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lead them to remain longer in order to complete program activities.
Some of these effects would not be captured in studies that measure the
impact of the program on persons already in the welfare system, rather
than on the broader population.

Another unanswered question is the extent to which the effective-
ness of JOBS - particularly whenit is operated at large scale- willdepend
on local and national economic conditions. Positive evaluation resultsin
sites facing a range of unemployment levels and labor market changes
(but not confronting highly depressed conditions) suggest that these
programs can have impacts in relatively strong or weak labor markets,
and in improving or deteriorating economic conditions. However, the
West Virginia study suggested that welfare-to-work programs may not
succeed in rural areas with very weak labor markets. Extreme cyclical
variations in the economy may also affect program impacts in ways that
are currently unknown.

8. The Feasibility and Replicability of Particular JOBS
Approaches and Achievements

The broad-coverage programs described in Chapters 3 and 4 were
usually relatively straightforward to implement. They often involved
only one o1 two activities (e.g., job search and work experience), which
could often be provided directly by the welfare agency. Even for these
programs, however, the evaluations show great variation in implemen-
tation strategies and success. The JOBS legislation requires states to
design more complex programs involving more activities and extensive
coordination among many delivery systems, including JTPA, teen and
adult education programs, community colleges, child careagencies, and
the welfare system. JOBS also requires states to report on their success
in meeting the new and complex participation standards and inserving
the JOBS “target groups.” These changes may be difficult for states to
implement, and they suggest the need for research on the feasibility of
different responses to these design and implementation requirements.

There is no body of information available to guide states in making
decisions about the structure and implementation of JOBS approaches
that is similar to the extensive implementation research on the simpler
broad-coverage programs. As noted above, it will be particularly impor-
tant to understand how assessment and case management practices are
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implemented. Inaddition, it will be valuable to know whether the results
of individual program models, previously tested in only one site, can be
repeated under different conditions: e.g., in states with higher or lower
grant levels, different administrative experience, or dissimilar service
delivery structures; under the new work incentives created by the Family
Support Act; in states with different economic conditions; or where the
welfare caseload includes large numbers of people with different
characteristics than those previously studied. Most relevant to JOBS
administrators will be new tests, under different conditions, of models
resembling San Diego’s SWIM program and Baltimore’s Options, with
their different but promising impact results.

9. The Development of Standards to Manage
and Mo ivate the System

During the 1980s, state WIN and WIN Demonstration programs
were implemented in a highly decentralized environment, without a
clearsystem o! structured federal rewards or penalties. JOBS offers states
new resources but also demands new accountability — prominently,
through performance standards that link enhanced funding to program
participation rates and expenditures on specified target groups. The
legislation also calls for the eventual establishment of outcome-based
performance standards. Tne history of the WIN and JTPA programs
suggests both the power of focusing staff on performance outcomes and
the importance of doing so in a way that supports program goals. The
subgroup research summarized in Chapter 4 implies that outcome-
based standards in JOBS must be carefully designed if they are to pro-
mote cost-effective programming and direct the system toward making
the greatest long-term difference in the lives of welfare recipients. More
research, across a broader spectrum of the welfare populatiorn and
program approaches, will be important to refining the lessons from this
initial work and determining the feasibility and effectiveness of
alternative approaches.

10. The Feasibility, Impact, and Cost-Effectiveness
of Support Services and Transitional Benefits

There are no completed studies that measure the impact of subsi-
dized child care on participation in welfare-to-work activities and on
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subsequent employment. Moreover, as JOBS broadens the traditional
target groups to include young mothers participating in alternative
education programsand learnfare programs, the current lack of informa-
tion on the effects of subsidized child care for this group will become
increasingly important. More research is needed to determine the feasi-
bility, impact, and cost-effectivenessof a range of child care services and
subsidy levels for various target groups in JOBS.

The outcome of states’ JOBS programs may also be influenced by
FSA’s provision that one year of child care and Medicaid are to be
offered to welfare recipients who leave welfare to work. Questions
about transitional benefits include: Do they provide an effective incen-
ti ve for people to enter employment? Do they increase job stability and
retention and reduce the rate at which people return to welfare? What
is the take-up rate for these services? Do the y boost the impacts of either
low-cost “labor market attachment” (i.e., job search) or higher-cost
“human capital investment” program models, or both? Do they change
the relative cost-effectiveness of different JOBS approaches, e.g., of
programs that tend to place people in lower- or higher-wage jobs?
(This change could occur because, in contrast to the past, when any job
that made a family ineligible for welfare reduced government out-
lays, under FSA people may work and receive transitional benefits
thit can be more costly than cash welfare.)

LA

The JOBS program is being implemented in an unusual research
context. There is a large body of rigorous studies that confirm that
welfare-to-work programs produce positive impacts and represent a
cost-effective investment of public funds. However, many state JOBS
initiatives represent major departures from the programs that were
tested earlier - in the complexity and nature of the services offered, in
their scale of implemertation, and in the groups of welfare recipients
they target. The kev quesiion for such programs in the 1990s is thus not
whether to implemes:: hem, but how to design them to be most effective.
This necessitates moving from the relatively simple threshold questions
of the earlier studies to the more complex issues noted in this chapter.

Some of these questions will be addressed instudiesand demonstra-
tions aircady in place. But others will require additional - and some-
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times more refined - designs. Choices will be required, since cvaluations,
no matter how comprehensive, cannot address all of these questions in
equal detail; moreover, some of them go beyond what research can
confidently determine.! This suggests that new projects should build on
one of the lessons from the studies of the 1980s: It is better to answer a
few critical questions definitively than many questions partially.
Strategic evaluation choices, strong research designs, and the active
involvement and cooperation of program administrators and staff in
the sites where the research is implemented will be critical in moving
from the many remaining questions for JOBS to some clear answers.

' The JOBS evaluation, funded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS), is being structured to pr.-vide information relevant to the open questions described
under headings 1,2, 5, 6, 8, an-i 2 above, and partial information on the quesvions under
headings 3, 4, and - to a lesser extent - 7.
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Appendix A

Program Costs'

Defining and estimating the costs of the programs discussed in this book
is complicated. This appendix describes four ways of defining program
costs and presents alternative cost estimates for the primary completed
studies of welfare-to-work programs considered in Chapters 3 through 5.

Direct Costs

Direct program costs are those incurred by the agez.cy (or agiencies)
responsible for administering the program under study. They include the
agency’s own expenditures on program services and administration as
well as the expenses of other agencies that, under formal agreernents
with the administering agency, deliver services that are part of the
program treatment.? The total expenditures incurred by these agenciesin
providing a program treatment to members of an experimental group in
a program evaluation constitute the gross direct cost of the program.

Expenses may also be incurred by the administering agency in
working with members of the control group. For example, control group
members in the Baltimore evaluation went through program assessment
and orientation and received counseling from WIN staft. Subtracting
such expenditures from the gross direct cost leaves the net direct cost of
the program - i.e, the cost of providing the program treatment to
experimentals beyond the cost of services provided to the control group.

Indirect Costs

A program may have two types of effects on the expenditures of other
programs. One is a complementary effect in which the use of other

" This appendix was written by David Long.

2 For the programs covered by this appendix, these agreements were always contracts,
However, in other cases, interagency agreements may give an administering agency con-
trol over specified funds: e.g., in California, partof the state’s JTPA Title 11A funding is used
this way tor the GAIN program (sce Wallace and Long, 1987, Chapter 2).
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programs is increased by the program under study - e.g., indirect costs
are incurred for the experimental group. This effect may arise from
program staff’s referral of individuals to outside programs, inc. ading
situations in which individuals are systematically referred to education
and training activities in other agencies.? It may also reflect increased
self-initiated individual use of these other programs owing to the con-
tent of the program treatment (e.g., a program treatment that stresses
basic skills preparation may cause more welfare recipients to seek
vocational training for which such preparation is a prerequisite).

The other potential effectis substitution. Because individuals are en-
rolled in the program under study, they are not as free to participate in
other programs, decreasing the use of those other programs. This effect
results in lower indirect expenditures by these programs on members of
the experimental group (measured as expenditures on the control group).

In order to get a full picture of the total program resource use gen-
erated by a welfare-to-work program, both direct and indirect expendi-
turesshould betaken intoaccount. Thus, the gross directand indirect cost
of a program includes all expenses incurred for the experimental group
- not only the direct expenses related to providing the program treat-
ment, butalso the complementary expenses incurred by other programs
used by experimentals. The net direct and indirect cost of a program
subtracts from this gross cost all direct and indirect expenses of workirg
with controls.

Applying the Cost Measures

There is no single “correct” measure of program cost. Each of the
fourmeasures -gross direct cost, net direct cost, gross direct and indirect
cost,and net direct and indirect cost - has particular advantages and ap-
plications. Whichis thebest one to choose depends on how itis to be used.
The experience of the SWIM program in San Diego illustrates this. In this
program, operated by San Diego County’s Department of Social Services
(DSS), a welfare recipient was required to participate in job search (oper-
ated by DSS); if unsuccessful in getting a job, she was then assigned to
work experience (also operated by NSS); finally, if still without a job,

¥ As discussed further below, indirect costs associated with such systematic referrals may
properly be considered part of the gross cost of the program treatment. However, these
referrals do not generate direct costs. since the administering agency has no financial
responsibility for or control over the services that result.
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she was referred to rducation and training (DSS made these referralsand
provided the support services, but the primary services were delivered
and funded by adult schools, community colleges, and the JTPA system).
Participation in all three stages of the program treatment was monitored
by DSS.

What was the cost of SWIM? As shown in Table A.1, the total cost to
DSS of operating the program was $842 per targeted case — the gross
direct cost per experimental in the SWIM evaluation.! This includes the
costs of DSS case managers, job club leaders, work experience placement
staff, and other program personnel, as well as the costs of child care
(some of which was provided by other agencies under contracts paid by
DSS), transportation, and allowances paid when experimentals obtained
employment. For budgeting purposes, this is the most pertinent cost
figure for a welfare agency that wants to operate a program like SWIM,
assuming it can develop similar arrangements with local education and
training providers.

The cost to DSS of processing controls, including the allowances
they received in connection with their self-initiated employment, was
$199 per control.’ Thus, the net direct cost to DSS of operating SWIM -
the additional cost of the program to the agency beyond what it spent
on the control group — was $643 ($842 minus $199). This, then, is the ad-
ditional investment in its welfare caseload made by the administering
agency in implementing SWIM.

Like most current JOBS program operators, San Diego DSS relied on
existing community resources to provide education and training to
SWIM enrollees. Education and training were an integral part of the
SWIM treatment, but DSS did not pay for them and had no direct
operational control over them. The cost of these services was incu rred by
adult schools, community colleges, and JTPA programs in San Diego; it
amounted to $703 per experimental® When this cost is included, the

4 Here, as elsewhere, cost is expressed per experimental, not per participant,

5 Table A.1 does not include separate columns showing costs for controls, They may be
calculated by subtracting net from gross costs. Thus, in SWIM, the total (direct and indi-
rect) cost per contrul was $626 ($1,545 minus $919); the direct cost was $199 ($842 minus
$643); and the indirect cost was $427 (3626 minus $199).

® This includes expenses incurred by the GAIN program, which succeeded SWIM, for
members of the experimental group; experimentals who were still enrolled in SWIM when
the program ended were transferred to GAIN.
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gross direct ($842) and indirect ($703) cost of the program totals $1,545
perexperimental. Thisfigure reflects the full expenditure, by allagencies,
on the SWIM treatment.

However, on their own initiative, controls in San Diego were free to
enroll in education and training, including the activities in which SWIM
experimentals were required to participate. As noted earlier, the cost of
these (indirect) services was $427 per control group member. Thus, the
net direct and indirect cost of SWIM - the gross cost of the treatment
minus the direct cost per control of processing and allowances ($199),
minus the indirect cost per control for education and training services
provided by other programs ($427) - was $919. This represents the net
investment of resources made per SWIM enrollee by all agencies.

Costs of Welfare-to-Work Programs

Table A.1 presents the costs of selected programs discussed in this
book. Some of these programs did not have their costs measured using
allfour definitions. Forexample, indirect costs were not measured for the
Baltimore program. There the costs of education and training that were
provided as part of the program treatment were incurred by the operat-
ing agency under contracts with service providers; thus, they are
included in direct costs. However, the costs to other programs - the
schools and training programs that did not have contracts with the
Baltimore program — were not estimated.

The direct costs reported in the table were all measured using
program accounting and enrollment data, and exclude research-related
expenses. Indirect costs were estimated using various other data sources.
For San Diego 1 and Supported Work, most of the clata were gathered
using surveys administered to the research sample members. For other
programs in which such data were collected, JTPA, community college,
and/or adult school program enrollment and accounting data were
used. The data came from automated JTPA and school records covering
a broad range of programs in all cases except Virginia, where school
data came from paper records and were collected only for a subsample
of the overall research sample, and Arkansas, where JTPA data were
obtained for selected training programs only.

The costs discussed in Chapters 3 through 5 are the net costs of the
program treatments under study - the additional cost of serving
experimentals over the cost of serving controls. In most instances, these
are the net direct costs shown in the second column of Table A.1.
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TABLE A.1 ESTIMATED COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL OF SELECTED
WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS

Direct and Indirect

Direct Costs Custs
Program Gross Net Gross Net Data Sources
Broad-Coverage: AFDC
Arkansas $122 $118 $162 $158 A}
Baltimore 1,050 953 N/A N/A A
Cook County: Job search only? 107 102 N 127 ALC
Cook County: Job search/
work expericnce 154 19 421 157 A}C
Louisville Group Job Search 552 230 N/A N/A A
Louisville Individual Job Search 171 136 N/A N/A A
San Diego I: Job search only® 673 562 835 510 AS0
San Diego I: Job search/
work experience 761 636 875 577 AS0
San Diego SWIM 842 643 1,545 919 AJCE
Virginia 451 412 611 430 A},CE
West Virginia 459 269 N/A N/A A
Broad-Coverage: AFDC-UP
Baltimore” 643 552 N/A N/A A
San Diego I: Job search only? 699 586 809 543 AS50
San Diego I: Job search/
work experience 850 727 836 672 A5,0
San Diego SWIM 801 604 1,292 817 AJCE
West Virginia 537 136 N/A N/A A
Selective-Voluntary: AFDC
AFDC Homemaker-Home
Health Aide 9,505 9,505 N/A N/A A
Maine 2,679 2,019 2,813 2,286 A}
New Jersey 1,197 787 1,642 860 A}
Supported Work 17,981 17,981 N/A 17,528 AS

SOURCES: Direct costs were estimated using program accounting and tracking data (A). Indirect
costs were estimated using sources indicated in the last column of the table: program accounting and
trackingdata (A); surveys oi the researchsample(S); JTPA data (J), which coversonly selected training
programs for Arkansas; community college data (C); adult education data (E); and other records (O).
N/A indicates that indirect cost estimates are not available. Estimates are calculated from data in
Friedlander et al., 1985b (Arkansas); Friedlander et al., 1985a (Baltimore); Friedlander et al., 1987
(Cook County); Goldman, 1981 (Louisvilie); Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, 1986 (San Diego 1);
Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989 (San Diego SWIM); Riccio et al., 1986 (Virginia); Friedlander at al.,
1986 (West Virginia); Orr, 1987 (Homemaker-Home Health Aide); Auspos, Cave, and Long, 1988
(Maine); Freedman, Bryant, and Cave, 1988 (New Jersey); Kemper, Long, and Thornton, 1981
(Supported Work); unpublished MDRC data for Arkansas, San Diego I, Virginia, and West Virginia.

NOTES: "Directcosts” are those incurred by theoperating agency, while "indirect costs” wereincurred
by otheragencies; "gross costs” are the full costs per experiniental, while “net costs” subtract from gross
costs the costs of serving controls. Cost estimates shown in boldface type best reflect the net cost of
servicesin theintended service sequence; theseare the costs cited in this volume (sce Appendix A text
for details).

(continued)
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TABLE A (continued)

San Diego I costs are expressed in 1983 dollars; Arkansas, Baltimore, Virginia, and West Virginia
costs are in 1984 dollars; Maine costs are in 1985 dollars; Cook County, New Jersey, and San Diego
SWIM costs are in 1986 dollars; AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide costs, which are presented as
arange across states, were measured during the 1983-86 period; and Louisville Individual Job Search,
Louisville Group Job Search, and Supported Work costs have been adjusted to reflect 1985 dollars.

The direct costs incurred by Supported Work and the AFDC Homemnaker-Home Health Aide
Demonstrations include wages paid to participants; those amounted to $8,535 per experimental for
Supported Work (in 1985 dollars) and $3,821 per experimental in the AFDC Homemaker-Home
Health Aide Demonstrations (averaged across seven states). The direct costs in Maine, New Jersey,
and Baltimore include the program's share of on-the-job training wages (employers also paid ashare);
these amounted to $384 in Maine, $348 in New Jersey, and $10 and $4 in Baltimore for AFDC and
AFDC-UP experimentals, respectively.

Costs are presented for both the job search and job search/work experience sequences in San
Diego ! and Cwk County for informational purposes. The participation and impact findings
presented in the body of this book for both prograns are for the job search/work experience
sequence,

PCosts for the AFDC-UP programs in Baltimoreand West Virginia are presented forinformational
purposes. The impact results are not presented in the body of this book because the sample size in
Baltimore was too small to produce reliable impact findings and the West Virginia study produced
uncertain results.
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However, in the SWIM, Cook County (Chicago), and Virginia programs,
agencies other than the operating agency delivered integral parts of the
program treatment (as defined by the operating agency), which were not
paid for with program funds. For these programs, the net direct and
indirect costs shown in the table’s fourth column are used in this book.

Comparing Costs Across Programs

Readers should bear several points in mind when comparing pro-
gram costs. Incomparing gross direct costs, it isimportant to realize that,
because of differences in program treatments and program funding
arrangements, costs include different types of services and assistance.
The Supported Work and AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide treat-
ments included program wages paid to participants ($8,535 per Sup-
ported Work experimental and $1,930 to $5,936, depending on the site,
per Homemaker-Home Health Aide experimental), and the Maine and
New Jersey programs paid for a share of O] T wages ($384 and $348 per
experimental, respectively); the other programs (except Baltimore,
which paid a small amount of OJT wages) did not incur comparable
direct costs. Supported Work's direct costs also included work project
operating expenses; many of the work projects also produced revenues
that can be considered a partial offset to project expenses.” The Baltimore
and Maine programs had contracts with education and training service
providers to deliver services as part of their treatments, so these expens-
es are counted as direct costs; other programs relied on other agencies
to provide such services with their own funding, so the costs of such ser-
vices appear as indirect costs. The programs also differed in the extent
to which they directly provided child care, transportation assistance,
and allowances for other employment- and training-related expenses.

In addition, the costs of the broad-coverage programs (the first two
categories of entries in the table) differed from those of the four
selective-voluntary [ ograms in two important respects. First, the

7 Supported Work operated work projects in which groups of Supported Workers were
assigned to building maintenance, gousing rehabilitation, retail operations (such as a gas
station), and many other types of work. Many of these projects generated revenues for the
program. Supported Work’s project revenue amounted to $4,352 per experimental (in 1985
dollars), which is almost a quarter of the program’s total direct cost. This revenue was not
subtracted from the program costs presented in Table A1,
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vroad-coverage programs incurred expenditures associated with pro-
cessing the AFDC caseload and enforcing mandatory program participa-
tion requirements; such costs are particularly noteworthy for San Diego
SWIM. The selective-voluntary programs obviously did not have these
costs, although some processing and monitoring costs may have been
incurred by the local WIN program. For example, some of the individ-
uals who volunteered to be in the New Jersey OJT program were
WIN-mandatories, and their involvement in the OJT program satisfied
WIN'’s participation requirements; the costs of monitoring these cases
for compliance with these requirements was borne by WIN.

Second, the broad-coverage programs were targeted to largs seg-
ments of the welfare caseload. Thus, the costs of the programs per
experimental are averaged across many nonparticipants as well as
participants. The voluntary programs weretargeted to welfare recipients
who wanted to be in the programs, so most experimentals were also
participants. Thus, differences in total program costs reflect not only
differences in the costs of employment and training activities per se, but
also differences in the costs of administration and monitoring (see the
discussion in Chapter 2).

In comparing the riet direct costs of programs, it is also important to
recognize that the treatment of controls by the administering agencies
differed greatly across the evaluated programs. In Supported Work and
the AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations, the admin-
istering agencies did not work with controls at all; thus, gross and net
direct costs are the same. In Arkansas, Chicago, and Virginia, the agen-
cies” only contact with controls was for WIN processing, so gross and
net costs differed very little. In San Diego SWIM, the direct cost for con-
trols consisted primarily of the cost of processing them but also includ-
ed allowances for their self-initiated employment. In the other
broad-coverage programs — Baltimore, San Diego I, West Virginia, and
both Louisville programs — some controls received WIN program treat-
ments of various kinds. For example, controls in Baltimore received
counseling and training referrals similar to what was provided in the
predecessor WIN program. In the Louisville Group Job Search demon-
stration, some controls received individual job search and placement
assistance, as+ ell as other WIN services. The significance of the services
provided to controls is that they define the net cost of operating the
program for experimentals (as well as the comparison that yields the net
program impact estimates discussed in this volume).
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260 FROM WELFARE TO WORK

Finally, several issues should be borne in mind when comparing the
gross and net versions of direct and indirect costs. Because of the
differences in data sources described above and in Table A.1, some of
the estimates of indirect costs are based on partial data. For example,
the estimates for Arkansas, Maine, and New Jersey are based on JTPA
data only (and in Arkansas the JTPA data did not cover all training
programs). On the other hand, the data for San Diego SWIM and Vir-
ginia cover most of the publicly supported education and training
options available to welfare recipients.

Readers should also note that the indirect costs in Cook County
(Chicago), San Diego SWIM, and Virginia reflect education and training
that was an integral part of the program treatment, even though the
services were not paid for by the administering agencies; these indirect
costs were sizable. In other programs, indirect costs were smaller and
could either be greater or less than zero, depending on whether the
program’s complementary or substitution effects were relatively great-
er. For example, total direct and indirect costs for Supported Work are
lower than direct costs because the substitution effect dominated: i.e.,
more controls than experimentals participated in education and training
programs other than Supported Work.
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TABLE B.1 SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS
WORK PROGRAM ON AFDC ELIGIBL(S

Experimental — Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period GroupMean  Group Mean Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-12° 41.0% 36.2% 4.8* 13%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-12° 2.44 1.86 0.58*** 31%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 18.0% 12.3% 5.7%*+ 46%
Quarter 2 16.6 116 5.1%* 44
Quarter 3 189 135 549 40
Quarter 4 20.4 16.7 kWA 2
Quarier 5 214 17.2 4.3* 25
Quarter 6 21.2 158 5.5% 35
Quarter 7 228 17.6 5.2** 30
Quarter 8 239 203 3.6 18
Quarter 9 24.1 18.0 6.1%* 34
Quarter 10 252 183 6.9%** 38
Quarter 11 249 18.6 6.3*** k73
Quarter 12 245 18.3 6.2+ 34
Avera. Total Earnings,
Quartess 2-12° $3,165 $2,468 $697* 28%
Average Total Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $111 $80 $31* 39%
Quarter 2 156 98 58+ 59
Quarter 3 190 142 48* 34
Quarter 4 217 187 30 16
Quarter 5 229 201 29 14
Quarter 6 294 225 69* 31
Quarter 7 305 243 el 25
Quarter 8 351 288 64 22
Quarter 9 353 250 104* 42
Quarter 10 357 262 95+ 36
Quarter 11 352 295 57 19
Quarter 12 360 278 81+ 29

(continued)




TABLE B.1 (continued;

Experimental  Control Percentage

QOutcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean Difference  Change

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,

Quarters 1-12 75.3% 79.5% -4.2* - 5%

Average Number »f Months Receiving

AFDC Payments, Quarters 1-12 15.14 17.78 - 2,64%% -15%

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment 66.4% 69.4% -30 -4%
Quarter 2 65.4 715 -6,1% -9
Quarter 3 56.7 63.8 - 7.0 -11
Quarter 4 51.0 59.1 3 bkt -14
Quarter 5 48.0 55.6 -7.6** -14
Quziter 6 43.6 52.5 - B.gre -17
Quarter 7 40.1 50.0 -9.9e -20
Quarter 8 38.1 46.0 - 7.9 -17
Quarter 9 36.4 4.5 3 b -18
Quarter 10 4.8 429 - N had -19
Quarter 11 35.6 424 -6.8* -16
Quarter 12 328 40.1 - 7.3%% -18

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received, Quarters 1-12 $2,533 $3,036 - §5024++ -17%

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received
Quarter of Random Assigniment $248 $261 - %13 - 5%
Quarter 2 274 318 44 -14
Quarter 3 245 292 - 47 -16
Quarter 4 231 272 - 41 -15
Quarter 5 213 259 - 46*** -18
Quarter 6 194 244 - 50** -20
Quarter 7 193 245 - 52 -21
Quarter 8 193 235 - 41 -17
Quarter 9 190 240 - 49*** -20
Quarter 10 186 232 46 -20
Quarter 11 186 224 - 3 -17
Quarter 12 180 215 - 35 -16

Sample Size 560 567

(continued)
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TABLE B.1 (continued)

SOURCE: Adapted frora Friedlinder and Goldman, 1988,

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not employed and
for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies
in experimental-control differences because of rounding.

For employment and earnings, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which
random assignument occurred. For AFDC payments, the quarter of ranéom assignment refers to the three
months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned.

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

Quarter 1, thequarter of random assignment, may contain some earnings from the period prior torandom

assignment and is therefore excluded from the summary measures of follow-up for employment and
earnings.
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TABLEB.2 . SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE BALTIMORE
OPTIONS PROGRAM ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

_ Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-12° 70.3% 65.5% 4.8+ 7%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employme.t, Quarters 2-12° 4.10 3.73 0.38*** 10%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 28.0% 26.1% 19 7%
Quarter 2 27.0 235 34 14
Quarter 3 323 274 4.9+ 18
Quarter 4 34.7 312 3.5 11
Quarter 5 36.3 ‘1.8 4.5 14
Quarter 6 38.7 33.0 S5.7% 17
Quarter 7 38.8 349 3.8+ n
Quarter 8 35 37.1 24 6
Quarter 9 395 374 21 6
Quarter 10 40.8 377 31 8
Quarter 11 42.0 38.1 3.9+ 10
Quarter 12 40.7 403 04 1

Average Total Earnings,

Quarters 2-12° $7,638 %6,595 $1,043%% 16%

Average Total Earnings ,
Quarter of Random Assignment $260 $251 $8 3%
Quarter2 318 325 -8 -2
Quarter 3 466 400 6b* 17
Quarter 4 569 495 73* 15
Quarter 5 576 512 64* 12
Quarteré6 668 566 103%+ 18
Quarter 7 755 630 126%+ 20
Quarter 8§ 787 679 108** 16
Quarter 9 777 659 118* 18
Quarter 10 899 741 157+ 21
Quarter 11 904 766 1384 18
Quarter 12 919 822 98* 12

(continued)
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TABLE B.2 (continued)

Experimental ~ Control Percentage

Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean Difference  Change

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,

Quarters 1-12 95.3% 95.4% -0.1 0%

Average Number of Months Receiving

AFDC Payments, Quarters 1-12 2221 22,63 -0.42 -2%

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment 92.4% 92.1% 04 0%
Quarter 2 87.4 87.5 -0.2 0
Quarter 3 77.5 78.3 -0.7 -1
Quarter 4 72.0 733 -14 -2
Quarter 5 69.1 704 -14 -2
Quarter 6 64.9 66.4 -15 -2
Quarter 7 61.3 61.8 -05 -1
Quarter 8 58.7 59.0 -0.3 -1
Quarter 9 55.2 56.7 -1.6 -3
Quarter 10 52.8 54.5 -17 -3
Quarter 11 499 52.0 -21 -4
Quarter 12 48.2 48.4 -0.2 0

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received, Quarters 1-12 $6,361 $6,424 - $63 -1%

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received
Quarter of Random Assignment $681 $675 $6 1%
Quarter 2 680 675 5 1
Quarter 3 594 597 -2 0
Quarter 4 565 571 -6 -1
Quarter 5 545 558 -13 -2
Quarter 6 519 532 -12 -2
Quarter 7 504 51 -6 -1
Quarter 8 489 492 -2 -1
Quarter9 480 484 -4 -1
Quarter 10 451 463 -12 -3
Quarter 11 427 445 -18 -4
Quarter 12 425 423 3 1

Sample Size 1,362 1,395

(continued)
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TABLE B.2 (continued)

SOURCE: Adapted from Friedlander, 1987

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values fo: sample members not employed and
ior sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies
in £xperimental-control differences because of rourding.

For employment and earnings, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar guarter in which
random assignment occurred. For AFDC payments, the quarter of random assignment refers to the three
months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned.

Atwo-tailed t-test was applied todifferences between experimental and control groups. Statistical significance
levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

Quarter 1, the quarter of random assig.xment, may contain sume earnings from the period prior to random
assignmen: and is therefore excluded from the summary measures of follow-up for employment and
earnings.
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TABLEB.3 SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE COOK COUNTY
WIN DEMONSTRATION ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follov -Up Period Group Mean GroupMean  Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-6" 36.8% 35.8% 1.0 3%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-6 1.09 1.05 0.04 4%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 16.3%. 16.2% 0.1 1%
Quarter 2 179 17.8 0.1 1
Quarter 3 208 20.1 0.7 3
Quarter 4 22,6 214 13 6
Quarter 5 233 224 08 4
Quarter 6 244 234 1.0 4
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-6 $1,977 $1,921 $57 3%
Average Total Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $183 $184 - %1 -1%
Quarter 2 281 286 -6 -2
Quarter 3 359 354 5 1
Quarter 4 405 394 n 3
Quarter 5 437 412 24 6
Quarter 6 496 475 21 5
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 1-6 99.8% 99.8% -0 0%
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1-6 14.23 1445 -0.22* -2%
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment PW.6% 99.6% 0.0 0%
Quarter 2 42.5 92.6 -0.1 0
Quarter 3 83.9 85.5 - 1.6 -2
Quarter 4 789 80.8 - 1.9 -2
Quarter 5 75.1 77.1 - 2.0% -3
Quarter 6 70.9 72.7 -1.8* -2
(continued)
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TABLE B.3 (continued)

Experimental “ontrol Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean Difference  Change
Average Total AFDC Payments
R.ceived, Quarters 1-6 $4416 $4,486 - $70* -2%
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received
Quarter of Rardom Assignment $842 $833 $g* 1%
Quarter 2 824 824 0 0
Quarter 3 740 763 - 23w -3
Quarter 4 700 726 - 264 -4
Quarter 5 675 690 -le6* -2
Quarter 6 636 650 -14 -2
Sample Size 4,050 3,805

SOURCE: Adapted from Friedlander et al., 1987.

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not empioyed and
for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controliing for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies
in experimental-control differences because of rounding

For employment and earnings, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which
random assignment occurred. For AFDC payments, the quarter of random assignment refers to the three
months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned.

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

3Quarter 1, the quarter ofrandom assignment, may containsome earnings from the period prior torandom

assighment and is therefore excluded from the summary measures of follow-up for employment and
earnings.
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TABLEB4 SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF SAN DIEGO 1
(EPP/EWEP) ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean  Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-6 61.0% 55.4% 5.6 10%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-6* 203 173 0.29% 17%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 35.5% 31% 25 8%
Quarter 2 35.6 28.7 6.9%** 24
Quarter 3 40.2 323 7.8% 24
Quarter 4 424 369 5.5% 15
Quarter 5 429 375 5.4+ 14
Quarter 6 419 38.1 KR o 10
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-6° $3,802 $3,102 $700°* 23%
Average 1tal Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $359 $337 $23 7%
Quarter 2 510 369 141%* 38
Quarter 3 701 538 163* 30
Quarter 4 810 693 1174 17
Quarter 5 848 724 119** 16
Quarter 6 933 773 161** 21
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 1-6 83.9% 84.3% -04 0%
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1-6 B.13 8.61 - 048" - 6%
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment 78.3% 80.3% -20 - 2%
Quarter 2 64.2 67.6 - 3.4 -5
Quarter 3 51.8 56.2 - 4.5%¢ -8
Quarter 4 45.8 479 <20 -4
Quarter 5 395 411 -17 -4
Quarter 6 35.0 36.2 -12 -3
(continued)
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TABLE B.4 (continued)

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean GroupMean  Difference C hange
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 1-6 $3,409 $3,697 - $288** -8%
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received
Quarter of Random Assignment $734 $752 -$18 -2%
Quarter 2 695 765 - 70%* -9
Quarter 3 582 653 - 710 -n
Quarter 4 513 580 - 67 -1
Quarter 5 462 501 -39 -8
Quarter 6 423 45 -2 -5
Sample Size 1,502 873

SOURCE: Adapted from Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, 1986.

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not employed and
for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controlling tor pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies
in experimental-control differences because of rounding.

For employment aad earnings, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which
random assignment occurred. For AFDC payments, the quarter of random assignment refers to the three
months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned.

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

Quarter1, the quarter of random assignment, may containsome earnings from the period prior to random
assignment and is therefore excluded from the summary measures of follow-up for employment and
earnings.
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TABLE B5 SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE SAN DIEGO
SWIM PROGRAM ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Experimental  Control *  Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean  Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-9 62.5% 50.7% 11.9% 23%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-9 272 2.15 0.58%+* 27%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Randomn Assignment 27.9% 25.1% 2.7 1%
Quarter 2 307 24.7 6.1%e 25
Quarter 3 330 25.6 7.44% 29
Quarter 4 336 258 780 30
Quarter 5 3.7 2649 7.7% 29
Quarter 6 349 26.7 8.2% 31
Quarter 7 356 274 B.2%ee 30
Quarter 8 352 28.4 6.5 24
Quarter 9 347 29.3 5.4%ee 18
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-9 $4,932 $3,923 $1,009 26%
Average Total Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $274 %271 4 1%
Quarter ? 365 339 27 8
Quarter 3 486 401 B5* 21
Quarter 4 568 456 1120 25
Quarter 5 610 482 128 27
Quarter 6 677 484 193 40
Quarter 7 717 545 1720 32
Q..arter 8 743 597 1460 24
Quarter 9 766 620 146+ 24
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TABLE B.5 (continued)

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean GroupMean  Difference  Change
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,
Quarters 2-10 921% 92.9% -0.8 -1%
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 2-10 16.31 1794 - 1.63** -Y%
Ever Received Any AFDC Fayments
Quarter of Random Assignment 91.2% 91.4% -0.3 0%
Quarter 2 8.7 899 -0.1 0
Quarter 3 79.0 81.6 -2.5* -3
Quarter 4 706 76.1 - 5.5 -7
Quarter 5 66.0 724 -6.4° -9
Quarter 6 60.9 68.3 -7.3" - 11
Quarter 7 57.3 64.7 - 7.4 -11
Quarter 8 538 60.6 =69 -11
Quarter 9 513 58.7 -7.4% -13
Quarter 10 8.1 55.1 -7.0% -13

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received, Quarters 2-10 $8,59%0) $9,687 - $1,097** -11%

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received
Quarter of Random Assignment $1,194 $1,194 0 0%
Quarter 2 1,286 1,333 - 47 -4
Quarter 3 1,120 1,225 - 105%+ -9
Quarter 4 1,032 1,160 < 1294 -1
Quarter 5 987 1,112 - 1250 -1
Quarter 6 922 1,065 - 143%+ -13
Quarter 7 t67 1,011 - 1440 -14
Quarter 8 826 963 - 136 -14
Quartery 792 922 - 129%* -14
Quarter 10 758 896 - 1374 -15

Sample Size 1,604 1,607

(continued)
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TABLE B.5 (continued)

SOURCE: Adapted from Hamiilton and Friedlander, 1989.

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not employed ar
for sainple members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least square
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepanci
in experimental-control differences because of rounding.

For all outcomes, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which rando
assigninent occurred. Quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may confain some earnings and AFD
payments from the period prior torandom assignment and is therefore excluded from all su mmary measurn
of follo w-up.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between experimental and control groups. Statistic
significince levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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TABLEB.6 SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE VIRGINIA
EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PKOGRAM ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean GroupMean  Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-10° 63.2% 58.9% 4.4 7%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-10* 3.18 2.85 0.33* 12%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 27.3% 26.1% 1.2 5%
Quarter 2 283 267 1.6 6
Quarter 3 31.3 28.0 3.3% 12
Quarter 4 4.7 31.0 3.8 12
Quarter 5 358 33.1 2.6 8
Quarter 6 35.2 321 3.2¢ 10
Quarter 7 36.4 323 41" 13
Quarter 8 39.3 333 6.0"" 18
Quarter 9 38.4 34.1 4.3 13
Quarter 10 38.7 4.1 4.6"* 13
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-10° $4,710 $4,222 $488* 12%
Average Total Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $222 $227 -$4 -2%
Quarter 2 286 290 -4 -1
Quarter 3 384 350 34 10
Quarter 4 459 416 43 10
Quarter 5 505 459 47 10
Quarter 6 530 482 48 10
Quarter 7 596 520 w 15
Quarter 8 636 528 109*** 21
Quarter 9 650 560 89*+ 16
Quarter 10 663 618 45 7
(continued)
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TABLE B.6 (continued)

Experiment? Control Percentage

Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean  Difference  Change

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,

Quarters 1-11 87.5% 87.4% 0.2 0%

Average Number of Months Receiving

AFPC Payments, Quarters 1-71 16.64 16.95 -0.31 -2%

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment 82.9% 83.0% -0.1 0%
Quarter 2 76.5 76.2 02 0
Quarter 3 66.9 65.7 12 2
Quarter 4 59.8 59.4 04 1
Quarter 5 56.2 55.1 1. 2
Quarter 6 521 51.7 04 1
Quarter 7 48.6 478 0.8 2
Quarter 8 440 449 -09 -2
Quarter 9 41.1 43.2 -21 -5
Quarter 10 38.5 41.5 -29* -7
Quarter 11 36.6 39.3 -26 -7

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received, Quarters 1-11 $4,329 $4,517 -$183 - 4%

Average Total AFDC Payments

Reccived
Quarter of Random Assignment $549 $554 -$5 -1%
Quarter 2 529 550 -21* -4
Quarter 3 457 484 - 27 -6
Quarter 4 426 441 -15 -3
Quarter 5 404 407 -3 -1
Quarter 6 383 n -9 -2
Quarter 7 358 362 -4 -1
Quarter 8 335 355 -20 -6
Quarter 9 312 342 - 30* -9
Quarter 10 297 326 - 30 -9
Quarter 11 279 303 - 24 -8

Sample Size 2,119 1,031

(continued)



‘TABLE B.6 (continued)

SOURCE: Adapted from Friedlander, 1988a.

NOTES: The earnings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not employed and
for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies
in experimental-control differences because of rounding.

For employment and earni 1gs, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which
random assignment occurred. For AFDC payments, the quarter of random assignment refers to the three
months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned.

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

®Quarter1, thequarterof random assignment, may contain some earnings from the period priortorandom
assignment and is therefore excluded from the summary measures of follow-up for emplo, ment and
earnings.
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TABLEB.7? SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE WEST VIRGINIA
COMMUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE PRC.GRAM

ON AFDC ELIGIBLES
Experimental  Cordtrol Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean  Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-6° 22.3% 22.7% -04 -2%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-6° 0.58 0.62 -0.04 -6%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 84% 9.2% -0.8 -9%
Quarter 2 9.2 99 -0.8 -8
Quarter 3 109 11.2 -03 -3
Quarter 4 120 13.1 -1.0 -8
Quarter 5 12.7 138 -11 -8
Quarter 6 Ha 13.8 -0.4 -3
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-6° $713 $712 $0 0%
Average Total Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $69 $73 -$4 -5%
Quarier 2 101 95 6 6
Quarter 3 133 112 21 19
Quarter 4 148 155 -7 -4
Quarter 5 162 173 -1 -6
Quarter 6 168 178 -9 -5
Ever Received A..y AFDC Payments,
Quarters 1-7 96.8% 96.0% 0.8 1%
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1-7 1426 14.46 -0.21 -1%
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment 94.2% 93.2% 1.0 1%
Quarter 2 87.6 86.7 0.9 1
Quarter 3 78.0 79.0 -1.0 -1
Quarter 4 709 725 -15 -2
Quarter 5 65.5 67.8 -23 -3
Quarter 6 618 63.5 -1.7 -3
Quarter 7 578 60.7 -2.8* -5
(continued)
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TABLE B.7 (continued)

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean Group Mean  Difference  Change
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 1-7 $2,681 $2,721 -$40 -1%
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received
Quarter of Random Assignment $452 $449 $3 1%
Quarter2 459 454 6 1
Quarter 3 411 413 -2 0
Quarter4 370 377 -7 -2
Quarter 5 33 351 -15* -4
Quarter 6 329 337 -9 -3
Quarter 7 325 341 -16* -5
Sample Size 1,845 1,834

SOURCE: Adapted from Friedlander et al., 1986.

NOTES: The eamings and AFDC payments data include zero values for sample mer *-2rs not employed and
for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted usii _ ordinary least squares,
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members, There ma; be some discrepancies
in experimental-control differences because of rounding,

For employment and earnings, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which
random assignment occurred. For AFDC payments, the quarter of random assignment refers to the three
months beginning with the month in which an individual was randomly assigned.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between experimental and control groups. Statistical
sign'ficance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent: ** = 5 percent; and *** =1 percent.

2 Quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain someearnings from the period prior torandom

“assigninent and is therefore excluded from the summary measures of follow-up for employment and
eamings.
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TABLE B.8 IMPACTS ON COMBINED EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE RECEIPT
STATUS OF THE SAN DIEGO SWIM PROGRAM,
FOR AFDC ELIGIBLES

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period ~ Group Mean GroupMean Difference ~ Change

Not Employed, Received AFDC

Quarter of Random Assignment 67.1% 69.3% “2.3 3%
Quarter 2 63.6 69.7 -6.1%+* -9
Quarter 3 56.4 63.8 -7.3* -1
Quarter 4 50.4 60.3 B R A -16
Quarter 5 465 57.0 -10.4*+* -18
Quarter 6 438 549 ST e -20
Quarter 7 410 52.2 ~11.1%* -21
Quarter 8 399 48.3 -Bgre -17
Quarter Y 38.6 46.8 -8 -18
Average Rate, Quarters 2-9 475 56.6 D hahd -16

Employed, Received AFDC

Quarter of Random Assignment 24.1% 22.1% 20 9%
Quarter 2 26.1 20.2 5.9 29
Quarter 3 226 178 454 27
Quarter 4 20.3 15.8 4.4 28
Quarter 5 195 15.5 4 26
‘Juarter 6 17.1 134 3.7+ 28
Quarter 7 16.3 12.6 3.7 29
Quarter 8 13.8 123 15 12
Quarter 9 12.7 119 0.8 7
Average Rate, Quarters 2-9 18.6 149 3.6 24

Employed, Did Not Receive AFDC

Quarter of Random Assignment 38% 3.1% 0.7 23%
Quarter 2 4.6 45 0.1 2
Quarter 3 104 78 26" 33
Quarter 4 . 134 10.0 3.4 34
Quarter 5 15.2 11.5 374 32
Quarter 6 177 133 4.4 33
Quarter 7 19.3 149 4.5 30
Quarter 8 214 16.1 K ad 33
Quarter 9 219 17.3 4.6M"* 27
Average Rate, Quarters 2-9 155 119 3.6m 30

(continued)
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TABLE B.8 (continued)

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Period ~ Group Mean Group Mean  Difference Change

Not Employed, Did Not

Receive AFDC
Quarter of Random Assignment 5.1% 5.5% 0.4 -7%
Quarter 2 5.7 5.7 0.0 0
Quarter 3 10.6 10.7 -0.1 -1
Quarter 4 16.0 138 2.1 15
Quarter 5 18.8 16.1 2.7+ 17
Quarter 6 21.3 185 2.9 16
Quarter 7 234 204 3.0 15
Quarter 8 249 233 1.6 7
Quarter 9 26.8 240 2.8* 12

Average Rate, Quarters 2-9 184 166 1.9« 11

Sample Size 1,604 1,607

SOURCE: Adapted from Hamilton and Friedlander, 198Y.

NOTES: Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling fior pre-random
assignment characteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies in experimental-
control differences because of rounding.

For all outcomes, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarter in which
random assignment occurred. Quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain some
earnings and AFDC payments from the period prior to random assignmentand is therefore excluded
from all summary measures of follow-up.

A two-tailed t-test wasapplied to differences between experimental and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent. The distributed
differences are not, however, strictly independent.
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TABLE B.9 ADDITIONAL SUBGROUP IMPACTS OF FIVE
WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Average Earnings Average AFDC
Per Quarter, Payments Per Quarter,
Quarters 4 - Last Quarters 4 - Last
Percent
Subgroup, Welfare of Experi- Experi-
Status, and Program  Sample® | mentals Controls Difference | mentals Controls Difference
High School Diploma
Applicants
Yes
San Diego | 61.5 [$1,068 $ 923 $146* $375 $420 - $44
Baltimore 49 1,199 1,106 92 337 337 0
Virginia 50.8 939 912 27 175 155 21
Arkansas b 55.1 557 397 161" 118 127 -9
Cook County 46.8 958 957 1 442 457 -15
No
San Diego 1 38.5 609 534 74 532 547 -15
Baltimore 55.1 829 593 236 391 416 -25
Virginia 49.2 694 559 136* 206 267 - 61"
Arkansas b 449 313 270 43 143 190 - 47"
Cook County 53.2 461 532 -71 495 510 -16
Recipients
Yes
Baltimore 421 645 598 46 557 546 10
Virginia 38.8 650 569 80 3% 378 12
Arkansas 420 180 212 -32 245 309 - 64*
Cook County® 30.9 532 467 66* 663 684  -20
No
Baltimore 579 347 317 30 679 677 2
Virginia 612 363 302 61 426 474 - 48"
Arkansas b 58.0 129 73 56 n 369 - 58+
Cook County 69.1 269 230 39 761 771 -10
Number of Own Children
Applicants
One
San Diego | 49.7 487 807 80 346 355 -9
Baltimore 50.4 1,033 766 267 2% 327 -28
Virginia 49.6 781 696 85 174 185 -1
Arkansas 425 427 M1 36 106 129 -23
More Than One
San Diego | 50.3 895 740 155 525 580 - 56*
Baltimore 49.6 966 891 75 434 434 0
Virginia 50.4 856 780 76 207 234 -27
Arkansas 57.5 467 305 161** 148 176 -28
Recipients
One
Baltimore 43.1 528 493 35 503 522 -19
Virginia 420 482 426 56 325 M -17
Arkansas 348 125 173 -48 192 257 - 5%
More Than One
Baltimore 569 430 392 38 721 696 24
Virginia 58.0 469 N 77 475 504 -29
Arkansas 65.2 164 108 56 332 390 - 58

(continyed)
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TABLE B.9 (continued)

Percent

Subgroup, Welfare

Status, and Program  Sample®

Average Earnings Average AFDC

Per Quarter, Payments Per Quarter,

Quarters 4 - Last Quarters 4 - Last
Experi- Experi-

mentals Controls Di

fference

mentals Controls Difference

Ever Martied
Applicants
Yes
San Diego | 84.1
Baltimore 69.9
Virginia 74.2
Arkansas 56.9
No
San Diego | 1£.9
Baltimore 30.1
Virginia 258
Arkansas 43.1
Recipients
Yes
Baltimore 49.1
Virginia 65.3
Arkansas 41.8
No
Baltimore 50.9
Virginia M7
Arkansas 58.2
Ethnicity
Applicants
White
San Diego 1 61.5
Baltimore 334
Virginia 418
Arkansas 16.7
Cook County®* 218
Black
San Diego 1 2.7
Baltimore® 66.2
Virginia® 58.2
Arkansas® 83.3
Cook County? 65.5
Hispanic
San Diego | b 17.8
Cook County 12.6

$ 908 $806 $102¢
1,003 821 182**
830 705 125*
424 310 114+
805 608 196
980 832 148
789 841 =52
481 383 98
458 425 33
462 376 86*
159 158 1
487 446 40
497 459 38
143 112 32
949 821 128*
922 767 155
801 663 138
403 259 144
679 709 -30
895 589 K1)
1,035 855 180**

832 792 40
458 358 100*
741 761 -20
693 843 -150
458 608 -150

$421

170
112

511
413
249
153

621
329
633

432
249

357
128
353

532
395
235
141
502

593
510

$445
363
176
123

591
421
308
199

624
402
328

620
495
353

369
318
149

413

678
412
253
170
517

556
450

-%$24
-17
-6
-1

- 81

- 59¢
- 45%

- 63
~104%*

-12
-9
- 21
-1
-61*

-146%%*
-17
-18
-29*
-15

38
60

299
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TABLE B.9 (continued)

Average Earnings Average AFDC
Per Quarter, Payments Per Quarter,
Quarters 4 - Last Quarters 4 - Last
Percent
Subgroup, Welfare of Experi- Experi-
Status, and Program  Sample® | mentals Controls Difference| mentals Controls Difference
Recipients
White
Baltimore 25.1 $420 $438 -$18 $579 $575 $4
Virginia 268 490 398 92 303 305 -2
Arkansas 85 337 55 282* 207 228 -21
Cook Countyb'C 143 517 322 1954+ 572 604 -31
Black
Baltimore® 74.9 490 436 55 644 638 6
VirginiaC 732 468 408 60 451 483 - 32¢
Arkansas* 91.5 132 136 - 4 290 354 - 64*
Cook County? 753 322 307 15 761 72 -1
Hispanic b
Cook County 104 324 265 59 730 734 -4
Labor Market
Applicants
Urban
Virginia 78.7 849 769 80 195 213 -18
Arkansas 64.8 403 2 100 9 126 -27
Rural
Virginia 213 707 625 82 174 198 -24
Arkansas 35.2 533 413 120 187 21 -24
Recipients
Urban
Virginia 788 521 421 T 41 450 -39+
Arkansas 56.5 211 120 91* 250 325 - 754
Rural
Virginia 212 299 e -47 413 383 30
Arkansas 435 76 152 -76 326 366 - 41

SOURCE: Adapted from Friedlander, 1988b.
NOTES: The impact estimates are unconditional, i.e., other subgioup characteristics are not ¢on-
trolled for. Not all subgroups were present in each program. The impacts are estimated for the fourth

through last quarter of follow-up.

3percent of applicants and percent of recipients.

BThe definitions of “applicant” and “recipient” for Cook County are not strictly comparable to those
of the other programs. See the text of Fricdlander, 1988b, for discussion.

“For Baltimore, Virginia, and Arkansas, the category "black” includes a small number of individ-
uals in other non-white groups. In San Diego I and Cook County, "white” includes a small number
of non-black, non-Hispanic, non-white persons.

*Denotes statistical significance at the 10 percent level; ** at the 5 percent level; and *** at the 1 percent

level.
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TABLEC.1 SUMMARY AND QUARTERLY IMPACTS OF THE MAINE
ON-THE-JCB TRAINING PROGRAM ON AFDC ELIGIBLES

Experimental  Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow-Up Perio | Group Mean Group Mean Difference  Change
Ever Employed, Quarters 2-11 81.8% 80.2% 1.6 2%
Average Number of Quarters with
Employment, Quarters 2-11 4.9 4.21 0.48 11%
Ever Employed
Quarter of Random Assignment 16.4% 24.7% -8.2% -33%
Quarter 2 235 M8 =113 -32
Quarter 3 428 393 35 9
Quarter 4 521 438 83 19
Quarter 5 499 413 8.6* 21
Quarter 6 479 40.7 7.2 18
Quarter 7 504 45.0 5.4 12
Quarter 8 50.2 434 6.9 16
Quarter 9 50.6 434 7.1 16
Qua-ter 10 50.7 39.7 11.1* 28
Quarter 11 50.4 49.3 1.1 2
Average Total Earnings,
Quarters 2-11 $7,344 $5,599 $1,745% 314
Average Total Earnings
Quarter of Random Assignment $71 $109 -$38 - 35%
Quarter 2 173 289 - 116** - 40
Quarter 3 535 436 99 23
Quarter 4 687 529 158* 30
Quarter 5 716 475 241** 51
Quarter 6 745 572 173+ 30
Quarter 7 840 601 23y* 4)
Quarter 8 882 663 219** 33
Quarter 9y 918 66Y 249 37
Quarter 10 916 642 274 43
Quarter 11 933 724 29* 29
(vontinued)
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TABLE C.1 (continued)

Experimental  Control Percentage

Outcome and Follow-Up Period Group Mean GroupMean  Difference  Change

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments,

Quarters 2-11 98.3% 98.0% 0.3 0%

Average Number of Months Receiving

AFDC Payments, Quarters 2-11 19.61 19.19 0.42 2%

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments
Quarter of Random Assignment 98.6% 99.4Y -07 - 1%
Quarter 2 97.6 98.0 -04 0
Quarter 3 899 89.8 0.0 0
Quarter 4 818 #5.1 -33 -4
Quarter5 773 77.1 0.2 0
Quarter 6 738 71.4 24 3
Quarter 7 0.0 68.7 i3 2
Quarter 8 64.4 63.1 1.3 2
Quarter 9 6248 60.2 25 4
Quarter 10 589 52.5 6.4 12
Quarter 11 55.8 49.8 6.0 12

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received, Quarters 2-11 $6,768 $6,599 $170 34

Average Total AFDC Payments

Received
Quarter of Random Assignment $924 $941 - %17 -24%
Quarter 2 918 887 K} 4
Quarte. 3 835 799 36 4
Quarter 4 742 728 14 2
Quarter 5 695 687 8 1
Quarter 6 681 650 32 5
Quarter7 637 636 0 0
Quarter 8 596 o7 -1 -2
Quarter9 578 583 -5 -1
Quarter 10 562 516 45 Y
Quarter 11 525 SU6 20 4

Sample Size 297 147

(continued)
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TABLE C.1 (continued)

SOURCE: Adapted from Auspos, Cave, and Long, 1988,

NOTES: The carningsand AFDC payments data include zero values for sample members not employedand
for sample members not receiving welfare, Fstimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controlling for pre-randomassignmentcharacteristics of sample members, There may besomediscrepancies
in experimental-control differences because of rounding.

For all outcomes, the quarter of random assignment refers to the calendar quarler in which random
assignment occurred. Quarter 1, the quarter of random assignment, may contain some earnings and AFDC
paymentsfromthe peniod priortorandom assignmentand is therefore excluded from all summary measures
of follow-up.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between experimental and control groups. Statistii al
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent,
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additions, Table 4.6. The two tables are jointly cited in this index: 15-20 (168-174).

Abecedarian Project, 115, 119n, 120, 232

Activities. See Program activities

ADC (Aid to Dependent Children), 52. See
also AFDC

Administrative activities and strategies,
14, 43-44; impact, 184-186, 187-188, 241-
243. See also Assessment; Case manage-
ment; Counseling; Monitoring; Orienta-
tion; Sanctioning

Administrative records, as data source for
impact studies, 82, 1481, 152n, 165,
202n

Administrative structure, effect on im-
pacts, 188

AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children): and evolution of welfare-to-
work programs, 1,7-8, 52-60; percentage
female, 10. See also Family Support Act
of 1988; JOBS; Work Incentive (WIN)
Program

AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide
Demonstrations, 19 (173), 101, 107, 196-
199, 197-198; activities, 19(173), 22, 101;
costs, 19 (173), 34, 101, 256-257, 258; im-
pacts, 19(173), 27, 34, 101, 193, 196-199,
197-198, 213, 214

AFDC payments (dollars). See Welfare
payments impacts

AFDC population. See Characteristics of
program populations

AFDC receipt (percentages of people still
receiving welfare). See Welfare receipt
impacts

AFDC subgroups. See Subgroups

AFDC-UP (Aid to Families with Depen-
dent Children-Unemployed Parent), 54,
67, 85-92, 94, 190; compared to AFDC,
63; effect of grant levels, 63; Family Sup-
port Act provisions, and open questions
on JOBS, 1, 12, 34, 4546, 58, 160, 244, sev
also Child support; impacts, 67, 86-87,

165, 190; impacts of San Diego I and
SWIM, 11, 12, 34-35, 46, 86-87, 160-162,
161, 165; participation rates, 95, 99n,
129, 134-136, 135, 160n: sanctioning,
1601, 184; summary of impact findings,
34-35, 45-46

Aggregate impact. Sec Impacts, aggregate

Aid to Dependent Children (ADC), 52. See
also AFDC

Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren. See AFDC

Aid °. Families with Dependent Chil-
dren-Unemployed Parent. See AFDC-
up

American Public Welfare Association,
59n

Applicants ané recipients (AFDC): im-
pacts, see Subgroup impacts; impacts of
SWIM, see San Diego Saturation Work
Initiative Model, applicants and recipi-
ents. See also Target groups

Arkansas WORK Program, 15 (168), 85,
93-98; activities, 15 (168), 84, 85, 96, 97,
130-131; costs, 15 (168), 85, 255, 256-257;
goals, 93-94; impacts, 15 (168), 29, 34, 85,
142, 146, 147, 149, 150, 151, 155-156, 187,
262-264, 282-284; participation rates,
1291, 130-131, sce also Participation rates

Assessment: administrative activity, 80;
approaches, 242; flexible, 137; impacts,
181, 184, 185; model, 44, 74, 75, 181;
open questions on JOBS, 8, 12, 43-44, 57,
59, 67, 241-243, 247-248; pre-JOBS, 43-
44, 55; vs, fixed-sequence model, 180-
181. See also Case management

Average impact. See Impacts, as averages

Baltimore Options Program (Baltimore
program), 17 (171), $5, 93-99; activities,

17 (171), 22, 24, 31, 43, 74, 84, 85, 96, 98-
99, 130-131, 137, 222; assessment in, 22,
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43, 74, 127, 137; costs, 17 (171), 38, 85,
99n, 256-257, 258, 259; education and
training, 98-99, 99n, see also Mixed-
strategy programs; goals, 93-94; im-
pacts, 11, 17 (171), 26, 28, 30, 34, 38, 40,
41, 45, 85, 142, 146, 147, 150, 151, 152,
155-156, 167, 219, 221, 265-267, 282-284;
management, 98n, 176n; participation
rates, 130-131, see also Participation rates

Benefit-cost analysis, 32-35, 78, 162-164.
See also Cost-effectiveness

Broad-coverage programs: defined, 14, 8();
described, 13-24, 79-100, 126-127; im-
pacts, sce Broad-coverage programs,
impacts; in-progress, 88-91, 99-100;
mandatory vs. voluntary, 81, see also
Mandatory vs. voluntary programs/
"mandatoriness”; summary of findings,
10-13, 24-49; summary tables, 15-17
(168-171), 85-92; target groups, see under
Target groups. See also individual pro-
grams and topics

Broad-coverage programs, impacts, 8, 15-
17 (168-171), 25, 26-29, 36, 70-77, 75, 85-
92, 140-162, 142-144, 146-147, 150-151,
202-284; summary, 10-13, 15-17 (168-
171), 26-32, 34-35. Sec also AFDC-UP;
Applicants and recipients; Impacts;
Long-term welfare receipt/recipients;
Subgroup impacts

Broad-coverage vs. selective-voluntary
programs: client flow, 75-76; compara-
bility, 10, 22-24, 74, 105; diffcrences, 14,
21-24, 66, 70-77, 75-76, 79-82, 84, 100n,
105, 182, 204-207; effectiveness, 44-45,
204-207, 217, 235-236, see also Impacts;
estimating impacts, 70-72; evaluation
designs, 23, 75-76; overview, 13-24, 15-
20 (168-174). See also Low-cost vs.
higher-cost services; Mandatory vs. vol-
untary programs/”mandatoriness”;
Mixed-strategy programs

Broad-coverage voluntary programs. See
Louisville WIN Laboratory Experi-
ments; Massachusetts Employment and
Training (ET) Choices I’rogram

Budget effects of welfare-to-work pro-
prams. See Cost-effectiveness; Welfare
payments impacts; Welfare receipt im-
pacts

Budget pressures on states, Y, 21, 59, See
also JOBS funding
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Budget trade-offs. Se¢ Funding; Policy
trade-offs

California. See Greater Avenues for Inde-
pendence (GAIN) Program; San Diego
programs

"Capped entitlement,” 59n

Caseload characteristics. See Characteris-
tics of program populations; Target
groups

Caseload turnover. See Sanctioning; Wel-
fare dynamics; Welfare receipt impacts

Case management, 39, 61, 64, 65, 67, 80,
189; approaches, 12, 44, 57, 81, 242; chal-
lenges, 47; :mpacts, 184-185, 189; open
questions on JOBS, 9, 12, 43-44, 57, 65,
241-243, 247-248. See also Assessment;
Counseling; Monitoring; Riverside
Case Management Study (California);
Sanctioning

Center for Employment Training (CET).
See Minority Female Single Parent
(MFSP) Demonstration

CEOSC. See New York State Comprehen-
sive Employment Opportunity Support
Centers

CET. See Center for Employment Train-
ing

CETA. See Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act of 1973

Characteristics of program populations,
62-63. See also JOBS target groups; Man-
datory groups for welfare-to-work pro-
grams; Subgroups; Target groups

Chicago. See Cook County WIN Demon-
stration

Child care, 24, 42, 48-49, 58, 64, 65, 66, 82,
112, 114-120, 115-119, 230-234; FSA
(non-JOBS) funding and guarantees,
56, 65-66; impacts, 48, 101, 102, ir -pro-
gram, 48, 56, 65, 231; on-site, 41; open
questions on JOBS, 48-49, 248-249Y; ser-
vices, 230-233; subsidies, 5, 48, 230, 248;
transitional, see Transitional support
services. See also Support services; Sup-
port services tests

Child poverty, as stimulus for reforms, 55

Children: impacts, 53, 67, a7n, 82, 111,
114; open questions on JOBS, 46-47, 245-
246. See also Child care; Child support;
Poverty reduction; Young mothers

Child support, 1, 5, 53, 561, 89, 90, 117
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Child Support Assurance, 5

Client choice of services, 43-44, 54, 55, 180-
181. See also Assessment

Client flow through programs, 71, 74, 75,
76,139

Community college programs, 188; JOBS,
177n; SWIM, 132n

Community services, 3, 23, 61, 63, 65, 188

Community work experience programs
(CWEP), 54, 165; as JOBS option, 56. Sec
also West Virginia Community Work
Experience Program; Work experience;
"Workfare”

Comparability of studies, 10, 22-24, 71n,
74,94-95n, 105, 1751, 178-180, 204, 258-
260. See also Broad-coverage vs. selec-
tive-voluntary programs, differences

“Compliance costs,” 44, 45

Components. See individual programs
and services; Program activities; Selec-
tive-voluntary programs

Comprehensive Employment and Train-
ing Act of 1973 (CETA), 176n, 193; stud-
ies, 4n, 208

Computer-assisted instruction. See Job
Corps Computer-Assisted Instruction
Evaluation

Control groups, 13-14, 204-205n. See also
Control group services; Impacts; Ran-
dom assignment field experiments de-
sign

Control group services, 3, 13, 25, 69, 70n,
83n, 96, 105n, 1060, 1321, 1410, 168-174,
175, 188

Cook County WIN Demonstration, 15
(169), 85, 93-98; activities, 15 (16Y), 85,
96,97, 130, 188; costs, 15 (169), 29, 37, 85,
176n, 256-257, 260; goals, 93-94; impacts,
15(169),29, 34, 85, 142,153, 155-156, 165,
268-269, 282-284; models, 93n, 165n;
participation rates, 130-131, see also Par-
ticipation rates; resource limitations, 28-
29, 34, 37; sanctioning, 136n, 184

Coordination of agencies, and JOBS, See
JOBS, interagency coordination

Cost-effectiveness, 13, 41-42, 43, 78, 127,
162-164, 167, 203, 2%6; comparability of
studies, 22-24, 45, 178-180, 258-260; low-
cost vs. higher-cost services, 167, 176.
180, 206-207; summary of findings, 32-
39, 36. See also Costs; Funding; JOBS
funding; Policy trade-offs
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Costs. See Cost-effectiveness; Gross costs;
Low-cost vs. higher-cost services; Net
costs; Program costs. See also under indi-
vidual programs

Counseling, 8, 23, 226, 234-235. See also
Caze management; Support services

Countable participation (JOBS). Sve JOBS,
participation standards

“Creaming,” 154, 157

Criminal behavior, impact of Job Corps
and JOBSTART, 111

Critical open questions. See Open ques-
tions on JOBS

Crossovers, in experimental research, 70n

Cross-site comparisons, difficulties. See
Broad-coverage vs. selective-voluntary
programs; Comparability of studies

Custodial parents, young. See JOBS edu-
cation and training provisions/focus;
JOBS target groups; Young custodial
mothers’ school requirement; Young
mothers; Youth-oriented services

CWEP. See Community work experience
programs

Data sources. See Administrative records

Day care. Si. Child care

Deferral, 128. See also Participation re-
quirements

Demonstration of State Work/ Welfare Ini-
tiatives, x-xiii, 2-3. Se¢ also individual
programs

Demonstrations. See individual programs

Deregistration, 133, 136n, 138, 139. See also
Sanctioning

Deterrence. See Entry and exit effects;
Sanctioning

Differential impact: studies, 70, 70n, 85-92,
108,10, 115-119, 164, 164n, 180, 185, 189,
235, 236; vs. net impact, 4, 70, 83, 236. See
also Impacts; Net impact

Direct costs. See Costs

Disadvantaged, highly. Se¢ Long-term
welfare receipt/recipients

Disadvantagedness, level of in relation to
impacts, 217. See also Subgroups

Displaced workers, 78, 1871, 246

Dollars, nominal vs. inflated, 175n, 194n

Dropout prevention, 42-43, 216, 225-226.
See also JOBS educaticn and training
provisions/focus; Mandatory ceduca-
tion; Youth-oriented services
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Dropout recovery programs, 79

Duration: program impacts, 10, 26, 27, 46-
47, 77, 245-246; program requirements,
96-97. See also Follow-up periods

Early Access Program. See llinois Early
Access Program

Earned income disregard, study of, 234

Earned Income Tax Credit, 5

Earnings distribution, 26, 28, 148

Earnings gains vs. welfare savings, 7, 10,
29-30, 31-32, 35, 36, 37, 149, 149y, 152;
AFDC-UPs, 162; open questions on
JOBS, 245-246. Sce also Policy trade-offs

Earnings impacts, 67, 82, 246; AFDC appli-
cants and recipients, 159, 160, 177, 186,
189-191; AFDC-Uls, 161: broad-cover-
age programs, 10-12, 15-17 (166-171), 26-
32, 85-92, 140-154, 142-144, 146, 262-284;
components of, 27; consistent and sus-
tained gains, 26; distribution of gains, 26,
28n, 148; education services, 108; selec-
tive-voluntary programs, 10, 18-19 (172-
173), 2627, 101-104, 195, 197-198, 200-
201, 286-288; subgroups, sce Subgroup
impacts; summary of findings, 10-12, 26-
35; youth-oriented services, 111, 228, See
also Earnings gains vs. welfare savings;
Impacts

ECCO. See Expanded Child Care Options
(ECCO) Demonstration

Economic conditions, 46, 47-48, 162, 187n;
open questions on JOBS, 47-48, 246-247.
See also Labor market conditions

Educational achievement and attainment,
40-41, 46, 67, 82, 108, 218-220), 226; im-
pacts, see under Education and training
services. See also JOBS education and
training provisions/focus

Education and training services, 40-41, 65,
98, 107-110, 108, 148, 179, 188, 208-210),
212-214, 218-230; broad-coverage pro-
grams, 28, 98, 130-131. 132; goals, 26, 40,
218; impacts, 40-41, 67, 88, 101-104, 108,
109-110, 111-113, 167, 189-191, 227, 228,
229; JOBS focus, see JOBS education and
training provisions/focus; open ques-
tions on JOBS, 10-11, 12, 33, 40-41, 48-49,
179, 203, 218-219, 238-240; selective-vol-
untary programs, 101-104, 108; self-ini-
tiated, see Self-initiated activities; vouch-
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ers, 220; youth-oriented services, 111-
113. See also JOBS education and training
provisions/focus; Job skills training;
Low-cost vs. higher-cost services; Man-
datory education; Mixed-strategy pro-
grams; Young custodial mothers’ school
requirement

Education requirement, JOBS. Sec JOBS
education and training provisions/ focus

Education research in relation to welfare-
to-work programs, 40-41, 108, 109-110,
218-219. See alse Education and training
services

Education system, and JOBS, 9, 57, 59, 65,
177n. Sue also Education and training
services; JOBS, interagency coordination

Effectiveness of programs. See Impacts;
Policy trade-offs

Eligibility for programs. See Target groups

Employability plan, JOBS, 57. See also As-
sessment

Employment and Training (ET) Choices
Program. See Massachusetts Emple
ment and Training (ET) Choices Prc.
gram

Employment, as a goal of welfare-to-work
programs. See Program goals and phi-
losophies

Employment impacts, 10; AFOC appli-
cants and recipients, 158, 159; AFDC-
UPs, see AFDC-UP, impacts; “road-
coverage programs, 10-12, 26-29, 85-92,
140-154, 142-144, 147, 159, 262-281; edu-
cation services, 108; selective-voluntary
programs, 10, 26-27, 101-104, 195, 197-
198, 260-201, 286-288; subgroups, see
Subgroup impacts; summary of find-
ings, 10-12, 26-35; youth-oriented ser-
vices, 111, 228. See also Impacts

Employment Opportunity Pilot Project
(EOPP), 84n, 132n, 149n

Employment rates. See Employment im-
pacts

Employment services. See individual pro-
grams and services

Employment Services Program (ESP). See
Virginia Employment Services Program

English as a Second Language (ESL), 1371,
222. See also Education and training ser-
vices

Entry and exit effects, 63, 66, 71, 77-7¢, 128,
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183-184, 205n; open questions on JOBS,
246. See also Welfare dynamics

EOPP. See Employmeat Opportunity Pilot
Project

EPP/EWEP. See San Diego Employment
Preparation Program/Experimental
Work Experience Program

ESL. See English as a Second lLanguage

ESP. See Virginia Employment Services
Program

ET Choices. Sre Massachusetts Employ-
ment and Training (ET) Chowces Pro-
gram

Evaluation designs. See Broad-coverage
vs. selective-voluntary programs, dif-
ferences; Random assignment field ex-
periments design; Research designs

Evaluations of welfare-to-work fro-
grams: scale of completed evaluations,
ix; summary of completed evaluations,
14, 15-200 (168-174). See alsp Broad-cov-
erage programs; Education and training
services; individual programs and top-
ics; JOBS evaluation; Random assign-
ment field experiments decign; Selec-
tive-voluntary programs; Support
services tests; Work Incentive (WIN)
Program; Youth-oriented services

Exemptions. See Participation require-
ments

Expanded Child Care Options (ECCO)
Demonstration, 48, 114, 116, 119n, 230-
231

Experimental-control grcup differences
(impacts). See Inipacts; Random assign-
ment field experiments design

Experimental groups. See Impacts; Ran-
dom assignment field experiments de-
sign

“Experimentals” vs. “participants,” 23,
721, 205n

Experiments/experimental design, See
Broad-coverage vs. selective-voluntary
programs, differences; Random assign-
ment field experiments design; Re-
search designs

Families. See Children; Fathers; Mothers
ot preschool children; Young fathers;
Young mothers ]

Fanily formation impacts, 102, 111-112
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Family Independence Program (FIP). See
Washington Family Independence Pro-
gram

Family planning assistance. See Fertility
impacts; Support services

Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA), 3; goal-.
and principles, 1, 37, 39, 42, 46, 53; his-
tory, 7-8, 52-55; JOBS, see JOBS; non-
JOBS provisions, 1, 5, 9, 24, 34, 39, 48,
56n, 58, 63, 65-66, 771, 120, 160, 190, 207,
See also AFDC-UP; Child care; Child
support; Transitional support svvices

Family well-being, potential effects of
JOBS, 46-47, 245-246

Fathers. See AFDC-UP; Child support;
Young, fathers

Fertility impacts, 111-112

Field experiments. See Random assign-
ment field experiments uesign; Research
designs

FIP. Sev Washington Family Independence
Program

Fixed-sequence programs, 22, 43, 67, 74,
75, 83,97-100, 130-131, 132,137, 164, 180-
181; impacts, 31, 164, 180; vs. assess-
ment/choice models, 43, 180-181, 241-
243

Florida Project Independence, 43, 44, 88,
99, 107, 109, 140, 189, 219

Follow-up periads, 82, 83, 245-246; broad-
coverage programs, 85-92; education
services, 108; human capital vs. labor
force attachment models, 38, 46-47, 77,
245-246; need for longer-term, 26, 38, 46-
47, 77, 245-246; selective-voluntary pro-
grams, 101-104; short-term vs. longer-
term, 26, 77; support services tests,
115-119; youth-oriented services, 111-
113

Food Stamp Employment and Training
Program, 83, 100, 191

Food Stamp receipt, 33, 67, 88, 100, 101,
163, 189-191

Ford Foundation, xi-xii, 2, 3, én

FSA. See Family Support Act of 1988

Funding: impact effects, 61, 64-65, 167,
175-181; insufficient ! vserve all eligibles,
13, 64, Y5; JOBS, see JOBS funding, JObs,
interagency coordination; threshold for
achieving impacts, 28-29, 34,37, 177, 212;
WIN cutbacks, 8, 54-55
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GAIN. See Greater Avenues for Indepen-
dence Program (California)

GED (General Educational Devzlopment)
test. See High school diploma/equiva-
lency (GED)

General equilibrium effects, 77-78

Goals. See Program goals and philoso-
phies

Grant diversion, 105, 1051; as JOBS op-
tion, 56. See also On-the-job training

Grantlevels, 13, 23, 39, 82, 149, 149n; effect
on impacts, 63, 149, 175n, 187, 246; effect
on participation, 146; effect on program-
eligible population, 63; reduction, 152n,
see also Sanctioning

Greater Avenues for Independence
(GAIN) Program (California), 88: ac-
tivities, 55,88, 99, 107, 119, 189, 223; case
management study, 90, 99, 185, 189;
child care services, 233; costs, 88; em-
phasis on education, 40-41, 55, 99, 189,
220, 223; evaluation, 46, 109, 186, 189,
219; impacts, 40-41, 44, 88,99, 109, 181,
189, 220; literacy impacts study, 109;
participation, 137-138, 184-185, 223; par-
ticipation patterns, 139; requirements,

Gross costs, 21, 25, 83, Y6, 252-260, 256-
257. See also Costs

Gross impacts (outcomes) vs. net impacts,
68

Guaranteed jobs. See Subsidized employ-
ment

Health care. S¢e Medicaid receipt; Support
services

Health Care Financing Administration
(HCFA). 107

Health impacts, 111

HHS. See U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services

High-cost programs, in relation to JOBS,
22

Higher-cost programs. See Higher-cost
services

Higher-cost servizes: broad-coverage pro-
grams, 28, 167, 175-180, see also Mixed-
strategy programs; JOBS emphasis, 9,
22, 32, 35, 38, 39,57, 100, 218; targeting,
see Subgroups and targeting. See also
Education and training services; JOBS
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education and training provisions/ fo-
cus; Low-cost vs. higher-cost services;
Selective-voluntary programs; Support
services; Support services tests; Youth-
oriented services

High school diploma/equivalency
(GED), lack of as a JOBS target. See JOBS
education and training provisions/fo-
cus

Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demon-
strations. See AFDC Homemaker-Home
Health Aide Demonstrations

Human capital development. See Educa-
tion and training services

lllinois, 89, 100, 116, 234. See also Cook
County WIN Demonstration

lllinois Career Advancement Demonstra-
tior 116, 234

Iinois Early Access Program, 89, 100

Impact measures, 37, 46, 67, 82, 167, 176-
177, 180, 189, 205-207, 206n. See also Im-
pacts, range of for current and future
studies

Impacts: across full mandatory caseload,
71; AFOC applicants and recipients, 31,
63, 77, 155-156, 159, see also Subgroup
impacts; AFDC-UPs, see under AFDC-
UP; aggregate (per dollar outlay), 11, 32,
34, 36 (defined), 176n, 177 (defined),
206-207, 206n; Arkansas and Baltimore
compared, 145, 146, 147, 150, 151; as av-
erages, 11, 23, 26, 71, 74, 95, 141, 145,
153-154, 205n; broad-coverage pro-
grams, see Broad-coverage programs,
impacts; on children, see Children; com-
parability issues, see Comparability of
studies; component vs. system, 71-72
consistency (summary), 10, 26-27, 36, sc¢
also Tolizy trade-offs; duration, see Du-
ration; earnings, sce Earnings impacts;
carnings gains vs. welfare savings, se¢
Earnings gains vs. welfare savings; em-
ployment, see Employment impacts; es-
timating, 68-78, 167, 175-180; factors af-
fecting, see Impacts, factors affecting;
focus of book, 3; highest found in broad-
coverage programs, 25; job search, 27,
164-165, see also Broad-coverage pro-
grams; JOBS target groups, sce JOBS
target groups; level of disadvantaged-
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ness, 217, see also Subgroup impacts;
maximizing, 12, 167, 175-180, 207, 215-
210, see also Low-cost vs. higher-cost ser-
vices, Policy trade-offs; measures, see
Impact measures; mixed-strategy pro-
grams, see Mixed-strategy programs; net
vs. differential, 4, 70, 70n, 83, see also
Differential impact, Net impact; open
questions on JOBS, 39-49, 238-250; per
experimental vs. per participant, 71,
205n; on poverty, see Poverty reduction;
quarterly, see Quarterly impacts; range
of for current and future studies, 46, 82,
245-246, see also Impact measures; selec-
tive-voluntary programs, see under Se-
lective-voluntary programs; subgroup,
see Subgroup impacts; summary of find-
ings, 10-12, 26-35, 36 (across program
types), see also Policy trade-offs; cupport
services tests, 115-119; of syslems, 71, 81,
see also Broad-coverage vs. selective-vol-
untary programs; threshold resources
needed, 28-29, 34, 37, 177, 212; vs. out-
comes, 68, 163, 214; wages, see Wages,
impacts on; welfare receipt, see Welfare
receipt impacts; welfare savings, see
Welfare payments impacts, Welfare re-
ceipt impacts; work experience, se¢
Work experience; youth-oriented ser-
vices, 111-113, 228, see also Youth-ori-
ented services: zero values, 95, 141, 145,
See also individual programs; Net im-
pacts

Impacts, factors affecting: overview, 60-
67, 61; program components, 164-167,
see also Low-cost vs. higher-cost services;
program model and funding, 27, 164-
191, see also Funding. See also Adminis-
trative activities and sirategies; Admin-
istrative structure; Assessment; Case
management; Community services;
Control group services; Econoniic con-
ditions; Education and training services;
Funding; Grant levels; Labor market
conditions; Mandatory Vs, vo]untary
programs/“mandatoriness”; Program
scale; Random assignment, point of in
relation to impacts; Sanctioning; Se-
quencing of program components
Impacts vs. outcomes, 68
Implementation, 3. Se¢ also individual
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programs and topics; JOBS implementa-
tion; Participation rates

Income effects of programs, 33, 152, See
also Earnings gains vs, welfare savings;
Poverty reduction

Indirect costs. See Costs

Intake, 80

Intensive services. Se¢ Higher-cost ser-
vices

Interagency coordination, JOBS. See JOBS,
interagency coordination

Interagency Low Income Opportunity
Advisory Board, 621, 126n

Interventions, factors affecting s‘rength
of, 60-67, 61

Job clubs, 85-92, 93,97, 181, 189; described,
93n. See also Job search

Job Corps, 42, 110, 111. See also JOBSTART
Demonstration

Job Corps Computer-Assisted Instruction
Evaluation, 108, 109, 219, 224, 226, 227

Job development and placement, 42, 111-
113, 220, 222; as JOBS requirement, 56

Job guarantees, 5

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Train-
ing Program. See JOBS

Job quality: and assessment/choice
model, 180-181; impacts on, 27, 36, 37,
38, 167, 177, 203; as program objective,
12, 37, 46, 245. See also Poverty reduction

Job-readiness activities, as JOBS require-
ment, 56

Job-readiness of welfare recipients, 66,
180, 189-190. See also “Creaming”; Long-
term welfare receipt/recipients; Sub-
group impacts; Subgroups; Subgroups
and targeting

JOBS (Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
Training Program), 1, 55-60; administra-
tion, 44, 47-48, 57-58; AFDC-UPs as FSA
target group, see under AFDC-UP; as-
sessment, see under Assessment; case
management, see under Case manage-
ment; child care, 58, 248-249, see also
Child care, Transitional support ser-
vices; education requirement, see JOBS
education and training provisions/fo-
cus; factors affecting, 52, 60-67, 61, see
also Impacts, factors affecting; feasibil-
ity, 47-48, 247-248; funding, see JOBS
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funding; goals and vision, 1, 8, 9, 37-38,
39, 46, 58; implemenation, see JOBS
implementation; interagency coordina
tion, 9, 47, 57, 59, 65, 177n, 208, 210; job
development and placement, 56; and
JTPA, 9, 57, 59, 65, 80, 177, 208, 210;
“learnfare” provision, 57, se¢ also JOBS
education and training provisions/ fo-
cus; long-term welfare recipients, see
Long-term welfare receipt/recipients;
mixed-strategy programs in relation to
goals, 8, 11, 37-38, see also Mixed-strat-
egy programs; mothers of preschool
children as target group, see Mothers of
preschool children; new “non-exempt”
caseload, 9, 57; open questions, 39-49,
238-250; options for administrators, see
Options 1, 2, 3 for administrators; par-
ticipation standards, 1, 24-26, 45, 46, 48,
55, 57-58, 128-129, 136-138, 140; perfor-
mance standards, 1, 8, 48, 248; policy
trade-offs for administrators, see Policy
trade-offs; potential effects, see JOBS
potential impacts; requirements, 3¢, 42,
55-59, se¢ also JOBS education and train-
ing provisions/focus, JOBS, participa-
tion standards; scale, 47-48, 59, 100n,
246-247; selective-veluntary programs’
relevance, 81-82, 100, 105, 193; services,
22, 32, 39, 56-57; s\ .es’ role in design-
ing, 1,7, 57, 59, see also jOBE implemen-
tation, Policy trade-offs; support ser-
vices, 58, 248-249; target groups, see
JOBS target groups; targeting and inten-
sive services, 9, 12, 22, 32, 35, 38, 39, 57,
67, 100, see also Options 1, 2, 3 for ad-
ministrators; training requirement, 22,
56, 65, 177, 208, 210, se¢ also AFDC-UP,
JOBS education and training provi-
sions/focus; transitional support ser-
vices (FSA), see Transitional support
services; voluntary participants, 9, 44-
45, 58, 66, 100; young mothers as target
group, see Long-term welfare receipt/
recipients, potential ' ~g-term recipi-
ents, Mothers of preschool children,
Young custodial mothers’ school re-
quirement

Job search: broad-coverage programs’

first activity, 21, 24-25, 27, 28, §5-92, 98,
129-132, 130-131, 164, sce also Broad-
coverage programs; described, 97; im-

3.0

SUBJECT INDEX

pacts, 27, 164-165, see also Broad-cover-
age programs, impacts; goals, 26, 77,
180; as JOBS option, 56; low-cost service,
see Low-cost vs. higher-cost services;
Option 1 fi.. administrators, see Options
1, 2, 3 for administrators; policy trade-
offs, 35, see also Policy trade-offs; par-
ticipation rates, 130-131; vs. assess-
ment/choice models, 180-181, see also
Sequencing of program components.
See wiso Broad-coverage programs; Job
clubs

Job search vs. human capital models. See
Labor market attachment vs. human
capital models

Job search/work experience programs,
165, 165n. See also Broa-i-coverage pro-
grams; Fixed-sequence programs; Job
search; Work experience

JOBS education and training provisions/
facus, 1,8, 9, 12, 34, 39, 40-41, 42, 45-46,
55-57, 58, 80, 109, 110, 218-219, 225, 226,
238-240; goals, 40-41, 58; open ques-
tions, 39-42, 77, 238-240, 249; summa-
rized, 55-57; young parents, 34, 42, 55,
57, 109, 110, 216, 225, 226, 248-249. See
also Education and training services;
Mandatory education

JOBS evaluation, 2, 3, 4, 40, 211, 250n

JOBS funding: budget trade-offs, 64-65;
“capped entitlement,” 59n; federal, ix, 1,
8,9, 25,56, 57, 59, 59n; and participation
standards, 25, 129-130; potential effects
on impacts, 7, 61, 64-65; resource alloca-
tion strategies, 7, 35-39, 36, see also
Mixed-strategy programs, Options 1,
2, 3 for administrators; service effects,
9, 37, 64; state funding pressures and
design decisions, ix, 1-2, 7-9, 12, 21, 37,
39, 42, 44, 56, 59, 64-65, 96, 179-180, see
also Policy trade-offs; state “owner-
ship,” 12; by welfare and non-welfare
agencies, see JOBS, interagency coordi-
nation

JOBS implementation, 1-2, 7-9, 45, 58-59,
59n; open questions, 238-249. See also
JOBS funding

Job skills training, 12, 41, 56, 85-92, 101-
104, 107; as JOBS requirement, 56, See
also Education and training services;
On-the-job training; individual pro-
grams
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JOBS potential impacts, 46-47, 203; open
questions, 13, 238-249; factors affecting,
32, 60-67, 61. See also Impacts, factors
affecting

JOBS target groups, 8,9, 12, 55-58, 67, 216.
See also AFDC-UP; Long-term welfare
receipt/recipients; Mothers of pre-
school children; Young fathers; Young
mothers

JOBSTART Demonstration, 42, 7.'n, 110,
111, 219, 226, 227, 229

Job Training Longitudinal Survey Re-
search Advisory Panel, 41, 691, 208

Job Training Partnership Act of 1982
(TPA), 9, 21, 48, 57, 59, 80, 80n, 100,
176n, 1771, 193, 208, 210. See also Na-
tional Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) Study

Johns Hopkins Center for School-Aged
Mothers and Their Infants, 115, 235

JTPA. See ,ub Training Partnership Act of
1982; National Job Training Partnership
Act (JTPA) Study

Kentucky. See Louisville WIN Labora tory
Experiments

Labor market attachment models and ser-
vices. See Job search; Work experience

Labor market attachment vs. human capi-
tal models, 26, 77. See also Education
and training services, open questions
on JOBS; Low-cost vs. higher-cost ser-
vices

Labor market conditions, 29,41, 47, 48, 60,
61, 62, 68, 78, 145, 165, 185-187; open
questions on JOBS, 47-48, 247, See also
Economic conditions

Labor market impacts. See Earnings im-
pacts; Employment impacts

Labor market screen (up-front job search)
vs. assessment/choice model, 180-181.
See also Job search

LEAP. S¢c Ohio Learning, Earning, and
Parenting Program

“Learnfare,” 109, 110, 225, 226; defined,
57. See also Wisconsin Learnfare; You ng
custodial mothers’ school requirement

Learning, Earning, and Parenting Pro-
gram. See Ohio Learning, Earning, and
Parenting (LEAP) Program
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Life skills assistance, 42, 226, 234-235. S¢e
also Support services

Literacy impacts: GAIN evaluation, 109,
189. See also Education and training
services

Longitudinal participation measures,
128-129, 1321, 133, 134, 138, 182

Long-term welfare receipt/recipients,
31-33, 40-43, 105, 177, 238-241; early
JOBS experience, 59; human capital de-
velopment approach, 11, 40, 58, 59, 207,
238-240, see also Education and training
services; impacts, 10, 27, 28, 31-33, 43,
45, 154, 157-158, 175, 177, 183, 194-196,
195, 212-213, 216-218, 241, see also
National Supported Work Demon-
stration, San Diego Saturation Work
Initiative Mode! (applicants and recipi-
ents); JOBS target group, 12, 32, see also
JOBS target groups; open questions on
JOBS, 40-43, 238-241; polic y trade-offs,
12, 35-39, 36, see also Options 1, 2, 3 for
administrators, Policy trade-offs; po-
tential I ng-term recipients, 11, 12, 32,
34, 41-43, 58, 154, 179-180, 241, see also
Mothers of preschool children, Youth-
oriented services; research on charac-
teristics of long-term recipients, 53, 60,
62-63, 157-158, 216, 225; subgroup
analysisand targeting, 31, 154.155.156,
157-158, 207, 2071, 216-218, see also
Subgroup impacts

Louisville WIN Laboratory Experiments
(individual and group job search), 15
(168), 16 (169), 29, 34, 84, 86, 92n, 93,
95n,96n,148n,164-165, 1751, 2121, 213-
214, 256-257

Low-cost services. See Job search; Job
search/work experience programs;
Work experience

Low-cost vs. higher-cost services, 9, 11,
21,27-28, 32, 34, 46, 192, 239-240; cost-
effectiveness (summary), 34; factors
apart from costs, 175; impacts, 12, 15-20
(168-174), 26-39 (summary), 36, 47,
167-180, 207, 217; length of follow-up,
74, 77; mixed models, 235-237; open
questions on JOBS, 39-49, 239-240. See
also Broad-coverage vs. selective-vol-
untary programs; Mixud-strategy pro-
grams; Policy trade-offs
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Macroeconomic effects, 77-78

Maine On-the-Job Training (OJT) Pro-
gram, 18 (172), 101, 105-106, 199-203,
200-201; activities, 18 (172), 22, 101, 105-
106; costs, 18 (172), 34, 101, 256-257, 258;
impacts, 18 (172), 30, 101, 194, 197, 197,
199-203, 200-201, 213, 286-288; targeting,
22

“Making work pay,” 5-6. Se¢ also Poverty
reduction

Management information system (MIS),
185-186

Mandated participation, mechanisms of
effects, 22-23, 128

Mandatory education, 42, 55, 107-114, 189,
216, 218-226. See also Education and
training services; Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) Program; JOBS
education and training provisions/ fo-
cus; Low-cost vs. higher-cost services;
Mixed-strategy programs; Young custo-
dial mothers’ school requirement

Mandatory groups for welfare-to-work
programs. S¢e JOBS target groups; Man-
datory education; Mandatory vs. volun-
tary programs/”"mandatoriness”; Tar-
get groups

Mandatory programs. Sce Broad-coverage
programs; Mandatory education; Man-
datory vs. voluntary programs/”man-
datoriness”; Participation requirements;
Selective and mandatory programs

Mandatory vs. voluntary programs/
“mandatoriness,” 15-20 (168-174),21, 28,
44-45,61,73,73n, 81,82, 83,128, 136, 164,
193n; degree of “mandatoriness,” 44-45,
66-67, 73n, 182-184; effects and open
questions on JOBS, 12, 28, 44-45, 182-184,
243-244. Sec also Broad-coverage vs. se-
lective-voluntary programs

Manpower Demonstration Research Cor-
poration (MDRC), 2-3, 186

Maryland. S¢e Baltimore Options Program

Massachusetts Employment and Training
(ET) Choices Program, 44, 54, 73, 84, 89,
99, 181, 183, 183n, 185, 190; child care
services, 232; non-experimental study,
183n; participation, 138-140, 183; volun-
tary and mandatory, 183n

Maternal employment, effects, 46, 53, 120,
245
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Maternal support services. See Support
services; Support services tests; Youth-
oriented services

Maximizing program effectiveness. See
Impacts, maximizing; Policy trade-offs

MDRC. See Manpower Demonstration Re-
search Corporation

Measures of program effectiveness. See
Impact measures

Medicaid receipt, 24, 33, 101, 106, 107, 163;
open questions on JOBS, 48-49, 249; tran-
sitional (FSA), 8, 39, 48-49, 56, 63, 67, 117,
118, 120, 190-191; transitional {pre-FSA),
117, 118, 120, 190-191. Sce also Support
services

Medical assistance. Sec Medicaid receipt;
Support services

Memphis Nurse Home Visitation Pro-
gram, 117

MFSP. See Minority Female Single Parent
Demonstration

Minimum wage increases, 5

Minority Female Single Parent (MFSP)
Demonstration, 41, 43, 102, 104n, 107,
208-209, 213, 219, 220-223

MIS. See Management information system

Mixed-strategy programs (Option 3 for ad-
ministrators), 9, 11, 12, 21, 65, 235-237;
impacts, 11, 28; JOBS impetus ioward, 9,
39; as policy trade-off, 12, 35-39, 36, sce
also Policy trade-offs; SWIM and Balti-
more programs as examples of, 11, 21-22,
28,36, 37-38, 40,98, 127,132, 177-179, 206,
248

“Modeling effect,” 53

Models. Se¢ Pregram models

Monitoring, 23, 61, 67, 80, 129, 133, 153; im-
pacts, 184-186. See¢ also Case management

Montgomery County, Ohio, Demonstra-
tion, 117, 120, 199

Mothers of preschool children, 38, 55, 107,
233; as JOBS target group, 9, 43, 55, 241,
245, se¢ also JOBS target groups; support
services, see Support services, Support
services tests, Youth-oriented services;
under WIN, 93n. See also Long-term wel-
fare receipt/recipients, potential long-
term recipients; Youth-oriented services

Multi-component programs, studies in
progress, 99. See also Mixed-strategy
programs; Selective-voluntary programs .
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NAEP. See National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress

National Academy of Sciences, 68, 69

National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 219n

National Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) Study, 102, 107, 209, 210, 219,
223. See also Job Training Partnership
Act of 1982

National Supported Work Demonstra-
tion, 106, 193-196, 195; activities, 19
(173), 22, 100, 101, 106; comparability,
23-24, 175n; costs, 19 (173), 24, 34, 101,
104n, 175n, 256-257, 258, 260; focus on
very disadvantaged, 12, 32; impacts, 19
(173), 20m, 22,27, 29, 32, 33, 34,43, 72n,
101, 1750, 186, 193, 194, 195, 212-213;
revenues, 201, 24, 104n

Negative income tax experiments, ix. See
also Seattle-Denver Income Mainte-
nance Experiment (SIME/DIME) Man-
power Experiment

Net benefits. See Cost-effectiveness

Net costs, 21, 25, 74, 83, 83n, 162-163, 252-
260, 256-257; broad-coverage programs,
15-17 (168-171), 85-92, 95-96, 252-260,
256-257; defined, 162, 167, 252-253; edu-
cation services, 108; selective-voluntary
programs, 18-19 (172-173), 34, 101-104,
104n, 252-260, 25€-257; youth-oriented
services, 111-113, 113n. See also Program
costs

Net impact, 4, 64, 69-70, 109, 120, 141; in-
terpreting, 69-70; maximizing, 215-216;
research design, 69-70, 109, 120, 141;
studies, 85-92, 101-104, 108, 109, 111-
113, 115-119, 120, 236; vs. differential
impact, 4, 70, 83, 236; vs. outcome, 68.
See also Control group service: Differ-
ential impact; Impacts; Random assign-
ment field experiments design

New Chance Demonstration, 42, 110, 112,
226, 229-230

New Jersey On-the-Job Training (OJT)
Program, 18 (172),102, 105-106, 199-203,
200-201; activities, 18 (172), 22, 102, 105-
106; costs, 18 (172), 34, 102, 256-257, 258;
impacts, 18 (172), 3, 102, 185, 193, 197,
1971, 199-203, 26:0-201; JOBS-relevance,
22

New Jersey Realizing Economic Achieve-
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ment (REACH) Program, 44, 55, 84, 89,
99, 114,120, 140, 181, 190; child care ser-
vices, se¢e Expanded Child Care Options
(ECCO) Demonstration

New York State Comprehensive Employ-
ment Opportunity Support Centers
(CECSQ), 103,107, 209, 210

Noncustodial parents, 1. See also Child
support

Non-experimental studies, 4, 4, 69, 691,
183n

Nonparticipants. See under Participation
rates

North Carolina Guaranteed Child Care
Demonstration, 117,120, 231-232

Nurse Home Visitation Program: Preg-
nancy/Early Infancy, 115, 234-235

OBRA. See Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Actof 1981

Occupational training. See Job skills train-
ing

Ohio Learning, Earning, and Parenting
(LEAP) Program, 42, 110, 112, 216, 225.
See also Mandatory education

Ohio transitional support services study,
117, 120,19

Ohio Transitions to Independence, 90, Y9,
140, 185, 190, 234

OJT. Sve On-the-job training

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
(OBRA) of 1981, 1, 5, 84, 8411, 14Yn

On-the-job training (OJT), 11, 22, 27, 38,
167, 203, 210; as JOBS option, 22, 56. Sev
also Maine On-the-Job Training (O)T)
Program; New Jersey On-the-Job Train-
ing (OJT) Program

Open questions on JOBS, 10-11, 13, 39-49,
238-250

Options 1, 2, 3 for administrators, 9, 21-22,
36, 37-39, 64-65. See also Low-cost vs,
higher-cost services; Mixed-strategy
programs; Policy trade-offs

Orientation, 14, 80, 138

Outcomes, 64, 214; measures, see Impact
measures; vs. impacts, 68. See also Im-
pacts

Parenting impacts, 67, 110, 111-112

Parenting skills. See Youth-oriented ser-
vices
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Participation, definition used in this book,
23

Participation measures, 128-129. See also
JOBS, participation standards; Partici-
pation rates

Participation rates, 15-20 (168-174), 24-26,
64, 128-140, 130-131; AFDC-UPs, see
AFDC-UP; broad-coverage, 15-17 (168
171), 130-131; broad-coverage vs. selec-
live-voluntary programs, 15-20 (168-
174), 71-72, 82; comparability, 129n;
complex programs, 139, 185-186; cover-
age in this book, 3; first vs. subsequent
activities, 24-25, 129-132, 130-131, see
also Job search; GAIN, 137-140, 139;
highest longitudinal rate, 25; JOBS, see
JOBS, participation standards; JOBS-rel-
evance, 24-26, 136-140; monthly vs.
longitudinal, 128-129, 132n, 133-134;
nonparticipation, 23, 24, 71, 75, 76, 133-
134, 138-140, 139, 185, 205, 205n;
patterns, 139; selective-voluntary pro-
grams, 18-19 (172-173), 71-72, 82; sum-
mary of findings, 24-26, 44-45; tests of
maximum feasible rates, 25, 84n, 94, 95,
99n, 133-157, 184, 206, see also Pennsyl-
vania Saturation Work Program, San
Diego Saturation Work Initiative
Model, West Virginia Community
Work Experience Program

Participation requirements, 15-20 (168-
174), 54, 84-100, 128; AFDC-UPs, see
AFDC-UP; broad-coverage vs. selec-
tive-voluntary programs, and efrect on
impacts, 21-23, enforcement, 66, 661, 67,
97-98, 128, 206, see also Monitoring,
Sanctioning; JOBS, .ee JOBS, participa-
tion siandards; ongoing, see Participa-
tion rates, tests of maximum feasible
rates. See also Mandatory vs. veluntary
programs/”mandatoriness”; Participa-
tion rates

Participation standards. See JOBS, partici-
pation standards; Participation require-
ments

Payoff of programs. See Cost-effective-
ness; Impacts; Policy trade-offs

Pennsylvania Saturation Work Program
(PSWP), 91, 99, 140, 181. 185, 189-190

Pennsylvania Work Registration Program
(WRP), 190
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Performance standards, 158. See also
JOBS, performance standards

Policy trade-offs, 3, 7, 9-12, 35-39 (sum-
mary), 36, 178-180, 192, 206-207, 216-
218, 239-240, 245; uncertainties about,
38-39. See also Low-cost vs. higher-cost
services; Mixed-strategy programs; Op-
tions 1, 2, 3 for administrators

Poverty reduction: complementary poli-
cies aimed at, 5-6, 11, 33; and higher-
cost programs, 177, 203; and JOBS
focus, 46; less frequent measure in
welfare-to-work studies, see Impacts,
range of for current and future studies;
limitations of AFDC, 7, 52, 55; open
questions on JOBS, 46-47, 245-246;
summary of program results, 10-11, 12,
33, 36, 141, 152-154

Pre-employment training, as JOBS re-
quirement, 56

Pre-JOBS programs. See WIN Demonstra-
tion Program; Work Incentive (WIN)
Program

Program activities, 15-20 (168-174), 67, 74,
75, 97-100, 130-131; broad-coverage
programs, 15-17 (168-171), 85-92, 130-
131, 135; education services, 108; selec-
tive-voluntary programs, 18-19 (172-
173), 101-104; self-initiated, in SWIM,
135; support services tests, 115-119;
youth-oriented services, 111-113. See
also individual programs and topics

Program components. See individual
programs and topics; Program activi-
ties; Selective-voluntary programs

Program costs, 252-260, 256-257; compar-
ing across programs, 22-24, 175n, 258-
260; cost measures, 252-255; direct,
gross and net, 252; indirect, gross and
net, 252-253. See also Cost-effectiveness;
Funding; individual programs; Low-
cost vs. higher-cost services; Net costs

Program deregistration. See Deregistra-
tion

Program design. See Broad-coverage vs,
selective-voluntary programs; JOBS;
Program models

Program eligibility. See Target groups

Program goals and philosophies, 1, 5, 26,
52-55, 64, 65, 66, 77, 94, 180-181. See also
Family Support Act of 1988, goals and
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principles; JOBS, goals and vision; Policy
trade-offs; Welfare-to-work programs,
evolution

Program groups. See Experimental groups

Program impacts. See Impacts

Program models, 61, 65, 93n; activities, 97~
100; combining, 235-237; duration, 96-97;
effects, 164-181; sequencing, see Se-
quencing of program components. See
also individual programs

Program scale, 21; open questions on
JOBS, 38, 47-48, 1001, 246-247; in relation
to caseload turnover, sce Welfare dy-
namics; in relation to impacts, 69, 176,
187, 246-247. Ser also Participation re-
quirements; Study scale

Program sequence. Se¢ Fixed-sequence
programs; Sequencing of program com-
ponents

Program services. See individual programs
and services; Program activities

Program targeting. See Target groups; Tar-
geting

Program types. See Broad-coverage vs. se-
lective-voluntary programs; Program
models

Project Independence (Florida). See
Florida Project Independence

Project Redirection, 110, 111, 226-227, 228

PSWP. See Pennsylvania Saturation Work
Program

Quarterly impacts, 155-156, 262-281; Ar-
kansas and Baltimore compared, 146,
147,150, 151. See also Impacts

Random assignment, point of ir. relation to
impacts, 71, 72n, 74, 75-76, 77, 95, 140n,
205. See also Random assignment field
experiments design

Random assignment field experiments de-
sign, 34, 4n, 13-14, 60, 71-72, 74, 75-78,
77, 208; role of, 4, 68-70. See also Compa-
rability of studies; Control group ser-
vices; Net impact; Random assignment,
point of in relation to impacts; Research
designs

REACH. Se¢ New Jersey Realizing Eco-
nomic Achievement Program

Reciprocal ob.igations of welfare recipi-
ents and government, 1, 5, 53, 55
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Reform. Sez Welfai e reform

Research agenda. See Open questions on
JOBS

Research designs, 60, 77, 77n, 79, 83, 93n,
109, 225, 226; broad-coverage programs,
85-92, 164n; comparability of studies, see
Comparability of studies; education ser-
vices, 108; selective-voluntary pro-
grams, 101-104; support services tests,
115-119; youth-oriented services, 111-
113. See also Broad-coverage vs. selec-
tive-voluntary programs, differences;
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mental studies; Random assignment
field experiments design

Research samples in completed broad-
coverage studies, 94n-95n

Resource allocation strategies. See Options
1,2, 3 for admunistrators; Targeting

Resources. See Funding; JOBS funding

Riverside Case Management Study (Cah-
fornia), 90, 99, 185, 189. See also Case
management

Rural programs, 29, 47-48, 187, 247. See also
West Virginia Community Work Experi-
ence Program

Samples, 941-95n. See also Target groups

Sanctioning, 182-184; AFDC-UP, 184;
broad-coverage mandatory programs,
23, 54, 128, 130-131, 133, 153; effect on
impacts, 44-45, 64, 66, 71, 175, 182, 183-
184, 2051, 243, 246; programs for teenag-
ers, 225; rates, 136n, 184; selective and
mandatory programs, 73-74; SWIM, 11,
28, 45, 134, 136n, 182, 184, 206. See also
Mandatory vs. voluntary programs/
“mandatoriness”; Participation require-
ments

San Diego Employment Preparation Pro-
gram/Experimental Work Experience
Program (EPP/EWEP) (San Diego 1), 17
(170), 86, 93-98, 130-131, 255, 256-257;
AFDC-UP impacts, 34-35, 160-162, 161;
goals, 93-94; impacts, 17 (170), 34-35, 86,
142, 155-156, 186, 270-271, 282-284;
models, Y3n; participation rates, 130-131,
see also Participation rates

San Diego Saturation Work Initiative
Model (SWIM), 17 (171), 28, 87, Y3-Y8;
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activities, 11, 17 (171), 22, 24-26, 87, 130-
131, 222-223; AFDC-UPs, 11, 34-35, 46,
87, 161, 162; applicants and recipients
(AFDQ), 11, 28, 31-32, 38, 45, 157-160,
153, 177, 182, 205-206, 212; benefit-cost
ratio, 33; child care, 232-233; control
group services, 96, 132n, 141n, 171, 188;
costs, 17 (171), 33, 37, 87, 96, 253-255,
256-257, 259, 260; earnings impacts, 11,
17(171), 28,31, 45, 87, 143, 145, 159, 161,
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24-25, 40, 132, 222-223, see also Mixed-
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pacts, 45, 87, 143, 159, 161, 272; enforce-
ment and sanctioning, 11, 28, 45, 134,
136n, 182, 184, 206; fixed sequence, 22,
74, 75; funding, 95, 134; participation
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135,136-137, 182; possible factors behind
impacts, 28, 31-32, 206, 222-223; rel-
evance to JOBS, 11, 25-26, 127, 136-137,
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9In, 133-137, 184, 206; welfare pay ments
impacts, 17 (171), 39, 31-32, 35, 45, 47,
143, 159, 161, 273; welfare receipt im-
pacts, 29, 31-32, 87, 143, 149, 159, 161,273

Savings. See Welfare savings

Scale. See Program scale; Study scale

School attendance incentives. See Ohio
Learning, Earning, and Parenting
(LEAP) Program

School requirement in JOBS. See JOBS
education and training provisions/fo-
cus; Mandatory education

Scope of this book, 2-4, 79

Seattle-Denver Income Maintenance Ex-
periment (SIME/DIME) Manpower Ex-
periment, 108, 109, 219, 220

Selection and screening, 21, 22, 43, See also
Selective and mandatory programs; Se-
lective-voluntary programs

Selective and mandatory programs, 73-74

Seluctive-voluntary programs, 18-19 (172-
173), 22, 100-110, 101-104, 192-210; ac-
tivities, 18-19 (172-173), 38, 101-104, 192-
193; client flow, 76, cost-effectiveness,
33-35, 178; costs, 18-19 (172-173), 101-
104, 175n, 197-198, 2£5-257; defined, 14,
21, 80, 81, 82, 84; education and training
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(172-173), 36, 40, 101-104, 192-208, 195,
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vs. higher-cost services; Mandatory vs.
voluntary programs/”mandatoriness”
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erage programs, 188; GAIN, 139; as

- JOBS option, 56; SWIM, 132, 135

Self-sufficiency, as a goal of welfare-to-
work programs, 1. See also Welfare
reform
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67,74, 75, 83, 97-100, 130-131, 164, 180-
181; open questions on JOBS, 241-243.
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Fixed-sequence programs

Service delivery systems, 14,59, 72, 80, 81,
127, 238. See also Broad-coverage pro-
grams; JOBS; Job Training Partnership
Act of 1982; Work Incentive (WIN) Pro-
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Services. See individual programs and
services; Program activities

SIME/DIME. See Seattl:-Denver Income
Maintenance Experiment

Single parents, as welfare recipients. See
Mothers of preschool children; Welfare
recipients; Young custodial mothers’
school requirement; Young mothers

Social contract. See Reciprocal obligations
of welfare recipients and government

Social Security Act of 1935, 52, 55

Standard of living, impacts on. See Pov-
erty reduction

Start dates of studivs, 83; broad-coverage,
85-92; education, 108, selective-volun-
tary, 101-104; support services tests,
115-118; youth-oriented, 111-113

State commitment, 12, 49

States, and JOBS. See JOBS; JOBS funding;
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JOBS implementation; Policy trade-offs

State welfare-to-work programs, 8. Seealso
Welfare-to-work programs

State Work/Welfare Initiatives, Demon-
stration, 2-3

Studies of welfare-to-work programs. See
Evaluations of welfare-to-work pro-
grams

Study scale, 691, 83; broad-coverage, 85-
92, 94-95; education, 108; JOBS, 47-48;
selective-voluntary, 101-104; support
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111-113. Sce also Participation require-
ments; Program scale

Subgroup impacts, 10, 13, 30-32, 67, 141,
154-160, 155-156, 159, 190, 194, 204, 211-
218, 282-284. See also AFDC-UP, impacts;
Long-term welfare receipt/recipients,
impacts
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Subgroups and targeting, 7, 10, 12, 13, 22,
30-32, 35-39, 60, 62, 64, 67, 154, 179, 193,
204, 207, 211-218. See also Low-cost vs.
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administrators; Target groups; Target-
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Subsidized child care. See Child care

Subsidized employment, 11, 22, 24, 27, 29,
106, 107, 1321, 196. See also On-the job
training; Selective-voluntary programs;
Wk e:perience

Supported Work Demonstration. See Na-
tional Supported Work Demonstration

Support services, 64, 67, 81, 107, 230; child
care, se¢ Child care; counseling, 8, 23,
226; life skills assistarice, 42, 226, 234-
235; Medicaid, see Medicaid receipt;
open questions on JOBS, 248-249; transi-
tional, see Transitional support services;
transportation assistance, 58, 234. See
also Support services tests

Support services tests, 82, 114-120, 115-
119, 230-235. See also Support services

SWIM. See 5an Diego Saturation Work Ini-
tiative Model

Systems. See Service delivery systems

Target groups, 54, 73n, 83, 94-95n, 127;
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(168-173), 21-22; broad-coverage pro-
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2, 3 for administrators; Target groups

Teenage mothers. See Young custodial
mothers’ school requirement; Young
mothers

Teenage Parent Demonstration, 42, 110,
112, 216, 225, 226

Teenage parents. See Young custodial
mothers’ school requirement; Young fa-
thers; Young mothers

Teenage Pregnancy Intervention Program,
116, 235

Texas Transitional Child Care and Medic-
aid Study, 118, 120, 232, 233

Trade-offs. See Policy trade-offs

Training. See Education and training ser-
vices; Job skills training; On-the-job
training. See also individual programs,
activities

Transfer payments. See Food Stamp re-
ceipt; Medicaid receipt

Transitional support services, 230-234; ef-
fect on savings, 39; FSA, 8, 39, 46, 48-49,
56, 63, 67, 114-120, 116-118, 190-191;
open questions on JOBS, 48-49, 248-249;
pre-FSA, 48, 117, 118, 120, 190-191

Transitions to Independence (Ohio). See
Ohio Transitions to Independence

Transportation assistance, 58, 234. See also
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Two-parent families. See AFDC-UP

Unit costs of programs, 100n

U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 54, 54n,
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U.S. Department of Health ana Human
Services (HHS), x, xii, 2, 42, 58, 107, 226

U.S. General Accounting Office, 54, 225

Virginia Employment Services Program

(ESP), 16 (170), 84, 87, 93-98, 107, 188,
255, 256-257, 260; goals, 93-94; impacts,
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16 (i70), 34, 87, 92n, 143, 155-156, 186-
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Participation rates
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provision, 9, 44-45, 58. See also Broad-
coverage voluntary programs; Selec-
tive-voluntary programs

Voluntary programs. See Broad-coverage
voluntary programs; Selective-volun-
tary programs

Voluntary vs. mandatory programs. See
Mandatory vs. voluntary programs/
“mandatoriness”

Wages, impacts on, 37, 177, 194, 196, 203,
29

Washington Family Independence Pro-
gram (F1P), 54, 91,9y, 181, 185, 190

Welfare dependence. See Long-term wel-
fare receipt/recipients; Welfare reform

Welfare dynamics, 3, 8, 13, 24, 60-64, 61,
68, 133, 188. See also Entry and exit ef-
fects

Welfare payments inpacts (dollars), 10-
12, 29-32, 36; AFDC subgroups, see Sub-
group impacts; AFDC-UPs, see AFDC-
UP, impacis; broad-coverage programs,
15-17 (168-171), 85-92, 140-154, 142-144,
148n, 150, 159, 262-279, 282-284: selec-
tive-voluntary programs, 18-19 (172-
173),101-104,194, 195, 197-198, 199, 20)-
201, 202, 203, 286-288. See also Impacts;
Sanctioning
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impacts; AFDC-UPs, see AFDC-UP, im-
pacts; broad-coverage programs, 85-92,
140-154, 142-144, 1481, 149, 151,152, 158,
159, 262-281; selective-voluntary pro-
grams, 101-104, 195, 200-201, 202, 203,
286-288; youth-oriented services, 111-
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Welfare receipt, long-term. See Long-term
welfare receipt/reapients

Welfare recipients: program benefits and
costs, see Benefit-cost analysis, Cost-ef-
fectiveness; reciprocal obligations with
government, 5, 53, 55. See also Charac-
teristics of program populations; Long-
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gram
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fare-to-work programs; evolution, 4-5,
52-60; factors affecting impacts, 60-67,
61; key lessons, 7, 8, 10-13, see also Policy
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grams, 106. See also Broad-coverage pro-
grams; Community work experience
programs; Subsidized employment

“Workfare,” defined, 21, 54, 97. See also
Work experience

Work Incentive (WIN) Program, 182, 248;
evaluations, 21, 69n, 84n, 93, 93n, 127;
history, 7-8, 52-55, 54n; JOBS predeces-
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“Aboveall others, Judy Gueron and her colleagues at MDRC did the research that
led the Congress to pass the Family Support Act two years ago. As a result, we
now have a historic opportunity to help welfare recipients become self-sufficient.
Butforthat tohappen, we must learn the lessons contained in From Welfare to Work.
and make sure they are reflected in the retorms being implemented across the
nation.” - SENATOR DANE. PATRICK MOYNIHAN

“A truly exceptional achievement. This is the definitive book on welfare-to-work
programs. It represents a triumph of reason and research in an arena swamped
by anecdote and emotion. MDRC’s studies have dominated the discussion about
welfare reform because they are universally accepted as careful, thoughtful, and
unbiased. Anyone who cares about welfare reform - academics and administra-
tors, politicians and the press, policy analysts and the public - must read this
book.” - Davin T. Ettwoon, Professor of Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University

e e e s A -

“Required reading for anyone involved in efforts to boost employment among
welfare recipients. A thorough review of what we know - and the large amount
wehaveyettolearn - about what works effectively. Andagood antidote for those
who tend to overstate the impacts that welfare-to-work programs, by themselves,
can have in reducing poverty.” - Roserr Greenstin, Executive Director, Center
on Budget and Policy Priurities

“Required reading for every administrator responsible for implementing JOBS,
one of the most anbitious and complex social programs of the last few decades.
Clearly and concisely, this book illuminates the critical choices administrators face
about whom to serve, what the desired outcomes are, and how to allocate
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