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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sustained employment is the primary route to self-sufficiency. Recent welfare reforms focus
on intensifying efforts to move individuas from welfare into work. As states impose work
requirements and limitations on a larger group of welfare recipients, more individuals who are less
job ready are entering and will continue to enter the labor market. Given thisfact, as well as evidence
that many individuals who leave welfare for work return to welfare fairly quickly, it isimportant to
identify Strategiesthat help welfare recipients keep their jobs or, if necessary, quickly find new ones.

The Postemployment Services Demondtration (PESD), which was funded by the Administration
for Children and Families (ACF) of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHYS),
wasthefirst large-scale field program that used extended case management services and temporary
financia support to promote job retention and reemployment among newly employed welfare
recipients. This report examines early measures of the effectiveness of the PESD programs in
promoting job retention, sustaining employment, and reducing welfare dependency during clients
first year after program enrollment. In general, the preliminary findings suggest that the PESD
programs had, at best, small or modest success in increasing employment and earnings and reducing
welfare dependency among newly employed welfare recipients.

PESD demondtration grants were awarded to four statesin 1993, and programs to provide job
retention and reemployment services were established in four sites: (1) Chicago, Illinois; (2)
Portland, Oregon; (3) Riverside, California; and (4) San Antonio, Texas. Each PESD program
enrolled between 800 and 1,500 welfare recipients who had recently found jobs. Through extended
case management services, staff members maintained contact with clients after they had obtained
jobs and were positioned to help identify and address problems before they resulted in job loss.
Case managers were available to provide clients with services such as ongoing monitoring,
counsdling, and support; job search assistance; mediation and resolution of benefits issues; and help
in accessing services and benefits (for example, child care subsidies, health care, and temporary
financia assistance).

To test the effectiveness of the PESD program, staff at each site randomly selected between 400
and 500 newly employed welfare recipients (including those who left welfare as a result of their
employment) to participate in the PESD program. The rest became part of a control group receiving
regular services available to employed welfare recipients in the state, mostly through the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program. The analysis presented here--which
compares the experiences of program and control group members--is based on survey data for a
representative subsample of 1,200 demonstration enrollees, evenly divided across the sites and
between the program and control groups. We focus on this subsample because, at the time of the
analyss, we did not have complete administrative records data for the full sample. Administrative
records datawill be available for and used in the final impact analysis to be conducted during spring
1998. Consequently, the findings in this report should be considered only as suggestive of what we
might expect to find with the full sample and should be used with caution. The urgency of providing
information in atime of rapidly changing welfare policy justifies this early analysis.
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To measure the extent to which the PESD programs were effective at promoting job retention
and supporting the employment pathways that welfare recipients take toward self-sufficiency, we
examined three key questions in our analysis of impacts:

1. Were the programs successful in keeping people in their jobs longer?
2. Did the programs increase employment and earnings during the first year of followup?

3. Did the programs reduce AFDC and food stamp benefits during the first year of
followup?

Overall, we find small or modest effects in three of the four sites: one site was modestly
successful, with congistent patterns of increased job retention, increases in employment and earnings,
and sgnificant reductions in welfare dependency among those in the program group compared with
those in the control group. Two other sites exhibited effects smilar to those of the first site, although
they were smaller and generally not significant. In the fourth site, we actually observe opposite
(athough insignificant) effects--lower earnings and increases in welfare.

Three primary factors influence the magnitude of the estimated program effects and should be
considered in interpreting program impacts: (1) the experimenta and evolving nature of the
programs, (2) the extent to which case management services matched clients' diverse needs, and (3)
the services aready available to those in the control group.

First, the four PESD programs were fairly experimental, with each program learning and
evolving asit went dong. Since PESD was thefirst large-scale program of job retention services set
in the context of state welfare programs, it had no service delivery models on which to build.
Consequently, case managers had to learn over time which specific types of services to provide, how
to deliver services, over what period of timeto deliver services, and (sometimes) how and to what
extent to integrate PESD service delivery with the JOBS program. For example, certain services
(such as direct intervention with employers and the use of the Earned Income Tax Credit) were not
as much in demand as expected. In contrast, case managers spent a substantial amount of time on
issues they had not anticipated (for example, the resolution of client benefit eligibility and payment
errors). Furthermore, many clientslogt their jobs fairly quickly and required assistance over alonger
than expected time period.

Second, Since case management services are more appropriate for some clients than for others,
the services delivered may not always have matched the diverse needs of all clients. The program
guiddines required that case managers establish and maintain some contact with all clients who were
enrolled in the programs, regardless of their needs. The process of contacting clients and informing
them about PESD services often was challenging and time-consuming, especialy given that PESD
was a new program and that it was separated from the rest of the welfare system. Moreover, case
managers received little guidance about how to serve clients with different types and levels of need.
Given these factors, case managers often spent alarge part of their time trying to maintain regular
contact with most clients, regardless of clients need. Over time, this effort imposed constraints on
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case managers time and may have made it difficult to provide services to the clients who most
needed assistance. A systematic attempt to distinguish up front which clients most needed intensive
case management services and which clients could make it on their own might have resulted in
services that were better tailored to meet clients' diverse needs.

Third, the program context and services aready available to those in the control group also
influenced the magnitude of estimated program effects. Typicaly, estimated impacts are largest
when a program provides new services that are not already available and when those in the control
group have accessto very few services. To the extent that those in the control group are receiving
services smilar to services those in the program group are receiving, or are receiving aternative types
of supportive services, then measured program impacts are likely to be diluted. In the two sites
(Chicago and San Antonio) where we observe modest increases in earnings and decreases in welfare,
relatively limited case management services were available to control group members through the
JOBS program. In the other two Sites, where the control group had access to some similar services,
we find smaler effects and effects that move in the opposite direction. 1n some sense, failure to find
the expected program impacts in the latter two sites where control group members had access to
some sSmilar services may reinforce the value of making available job search and other services for
employed welfare recipients.

Interpreted in light of these three factors, the evidence of modest preliminary effects of the
program in three sites gives some reason for optimism about the usefulness and importance of
providing job retention services to welfare recipients who have recently found jobs. Other programs
that are attempting to set up job retention programs can learn from PESD service delivery. Our early
analysis of the PESD programs suggests that:

« Some clients are able to sustain employment on their own and will need only little or
short-term assistance to meet specific needs. Others, however, face multiple barriers and
will need ongoing assstance; programs should attempt to target these clients for ongoing
case management support.

« Simplifying service delivery mechanisms may help make the transition from welfare to

work smoother for many clients and free case management resources for those clients
who need it most.
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. INTRODUCTION

Sustained employment is the primary route to self-sufficiency. The focus of recent welfare
reform efforts has been to explore different avenues for getting individuals off welfare and into work.
This started with the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program established under
the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988, which attempted to promote work by increasing investment
in education and training. State welfare reform initiatives under waivers to the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program, as well as to the JOBS program, focused on increasing work
among welfare recipients by increasing direct incentives to work or making work mandatory for more
individuas. The current welfare reform law, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996, goes a step further to promote employment. PRWORA
replaces AFDC and provides states with block grants to help families under Temporary Assistance
to Needy Families (TANF). Thislaw reinforces the work mandates established by various states and
requires most able-bodied welfare recipients to find employment within two years of welfare receipt
or lose welfare benefits. The law also imposes a limit of five years of welfare receipt over an
individua’s lifetime.

These efforts to increase work among welfare recipients, combined with the genera strength of
the economy, have enabled many welfare recipients to find employment. What is less clear,
however, is whether, and for how long, these individuals can keep their jobs. Previous studies of
wdfare dynamics show that many individuals who exit welfare viawork return to welfare, and many
do sofarly quickly (Blank 1989; Gritz and MaCurdy 1991; Harris 1991; Pavetti 1992; and Gleason,
Rangargjan, and Schochet, forthcoming). In generd, research shows that between 25 and 40 percent
of welfare recipients who leave AFDC because of employment lose their jobs and return to AFDC

within oneyear. Rates of job loss and the risk of return to AFDC are particularly high among those



with severe employment handicaps, such as those who have dropped out of high school or those
living in impoverished neighborhoods with multiple risk factors (Pavetti 1992; and Berg, Olson, and
Conrad 1991).

Research studies to date have only been able to follow welfare recipients who have found jobs
without the pressure of strict work requirements and time limits. The provisions of TANF as
implemented by states should increase the attachment of these individuals to their jobs. As states
impose work requirements and time limits on a larger group of welfare recipients, however, more
individuals who are less job ready will continue to enter the labor market. On the basis of what we
know from those who have attempted to leave welfare under less rigid state mandates, these less job
ready welfare recipients who enter the labor market under the new mandates of state laws are more
likely to need assstance to help them keep their jobs or find new jobs quickly if they lose their jobs.

The Postemployment Services Demonstration (PESD) is the first large-scale demonstration
program that examines the effectiveness of providing job retention services to newly employed
welfare recipients. In 1993, on the basis of a competitive procurement process, four states were
awarded grants under cooperative agreements with the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) to set up demonstration programs to provide additional case management services
to newly employed welfare recipients. The major goals of these programs were to promote job
retention, provide rapid reemployment for those who lost jobs, and, consequently, reduce welfare
dependency. The four states received waivers to their AFDC programs and from their JOBS rules
in order to provide job search and other assistance to facilitate job retention among all individuals
enrolled in the demonstration programs, regardless of their JOBS or AFDC status.

The demongtration includes an evauation of the PESD programs, with two main objectives. (1)

to obtain a better understanding of the experiences of individuals after they become employed and



the factors that contribute to job loss or job stability, and (2) to examine whether the services
provided by the programs can help individuals retain their jobs for longer or regain employment
more quickly upon job loss. This report focuses on the second objective and provides an early look
at the effectiveness of the programs in promoting employment and reducing welfare dependency.
A synthesis report (to be produced in early 1998) will connect the findings from the previous PESD
reports to draw lessons about program implementation, make recommendations for improving the
operation of the program, and offer suggestions for programs thinking about providing job retention
servicesin other settings. A final impact analysis report (to be produced in 1998) will examine how
effectively PESD programs increase employment and reduce welfare dependency over alonger-term
period of two years. The final impact report aso will examine the costs and the cost-effectiveness

of implementing the PESD programs.*

[I. PESD PROGRAMS

The PESD programs were implemented in four sites. (1) Chicago, lllinais; (2) Portland, Oregon;
(3) Riversde, Cdifornia; and (4) San Antonio, Texas. During a two-and-a-half-year period between
spring 1994 and fall 1996, the four states operated demonstration programs under grants from the
Adminigration for Children and Families (ACF) of DHHS. In the four demonstration sites, welfare
recipients who had participated in the states JOBS program and found employment during a 12- to
18-month period between March 1994 and December 1995 were identified and enrolled in the
demonstration. Each PESD program enrolled between 800 and 1,500 welfare recipients who had

recently found jobs during this period. Between one-half and one-third of the individualsin each site

A complete list of project reports completed so far isincluded at the end of this report.
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were selected at random to participate in the program; the rest became part of a control group

receiving regular services available to employed welfare recipients in the state.

A. PESD Program Guidelines
DHHS established key guidelines for the design and delivery of demonstration services. These

included the following:

« Serve nonexempt JOBS participants. The PESD programs were to serve AFDC
recipients in the JOBS program who obtained employment (primarily individuals
required to participate in JOBS activities instead of volunteers exempt from such
requirements). Guidelines provided that services should continue after participants left
AFDC, even if the recognized case closure reason was not increased earnings.

« Focus on job retention and reemployment. PESD services were to focus on two
objectives: (1) helping individuas keep the initial job they obtained, and (2) helping
individuds quickly find another job if they lost theinitial one. Demonstration guidelines
required that job clubs and job search services provided under the JOBS program also
be made available for extended periods to al demonstration participants who lost their
jobs, regardless of their AFDC status.> Recognizing that initial jobs might not aways
be a path to stable salf-sufficiency, DHHS specified that PESD services should include
resources to develop new job options for participants who lost their jobs or who wanted
to obtain better ones.

« Extend case management services. The cornerstone of PESD was case management
services. DHHS specified that demonstration sites should assign PESD participants to
case managers, who would maintain regular contact with them, provide encouragement
and counseling, ensure access to transitional Medicaid and child care, arrange other
needed support services, and intervene as necessary with employers or other parties.
Case managers were to identify emerging problems that might affect employment and
to intervene as early as possible to promote job retention. In addition, they were

>Theterm “employed welfare recipients’ refersto individuals who found jobs while on welfare.
Some of these individuals may have gone off welfare upon employment or shortly theresfter,
whereas others may have continued to receive welfare while employed.

3Under federal regulations at the time, JOBS case management and related support services
could be provided for only 90 days from the time an employed welfare recipient became ineligible
for AFDC,; inredity, JOBS services often were provided for a much shorter period of time or not at
all.



expected to help participants apply for and obtain the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC),
especialy in the form of an advance payment with each paycheck.

« Adopt a flexible service delivery approach. Demonstration guidelines stressed the
importance of tailoring case manager involvement and the particular services delivered
to the needs of individua participants. It was expected that some clients would need
more intensive and long-lasting help, while others might need little or no assistance.

The case management services and financid support services were directly or indirectly expected
to promote job retention and reemployment. It was also anticipated that these direct, individualized
efforts in promoting employment would translate into reductions in welfare receipt or the amounts
of benefits received.

Although the four sites built their PESD programs on a common framework provided by the
demonstration design guidelines, the specific manner in which each site implemented the guidelines
and delivered the services varied. The four sponsoring agencies. (1) defined different target
populations; (2) had different program contexts with different levels of preexisting services for newly
employed welfare recipients; and (3) provided the available postemployment services to participants

in different ways. To provide some context for interpreting the effectiveness of the programs, we

briefly describe each of these program design features.

B. Target Population

The four sites targeted dightly different groups of welfare recipients for enrollment into the
demongtration. The programsin Chicago and Riverside targeted all welfare recipients who had been
referred to or participated in their JOBS program and had recently found a job that was reported to
the JOBS case management gtaff. The programsin Portland and San Antonio were somewhat more

selective. The Portland program targeted JOBS clients who had been assigned to the two job



placement centers and subsequently found ajob.* The San Antonio PESD program primarily served
Level 1 clients, who had higher education levels and were assessed as most job ready.®

The programs served al clients regardless of whether they had full-time or part-time jobs.®
Although the programs did not exclusively rule out teenage parents, few teenage parents were
enrolled in the programs.” The Riverside and Portland programs stuck more closely to the
requirements to serve nonexempt JOBS clients. All Riverside clients were nonexempt JOBS
participants, and more than 95 percent of Portland clients were nonexempt JOBS participants. In
contrast, between 60 and 75 percent of clientsin Chicago and San Antonio were nonexempt JOBS

participants.

C. Program Context and Preexisting Services
Thefour Stes varied widdly in the generosity of their welfare programs, the work incentives they
provided for welfare recipients, and the resources they had available for newly employed welfare

recipients. For instance, at the time of the demonstration, California had the sixth most generous

“These dlients either were directly assigned to the job placement center (if they were deemed job
ready at the time of thelr JOBS assessment) or were assigned to the placement center after
completing other JOBS components, such as education or training.

*The San Antonio program served “Level 1" clients who (1) had a high school diploma or
General Educational Development (GED) certificate, (2) had worked in at least 12 of the past 24
months, or (3) had a certificate from atraining program.

®The Riverside program required individuals to have started jobs involving at least 15 hours per
week, and the San Antonio program included individuals who were working at least 10 hours per
week.

" For ingtance, the Illinois Department of Public Aid already operated a separate Y oung Parent
Services (YPS) program to provide teenage parents with intensive ongoing services, and it chose to
focusits PESD program on adults. Similarly, targeting the more job-ready individuals probably ruled
out many teenagersin Portland and San Antonio.
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welfare program in the country ($607 maximum benefits for afamily of three). By comparison, the
maximum grant in Texas of $184 for afamily of three was half the national median.

Two of the four stes already provided added incentives for dl welfare recipients to work. Illinois
had received a waiver to disregard indefinitely two-thirds of earningsin AFDC benefit calculation.
In addition to the high benefit levelsin Cdifornia, which alowed many individuals to work and retain
wedfare benefits, the state also had awaiver to maintain the $30 and one-third of earnings disregard
indefinitely. These waivers meant that more individuals in these two sites could continue to receive
wedfare while employed. In contrast, the standard disregard policy, combined with very low benefits
in San Antonio, led nearly al recipients who found a full-time job to become immediately ineligible
for AFDC and even led those with fewer than full-time hours to lose digibility four months later
when the disregard ended. AFDC recipients in Portland received benefits substantially above the
nationa median; however, they faced standard earnings disregard policies when they began working
and thisled to arelatively large drop in welfare receipt approximately four months after job start.

Control group membersin the four sites could not receive PESD services but, in theory, could
receive job retention services for 90 days after job start under the JOBS program. In practice, regular
JOBS services to welfare recipients who began employment were fairly limited. To some degree,
however, these services varied across the sites and control group members in Portland were more
likely to have received follow-up services compared with those in the other sites. In Portland, the
casdloads of placement center case managers serving JOBS participants were relatively modest and,
because these staff members had had prior contact with clients in the placement center, they
provided some continuing counsding to their clients after the clients began work. Servicesto newly
employed JOBS participants were more limited in the other sites. Although, in theory, JOBS case

management services were available for 90 days after job start, large caseloads of unemployed



welfare recipients prevented case managers in these sites from serving employed clients to any
substantial extent. In Riverside, the strong JOBS program actively offered job search and other
services to those on assistance. Because most welfare recipients in Riverside who found jobs
continued to remain eligible for AFDC, they could avail themselves of these JOBS servicesif they
lost their jobs.

The availability of supportive services such as hedlth care, child care, and temporary financia
assstance also varied from siteto site. Transitional medical coverage for one year was available in
al stesfor clientswho left welfare because they found ajob. Beyond that year, each site had some
program in place to serve medically needy or low-income individuals.

One-year trangitiona child care subsidies were generadly available to AFDC recipients and
former recipientsin two sites. Oregon and Illinois. In Oregon, former participants who exhausted
trangtiond benefits after ayear could obtain help with child care costs fairly easily through Oregon’s
Employment-Related Day Care program. In lllinois, where subsidies were generally available to
former participants, accessing the benefits was somewhat more difficult. For example, individuals
in lllinois who had exhausted their year of transitional benefits tended to encounter relatively long
waiting lists for subsidized child care dots. Subsidies for child care were available to a lesser extent
in the other two sites. For example, AFDC recipients in Riverside could, in principle, receive a
disregard of child care expenses in amounts prescribed by Title IV-A. However, very few actually
received it. San Antonio experienced child care funding constraints, and, while there were some
subsidized child care dots for those who did not receive transitional benefits, these programs

generaly had long waiting lists.



Through the JOBS program, each of the sites also offered limited work-related expense
allowances soon after job start for employed welfare recipients. These payments, however, were not

universal and typically were made when the client initiated the request.

D. PESD Services

Although the four PESD programs received broad federa guidelines regarding the provision of
services, program staff had to decide how to set up and implement the program. The sites set up the
postemployment services unit as an extension of the JOBS program and hired case managers to
provide retention services. The PESD programs emphasized more sustained and intensive case
management than was possible under the regular JOBS program. In all sites but one, PESD case
managers were part of the state JOBS program and had the same access to databases and JOBS
program services and the same authority to issue supportive service payments as regular JOBS case
managers. Case managers in these three sites served all PESD clients, including those on and off
AFDC. In the fourth site (Portland), PESD case managers were hired as part of a special unit to
provide retention services to clients. They were stationed in each of the two placement centers and
worked closely with JOBS staff members. In this site, PESD case managers handled al clients
general needs and provided job search assistance to those not receiving AFDC. JOBS staff members
provided job search assistance to clients who were receiving AFDC.

Despite some site-by-site variation in how the services were delivered, PESD case managers

provided five key services to program participants:®

8For a more detailed description of program design and services at each of the four sites, see
Haimson, Hershey, and Rangargan (1995). See Haimson and Hershey (1997) for an in-depth
discussion of the use of postemployment services.
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. Counsdling and Support. At al of the sites, individua counseling and support was the
most commonly delivered PESD service and the one that staff and clients valued most.
Case managers provided individua counseling on issues such as money management
and budgeting, contingency planning, workplace behavior, and deaing with
unsupportive family or friends. Staff members aso provided encouragement and moral
support to clients and gave them opportunities to discuss their frustrations and
problems. Between 60 and 80 percent of PESD clients in each of the four sites received
counseling and support services during the six months after PESD enrollment.

. Job Search Assistance. PESD case managers and other staff members provided
assistance to clients who had lost jobs or who wanted better ones. The job search
services ranged from individualized job search assistance from PESD case managers
(including specific job leads and genera guidance on job search methods) to more
structured job search activities available through the JOBS program (including
workshops and referral services). About two-fifths of clients, on average, received job
search assistance during the six months after enrollment.

. Resolution of Benefits Issues. Case managers helped clients apply for and resolve
eligibility or benefit problems concerning transitional Medicaid and child care, AFDC,
and food stamps. They aso helped clients access child care funding subsidies,
particularly in the Chicago Ste. In addition, they provided information on how to obtain
the EITC. The proportion of clients who recelved help resolving benefits during the first
six months after enrollment varied across sites (from alow of 24 percent in Riverside to
a high of 65 percent in San Antonio).

. Service Referrals. Clients needed assistance finding services, including health care or
child care providers, referrals to skill training or education programs, and referrals to
legd ad or specidized individual or family counseling. Between one- and two-fifths of
clientsin thefour Stes received service referrals during the six months after enrollment.

. Support Service Payments for Work-Related Expenses. The programs liberaized their
agencies policies on payment of transitional work-related expenses, allowing clientsto
obtain more frequent payments, larger payments, or payments for a wider array of
expenses than normally alowed under JOBS rules. These payments typically covered
temporary expenses associated with employment, job search, and emergencies that can
affect employment. Such assistance was expected to prevent small emergencies or
crises (such as having a car break down or not being able to afford suitable work clothes)
from leading to job loss. The extent to which clients received work expense payments
varied acrossthe sites. In Portland and Chicago, about three-fifths received at least one
work expense payment during the six months after enrollment. In Riverside, half
received at least one payment, and, in San Antonio, less than one-fifth received
payment.

10



The caseloads per case manager rose over time. By the end of the enrollment period, case
managers had been assigned, on average, between 100 and 170 clients each, depending on the site.
More than half of these clients were active or needed ongoing attention from the case managers at
any given time. Case managers felt the strain of growing caseloads over time, as the period during
which individual clients needed ongoing PESD services continued for longer than expected. In
generd, at the time of planning, programs had expected that services to individual clients would be
most intensive during the first few months after job start and would decline rapidly in later months,
with clients needing little to no services after some time. However, many clients experienced
ongoing problems and many lost jobs within a short period of time; these clients required ongoing
reemployment and retention services. Consequently, the number of clients served did not decline
as rapidly as expected during the later months of the demonstration.®

Sites varied to some degree in their schedule for maintaining ongoing contact with the clients.
Of the four sites, the Chicago program included afairly intensive schedule for ongoing contact with
new clients aswell as with clientswho lost jobs, and case managers had to report periodically to their
supervisor on these contacts. The other sites aso had specific schedules, but the schedules
sometimes were less intense or were less closely adhered to (especialy if the client did not want to
maintain contact with the case manager). In al stes, contact schedules grew harder to maintain over

time as the caseloads grew larger and more clients than expected required ongoing services.

°An average of between 40 and 70 percent of dlients across the sites were active during any given
quarter of the follow-up year; that is, they received at least one telephone or in-person contact that
included services (aservice contact) during a given three-month period. Active clients received, on
average, between two and four service contacts during each three-month period. The number of
active clients, aswdll as the estimated number of service contacts per active client, remained relatively
constant during much of the follow-up period.
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With no other models of smilar programsto follow, the states had to be creative about the types
of postemployment services they would provide and how to deliver them. They had to adapt and
change aspects of service ddivery as case managers learned about clients' needs and learned clients
reactions to their efforts to provide services.’® The formative nature of these programs, as well as
their evolution over time as case managers had a better sense of clients needs and adjusted to

growing caseloads, must be kept in mind while interpreting program impacts.

[11. ANALYSISQUESTIONSAND METHODS

Using a case management approach, the PESD programs sought to promote job retention and
support the employment pathways that welfare recipients take toward self-sufficiency. The programs
aimed to promote sustained employment and thereby increase earnings and reduce welfare
dependency in amanner that would ease clients transition from welfare to work. To measure the
extent to which the PESD programs met these objectives, we examined three key questionsin our

analysis of impacts:

1. Were the programs successful in keeping people in their jobs longer?
2. Did the programs increase employment and earnings during the first year of followup?

3. Did the programs reduce AFDC and food stamp benefits during the first year of
followup?

For example, some of the envisioned services did not work out. Program staff in all sites had
anticipated that the case managers would maintain contact with clients employers and resolve
workplace conflicts or other workplace issues. This component of case management, however,
turned out to be minor largely because of clients' preferences. On the other hand, case managers,
particularly in Chicago and Portland, spent a large portion of their time correcting welfare benefit
payment errors or dealing with child care payments.
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The extent to which we are likely to observe impacts on these outcomes depends on the extent
to which the PESD program staff promoted these outcomes, aswell as on the extent to which control
group members received services that might affect these outcomes. For example, if PESD case
managers assisted or persuaded those who lost jobs to find jobs quickly, and no such assistance or
persuasion was available to control group members, then we would expect to observe employment
impacts. If, however, control group members who lost jobs and returned to welfare were pushed by
JOBS case managers to find other jobs quickly, then observed program impacts would be much
smadler. Similarly, to the extent that PESD case managers may have helped their clients obtain all
the welfare benefits that would fecilitate their transition from welfare to work, the programs may not
have had any effect on welfare receipt.

Because a random-assignment design was chosen to evaluate the programs’ effectiveness, we
estimate program impacts by comparing mean outcome levels for program group members with
those for control group members during the first year following random assignment. Because
random assgnment ensures the creation of two groups of individuals that differ only in their access
to the program, any resulting differences between the two groups at alater time can be attributed to
the incremental services offered by the program. In most of the tables in the report, we present
control group means and estimated impacts (which represent the difference between the program

and control group means).™

“These impacts are regression-adjusted to take into account any observed preexisting
differences between the program and control groups that might have arisen out of chance. The
program group mean can be obtained by adding the estimated impact to the control group mean.
For example, if 80 percent of control group members received AFDC benefits during a given period,
and the estimated impact is -8, thisimplies that (80 + (-8)), or 72, percent of program group members
received AFDC during the same period. Similarly, if the control group mean for AFDC benefit
amountsis $2,800 and the estimated impact is $250, then the program group mean for AFDC benefit
amountsis ($2,800 + $250), or $3,050.
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The prdiminary findingsin this report are based primarily on survey data collected for arandom
sample of about 300 individuasin each site approximately one year after program enrollment. Each
site enrolled between 800 and 1,500 individuals in the demonstration, and we are collecting
administrative records data for the full sample for the final impact analysis. Since we did not have
complete administrative records data at the time of this analysis, we relied on the survey data to
estimate program impacts. Furthermore, the survey data contain detailed information on
employment and earnings that are not available in the administrative records. The survey sampleis
representative of the full sample; however, due to its relatively small size, this analysis is somewhat
limited in its ability to detect statistically significant impacts. Therefore, the preliminary findings
reported here should be used cautiously and considered as only indicative of the impacts we might
expect to identify in the finad analysis. The fina impact analysis will be based on administrative
records obtained for the full sample enrolled in the demonstration and will further examine the issues
explored in this report.*? Appendix A contains details on the sample sizes and data sources, the
rationale for the decison to rely on the survey data rather than on the administrative records data for
this analysis, the characteristics of the survey sample, and the analysis methods used to estimate

program impacts.

2Using administrative records data for those sample members for whom we had data, we
calculated preliminary impact estimates for the year following sample intake. The estimates based
on these partid administrative records are displayed in Appendix Tables C.1-C.3. By and large, we
find that administrative records estimates for employment and earnings are generally consistent with
the estimates based on the survey data. However, the welfare impacts for the two samples tend to
be somewhat more different. In the discussion of impact estimates, we note instances where
estimates from the two sources differ substantively.
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V. IMPACTSON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND WELFARE

Overall, we find some indications that one program was modestly successful in promoting
employment and reducing welfare, and two sites had somewhat similar, although smaller, effects.’®
In the fourth Site, we observe no move toward self-sufficiency, and, in fact, we find that those in the
program group, on average, have lower earnings compared with those in the control group. (This
finding is puzzling, and we suspect that it is partly the result of programmatic differences and the
program context in this site.) Taken as a whole, and interpreted in light of the fact that these
programs were a first attempt to provide postemployment services to welfare recipients, these
findings give some reason for optimism about the usefulness of providing job retention services to
wefare recipients who have recently found jobs. Our fina impact analysis based on alarger sample
may shed light on the groups of welfare recipients among whom these types of programs may have

larger impacts.

A. Werethe Programs Successful in Helping People Keep Their Jobs Longer?

The primary god of the programs was to provide services that would enable individuals to hold
their jobs for longer periods of time. Individuas are likely to face the greatest challenges to
employment soon after finding a job, when they must deal with a variety of transition issues. Case
managerstried to contact clients soon after they had found a job, and attempted to assess the support
or services that clients needed to prevent job loss. The first question that naturally arisesis to what
extent the programs were successful in helping individuals maintain their jobs for longer periods of
time. Overall, we find that two sites may have had small and modest (though not statistically

significant) effects in increasing job tenure, while no effects were found in the other two sites.

Brew of the differences are statistically significant. Thisis duein part to the modest program
effects and in part to the small size of the survey sample.
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To estimate the length of time sample members maintained their initial jobs, we took three steps.
First, we examined the percentage of sample members who reported having a job around the time
of random assignment (a “starting job”). Since newly employed AFDC recipients were assigned
randomly to the PESD program group or a control group soon after they were identified as having
found a job, most sample members (both program and control group members) should have
reported a starting job.** On finding that not all sample members reported a starting job, we then
tried to understand the reasons that some sample members may not have reported a starting job and
the implication of these reasons for the impact estimates. Finally, we had to decide on how to
account for those sample members who did not report starting jobs when we estimate program
impacts on job tenure.

We found that only about 80 percent of the sample members across the sites reported a starting
jobin the self-reported survey. There are three reasons that some individuals may not have reported
adarting job: (1) they found ajob but never sarted it; (2) the job lasted or was expected to last less
than two weeks and, thus, was not reported in the survey because of the way the survey question
was asked; or (3) the job lasted such a short time that they did not recall it when the survey was
conducted ayear later. In order to understand why 20 percent of the sample members did not report
a starting job, we examined the administrative earnings data for these individuals. We found that
nearly 70 percent of those who did not report a starting job actually did earn income during the
guarter when they were randomly assigned, suggesting that the nonreporting of starting jobs most

likely reflects recall errors.’®

“We dlowed for athree-month window on either side of the random-assignment date, since we
were concerned that some sample members might not correctly recall their job starting date.

BThese administrative data do not include those sample members who only earned unreported
(continued...)
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We dso found that in three of four sites (all except Portland), alarger percentage of those in the
program group reported having starting jobs compared with those in the control group (between five
and seven percentage points). Program group members may be more likely to report a starting job,
either because participating in PESD and working with case managers served as atrigger for them
to better remember the jobs or because the PESD program and its services actualy helped them hold
their jobs longer (thus enabling the program group members to recall them more successfully). Each
reason presents a different implication for the effects of the program in promoting job retention. For
example, if more program group members remembered their starting jobs because they held the jobs
for alonger period of time, this suggests that the programs may have been effective in promoting job
retention. However, if program group members remembered their starting jobs only because the
program acted as atrigger to help them remember, then this has no implication for the effectiveness
of job retention services.

Since we cannot easily determine the rea reason for these differences, we estimated the
effectiveness of the PESD programsin promoting job retention using two different approaches. one
to provide an upper-bound impact estimate of weeks spent in the starting job, the other to provide
amore conservative (or lower-bound) impact estimate of weeks spent in the starting job. The upper-
bound impact estimate assumes that all nonreporting of starting jobsis aresult of recall error due to
short jobs. To obtain this estimate, we calculated the amount of time sample members spent in their
starting jobs assuming that the nonreporters held starting jobs that lasted, on average, two weeks.
Based on this assumption, control group members, on average, spent between 22 and 27 weeksin

their starting job (Figure 1, Graph A). In two of the four sites (Chicago and Riverside),

13(...continued)
income (for example, from odd jobs such as baby-sitting and yard work).
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FIGURE 1

RANGE OF IMPACTS ON WEEKS IN THE STARTING JOB
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SOURCE: PESD follow-up surveys conducted an average of 15 months after sample intake.

NOTE: Estimates are regression-adjusted.

* Program-control group differences are significantly different from zero at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
** Program-control group differences are significantly different from zero at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

2Calculated based on the assumption that those individuals who did not report a starting job actually did have a starting job, and one that lasted an average of two weeks.

bCalculated based on the assumption that those individuals who did not report a starting job actually did have a starting job, and one that lasted the average length of time
as the starting jobs that were reported.




program group members spent three to four weeks longer in their starting job (a 14 to 19 percent
increase) than the control group members. In the other two sites, there were no differences between
the two groups. To the extent that the two-week assumption underestimates the time actually spent
in the nonreported jobs, these estimates will overstate the programs’ impact on employment length.

The more conservative impact estimate is based on a comparison of job tenure only for those
who reported having ajob. This estimate implicitly assumes that starting job nonreporters had jobs
that lasted, on average, the same length of time as the jobs held by those who did report a starting
job (or, at a minimum, about five months).** Based on this estimate, control group members, on
average, spent between 30 and 33 weeks in their starting jobs (Figure 1, Graph B). We find, then,
that the differences in job tenure among those in the program group and those in the control group
are much smaller based on this conservative assumption. For example, in Chicago and Riverside,
program group members experienced only a4 to 8 percent increase in starting job tenure, compared
with a 14 to 19 percent increase when we assume a two-week job spell.

B. Did the Programs Increase Employment and Earnings During the First Year After

Followup?

In addition to helping individuals stay in their jobs longer, the programs aso tried to promote
employment and earnings by helping those who lost jobs find other ones quickly. To assess this,
we examined the extent and patterns of employment and earnings over the first follow-up year.

We find that sample members in the four sites were employed two-thirds to three-quarters of

the weeks during the follow-up period (Figure 2). Those in the program group in Chicago

%This impact estimate assumes that the only reason that more program than control group
members reported starting jobsis that the PESD program served as atrigger to help program group
members better recall their jobs. Because we expect people who had jobs that |asted five months
to remember their jobs, we view this calculation as providing a lower-bound estimate of program
effects on job retention.
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FIGURE 2

EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS OUTCOMES
DURING THE FIRST YEAR AFTER INTAKE
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SOURCE: PESD follow-up surveys conducted an average of 15 months after sample intake.
NOTE: Estimates are regression-adjusted.

* Program-control group differences are significantly different from zero at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
** Program-control group differences are significantly different from zero at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.




experienced a nearly six percentage point increase in the amount of time employed during the year
compared with those in the control group (a nine percent increase over the control group mean).
Program group members in Riverside experienced small increases in employment compared with
those in the control group, whereas those in Portland and San Antonio experienced small decreases
in employment. The magnitudes of the differences in employment in these three sites were fairly
small, and none were statistically significant.

In al sites except Portland, we observe modest positive effects of the program on earnings
(although none are significant).’” For example, those in the program group in these three sites
experienced earnings gains of $300 to nearly $600 over the year, which trandates to about afive to
eight percent increase in annua earnings (Figure 2). The earnings increases in Chicago and Riverside
are driven largely by employment increases among those in the program group. In San Antonio, the
increase reflects the greater number of hours worked by program group members compared with
hours worked by control group members (not shown). The impact in Portland continues the
anomalous pattern for that site.

Figures 3 and 4 show patterns of monthly employment and earnings, respectively. In all sites,
we observe a reduction in employment over the year among sample members in both the program
and control groups. For example, approximately 70 to 85 percent of the control group membersin
the four sites reported being employed in the first month of followup; only 60 to 75 percent were
employed 12 months after followup (Figure 3). Reductionsin earnings over time were smaller than

the reductions in employment (Figure 4); this fact suggests that those with low wages and/or low

"The estimates based on the available administrative records data for the larger sample are
consistent with these findings.
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FIGURE 3

PERCENT EMPLOYED,
BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE
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SOURCE: PESD follow-up surveys conducted an average of 15 months after sample intake.

NOTE: Estimates are regression-adjusted. See Appendix Table B.1 for monthly impact estimates and the associated p-values
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FIGURE 4

AVERAGE MONTHLY EARNINGS,
BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE
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hours were more likely to leave employment, and the higher wage earners (or those who received
raises) and/or those who worked high hours were more likely to stay employed.

Program effects on employment and earnings over the follow-up year reflect fairly closely the
overall program effects in aggregate employment and earnings. Chicago had the most consistent
patterns of employment and earnings impacts over the first follow-up year. In this site, throughout
the year following program entry, between 60 and 73 percent of those in the control group were
employed in any given month. The employment rate for those in the program group was 3 to 8
percentage points higher in each month of the year (Figure 3), which represents a 5 to 12 percent
increase in the employment rates of those in the program group, compared with those in the control
group.’® The employment impacts in Riverside and San Antonio show greater variance. For
example, in Riversgde, we observe an increase in employment of seven to eight percentage pointsin
some months and a decrease of two to three percentage points in other months. 1n both Riverside
and San Antonio, however, we find positive earnings impacts (especialy during the early months
after random assignment). In Portland, consistent with the earlier findings, we observe negative
effects on employment and earnings during most of the follow-up period.

Most of the jobs sample members held were in service, sales, and administrative support
positions. Fewer than 10 percent of the jobs were in professional occupations. Between 6 and 14
percent of the jobs were in production and construction (Table 1). We do not observe many
differences in the occupationa distribution of jobs held by sample members in the program and

control groups.

BAlthough these impacts are not statistically significant, the magnitude and consistency of
patterns of impacts lead us to believe that the lack of statistical significance is likely due to the
relatively small sample sizesin our survey sample.
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TABLE1

DESCRIPTION OF JOB CHARACTERISTICSAT THE TIME OF THE SURVEY

(Percentage)
Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Control Control Control
Group  Estimated Group Estimated Group  Estimated Group  Estimated
Mean Impact® Mean Impact® Mean Impact® Mean Impact®
Occupation
Manager/professional/technical 6.0 0.3 7.4 1.0 4.9 35 7.0 14
Sales 16.0 34 12.2 -1.9 139 22 175 33
Secretarial 13 0.8 14 0.8 238 0.0 21 18
Other administrative support 28.7 -1.6 36.5 0.3 25.7 -4.0 30.0 -0.1
Food and beverage preparation 6.0 -39 7.4 -2.2 104 -2.7 7.0 -1.8
Health services 14.0 27 115 14 7.6 15 19.6 -4.7
Private househol d/protective services 8.7 -11 14 12 6.9 22 14 0.6
Other services 7.3 10 6.1 16 9.7 -2.0 84 -1.9
Mechanical/construction/
production 11.3 -1.6 14.2 -3.2 14.6 0.6 6.3 15
Other 0.7 0.0 20 0.6 35 0.0 0.7 0.2
Benefits Offered on the Job
Health insurance 448 12.5%* 61.6 -3.2 374 -4.3 39.0 17.7%*
Paid sick leave 30.5 14.8** 441 -1.7 318 -1.4 30.9 8.7
Paid vacation 48.7 12.7%* 63.0 4.7 35.8 1.2 44.6 6.4
Child care assistance 41 09 6.3 -29 43 -1.4 3.6 6.4**
Flexible hours 313 111 47.6 -11.2%* 34.0 0.0 39.3 -0.8
Transportation 8.7 -1.0 41 3.0 4.2 7.7%* 238 24
Retirement benefits 26.7 12.2%* 46.4 -10.2* 26.5 -6.0 26.0 6.1
Job Benefits Used (Among Those
Offered the Benefit)
Health insurance 250 15.7%* 50.3 -0.3 44.2 5.8 27.8 12.7
Flexible hours 80.0 4.6 76.8 25 75.0 -05 717 6.5
Shift Worked
Day/afternoon shift 67.3 -32 74.8 -4.9 75.7 -6.5 68.8 9.1
Evening/graveyard shift 16.7 54 11.6 0.6 104 22 104 -39
Variable shift 16.0 -2.2 13.6 4.4 13.9 4.3 20.8 -5.2
Sample Size 155 305 156 315 152 302 150 312

SourcE: PESD survey data.
NOTE: These data pertain to the job held at the time of the survey or thejob held just prior to the interview.
2The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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In terms of job quality, as measured by earnings and benefits, sample members in both groups
in Portland generally had better jobs (jobs that offered higher pay and more benefits), and sample
membersin Riversde held jobs that offered relatively low wages and the fewest benefits. About half
the sample members across dl sites held jobs that offered health insurance. Program group members
in Chicago and San Antonio were more likely than control group members to hold jobs that offered
health insurance.

C. DidtheProgramsLead to Reductionsin Welfare Receipt During the First Year Following

Intake?

To assess the extent to which sample members’ reliance on welfare may have decreased over
time as employment and earnings increased, we examined AFDC and food stamp receipt and benefit
amounts over the follow-up year. To understand the differences in welfare experiences between
program and control group members during thisyear, it isuseful, first, to review the context in which
these differences occurred.

In al sites during the months following random assignment, we observe a sharp reduction in the
number of both program and control group members receiving welfare and a decrease in the average
benefit amounts (Figures 5 and 6). Thelevels of benefit amounts and the decrease in welfare receipt
varied across the sites, primarily reflecting the state policies regarding AFDC benefit generosity and
earnings disregard. For example, levels of AFDC receipt stayed high in Riverside, where there were
high benefits and an indefinite earnings disregard program; hence, most individuals who found jobs
continued to receive welfare. Similarly, the two-thirds earnings disregard rules in Chicago led most
individuasin that Ste who found jobsto continue to receive welfare. In these two sites, we observe

a gradua reduction in welfare receipt during the first few months after job start
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FIGURE 5

PERCENT RECEIVING AFDC,
BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE
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NOTES:

Estimates are regression-adjusted. See Appendix Table B.2 for monthly impact estimates and the associated p-values

that show the level of significance of the impacts.

Site-by-site variation in the proportion of sample members receiving AFDC primarily reflects differences in state
policies and program context related to AFDC benefits and earnings disregard.




FIGURE 6

AVERAGE MONTHLY AFDC RECEIPT,
BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE

$600 $600
550 550
500 500
450 450
400 400
350 350
300 |- 300
250 |- 250
200 | N e N e 200
150 150 |
100 100
50 50
0 0
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Months After Intake Months After Intake
Chicago Portland
$600 $600
550 550
500 500
450 450
400 400
350 350
300 300
250 250
200 200
150 150
100 100
50 50
0 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Months After Intake Months After Intake
Riverside San Antonio
m—  Program Group = ——— Control Group

SOURCE: PESD follow-up surveys conducted an average of 15 months after sample intake.
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that show the level of significance of the impacts.

Site-by-site variation in the level of AFDC benefit amounts for sample members primarily reflects state policies and
program context related to AFDC benefits and earnings disregard.




but a large number of individuals (60 to 70 percent) continued to receive AFDC 12 months after
intake.

In contrast, levels of AFDC receipt fal off fairly rapidly for employed welfare individuals in San
Antonio and Portland, and we see a sharp decline in benefit receipt among sample members in these
two stes during the first few months after intake. San Antonio and Portland both had the standard
$30 and one-third of earnings disregard for the first four months. Moreover, Texasis such alow-
benefit state that an individual earning full-time minimum wage would almost immediately not be
eligible for welfare. In these two sites, benefit receipt drops during the first few months and then
stays fairly constant at alow level (between 30 and 40 percent) in the subsequent months.

In light of the welfare context in each of the sites, we now examine the impact of PESD on
welfare receipt and benefit amounts during the year after intake. Table 2 shows AFDC and food
stamp benefits for the entire one-year period after intake, while monthly patterns of AFDC receipt
and benefits and food stamp receipt and benefits are shown in Figures 5 through 8, respectively. In
terms of welfare receipt, we find evidence of sgnificant program effects in both Chicago (arelatively
high-benefit welfare site) and San Antonio (arelatively low-benefit one). In both sites, those in the
program group had significantly lower rates of AFDC and food stamp receipt in the year following
random assignment than those in the control group. For instance, Chicago and San Antonio
program group members were likely to be recelving AFDC and food stamps for about 10 percent less
time (or oneless month) over the year than those in the control group. Program group membersin
these two sites also received smaller AFDC and food stamp benefit amounts--a 7 to 10 percent
reduction in benefit amounts. Monthly patterns of impacts are consistent with overall impacts. They

show, for example, that progran group members in both dStes consistently
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TABLE 2

AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITSDURING THE FIRST YEAR AFTER INTAKE

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio

Control Control Control Control

Group Estimated Group Estimated Group Estimated Group  Estimated

Mean Impact® Mean Impact® Mean Impact® Mean Impact®

AFDC
Percentage of Tota Period Receiving
AFDC 80.1 -7.9%* 39.9 38 77.3 -04 38.1 -4.8
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Among Those Who Received It 10.0 -0.9** 55 0.1 9.4 -0.2 6.5 -1.4%*
Average Monthly Benefits (Dollars) 235 -21 139 31** 392 -8 67 -6
Food Stamps

Percentage of Tota Period Receiving
Food Stamps 82.5 -7.3** 73.6 15 710 6.2 87.6 -8.9**
Average Number of Months Receiving
Food Stamps Among Those Who
Received Them 10.0 -0.8** 8.9 0.2 9.2 -0.6 10.7 -0.9**
Average Monthly Food Stamp Benefits
(Dollars) 192 -19* 152 6 125 -9 218 -16
Sample Size 155 305 156 315 150 302 150 312

Source: PESD data.

NOTE: Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted. Appendix Table B.4 presents the p-values that show the level of significance of the estimated
impacts.

2The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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FIGURE 7

PERCENT RECEIVING FOOD STAMPS,
BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE
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FIGURE 8

AVERAGE MONTHLY FOOD STAMPS RECEIPT,
BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE
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experienced about a 10 percent reduction in food stamp benefits during most of the months
following intake.

Results are more mixed in the Riverside site, where we do not observe any differences in the
AFDC receipt of program or control group members, but we do observe modest reductions in food
stamp receipt among program group members. Finaly, in Portland, we actualy see significant
increases in AFDC benefit receipt over the follow-up period. Program group membersin Portland
were more likely than control group members to receive AFDC and food stamp benefits throughout
most of the year, especialy during the later months.™

To understand how the programs supported movement toward self-sufficiency and out of
poverty, we examined the components of total income over the follow-up year (Table 3). For welfare
recipients who found jobs, just over half of their income was from earnings, and the rest was divided
between AFDC and food stamps.® In three of the four programs, sample members experienced an
increase in the proportion of ther total income from earnings and a reduction in the proportion from

welfare over the follow-up period; in Chicago, this effect is statistically significant.

®For the Riverside and Portland sites, the impact estimates for welfare receipt that are based on
the available administrative records for the full sample differ somewhat from those based on the
survey sample. In Riversde, where nearly complete records data are available for eight months, we
observe increases in AFDC and food stamp receipt and benefit amounts among program group
members compared with control group members. This finding may reflect the efforts of the
Riverside case managers to secure benefits for their PESD clients. In contrast, in Portland, where
records data are much less complete, we observe a modest reduction in the receipt of AFDC and
food stamp benefits, aresult contrary to what we observed using the survey sample. These differing
results serve as a reminder that the results presented in this report are preliminary and should be
viewed with some caution.

20Sample members received another seven percent, on average, from other sources, including
Supplemental Security Income, Unemployment Insurance, help from family/friends, and child
support. Unfortunately, we do not have information for the entire year on income obtained from
these sources.
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TABLE3

TOTAL INCOME AND ITS SOURCES OVER THE FOLLOW-UP YEAR

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Control Control Control
Group Estimated Group Estimated Group Estimated Group Estimated
Mean Impact® Mean Impact® Mean Impact® Mean Impact®
Total Income (Dallars) 12,260 153 12,982 -205 12,760 93 9,696 126
Earnings (Doallars) 7,151 588 9,483 -648 6,560 301 6,269 397
Unearned Income (Dollars)
AFDC 2,815 -253 1,664 375** 4,701 -96 807 -78
Food stamps 2,309 -228* 1,826 77 1,498 -112 2,620 -194*
Proportional Contribution
of Various Sourcesto Total
Income (Percentage)
Earnings 50.3 6.1* 65.3 -21 475 17 575 3.2
AFDC 274 -3.2 16.9 25 39.9 -1.0 11.2 -14
Food stamps 22.3 -2.9% 17.8 -0.4 125 -0.7 31.2 -18
Income as Percentage of
Poverty Level (Percentage) b
Lessthan 75 49.2 -8.0 34.0 51 40.1 0.7 62.2 55
75t0 99 18.2 71 24.0 -2.8 26.0 1.0 25.8 -3.4
100 or higher 32.6 0.9 419 -2.3 33.9 -16 12.0 -2.1
(Average) (83.1) 1.9 (92.3) (0.5 (87.6) (-1.6) 64.3 -0.2
Sample Size 155 305 156 315 152 302 150 312

Source: PESD survey data.

NoTes:  Edimated impacts are regression-adjusted. Appendix Table B.4 presents the p-vaues that show the level of significance of the
estimated impacts.

Edtimated impacts based on available administrative records data for the full sample are not provided for these measures. Given
their aggregate nature, using incomplete data to cal cul ate estimates for these measures would not be appropriate.

2The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.
bThe distribution of income as a percentage of the poverty level is statistically significant at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



V. INTERPRETATION AND CONCLUSIONS

The preliminary analysis of the interim impacts of PESD suggests that one site was modestly
successful in promoting employment and reducing welfare, and two sites had somewhat similar
(although smaller) effects. In the fourth site, we actually observe opposite results--lower
employment and increases in welfare receipt. Even though these results are based on a subsample
of demondtration enrollees, combined with our examination of the incomplete administrative records
data (at the time of the analysis), we expect only small or modest effects at best in the final analysis.

What do we make of these modest effects, and why do some programs appear more successful
than others? Three factors should be considered in interpreting program impacts. (1) the
experimenta and evolving nature of the PESD programs, (2) the extent to which case management
services matched clients' diverse needs, and (3) the services aready available to those in the control
group.

The four PESD programs were fairly experimental in nature, with each program evolving
and learning asit went along. PESD was the first large-scale program of job retention services set
in the context of the state welfare program. None of the programs had any prior service delivery
models on which they could build or from which they could benefit. Consequently, the PESD
programs evolved throughout the demonstration period, as program staff worked toward full
implementation. Gradually, case managers learned how to determine what specific types of services
to provide, how to deliver the services, over what period of time to deliver services, and, in some
cases, how and to what extent to integrate PESD service delivery with the JOBS program and
connect it to the welfare system.

As case managers started delivering services, they found that severa of the planned services

could not be delivered. For example, case managers had hoped to resolve workplace conflicts by
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talking directly to employers and thereby promoting job retention. However, most clients did not
want case managers to intervene directly with employers, and this aspect of service ddlivery never
took place. Similarly, the programs had anticipated that case managers would promote the use of
the advance payment option of the EITC. PESD staff did provide information around tax time on
obtaining the EITC; however, little was done to promote the advance payment option of EITC, a
feature that could have enabled some clients to have more take-home pay each month. Nearly half
the sample members received EITC (significantly more program group members than control group
members--49 versus 42 percent), but less than one in five of these used the advance payment option.

In contrast, case managers spent a substantia amount of time on issues they had not anticipated.
For example, case managers spent alot of time attempting to resolve benefit eigibility and payment
errors for clients; they helped correct income maintenance errors, helped obtain eligibility for
trangtiond child care, and resolved child care payment errors. Case managers spent some time early
on learning how to work with other agency staff to resolve these issues. To the extent that these
services may not have the same immediate effect on employment as other services might (such as
direct intervention with clients employers to prevent job loss or job search assistance), the effects
of these services may become more evident in the longer term.

In terms of the period over which services were delivered, the original intention (at the time of
program planning) was that case management contacts and services would be regular and intensive
during the early stages of clients participation but much less so over time. This would keep the
average caseload size manageable at any given point. However, many clients lost their jobs fairly
quickly and required services over alonger than expected time period. Case managers needed to
work actively with such clients on an ongoing basis to help them find and keep jobs and resolve

crises or difficultiesthat arose after the first few months after job start. As caseloads increased over
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time, case managers may not dways have been able to provide services to al clients who might have
needed assistance.

Since case management services are more appropriate for some clientsthan for others, the
services delivered may not always have matched the diverse needs of all clients. The program
guiddines required case managers to establish and maintain some contact with all clients who were
enrolled in the programs, regardless of their needs. The process of contacting clients and informing
them about PESD services often was challenging and time-consuming, especialy since it was a new
program and was separated from the rest of the welfare system. Case managers were given fairly
wide latitude with respect to service ddivery and received little guidance on how to serve clients with
different types and levels of need, including those with few or no needs and those with multiple
needs. Although case managers in each site implemented the program guidelines somewhat
differently, they often spent some time trying to maintain regular contact with most clients,
regardless of clients needs. In some instances, case managers spent a lot of time with a small
number of clients with severe needs or attempted to maintain contact even with clients who indicated
they did not want any services. Over time, these practices imposed constraints on case managers
time and may have made it difficult to provide services to the clients who most needed assistance.
A systematic attempt to distinguish up front which clients most needed intensive case management
services and which could make it on their own might have resulted in services that were better
tailored to meet clients diverse needs.

The program context and services already available to those in the control group also
influenced the magnitude of estimated program effects. Typically, estimated impacts are largest
when a program provides new services that are not aready available in the existing system, and those

in the control group have access to very few services. To the extent that those in the control group

37



are receiving services smilar to what those in the program group are receiving, or are receiving
aternative types of supportive services, measured program impacts are likely to be diluted. In the
two sites (Chicago and San Antonio) where we observe modest increases in earnings and decreases
in welfare, relatively limited case management services were available to control group members
through the JOBS program. In the other two sites (Riverside and Portland), where control group
members had access to some similar services, we find smaller effects and effects that move in the
opposite direction. In some sense, failure to find the expected program impacts in Riverside and
Portland, where control group members had access to some services, may actually reinforce the
value of making available job search and other services for employed welfare recipients.

We suspect that the lack of welfareimpactsin Riversde may be due to the strong JOBS program
in that state--the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program.? The GAIN intervention has
been nationally recognized as a program that makes a strong push to help individuals find jobs and
get off welfare. The strong work orientation and constant push by GAIN case managers to find
employment for clients could have led some control group individuals to leave welfare even without
having ajob. For example, PESD dlients in the Riverside focus groups frequently complained about
the strong work orientation of the GAIN caseworkers and talked about how much more they liked
the friendlier approach of the PESD case managers. This approach of the PESD case managers
might have led some clients who would otherwise have gone off welfare to remain on it. Moreover,
the philosophies of the two programs could have differed somewhat, with the GAIN caseworkers

focusing on reducing welfare dependency, while the PESD case managers focused on helping

ZAsmentioned previously, estimates based on available administrative records data for the full
sample show that welfare benefitsin Riversde were actually higher for program group members than
control group members one year after intake and significantly so in more than half of the months.
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employed clients stay employed and accessing al the benefits that would facilitate their transition
from welfare to work.

The findings in Portland, where earnings decreased and welfare benefits increased among
program group members relative to those in the control group, are the most puzzling. The findings
from our process anaysis do suggest that Portland may have offered a greater extent of similar
sarvicesto control group members than the other sites did.?? Specifically, according to program staff,
control group members were somewhat likely to avail themselves of the postemployment services
available under the regular JOBS program because they had had previous contact with the job
placement case managers. Furthermore, all sample members (both program and control group) had
access to the resource room in the placement office where they could look for job postings and use
a computer to update their resumes.

While the availability of these services could have resulted in no impact, it does not explain why
program group members did worse compared with those in the control group.® A few features
peculiar to the Portland PESD program may be partially responsible for these findings. First,
Portland was the only site where PESD case managers did not fully assume the position of JOBS
program case manager; instead, they shared responsibility with the JOBS case managers. It is
possible, then, that clients who did not want program staff to contact them could more easily dip

through the cracks as a result of the shared responsibility. Second, differencesin how program and

22See Haimson, Hershey, and Rangargjan (1995) for a detailed description of program
implementation in the four sites, as well as the types of services available to those in the program
group and control group in each site.

Z|n Portland, the estimated impacts from the partiad administrative records data differ more from
the estimated impacts based on the survey data than in any other site. This suggests that these
negative impactsin Portland may be related to the sample and data used in this study and should be
interpreted with some caution.
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control group case files were processed and transmitted may have affected how quickly some sample
members received services. In Portland, case files of all welfare recipients were sent from the
placement center back to the branch offices three months after a client had exited welfare. If aclient
went back on welfare, the PESD case managers were supposed to receive the case files. Sometimes
(especidly early in the demongration, when no process had been established) it took along time for
thefilesto reach the PESD case managers. In contrast, control group members who went back on
welfare were sent to a two-week job search program and then back to the placement center if they
did not find ajob within this period. As aresult, some control group members may have found new
jobs or received job search services fairly quickly upon job loss. Findly, of the four sites, the
Portland program, because of its decentralized, self-directed team approach to managing the PESD
program, allowed the greatest amount of flexibility and imposed the least amount of supervisory
structure or oversight on the program. The case managers in Portland were as dedicated as the case
managers in the other three sites; however, this lower level of structure, combined with the more
complex interactions with JOBS and branch office staff, may have undermined the case managers
efforts. Despite these speculations, the negative effects in Portland are puzzling. These findings may
be due to some of the programmatic differences just discussed, or they might be an artifact of the
sample and data used in this study.

Since these programs were a first attempt to provide postemployment services, even the
evidence of modest preiminary effects of the programs in three sites gives some reason for optimism
about the usefulness and importance of providing job retention services to welfare recipients who
have recently found jobs. Given some of the inconsistencies in the estimates based on the survey
with those based on the administrative records data, however, we are less confident that the findings

in Portland and Riverside will be sustained over time. The anaysis in the fina report will use
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complete data for the full sample and will allow us to draw more definitive conclusions, aswell as
discuss the implications of targeting services in subgroups of the population. Other programs that
Set up services to promote job retention may build on the experiences of PESD service delivery and
may have more success in promoting employment.

As the new welfare law is implemented, and more individuals with less experience enter the
labor market, states will have to develop strategies to improve job retention. Through the final impact
analysis, we will be better equipped to more fully explore questions relating to the effectiveness of
case management services in promoting job retention. Nevertheless, in this preliminary anayss, we
identify several key issues that will provide a framework for programs that are thinking about

providing job retention services:

« Someclientsare able to sustain employment on their own and will need only little or
short-term assistance to meet specific needs. Others, however, face multiple barriers
and will need ongoing assistance; programs should attempt to target these clients for
ongoing case management support. In the context of a strong economy, about 60
percent of those who found jobs were able to sustain employment over the follow-up
year; most of them likely needed only little or short-term assistance. Over time,
however, more clientswho are less job ready are likely to enter the labor market, as the
strong work requirements of the new welfare law get implemented. While time limits
may motivate some of these individualsto hold on to their jobs, it is likely that many will
need some supportive services to enable them to stay employed. Programs will need to
determine up front which clients most need ongoing support from a job retention
specialist and which clients need only short-term assistance.

« Simplifying service delivery mechanisms may ease the transition from welfare to
work for many clients and free case management resources for those clients who
need it most. By changing procedures so that clients can more easily access services
and by integrating functions across agencies so that duplication and delays can be
eliminated, program staff may be better equipped to meet clients' needs efficiently. For
example, simplifying access to child care resources or subsidies may be desirable in
some states where these procedures are complicated. States may also want to provide
immediate job search assistance to clients who have lost jobs, instead of waiting for
individuals to come back onto welfare so that they can “qualify” for job search services.
These types of system changes can reduce the administrative steps case managers and
job retention specialists must take to provide certain services, effectively giving them
more time to concentrate on providing other services and meeting other client needs.
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE, DATA, AND ANALYSISMETHODS



This appendix lays out the framework for the interim impact analysis. It includes a discussion
of the sample sizes and data sources used in the impact analysis, the characteristics of the survey

sample, and the methods used to estimate program impacts.

A. STUDY SAMPLE SIZESAND DATA SOURCES

During a 12- to 18-month period between March 1994 and December 1995, at each of the four
sites, between 775 and 1,545 newly employed welfare recipients were identified and enrolled in the
Postemployment Services Demonstration (PESD). Between 400 and 500 from each site were
randomly selected to participate in the PESD program,; the rest became part of a control group
receiving regular services available to employed welfare recipientsin the state (Table A.1). At the
time of thisinterim analysis, two sources of data relating to these sample members were available:
(1) apartially complete set of administrative records for the full sample, and (2) a complete set of
survey data for a representative subsample. Each data source has distinct advantages and

disadvantages that influenced our decision about the data and sample to usein this analysis.

1. Administrative Records Data for PESD Sample Members

Data on wages and welfare receipt from state administrative records are being collected for all
sample members for atwo- to two-and-a-half-year period following random assignment. These data
include quarterly earnings, as well as monthly AFDC and food stamp receipt and benefit amounts.
The primary advantage of administrative records data is that they are potentialy available for al
sample members over the entire follow-up period. Furthermore, administrative records data,
especidly welfare data, provide accurate information at baseline and on benefit receipt and amounts

for each month following random assignment. The administrative wage records data include fairly
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TABLEA.1

THE STUDY SAMPLE AND SURVEY SUBSAMPLE

Sample Sizes Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio? Total

Sample Enrolled in Demonstration 1,545 804 1,506 778 4,633
Program Group 552 425 500 386 1,863
Control Group 993 379 1,006 392 2,770

Survey Sample

Attempted Follow-Up Survey 428 424 428 425 1,705
Program Group 214 211 214 211 850
Control Group 214 213 214 214 855

Completed Follow-Up Survey 306 315 302 313 1,236
Program Group 155 156 150 150 611
Control Group 151 159 152 163 625

Response Rates (Percentage) 715 74.3 70.6 73.6 725
Program Group 724 73.9 70.1 711 71.9
Control Group 70.6 74.6 71.0 76.2 73.0

2A total of 1,240 sample members were enrolled in the San Antonio site. About 37 percent of the sample (462 of the early enrollees) are
not being included in our impact study because of problems with random assignment early in the demonstration.
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accurate information on covered earnings. The main drawback of these data is that they do not
contain the rich detail of employment information that is usually available in survey data. At thetime
that we conducted this analysis, however, we did not have a complete set of administrative records
datafor dl our sample members--we had received only six to nine months of complete wage record

and AFDC data for most sample members (Table A.2).!

2. Survey Datafor a Representative PESD Subsample

Employment, earnings, and welfare data for a representative subsample of program and control
group members were collected through a telephone survey conducted by Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc. Approximately 300 sample members from each site were randomly selected from
among those who had enrolled between July 1994 and August 1995 and were included in the survey
sub-sample (Table A.1).? The survey was conducted approximately a year following random
assgnment and asked respondents to recall their employment and other experiences during that year.
The key advantage of the survey datais that, compared with the records data, these data provide a
richer array of employment information on the jobs held by sample members during the one-year
follow-up period, including job start and end dates, hours worked in each job, average earnings,
hourly wages, occupation, and benefits for each job. Furthermore, these data are consistently
available for a one-year follow-up period for all individuas for whom we have survey data. The

primary drawback of the survey datais that they are conducted with only a subset of the sample

'For Chicago and Riverside, we had records data for aimost all of the sample for the first nine
months. For Portland and San Antonio, where program intake was slower than initially anticipated,
we had records data for only about half of the sample for the first six months.

2We completed follow-up surveys by telephone with more than 70 percent (1,236 out of 1,705)
of the individuals we attempted to survey (Table A.1).
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TABLEA.2

THE STUDY SAMPLE: AVAILABLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS DATA

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Program  Control Program  Control Program  Control Program  Control
Group Group Group Group Group Group Group Group
Total Sample Enrolled
in Demongtration 552 993 425 379 500 1,006 386 392
Available Employment and Earnings Data
Quarter 1 552 991 405 355 500 1,006 323 329
Quarter 2 494 889 318 279 500 1,006 220 215
Quarter 3 355 636 235 216 403 825 141 142
Quarter 4 288 518 152 154 304 641 82 84
Available Welfare Data
Month 1 551 993 425 379 499 1,005 383 390
Month 2 551 993 425 379 499 1,005 383 390
Month 3 551 993 425 379 499 1,005 383 390
Month 4 551 993 421 373 499 1,005 363 365
Month 5 551 993 403 354 499 1,005 335 340
Month 6 551 993 373 325 499 1,005 300 301
Month 7 547 978 351 301 499 1,005 254 251
Month 8 493 891 317 277 499 1,005 228 223
Month 9 446 817 284 255 472 950 207 203
Month 10 394 722 263 238 442 895 177 177
Month 11 354 637 235 213 402 824 144 145
Month 12 335 594 212 192 376 771 123 125

Source: Administrative records data.
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members and the relatively small sample size hinders our ability to detect significant program
impacts. Furthermore, survey data are also likely to contain omissions or inaccuracies in the self-

reported data due to recall error.

3. Sampleand Data Used in the Interim Analysis

After consdering the relative advantages and disadvantages of the two data sources, we chose
to base the interim impact analysis primarily on the subsample for whom we have survey data. The
earnings outcomes are based on the survey responses, and welfare responses are based on
administrative records supplemented with data from the survey. We used data from state
administrative records for the months that they are available and supplemented them with the self-
reported measures of welfare receipt for months for which we do not have these data from the
records.?

We chose to use the survey sample and data, rather than the partial administrative records
sample, for the following two reasons. First, complete administrative records were not available for
the full sample at the time we conducted this analysis, and we had to rely on a partia sample in any
case. Rather than choose the very early cohort for whom we were more likely to have a one-year
follow-up period from administrative sources, we chose to focus on the more random, but
representative, survey sample. Second, we wanted to take advantage of the richer employment data
available in the survey sample. Since our fina impact analysis will be based on administrative

records data, we wanted to analyze the rich survey datain thisinterim report.*

3For the later months where we use data on receipt from the survey, we impute the benefit
amounts as the average value of benefits received in the earlier months as reported in the welfare
records data.

“We conducted additional surveys to double the total sample size from 600 to 1,200 cases, or
(continued...)
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The survey sample, however, is rdatively small, limiting our ability to detect statistically
significant impacts. Consequently, the preliminary findings presented here should be considered as
only indicative or suggestive of the impacts we might expect to identify using the full sample of
administrative records and should be viewed with caution.

Thefind analysis of PESD impacts will be based on the complete set of administrative records
for the full sample. Appendix C of this report uses the partial records data that we had at the time
of this analysis to calculate preliminary impact estimates for the year following sample intake
(Appendix Tables C.1-C.3). By and large, we find that administrative records estimates for
employment and earnings are generally consistent with the estimates based on the survey data.
However, the welfare impacts for the two samples tend to differ more. In the discussion of impact

estimates, we note instances where estimates from the two sources differ substantively.

B. CHARACTERISTICSOF THE SURVEY SAMPLE

Background and demographic information on sample members was obtained from the survey
and from various sources of adminigrative records data. The average sample member was just under
30 years old and had two children when she entered the demonstration (Table A.3).° The youngest
child of the sample member, on average, was five years old, and the mothers were, on average, just
over 20 years old when they had their first child.

Two of the Sites--San Antonio and Portland--generally targeted only clients who were more job

ready based on their leve of educational attainment, prior job experience, and/or participation in job

4(...continued)
about 300 cases from each site, in order to be able to use it to generate some impact estimates.

°A small fraction (between two and nine percent) of the sample enrolled in the demonstration
were men who were single parents and took care of their children. AFDC-UP (unemployed parent)
cases were not enrolled in the demonstration.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SURVEY SAMPLE

TABLEA.3

(Percentage)
Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Program  Control Program  Control Program  Control Program  Control
Group Group Group Group Group Group Group Group

Mean Age (in Years) 29.2 295 29.6 30.1 31.0 321 29.2 29.8
Race/Ethnicity

Hispanic 6.6 116 25 32 34.0 345 62.7 67.8

Black, non-Hispanic 874 76.8 21.7 21.3 18.0 12.8 21.7 20.1

White, non-Hispanic 53 11.0 69.2 71.0 4.7 50.7 155 121

Other, non-Hispanic 0.7 0.7 0.6 45 33 20 0.0 0.0
Female 974 98.1 95.6 93.0 921 91.3 98.8 98.0
Lived with Both Parents
While Growing Up 54.0 65.2 59.2 64.5 68.2 67.3 59.9 58.7
Mean Number of Children
in the Household 21 20 18 16 18 20 20 21
Mean Age of the Y oungest
Child (in Years) 4.7 4.9 45 51 53 6.0 44 4.8
Mean Age of Respondent
at Birth of First Child 204 21.2 221 229 220 219 21.3 2151
Highest Grade Completed

Less than high school 37.7 432 20.1 232 37.8 31.3 13.0 74

High school/GED 44 36.8 61.6 66.5 446 52.1 59.0 64.4

More than high

school/GED 17.9 20.0 18.2 10.3 17.6 16.7 28.0 28.2

Received Welfare Most of
Time While Growing Up 255 24.7 11.0 129 8.8 104 14.0 18.3
JOBS Mandatory 722 76.0 95.6 94.8 100.0 100.0 66.5 70.0
Had Earningsin at Least
2 Quartersin Year Prior
to Job Start 285 26.6 359 34.6 23.7 21.3 33.6 36.6
Received AFDC All of
the Previous Y ear 78.7 82.8 58.6 60.0 96.8 97.6 438 57.1**
Sample Size 151 155 159 156 152 150 163 150

SOURCE: Postemployment Services Demonstration survey data and administrative records data.

*Program-control group differences are significantly different from zero at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Program-control group differences are significantly different from zero at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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placement activities. The other two sites—-Chicago and Riverside--targeted all clients, including those
who were less job ready.® Consistent with the populations targeted, educational attainment of
individuals varied considerably across the sites. For instance, only 10 to 20 percent of the sample
membersin San Antonio and Portland did not have a high school diploma or GED, compared with
35 to 40 percent in Chicago and Riverside.

Earnings from employment also varied by site, reflecting differences in work experience among
the target populations. For instance, about a third of the sample members in San Antonio and
Portland had some earnings in at least two quartersin the year prior to intake, compared with over
a quarter of the sample in Chicago and over afifthin Riversde. AFDC receipt in the year prior to
intake also varied substantially, reflecting both the target population and welfare benefit generosity
in each site. For instance, athough about 45 to 60 percent of San Antonio and Portland sample
members had received AFDC during al of the previous year, about 80 to 95 percent of the Chicago
and Riverside samples had received AFDC during al of that same year.

Along with our examination of the characterigtics of the survey sample, we compared the survey
sample with the full sample (Table A.4). In general, we found very few differences between the
characterigtics of those sample members who completed the survey and the characteristics of the full

sample.

C. ANALYSISMETHODS
The evauation of the PESD was designed to support a rigorous assessment of the programs
effectiveness in promoting job retention and reducing welfare dependency among newly employed

wdfarerecipients. A random assignment design was chosen to evaluate the programs' effectiveness.

®The Riverside program focused exclusively on JOBS nonexempt clients.
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TABLEA A4

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS TO THE FOLLOW-UP SURVEY COMPARED TO FULL SAMPLE

(Percentage)
Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Completed Full Completed Full Completed Full Completed Full
Survey Sample Survey Sample Survey Sample Survey Sample

Mean Age 293 295 29.8 295 316 319 295 295
Race/Ethnicity

Hispanic 9.2 10.3 29 21 34.2 334 65.2 67.6

Black, non-Hispanic 82.0 82.3 245 25.9 154 171 210 19.0

White, non-Hispanic 8.2 7.1 70.1 68.1 47.7 47.2 139 131

Other, non-Hispanic 0.7 04 26 39 27 24 0.0 0.3
Femae 97.8 97.8 94.3 94.0 917 87.8** 98.4 97.5
Mean Number of Children in the
Household 2.0 21 17 18 19 19 2.0 2.0
Mean Age of the Y oungest Child
inYears 48 51 48 48 5.7 6.1* 4.6 4.7
Mean Age at Birth of First Child 20.8 20.6 225 220 219 222 214 214
Highest Grade Completed

Less than high school 40.5 428 217 253 34.6 36.6 10.3 12.9

High school/GED 40.5 40.0 64.0 63.2 48.3 46.2 61.6 60.9

More than high school/GED 19.0 17.3 14.3 115 171 17.2 28.1 26.2
Mandatory JOBS Status 74.1 75.2 95.2 96.4 100.0 100.0 68.2 68.4
Earningsin at Least 2 Quartersin
Y ear Prior to Job Start 275 27.7 35.2 34.2 225 210 35.0 32.8
Period of Enrollment *

1994 50.3 46.5 48.9 34.6 513 54.4 0.0 0.0

1995 49.7 53.5 51.1 65.4 48.7 45.6 100.0 100.0
Sample Size 306 1,545 315 804 302 1,506 313 778

SouRcE:  Postemployment Services Demonstration data.

*Significantly different from zero at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
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Random assignment ensures the creation of two groups of individuals that differ only in their access
to the program. Consequently, any resulting differences between the two groups at alater point in
time can be attributed to the effects of the program compared with services that are otherwise
available in the absence of the program.

The standard method for measuring the effectiveness of a program with a random-assignment
design isto compare the value of outcomes for those in the program group with those in the control
group. While a smple comparison of means is generaly sufficient (as long as random assignment
has been correctly implemented), means are often regression-adjusted to obtain more precise
estimates of program impacts. This method controls for differences between the sample that can
occur by chance despite the use of random assignment. Conventional tests of significance are then
used to determine whether or not the impacts are “statistically” significant.

In our analysis, we provide regression-adjusted estimates of program impacts using alarge set
of baseline variables. In most of the tables in the report, we present both the control group means
and the estimated impacts. The estimated impacts represent the difference between the program and
control group means.” However, the small survey sample sizes used in this interim analysis (about
300 per site) are inadequate to detect even modest-sized impacts at customary levels of statistical
significance® To overcome this drawback, we considered pooling the data across the sites, but

decided againgt it for two reasons. (1) the program contexts were very different in the four sites (for

"The program group mean for a given outcome can be obtained by adding the estimated impact
to the control group mean. For example, if 80.0 percent of control group members received AFDC
benefits during a given period, and the estimated impact is -8.0, then 72.0 percent of treatment group
members received AFDC during the same period. Similarly, if the control group mean for AFDC benefit
amounts is $2,800 and the estimated impact is $250, then the program group mean for AFDC benefit
amountsis $3,050.

8For instance, to detect a 10 percent impact on employment at an 80 percent power level, we
would ideally need 800 to 900 sample members per Site.
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example, the AFDC benefit levels differed markedly); and (2) to some extent, the program structures
were different acrossthe four sites. These two factors make it difficult to clearly interpret the results
of pooled models.®

Because the smdl sample sizes make it difficult for us to detect statistically significant impacts,
we aso focus on the magnitude of the estimated impacts and the patterns of consistency in impacts
(both consistency over time and consistency across different outcomes) in our interpretation of the
results. For instance, among two sets of estimated impacts that are both statistically insignificant,
we have more confidence in an outcome that shows consistent and modest impacts over time than
in one that may have large positive impacts in some periods and large negative impacts in others.
Until larger sample sizes are available, however, the results in this report must be viewed only as

suggestive and, consequently, used with caution.

*Nevertheless, we did calculate pooled estimates for employment outcomes using administrative
records data for the survey sample. The pooled estimates across the four sites are fairly consistent
with the site-by-site estimates. We observe a positive, although not significant increase in both
average monthly earnings and total earnings. However, when data are pooled across all sites but
Portland, the estimates for the employment outcomes are both positive and significant.
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APPENDIX B

MONTHLY IMPACT ESTIMATES AND P-VALUES
FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND WELFARE RECEIPT,
BASED ON SURVEY DATA



TABLEB.1

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS BY MONTHS AFTER SAMPLE INTAKE, SURVEY SAMPLE
(Impacts Correspond with Those Displayed Graphicaly in Figures 3 and 4)

T9

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated
Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue
Per cent of Sample M embers Employed
Month 1 735 41 0.43 84.3 -6.9 0.13 67.7 75 0.16 80.4 15 0.74
Month 2 73.3 5.2 0.32 83.5 -5.2 0.26 73.0 35 0.50 79.7 16 0.73
Month 3 71.2 6.1 0.25 80.9 -45 0.34 68.3 8.2 0.12 75.7 26 0.60
Month 4 66.5 5.6 0.31 77.3 -0.6 0.91 69.8 13 0.80 73.7 0.9 0.86
Month 5 65.2 5.0 0.38 76.2 -15 0.76 68.7 2.7 0.62 72.2 -0.6 0.92
Month 6 65.1 31 0.58 74.4 -1.7 0.74 69.1 0.8 0.89 68.4 12 0.83
Month 7 62.9 5.1 0.38 74.1 -6.3 0.25 65.8 8.3 0.13 65.4 26 0.64
Month 8 60.9 177 0.18 73.3 -4.1 0.45 66.8 34 0.55 66.8 -25 0.65
Month 9 61.1 6.7 0.24 70.7 -2.7 0.63 69.1 -1.7 0.76 67.2 -5.8 0.30
Month 10 62.2 5.8 0.32 70.8 -0.2 0.97 68.9 -2.7 0.63 68.8 -5.8 0.31
Month 11 61.3 177 0.19 73.0 05 0.92 69.4 0.3 0.95 62.9 -05 0.94
Month 12 60.9 6.5 0.27 70.8 2.8 0.60 69.8 0.1 0.98 63.0 29 0.65
Monthly Earnings

Month 1 595 57 0.35 791 -93 0.12 511 10 0.85 580 19 0.69
Month 2 639 56 0.36 870 -93 0.15 569 0 1.00 595 57 0.24
Month 3 632 48 0.43 848 -82 0.20 561 44 0.47 565 71 0.15
Month 4 604 61 0.34 822 -55 0.39 540 30 0.60 533 70 0.16
Month 5 601 54 0.41 795 -58 0.38 534 15 0.79 515 62 0.23
Month 6 604 12 0.86 784 -59 0.38 532 31 0.60 508 56 0.29
Month 7 609 0 1.00 800 -94 0.17 531 79 0.19 510 25 0.63
Month 8 585 55 0.40 800 -98 0.16 525 65 0.29 512 -3 0.95
Month 9 585 56 041 763 -61 0.38 541 41 0.51 525 -30 0.58
Month 10 586 48 0.47 756 -50 0.48 553 -2 0.98 492 -2 0.96
Month 11 564 57 0.38 750 -3 0.96 551 20 0.74 460 26 0.62
Month 12 547 85 0.19 756 37 0.60 587 2 0.97 454 55 0.35
Sample Size 155 306 156 314 150 302 150 313

SOuRCE: PESD survey data.
NoTe:  Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.
*The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



TABLEB.2

IMPACTS ON AFDC RECEIPT AND BENEFIT AMOUNTSBY MONTHS AFTER SAMPLE INTAKE, SURVEY SAMPLE
(Impacts Correspond with Those Displayed Graphicaly in Figures 5 and 6)

29

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated
Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue GroupMean  Impact*  P-Vdue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue
Per cent of Sample M embers Receiving AFDC
Month 1 94.8 -15 058 73.7 10.7 0.05** 97.2 0.2 0.90 53.2 338 0.51
Month 2 88.7 -56 016 47.9 338 054 92.2 04 0.89 33.0 -0.0 0.99
Month 3 85.5 -92  0.03** 429 -1.4 0.82 92.7 -6.6 0.14 35.1 -1.6 0.78
Month 4 81.2 71 014 39.7 -1.6 0.77 83.1 27 0.65 335 -2.2 0.69
Month 5 82.2 -11.2  0.02** 40.5 -3.0 0.59 85.0 -4.5 0.52 345 -6.0 0.27
Month 6 813 -6.7 0.16 41.0 -1.8 0.75 76.4 22 0.73 35.9 -6.2 0.26
Month 7 79.5 -111  0.03** 39.3 -0.3 0.95 72.2 1.2 0.81 417 111 0.05**
Month 8 76.6 -64 021 35.1 25 0.64 72.2 -0.8 0.88 414  -10.7 0.06*
Month 9 74.2 -82 012 29.7 9.5 0.09* 69.0 10 0.86 38.2 -74 0.19
Month 10 72.6 -9.0  0.09* 29.1 10.2 0.06* 67.0 -0.9 0.87 37.6 -7.0 0.21
Month 11 72.3 -81 013 317 53 0.33 67.4 -1.2 0.82 36.1 -54 034
Month 12 719 -121  0.03** 28.7 7.7 0.16 66.4 -3.7 0.52 37.3 -6.0 0.29
Monthly AFDC Benefitsin Dollars
Month 1 354 -10 0.68 282 55 0.01** 538 1 0.95 93 11 0.32
Month 2 249 -31 015 163 33 0.16 497 -12 0.61 57 -4 0.71
Month 3 217 -19 035 141 18 0.44 430 -10 0.68 58 -1 0.96
Month 4 213 -2 092 143 9 0.71 384 16 0.57 57 3 0.80
Month 5 234 -30 0.16 142 10 0.67 392 -23 0.44 59 -2 0.82
Month 6 239 -18  0.46 136 12 0.59 361 24 0.44 62 -5 0.63
Month 7 223 -25 025 136 12 0.61 353 7 0.83 77 -19 0.08*
Month 8 237 -42  0.06* 125 14 054 357 -7 0.82 73 -16 0.13
Month 9 232 24 034 99 51 0.02** 349 -1 0.96 69 -13 0.21
Month 10 210 -17  0.46 99 48 0.03** 333 1 0.98 68 -13 0.21
Month 11 204 24 025 102 37 0.10* 337 -13 0.70 65 -8 0.45
Month 12 205 -20 040 97 41 0.07* 352 -47 0.17 66 -12 0.26
Sample Size 155 305 156 315 150 302 150 312

SouRrcE: PESD survey and administrative records data.
NoTe:  Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.
*The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



TABLEB.3

IMPACTS ON FOOD STAMP RECEIPT AND BENEFIT AMOUNTSBY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE, SURVEY SAMPLE
(Impacts Correspond with Those Displayed Graphicaly in Figures 7 and 8)

€9

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control
Group Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated
Mean Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue
Per cent of Sample M embers Receiving Food Stamps
Month 1 94.2 05 0.85 97.3 -1.3 0.56 86.6 -43 0.32 95.2 -5.6 0.07*
Month 2 92.2 -4.2 0.21 92.1 -1.5 0.66 836 -75 0.11 90.9 9.1 0.02**
Month 3 87.2 -9.9 0.02** 85.2 -32 0.44 850 -143 0.01** 88.8 -8.7 0.04**
Month 4 84.9 -8.7 0.06* 80.0 -24 0.61 783 -121 0.05** 90.2 -7.1 0.07*
Month 5 82.8 -6.4 0.16 75.3 1.2 0.81 741 -85 0.17 90.0 -9.8 0.02**
Month 6 80.5 -3.7 0.43 74.9 -5.1 0.32 70.7 -83 0.19 873 -102 0.02**
Month 7 818 -9.6 0.05** 70.1 -0.0 1.00 678 -45 0.48 88.7 -11.6 0.01**
Month 8 79.9 -7.1 0.16 67.1 4.7 0.37 678 -57 0.38 880 -10.2 0.02**
Month 9 77.0 -6.0 0.24 62.9 6.0 0.26 62.2 15 0.81 84.1 -7.1 0.12
Month 10 76.9 -11.0 0.04** 61.5 55 0.31 61.5 0.2 0.97 83.2 -9.9 0.04**
Month 11 76.3 -9.7 0.06* 59.0 4.2 0.44 633 -20 0.76 82.6 -9.0 0.06*
Month 12 76.0 -10.2 0.05** 54.3 5.6 0.31 648 -6.6 0.36 822 -106 0.03**
Food Stamps Benefit Amountsin Dollars

Month 1 241 -9 0.42 209 -10 0.37 171 -4 0.67 251 -1 094
Month 2 191 -15 0.26 164 7 0.53 158 -8 0.46 222 -9 0.49
Month 3 179 -25 0.07* 164 2 0.88 131 -11 0.28 207 -9 0.44
Month 4 188 -18 0.22 164 -4 0.72 123 -10 034 221 -18 0.12
Month 5 186 -7 0.63 153 9 0.43 119 -2 0.83 220 -22 0.09*
Month 6 198 -24 0.12 157 -3 0.81 113 -5 0.62 213 -20 0.14
Month 7 193 -26 0.10* 154 2 0.90 112 -5 0.63 218 -20 0.15
Month 8 201 -35 0.02** 148 10 0.43 121 -14 0.22 216 -15 0.29
Month 9 188 -7 0.69 138 13 0.35 106 3 0.80 210 -20 0.15
Month 10 188 -23 0.16 136 16 0.24 108 -6 0.58 211 -20 0.16
Month 11 185 -24 0.13 130 14 0.31 113 -18 0.13 214 -17 0.24
Month 12 180 -19 0.24 115 16 0.26 118 -24 0.05** 220 -29 0.05**
Sample Size 155 305 155 311 150 302 150 312

Source: PESD survey and administrative records data.
NoTe:  Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.
*The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



TABLEB.4

AFDC BENEFITS, FOOD STAMP BENEFITS, AND INCOME DURING THE FIRST YEAR AFTER INTAKE:
P-VALUES SHOWING THE LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE OF THE IMPACTS FROM TABLES 2 AND 3

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
P-Vaues  P-Vdues P-Values P-Values
AFDC
Percentage of Total Period Receiving AFDC 0.03** 0.32 0.92 0.24
Average Number of Months Recelving AFDC Among Those
Who Received It 0.04** 0.82 0.72 0.01**
Average Monthly Benefits (Dollars) 0.15 0.05** 0.71 0.41
Food Stamps
Percentage of Total Period Receiving Food Stamps 0.03** 0.68 0.15 0.00**
Average Number of Months Receiving Food Stamps Among
Those Who Received It 0.04** 0.60 0.17 0.01**
Average Monthly Food Stamp Benefits (Dollars) 0.07* 0.49 0.25 0.10*
Income
Total Income (Dollars) 0.78 0.70 0.86 0.77
Earnings (Doallars) 0.36 0.33 0.61 0.43
Unearned Income (Dollars)
AFDC 0.16 0.04** 0.71 041
Food stamps 0.07* 0.48 0.25 0.09*
Proportional Contribution of Various Sources to Total Income
(Percentage)
Earnings 0.08* 0.53 0.59 0.34
AFDC 0.13 0.24 0.68 0.36
Food stamps 0.08* 0.82 0.48 0.39
Distribution of Income as Percentage of Poverty Level
(Percentage) 0.09* 0.88 0.92 0.68
Average percentage 0.66 0.92 0.73 0.95
Sample Size 305 315 302 312

SOURCE: PESD survey and administrative records data.
NOTE: Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Gignificantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



APPENDIX C

IMPACT ESTIMATES AND P-VALUES
FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND WELFARE RECEIPT,
BASED ON PARTIAL ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDSDATA



TABLEC.1

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS, WITH CORRESPONDING SAMPLE SIZES,
USING PARTIALLY COMPLETE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS DATA FOR FULL SAMPLE

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated
Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue

19

Per centage of Sample M embers Employed

Quarter 1 81.0 11 0.60 67.5 0.3 0.92 67.9 0.5 0.85 92.3 -1.4 0.52
Quarter 2 67.4 17 0.52 70.8 -0.4 0.91 60.2 39 0.14 79.6 17 0.66
Quarter 3 57.3 0.6 0.86 69.9 33 0.44 54.7 3.0 0.32 81.3 -35 0.48
Quarter 4 61.0 31 0.39 71.0 -29 0.60 53.8 5.2 0.13 64.5 4.8 0.54
Monthly Earnings
Quarter 1 1,583 30 0.71 1,406 -147 0.14 1,160 -24 0.74 1,465 104 0.25
Quarter 2 1,432 124 0.18 1,595 24 0.86 1,266 69 0.44 1,458 203 0.11
Quarter 3 1,401 -56 0.62 1,840 -112 0.50 1,229 81 0.43 1,404 108 0.48
Quarter 4 1,546 -30 0.83 1,839 -3 0.99 1,259 102 0.41 1,413 74 0.75
Sample Sizes
Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio

Control Full Control Full Control Full Control Full

Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample
Quarter 1 991 1,543 355 760 1,006 1,506 329 652
Quarter 2 889 1,383 279 597 1,006 1,506 215 435
Quarter 3 636 991 216 451 825 1,228 142 283
Quarter 4 518 806 154 306 641 945 84 166

SouRce:  Administrative records data.
NoTe:  Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.
*The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON AFDC RECEIPT AND BENEFIT AMOUNTS, WITH CORRESPONDING SAMPLE SIZES,

TABLEC.2

USING PARTIALLY COMPLETE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS DATA FOR FULL SAMPLE

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated
Group Mean  Impact®*  P-Vaue Group Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue
Mean
Per cent of Sample M embers Receiving AFDC
Month 1 94.5 05 0.69 80.5 44 0.12 96.5 15 0.17 55.8 -0.3 0.93
Month 2 86.8 -1.7 034 54.4 2.7 0.45 92.1 29 0.07* 34.9 -0.5 0.89
Month 3 82.3 -4.1 0.04** 47.3 -2.8 0.44 86.5 27 0.21 321 -2.6 0.44
Month 4 78.2 -2.7 0.21 44.9 -4.8 0.16 80.6 44 0.07* 32.8 -3.8 0.27
Month 5 78.0 -4.6 0.03** 46.1 -74 0.04** 77.3 25 0.35 32.2 -5.1 0.15
Month 6 78.0 -4.6 0.03** 42.0 -6.5 0.08* 72.0 5.9 0.03** 315 -3.7 0.33
Month 7 76.0 -6.9 0.00** 38.6 -1.0 0.80 68.1 6.3 0.02** 344 -5.8 0.17
Month 8 73.6 -4.3 0.08* 36.5 -0.3 0.94 65.8 6.6 0.02** 36.1 -7.9 0.08*
Month 9 717 -5.1 0.05** 34.2 0.2 0.97 63.9 57 0.05** 36.2 -9.9 0.04**
Month 10 69.6 -3.8 0.17 35.1 0.1 0.97 62.1 338 0.18 33.2 -8.8 0.08*
Month 11 69.5 -2.7 0.35 36.0 -35 0.44 59.4 5.6 0.07* 319 -7.1 0.19
Month 12 68.6 -3.8 0.22 33.7 04 0.93 58.4 45 0.15 338 -1.4 0.82
Monthly AFDC Benefits

Month 1 347 35 0.00** 325 19 0.15 536 8 0.32 99 0 0.96
Month 2 233 5 0.63 190 21 0.15 494 8 0.47 60 -2 0.76
Month 3 213 -5 0.62 168 7 0.61 424 8 054 53 -6 034
Month 4 219 -8 0.42 168 -8 0.58 382 19 0.15 54 -4 0.57
Month 5 223 -19 0.04** 175 -24 0.11 368 12 0.37 54 -5 0.46
Month 6 234 -17 0.09* 154 -13 0.39 355 32 0.02** 54 -3 0.68
Month 7 225 -18 0.06* 136 4 0.79 340 19 0.18 64 -13 0.12
Month 8 225 -19 0.08* 130 6 0.70 331 20 0.18 64 -12 0.15
Month 9 220 -13 0.27 112 16 0.33 328 10 0.51 66 -18 0.05**
Month 10 207 -14 0.22 117 10 0.56 319 1 0.97 60 -16 0.08*
Month 11 211 -28 0.02** 118 2 0.92 294 15 0.36 57 -14 0.18
Month 12 203 -14 0.28 115 13 0.50 298 -4 0.83 60 -14 0.21




TABLE C.2 (continued)
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Sample Sizes
Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio

Control Full Control Full Control Full Control Full

Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample
Month 1 993 1,544 379 804 1,005 1,504 390 773
Month 2 993 1,544 379 804 1,005 1,504 390 773
Month 3 993 1,544 379 804 1,005 1,504 390 773
Month 4 993 1,544 373 794 1,005 1,504 365 728
Month 5 993 1,544 354 757 1,005 1,504 340 675
Month 6 993 1,544 325 698 1,005 1,504 301 601
Month 7 978 1,525 301 652 1,005 1,504 251 505
Month 8 891 1,384 277 594 1,005 1,504 223 451
Month 9 817 1,263 255 539 950 1,422 203 410
Month 10 722 1,116 238 501 895 1,337 177 354
Month 11 637 991 213 448 824 1,226 145 289
Month 12 594 929 192 404 771 1,147 125 248

SouRce:  Administrative records data.
NoTe:  Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.
*The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEC.3

IMPACTS ON FOOD STAMP RECEIPT AND BENEFIT AMOUNTS, WITH CORRESPONDING SAMPLE SIZES,
USING PARTIALLY COMPLETE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS DATA FOR FULL SAMPLE

Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio
Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated Control Estimated
Group Mean  Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue  Group Mean Impact® P-Vaue
Per cent of Sample M embers Receiving Food Stamps
Month 1 94.8 0.7 0.54 98.4 -2.2 0.07* 85.7 14 0.52 93.8 -1.7 0.37
Month 2 89.3 -1.9 0.27 91.9 -1.8 0.39 80.7 34 0.12 89.6 -1.7 0.47
Month 3 84.4 -4.2 0.03** 85.4 -2.2 0.40 76.6 35 0.17 89.5 -4.1 0.08*
Month 4 80.7 -29 0.17 80.8 -5.2 0.08* 725 35 0.21 88.9 -39 0.11
Month 5 79.6 -24 0.26 75.3 -33 0.30 68.2 4.4 0.10* 87.2 -5.0 0.07*
Month 6 79.7 -25 0.22 711 -2.7 0.43 64.7 5.1 0.07* 85.8 -5.9 0.05**
Month 7 79.1 -6.3 0.00** 68.5 0.1 0.97 61.9 5.9 0.04** 85.8 -5.6 0.09*
Month 8 76.6 -45 0.06* 64.9 10 0.79 60.4 5.8 0.04** 84.9 -5.1 0.15
Month 9 75.0 -3.7 0.14 62.9 -0.2 0.97 58.6 6.5 0.03** 85.4 -5.3 0.14
Month 10 735 -35 0.20 60.1 45 0.29 57.3 6.8 0.03** 84.7 -6.1 0.12
Month 11 73.3 -0.6 0.82 60.1 15 0.75 54.7 8.2 0.01** 82.2 -1.9 0.68
Month 12 72.4 -2.0 0.50 54.6 6.6 0.19 55.3 5.7 0.10* 815 -3.3 0.51
Food Stamps Benefit Amountsin Dollars

Month 1 243 -1 0.89 216 -4 0.53 167 3 0.47 263 -1 0.92
Month 2 188 -4 0.57 176 0 0.95 151 6 0.23 222 6 0.45
Month 3 182 -11 0.09* 170 5 0.47 127 3 0.53 210 -4 0.61
Month 4 188 -4 0.58 173 -9 0.25 117 7 0.15 214 -9 0.25
Month 5 193 -7 0.33 164 -9 0.25 114 8 0.13 212 -10 0.22
Month 6 203 -11 0.12 155 -2 0.82 110 8 0.15 207 -7 0.45
Month 7 202 -16 0.03** 144 11 0.25 107 7 0.21 210 -7 0.53
Month 8 199 -18 0.02** 138 11 0.28 105 9 0.09* 210 -7 0.52
Month 9 194 -5 0.55 135 1 0.96 104 7 0.23 212 -17 0.14
Month 10 188 -10 0.23 131 15 0.18 101 5 0.40 214 -11 0.36
Month 11 194 -18 0.05** 131 5 0.67 100 1 0.91 209 4 0.78
Month 12 185 -10 0.28 119 10 0.44 99 -2 0.81 218 -7 0.63




TABLE C.3 (continued)

TL

Sample Sizes
Chicago Portland Riverside San Antonio

Control Full Control Full Control Full Control Full

Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample
Month 1 993 1,544 358 763 1,005 1,504 390 773
Month 2 993 1,544 356 762 1,005 1,504 390 773
Month 3 993 1,544 370 791 1,005 1,504 390 773
Month 4 993 1,544 365 783 1,005 1,504 365 728
Month 5 993 1,544 347 748 1,005 1,504 340 675
Month 6 993 1544 320 691 1,005 1,504 301 601
Month 7 978 1,525 296 645 1,005 1,504 251 505
Month 8 891 1,384 273 587 1,005 1,504 223 451
Month 9 817 1,263 251 533 950 1,422 203 410
Month 10 722 1,116 235 496 895 1,337 177 354
Month 11 637 991 211 445 824 1,226 145 289
Month 12 594 929 190 401 771 1,147 125 248

SouRce:  Administrative records data.
NoTe:  Estimated impacts are regression-adjusted.
*The estimated impact represents the difference between the program and control group means.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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