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Experimentation and Social Welfare Policymaking in the United States
By Gordon L. Berlin
November 23, 2007

Adapted from a speech given at “Lancement du Grenelle de I’insertion: Les rencontres
de I’experimentation sociale,” a conference sponsored by the French government in
Grenoble, France, to discuss the role of experimental studies in reducing poverty and
helping the unemployed reenter the labor market.

Thank you. It is an honor to be a part of this historic meeting of leaders committed to
developing, designing, and experimenting with new approaches to help the unemployed
reenter the labor market. As an American, it is also a humbling experience. France has
been a trailblazer in social welfare policy: from its remarkable system of child care to its
commitment to comprehensive health care for all. While | have been invited to share the
U.S. experience with experimentation and the role that MDRC has played, I also
welcome the opportunity to learn from France’s experience.

Our countries share many of the same social policy goals. We want to help parents
support their families and children, and we want to assist both citizens and newcomers to
succeed in the labor market. But we begin from very different places. France has a much
more comprehensive social welfare system than the U.S. does. And our labor markets
differ in important ways. The U.S. has been able to create a remarkable number of jobs,
but nearly half of our jobs pay low wages. France has done better at creating “good jobs”
and offers far more worker protection, but it has produced fewer jobs.

Because the context for policymaking in the two countries is very different, I’m not here
to hold up the U.S. as a model to be emulated. Instead, | want to describe how we have
used social policy experimentation to tackle employment and welfare problems. It is a
remarkable story. But only you can decide the relevance of that story for France.

To help you appreciate the role that experimentation has played and is playing in the
U.S., | have organized my remarks into four parts: First, | briefly describe MDRC and its
mission. Second, | explain what “experimentation” means in the U.S. context. Third, I’ll
describe how experiments were used as a lever to help change American policy. Finally,
I’ll profile a demonstration that we have just begun in New York City that was inspired
by a successful experiment in Mexico and adapted to the U.S. context.

Let me begin by previewing my conclusions:
e Social experimentation can be a powerful tool for bringing about change, but it

works best when conditions are ripe for change and when there is a widely shared
commitment to learn both what works — and what does not.



e Experimentation is seldom a panacea: program effects are often modest, some
things do not work, and change takes time. But the alternative — failing to build a
record of what works and what does not — leaves one to make policy on the basis
of anecdote and ideology, and thus to repeat past mistakes.

e Experimentation leaves its greatest legacy when it builds both reliable evidence
about what works and the program capacity to deliver effective services.

What Is MDRC?

MDRC is a nongovernmental organization that was created by a consortium of federal
government agencies and a private foundation. MDRC’s mission is to learn what does
and does not work in social policy. It was founded in 1974, a time when American
policymakers wanted better evidence that social programs actually worked and that the
benefits of these programs exceeded their costs.

The idea was to design, develop, and test new program ideas, using rigorous research
methods to learn whether programs worked before making them national policy.

Our goal was twofold: We wanted to build infrastructure — by which | mean the capacity
to implement programs in multiple locations and at scale. And we wanted to build
reliable evidence about what worked.

What Does “Experimentation” Mean in the U.S. Context?

For MDRC and other organizations (including Mathematica, Abt, RAND, and
Public/Private Ventures), experimentation does not mean just trying new things but also
learning whether programs attain their goals.

To build evidence, MDRC and its colleagues had to answer several questions: What
difference did the program make? How and why did it work? If a program did not work,
knowing why was critical to designing a better one. If a program did work, knowing how
was crucial to replicating the intervention on a larger scale.

But reliably determining whether a program is effective is challenging. People’s lives are
dynamic; they take and lose jobs, enter and leave public assistance programs, marry and
divorce. To know whether a particular program caused a change in employment, we have
to know what would have happened if the program did not exist. Did someone leave
public assistance and take a job because of the program or because they would have done
so anyway? To determine the net difference a program makes, one needs a
counterfactual, a comparison (or control) group of similar people that shows us what
would have happened in the absence of the program.

The most reliable way to create a counterfactual or control group is to use a random
assignment research design — widely accepted as the “gold standard” — essentially the
same research method used in medical research to determine the effectiveness of a new



medicine. Random assignment uses a lottery-like process to create two groups that do not
differ systematically — except that one is eligible for the new program and one is not. By
identifying a pool of eligible people, and then randomly assigning them to a program
group that is eligible for the new services or to a control group that is not, any subsequent
difference in outcomes between the two groups — say, employment rates — can be
confidently attributed to the effects of the program. Random assignment designs are fair
— everyone has an equal chance to participate in the program. They are also ethical
when: (1) you don’t know if the intervention works, (2) there are not enough resources to
serve everyone, and (3) the service in question is not an entitlement. Informed consent to
join the study is usually required. The results from random assignment studies have the
virtue of being simple to understand, and, when implemented well, such studies are
seldom challenged.

While random assignment can sometimes be controversial, American researchers have
shown that it is feasible to implement. For example, MDRC has conducted at least 40
large-scale randomized controlled trials in more than 300 communities in the past 30
years, involving more than 400,000 people. (Please see the handouts for more
information about MDRC’s studies.) And such social policy experiments are not just a
U.S. phenomenon. In the past 10-15 years, large random assignment studies have been
successfully undertaken in Canada, Mexico, and the United Kingdom.

Why this preoccupation with evidence? In the starkest terms, if you want to make the
world a better place, public policy has to actually do things that make a positive
difference. When that doesn’t happen, the result is cynicism about government among
participants and among taxpayers.

Let me illustrate some of the opportunities and challenges of social policy
experimentation by describing how the U.S. used experimental evidence to reform its
social welfare system.

The Welfare-to-Work Example

The American welfare system was created in the 1930s as a response to the Great
Depression. A new program called Aid to Families with Dependent Children was
established to provide cash assistance to widows so they would not have to work and
could stay home with their children. The program remained small for nearly 30 years, and
then suddenly, in the 1970s, rates of out-of-wedlock childbearing began rising, the
welfare rolls began to grow rapidly, and welfare costs began to increase. At the same
time, many more women were entering the labor market. By the mid-1980s, more than
half of all mothers with children were working. This situation raised questions about
basic fairness: Why should some work for a living, while others got help from the
government?

Political controversy raged. The right maintained that the welfare system was anti-work
and anti-marriage and was hurting families more than it was helping; the left countered
that every family was entitled to a basic level of income and support. Conservatives



wanted to restrict eligibility for welfare; liberals favored higher benefits. The poor
themselves preferred work and also despised welfare; it intruded in their lives and society
looked down on them. The system was ripe for change that would better align social
welfare policy with the bedrock American values of work, independence, responsibility,
and family.

Somewhat surprisingly, a group of conservative and liberal leaders (including President
Ronald Reagan and then-Governor Bill Clinton) supported legislation that gave states the
right to reform welfare rules — in return for welfare benefits, recipients would have to
prepare to find work, but the system would also offer new employment services and other
supports to help them do so. The federal government provided the funding and the
flexibility, and states and localities provided the program structure to deliver services.

But two key elements were missing from this political consensus for reform: knowledge
about what interventions to try and a plan to capture evidence from all this innovation.
MDRC secured a grant from the Ford Foundation and support from federal research
agencies to work with the states in developing and evaluating these new reforms.

Eight states participated in what came to be known as the Demonstration of State
Work/Welfare Initiatives. In return for participating, states received:

e In some cases, funding to help support their programs and offset data collection
costs.

Technical assistance from experienced MDRC staff.

The opportunity to meet with and learn from their counterparts from other states.
Formative feedback about their programs as the evaluation progressed.

An independent, credible, and rigorous random assignment evaluation that would
provide reliable evidence about their program’s benefits and costs.

e National visibility.

It was the beginning of an extraordinary long-term partnership between government and
nonprofit service agencies seeking to reform welfare and researchers attempting to assess
the effectiveness of their new programs.

Eventually, 11 research and demonstration projects were begun, involving the random
assignment of about 65,000 people to program groups that would receive the new
services or to control groups that would not. Before these Work/Welfare Demonstration
projects were initiated, state welfare agencies had focused on administering a cash benefit
program — checking eligibility, protecting against fraud, making sure that the benefits
were paid on time and without errors. Now the philosophy and the focus began to shift —
the goal was to help people make the transition from welfare to work. The programs tried
a wide range of approaches singly and in combination, including intensive job search,
temporary public jobs, and short-term education and training. They also offered a range
of support services, including counseling, child care, and other supports. Participation
was mandatory for able-bodied welfare recipients whose children were six years of age or
older.



What did we learn?

e |t was feasible to operate these programs at scale, but participation levels varied
across the sites.

e Participants thought the work requirements were fair, and most said they preferred
work to welfare.

e The programs worked: employment and earnings increased in 9 of 11
demonstration sites, up by 10 to 35 percent relative to the control group.

e The programs were cost effective: welfare receipt fell and the resulting welfare
savings exceeded the costs of running the programs — a $3 return per $1 invested
in some programs.

e There was no evidence that children were harmed when their mothers went to
work.

e Income generally did not increase; in these programs, welfare recipients traded a
welfare check for a paycheck. Once they went to work, government assistance
ended, with no net change in participants’ overall income.

Although the programs did not help everyone, these findings (combined with those from
studies begun by other organizations) had a profound impact on the political debate about
welfare reform. Now both the right and the left had to argue within the bounds of the
evidence. And the evidence challenged long-held beliefs of both groups. Conservatives
learned that social programs could work and that the benefits could exceed the costs.
Liberals learned that work mandates and requirements could produce positive effects, that
children were not harmed by welfare-to-work programs, and that participants thought the
programs were fair and preferred work to welfare. No longer could policy be based only
on anecdote and ideology.

After two decades of failed attempts to reform the welfare system, this new consensus —
based on experience and evidence — led to passage of federal legislation, the 1988
Family Support Act. As a Congressional staffer explained at the time: In all the years |
worked on welfare reform, we never had a body of data that showed what worked...For
the first time, we could characterize reform as an investment.

Importantly, while the results of experimentation told the nation what worked, it also
showed what did not work, and what we still did not know. Remarkably, the 1988
welfare reform law included funding for a next generation of experiments that would use
random assignment research methods. These and related experiments answered such
questions as:

e What would help people with employment barriers who were left behind?

e Would more investment in education and training help people get better jobs?

e What would happen if the government supported people when they worked by
supplementing their low wages?



Over the next decade, a new round of experiments was launched to answer these
questions. Because it is so central to your objectives, | want to briefly summarize what
we have learned about the third question, providing support for people when they work.

Because the U.S. public would never make welfare for those who did not work generous
enough to lift them out of poverty, policymakers began to recognize that getting families
out of poverty required both earnings and government support. Three experiments with
earnings supplements (two in the U.S. and one in Canada) set out to answer the question:
What would happen if we built supports around work rather than non-work? All three
provided work incentives in the form of monthly cash payments to supplement the
earnings of low-wage workers. Payment was conditioned on full-time work, and the
payment amount depended on the amount of each month’s earnings. Nearly 15,000
people participated in the three experiments; all used random assignment research
designs.

Despite differences in program rules and differences in local labor markets and
economies, results across the three projects were nearly identical:

e Incentives work: All three programs increased employment, earnings, and
income, and they reduced poverty relative to a control group not offered earnings
supplements.

e Marketing matters: Incentives work best when they are clearly communicated
and people understand what behavior is being rewarded.

e Children benefited: Earnings supplements led to improvements in young
children’s school performance, partly because the family had more income and
partly because the children were placed in higher-quality day care programs.

These findings stood in stark contrast to the welfare-to-work findings | described earlier.
Earnings supplements clearly made participants better off economically, but they cost the
government more. In contrast, the welfare-to-work programs described earlier saved the
government money but did not make their participants better off financially, although
participants generally preferred earning their income from work rather than from welfare
handouts.

Earnings supplementation programs were subsequently put in place in most states, and
the federal government continued to enhance the Earned Income Tax Credit, an earnings
supplement program for low-wage workers that now costs more than $40 billion per year,
making it the largest income assistance program in the U.S. Payment of this credit is
conditioned on work. In short, earnings supplements and forms of incentive payments
were effective in a variety of settings in the U.S., in Canada, and more recently in Mexico
and the United Kingdom, and possibly, as the next speaker will describe, in Germany.

This brings me to the last part of my story, the test of conditional cash transfers that is
just now getting underway in New York City.



New York City’s Conditional Cash Transfer Program: Opportunity NYC

In New York City, more than one-third of children live in poverty, most growing up in
single-parent households. Two years ago, New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg
established a commission of key stakeholders to make recommendations about alleviating
poverty. Alarmed by the long-term decline in the real value of earnings, impressed by the
results of the experiments | just described, and intrigued by the results of Mexico’s
Progresa (now called Opportunidades) program, the Mayor’s Poverty Commission
recommended that the city consider experimenting with a version of the Mexican
program in New York. Mayor Bloomberg agreed, arguing that bold new action was
necessary but that it should be tried on an experimental basis to learn whether it works
before launching it for the entire city.

As you may know, Progresa was designed to address three problems: (1) poor nutrition
that led to stunted growth among newborns, (2) children leaving school at very young
ages to work in the fields, and (3) a grain subsidy system that was not efficiently
targeting government resources to the poorest families. Progresa replaced the grain
subsidy system with a relatively generous cash transfer that was conditioned on children
staying in school, on their parents participating in nutrition classes that taught them how
to improve their diets, and on the families getting regular health check-ups. Researchers
randomly chose eligible communities to get the new program or to serve as the control
group. After two years, they found that children in the program group were somewhat
taller and better nourished than those in the control group, that children in the program
were remaining in school for an additional year or two, and that families in the program
were getting more preventive health care. On the basis of these findings, the Mexican
government moved to expand the program nationwide.

Clearly, poverty in New York is not the same as poverty in rural Mexico. Nevertheless,
the conditional cash transfer concept was adapted by Mayor Bloomberg to address
poverty in New York City. A new pilot project with a rigorous evaluation component,
Opportunity New York City will pay a cash supplement every two months to participants
when they meet requirements in three areas: children’s school performance; parents’ full-
time work and participation in education and training; and family health care and
insurance, including getting annual check-ups. By meeting all the conditions in the
program, a family could receive as much as $5,000 to $6,000 a year in conditional cash
transfers.

The program’s goal is to reduce family poverty in the short run, to help families obtain
self-sufficiency through increased work and training over the intermediate term, and to
reduce intergenerational transfer of poverty over the long run by increasing the school
performance and graduation rates of school-age children.

Nearly 5,000 families in six high-poverty neighborhoods have agreed to participate in the
study. Half of these families have been selected randomly to participate in the conditional
cash transfer program; the others are in the control group, which is not eligible for the
transfers. The program will operate for two to three years and the research will follow



both groups of families for five years. If the program increases work, schooling, and
health, the Mayor has committed to trying to expand it.

Conclusion

To summarize, when MDRC first began in the early 1970s, common sense, good
intentions, and good ideas were the basis for making social policy in the United States.
Reliable evidence from random assignment studies of large-scale operating programs was
thought impossible. But poverty, unemployment, and welfare dependency persisted. The
public, the government, and the poor began to see that good ideas and common sense
were not enough. Resources were scarce, and the government was reluctant to expand
pilot programs without evidence of their effectiveness. Thirty years later, the U.S. has
learned that random assignment is possible, that you can learn what works, and that
experimentation can be a powerful tool for social change.

Indeed, in the welfare-to-work story, where researchers were working in partnership with
states and nonprofit agencies to build both the capacity to deliver services and evidence
about which services were most effective, experimentation was decisive. Importantly, the
political atmosphere was also ripe for change — the debate was fierce and the two sides
were very far apart, but both wanted reform. Experimentation helped show the way.
With earnings supplements, experimentation and evidence played a valuable but
secondary role. The shift from a system that supported able-bodied people when they did
not work to one that provided its most generous supports when they did was already
underway. Evidence from experimentation helped to solidify and expand support for this
shift.

Experimentation is not a sure thing. Impacts are often modest rather than dramatic, you
will learn things that surprise and disappoint you, many things won’t work, and progress
requires a long-term commitment to learn from and build on your experience. But one
must begin with the conviction that evidence matters — that knowing what doesn’t work
and what does are both key to improving the lot of the poor and the return on government
investment.
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Principaux projets actuels et réecents

Domaine Objectif Projets et Services étudiés

politique
Famille Comprendre les Supporting Healthy Marriage (Soutenir la solidité
e T effets des politiques du mariage) : approches éducatives pour renforcer

developpement
des enfants

sociales sur les
parents, les enfants
et les familles, et
identifier les
stratégies efficaces
pour améliorer leur
bien-étre.

les relations des parents mariés.

Building Strong Families (Construire des familles
solides) : approches éducatives pour aider les
parents non-mariés souhaitant atteindre leurs
objectifs relationnels.

Child Care Subsidy Study (Etude sur la subvention
de la garde d'enfants) : interventions visant a
augmenter I'emploi et a améliorer les résultats des
enfants par l'aide a I'enfance.

Foundations of Learning (Fondations de
I'apprentissage) : formation des enseignants
incluant une discussion sur la santé mentale pour
adresser les comportements problématiques
Working Toward Wellness (Travailler pour le bien-
étre) : impacts du traitement de la dépression des
meéres sur leurs enfants (partie de I'étude 'Difficile a
employer’)

Next Generation (Génération future) : recherche
des effets des différentes stratégies d'aide sociale et
d'emploi sur le développement des enfants

New Hope (Un nouvel espoir) (Milwaukee), MFIP
(Minnesota) : compléments de salaires pour les
travailleurs a bas salaires (suivi a long terme)

Travailleurs a
bas salaires

et
Communautés
de travail

Tester des stratégies
prometteuses pour
améliorer les
chances de maintien
de I'emploi, la
promotion et les
revenus chez les
travailleurs a bas
salaires et le bien-
étre des résidents des
communautés a
revenus faibles.

Work Advancement and Support Centers (Centres
de soutien a I'emploi et de promotion) : services de
maintien de I'emploi/promotion et de soutien a
I'emploi pour les travailleurs a bas salaires et
employeurs

Employment Retention and Advancement Study
(ERA-US) (Etude sur le maintien de I'emploi et la
promotion) : services de maintien de I'emploi et de
promotion aux Etats-Unis.

Employment Retention and Advancement Study
(ERA-UK) (Etude sur le maintien de I'emploi et la
promotion) : services de maintien de I'emploi et de
promotion au Royaume-Uni

Chicago New Communities Program (Programme
pour les nouvelles communautés de Chicago) :
efforts de redéveloppement dans 16 quartiers de
Chicago

Camden Regional Equity Demonstration
(Illustration de I'égalité régionale de Camden) :
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Domaine Objectif Projets et Services étudiés
politique
recherche sur le redéveloppement important d'une
ville de banlieue perturbée de la périphérie
e California Works for Better Health (Travaux pour
une meilleure santé - Californie) : intervention
pour améliorer le statut du travail et d’hygiéne dans
les communautés de quatre villes de Californie
e Jobs-Plus : programme d'emploi pour les habitants
de logements sociaux
Aide sociale Tester |?S approches | e Hard-to-Employ (Difficile a employer) : quatre
ot d'emploi tests sur la réinsertion de prisonniers, traitement
L R prometteuses pour des dépressions et modeles de travail transitoires.
Barrieres a ceux faisant faced | o PRIDE (DIGNITE) : Programme 'De l'aide sociale
I"Emploi de sérieuses barriéres a I'emploi' destiné aux personnes handicapées
relatives a des (partie de ERA-USA)
problemes de santé | « Case Management for Substance Abusers (Gestion
ou des toxicomanes) (partie de ERA-USA)
comportementauX, | ¢ National Guard Youth ChalleNGe (Défi jeunesse
antécédents garde nationale) : programme résidentiel destiné
criminels, handicaps, aux jeunes a risque
t3e.nef|0|a|.res de e Transitional Jobs Reentry Demonstration
I'aide sociale a long (llustration sur la réinsertion professionnelle
terme, faibles transitoire) : programmes d'emploi pour les ex-
niveaux de prisonniers
com,pgtences L e Youth Transition Demonstration (Illustration sur la
experience transition jeunesse) : services de transition pour les
professionnelle jeunes handicapés bénéficiant de la SSI
limitée. e Accelerated Benefits Demonstration (Illustration
sur les prestations accélérées) : couverture
médicale immédiate pour les nouveaux
bénéficiaires de SSDI
Education Tester I'efficacité des | Réformes de I'école primaire
it initiatives étendues @ | o Reading First (La lecture d'abord) : programmes
- I'ensemble du district |  scientifiques d'apprentissage a la lecture
Terminale et basées sur la

scolarité : améliorer
I'engagement
éducatif et la
performance des
étudiants confrontés
a un risque d'échec
scolaire.

e Teacher Professional Development
(Développement professionnel des enseignants) :
enseignement de la lecture

e Teacher Professional Development
(Développement professionnel des enseignants) :
enseignement des mathématiques

e Projet GRAD : gestion de classe, lecture et maths

Réformes du collége

e Career Academies (Ecoles professionnelles) :
transition école-carriére

e Talent Development (Développement des talents) :
modele de réforme de college unique

e First Things First (D'abord et avant tout) : modele
de réforme de college unique

e Projet GRAD : réformes des écoles de districts ;
offres de bourses scolaires
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Domaine
politique

Objectif

Projets et Services étudiés

e Adolescent Literacy (Alphabétisation des

adolescents) : programmes supplémentaires
d'alphabétisation - niveau 3°™

Réformes étendues au district et réformes
systémiques
e Bay Area School Reform Collaborative (Réforme

en collaboration avec I'école de la région de Bay) :
réforme basée sur I'encadrement et la recherche.
Doing What Counts (Faire ce qui compte) :
concentration dictée par le district sur la qualité de
I'enseignement

Educational Leadership (Direction pédagogique) :
personnel du district et direction du principal
Projet PROM/SE : programmes de maths et de
science et enseignement

Programmes extrascolaires
e Academic Instruction in After School Programs

(Enseignement académique sur les programmes
extrascolaires)

Jeunes adultes
et études post-
secondaires

Etudier des
interventions
congues pour
améliorer les
résultats scolaires et
la persistance des
établissements
secondaires
[community
colleges].

Achieving the Dream (Réaliser le réve) : par le
biais des données étudiants pour améliorer les
établissements secondaires [community colleges]
Dreamkeepers Emergency Financial Aid Program
(Programme d'aide financiére d'urgence ‘A la
poursuite du réve") : subventions ou préts pour
couvrir les crises financiéres conjoncturelles
Learning Communities (Groupes d'études) : cours
liés pour améliorer I'apprentissage et construire le
soutien social

Opening Doors (Ouvrir les portes) : réformes
pédagogiques, services améliorés pour étudiants,
opportunités de bourses scolaires

Student Support Partnerships Integrating
Resources and Education (SSPIRE) (Partenariats
de soutien aux étudiants intégrant ressources et
éducation) : intégrer les services étudiants et
I'enseignement académique

Bureau Central :
16 East 34 Street

Bureau régional :

www.mdrc.org 475 14th Street, Suite 750

New York, NY 10016-4326

Etats-Unis
+1 212 532 3200

Oakland’, CA 94612-1900
Etats-Unis
+1 510 663 6372
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MDRC est une organisation d’études de politique sociale sans parti et a but
non lucratif, qui se consacre a apprendre comment améliorer la vie des
personnes a revenus faibles. Par le biais de nos recherches et grace a la
communication active de nos conclusions, nous cherchons a améliorer
I’efficacité des politiques et des programmes publics. MDRC a été créeé en
1974 par la fondation Ford et six agences fédérales (USA) pour apporter
une rigueur scientifigue aux évaluations de programmes sociaux et
apprendre de maniére fiable leur valeur a long terme (vis-a-vis des
personnes et au niveau gouvernemental), ainsi que leurs bénéfices par
rapport aux codts. Nos principaux domaines de travail incluent : I’éducation
en pré-maternelle, en primaire et secondaire ; les jeunes a risque ; les
bénéficiaires d’aide sociale et autres populations difficiles a employer ;
familles & revenus faibles et leurs enfants ; travailleurs a bas salaires et
communautés en difficulté. Nous avons mené des études portant sur 400 000
personnes dans plus de 300 communautés, principalement aux Etats-Unis,
au Canada et au Royaume-Uni. Nos bureaux sont situés a New York City
(siege) et a Oakland en Californie.

ILLUSTRATIONS ET EVALUATIONS MDRC SELECTIONNEES
UTILISANT L’AFFECTATION ALEATOIRE (AA)

Durée
de I’étude No Population étudiée

1975-1980 National Supported Work Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale de
Demonstration (Illustration longue durée, jeunes, ex-
nationale du travail de soutien) délinquants, ex-toxicomanes

1982-1990 Demonstration of State Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale
Work/Welfare Initiatives
(IMustration des initiatives d’état
travail/aide sociale)

1985-1994 JOBSTART Demonstration Jeunes a revenus faibles qui ont
(IMustration JOBSTART) abandonné le lycée

1986-1994 National Job Training Partnership ~ Personnes a revenus faibles

Act Study (with Abt Associates)
(Etude de la loi de partenariat
national sur la formation
professionnelle [Avec Abt
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inscrites au programme de
formation professionnelle
(jeunes et adultes)

Taille de

I’échantillon’

6 600

34 000

2 300

19 400



Durée
de I’étude

1986-1995

1986-1997

1989-2002

1992-2002

1992-2002

1993 a ce jour

1996-2000

1999 a ce jour

1999 a ce jour

2000 a ce jour

2000 a ce jour

Z
)
3

Associates])

C,alifornia GAIN Evaluation
(Evaluation GAIN - Californie)

New Chance Demonstration
(Mlustration ‘Donner une nouvelle
chance’)

National Evaluation of Welfare-to-
Work Strategies (Evaluation
nationale des stratégies ‘De I’aide
sociale a I’emploi’)

Parents’ Fair Share (La juste part
des parents)

Canada’s Self-Sufficiency Project
(with SRDC) (Projet d’autonomie
au Canada [avec SRDC])

High School Career Academy
Study (Etude sur le cursus
académique des lycées)

Los Angeles Jobs-First Evaluation
(Premiére évaluation de I’emploi -
Los Angeles)

The Next Generation (La
génération future)

Employment Retention and
Advancement Evaluation
(Evaluation du maintien de
I’emploi et de la promotion)

Opening Doors (Ouvrir les portes)

Enhanced Services for the Hard-
to-Employ Evaluation (Services
améliorés pour I’évaluation
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Population étudiée

Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale

Parents adolescents a revenus
faibles ayant abandonne le lycée

Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale

Parents a revenus faibles
n’ayant pas la garde d’enfants
(péres) dépendants de I’aide
sociale

Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale

Lycéens a risque

Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale

Jeunes enfants et adolescents de
familles dépendant de I’aide
sociale

Bénéficiaires d’aide sociale

Eléves des établissements
secondaires des communautés a
revenus faibles

Dépressifs mentaux ; personnes
sous libération conditionnelle ;
bénéficiaires d’aide sociale de

Taille de

I’échantillon’

32 000

1400

44 000

7 300

9 000

1400

22 200

47 000"

46 000

4100

1700



Durée
de I’étude

2001 a ce jour

2002 a ce jour

2003 a ce jour

2004 a ce jour

2004 a ce jour

2004 a ce jour

2005 a ce jour

2006 a ce jour

2006 a ce jour

2006 a ce jour

No

‘Difficile a employer”)

U.K. Employment Retention and
Advancement Project (Projet de
maintien de I’emploi et de
promotion - Royaume-Uni)

National Work Advancement and
Support Center Demonstration
(Mustration du Centre national de
promotion et de soutien a
I’emploi)

Supporting Healthy Marriage
(Soutenir la solidité du mariage)

Teacher Professional Development
in Reading (Développement
professionnel de I’enseignant en
lecture)

Evaluation of After-School
Programs (Evaluation des
programmes extrascolaires)

Evaluation of Adolescent Literary
Interventions (Evaluation des
interventions littéraires des
adolescents)

Teacher Professional Development
in Math (Développement
professionnel de I’enseignant en
mathématiques)

Youth Transition Demonstration
(Mustration de la transition des
jeunes)

Foundations of Learning for Pre-
school Teachers (Fondations de
I’apprentissage pour les
enseignants préscolaires)

Accelerated Benefits (Bénéfices
acceéléres)
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Population étudiée

longue durée et leurs enfants
Parents isolés (famille
monoparentale) dépendants de
I’aide sociale et au chdmage de
longue durée

Travailleurs a bas salaires

Couples mariés a revenus
faibles avec enfants

Enseignants en lecture niveau
élémentaire (CE1) et leurs
éleves

Eléves des écoles primaires

Enseignants et éléves de 3eme

Enseignants et éleves de 5eme

Jeunes handicapés

Former les enseignants sur les
moyens d’aider les enfants a
comportement difficile

Adultes handicapés non-
couverts [non assurés]

Taille de _
I’échantillon’

16 200

Actuellement
2 500, Cible :
2 800

Actuellement

400 couples,

Cible : 6 400
couples

90 écoles

Mathématiques :
1961
Lecture : 1 828

lére année :
2 413

2eme année :
2171

77 écoles

AA
Non démarré

51 centres pré-
maternelle

Actuellement
63



Durée
de I’étude

Z
)
3

2007 a ce jour Opportunity NYC Conditional
Cash Transfer Programs
(Programmes d’opportunité de
transfert d’argent conditionnel de
New York City) :
1. Family Rewards (Récompenses
aux familles)
2. Work Rewards (Récompenses
emploi)

Population étudiée

1. Familles défavorisées avec
des enfants en CM1, 5eme et en
3éme vivant dans 6 quartiers a
revenus tres faibles

2. Foyers recevant des coupons
pour logements subventionnés

Taille de _
I’échantillon’

Cible : 2000

Actuellement
4 400
Cible : 5100

AA non
démarrée Cible :
4 100

" Nombre approximatif de personnes affectées de maniére aléatoire (aux groupes pilotes et aux groupes de

contrdle), sauf indication contraire.

47 000 enfants et adolescents dans 24 000 familles assignées de maniére aléatoire.

" L"affectation aléatoire est toujours en cours.

Bureau Central MDRC
16 East 34" Street
New York City, NY 10016 Etats-Unis
+1 212-532-3200

Bureau régional MDRC

475 14" Street, Suite 750

Oakland, CA 94612 Etats-Unis

+1 510-663-6372

www.mdrc.org
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