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Preface

In 1993, administrators of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services
(DPSS) began atotal overhaul of their welfare-to-work program, GAIN (Greater Avenues for
Independence). For the previous five years, GAIN staff had assigned most welfare recipients who
entered the program to classes in adult basic education, GED preparation, or English as a Second
Language. Evidence from several sources — including an evaluation of the program by MDRC,
agency reports on participation and job placements, and discussions with supervisors and staff —
showed that GAIN'’s basic education approach was not working as hoped: The program was
relatively costly, but helped few additional people attain education credentials or employment.

DPSS administrators resolved that a program that offered job search assistance as its pri-
mary service and encouraged welfare recipients to start working as soon as possible would help
greater numbers of welfare recipients achieve self-sufficiency. Consulting with administrators of
other programs, including the GAIN program in neighboring Riverside County, and working with
administrators in the County Office of Education, DPSS administrators fashioned an innovative,
strongly employment-focused program, which they named Jobs-First GAIN.

Launched in 1995, Jobs-First GAIN combined program services and mandates that had
worked in other settings and some that were relatively new. Its main features included: (1) an un-
usually intensive program orientation aimed at motivating new enrollees to find work quickly; (2)
high-quality job clubs, whose leaders taught job-finding skills and engaged participantsin activi-
tiesaimed at boosting their self-esteem and motivation to work; (3) job development activities to
increase job opportunities and match people with prospective employers; (4) a strong Work First
message communicated through written handouts and group presentations, and in individual
meetings with program steff; (5) awarning, repeated orally and in writing, that Californiawould
impose time limits on welfare eligibility for those who did not work; (6) a concerted effort to
teach people that California s relatively generous rules for calculating welfare grants would help
them increase their income in the short term by combining work and welfare; and (7) ardatively
tough, enforcement-oriented approach to encourage people to complete the activities and find
work quickly. Most of the features of Jobs-First GAIN continue under CdWORKS, Cdifornia's
program under the TANF provisions of the 1996 federal welfare reform law.

DPSS administrators contracted with MDRC to evaluate Jobs-First GAIN, using arigor-
ous random assignment design. The Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation began in 1996 and includes
nearly 21,000 single parents and members of two-parent households. The evaluation is jointly
funded by DPSS, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and the Ford Foundation.
We are grateful for their commitment and support.

Thefirst report from the evaluation described how DPSS restructured its GAIN program,
and concluded that it is possible to change alarge, urban, basic-education-focused welfare-to-
work program to awork-focused program. The present report explores whether these changes
made a difference. It describes patterns of participation in Jobs-First GAIN and presents estimates
of the program’s effects on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt during the first year fol-
lowing the date on which people enrolled in Jobs-First GAIN and attended a program orientation.



The main findings for the first year are that Jobs-First GAIN:
produced a substantial boost in employment and earnings,

led to small reductions in the percentage of people receiving welfare and Food
Stamps, but larger decreases in expenditures for such assistance;

helped welfare recipients replace welfare dollars with earnings, though their
overall income remained about the same;

achieved larger employment and earnings gains than the county’s previous, ba-
sic-education-focused program; and

produced positive effects for many different types of welfare recipients.

Overall, with more people employed but a substantial percentage still not working, the
findings convey a dua message: clear and measurable progress, but, not surprisingly, no ssimple
answers.

A later report will extend the impact analysis to a second year and study a greater range of
program effects, including access to medical coverage, use of transitional child care, incidence of
food insecurity and hunger, and the well-being of children. The report will aso include a benefit-
cost analysis.

The findings from the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation have broad significance for welfare re-
form. Los Angeles County has the largest welfare population of any county in the United States
— larger than that of any state except New Y ork and California. Hispanics and African-
Americans make up about 80 percent of the county’ s welfare population. Recent studies of wel-
fare caseloads have shown that minorities and residents of large cities are leaving assistance more
dowly than other welfare recipients. If Los Angeles County’ s program succeeds in moving sig-
nificant numbers of people from welfare to work and sustains these gains over time, the program
can serve as amodel for many other large urban aress.

Judith M. Gueron
President
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Executive Summary

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of August 1996
ended the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, the nation's largest cash
welfare program. Among its provisions, the law replaced AFDC with block grants to states, called
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and created financial incentives for states to
run mandatory, work-focused, welfare-to-work programs. The law also placed a five-year limit on
the amount of time most families can receive federally funded welfare, and it required states to
place increasingly high percentages of welfare recipients into jobs and employment-related activi-
ties.

In meeting the new challenges of the federal welfare legidation, state and local adminis-
trators and policymakers can benefit from reliable information on the types of welfare-to-work
program approaches that can quickly move substantial numbers of people into work and off wel-
fare. Thisis especially true for programs that operate in large cities, where the remaining
caseload, following large declines nationwide, is concentrated. Many of the nation’s major urban
areas have unemployment rates above the national average, little or no public transportation to
connect inner-city residents to available jobs in the suburbs, and large bureaucracies that can be
hard to change. Further, Hispanics, African-Americans, and other minority groups make up most
of the nation’s welfare caseload. Minorities are leaving assistance more slowly than recipients who
are white and will likely make up an even larger portion of the welfare population in the coming
years. Thus, the success of welfare reform nationally will depend increasingly on how well large,
urban welfare-to-work programs help predominantly minority welfare populations find employ-
ment and leave assistance.

This report presents first-year participation and impact findings from the evaluation of the
Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN (Greater Avenues for Independence) program, the largest county
welfare-to-work program in the nation. Consistent with the philosophy and goals of the 1996 fed-
era welfare reform legidation that created TANF, Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN emphasizes job
search assistance and imparts a strong pro-work message in attempting to move thousands of
AFDC/TANF recipients quickly into jobs and, as soon as feasible, off the welfare rolls. This mes-
sage and emphasis place Jobs-First GAIN in the category of Work First programs, the approach
followed by most current state and local welfare-to-work programs. Most of the features of Jobs-
First GAIN continue under CalWORKSs, California s program under the TANF provisions. Los
Angelesinaugurated its CalWORK s program in April 1998, after the follow-up period for this
report.

The findings on Jobs-First GAIN have broad significance for welfare reform. Los Angeles
County, with atotal population of 9.6 million people, has the largest welfare population of any
county in the United States (about 700,000 people, in about a quarter of a million cases) —
roughly one-twelfth of the nation’s welfare caseload and larger than that of any state except New
Y ork and California. Hispanics and African-Americans make up about 80 percent of the county’s
welfare population. If Los Angeles County’s Work First program succeeds in moving significant
numbers of people from welfare to work, the program can serve as amodel for many other large
urban aress.
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The Jobs-First GAIN Evauation began in 1996 and will continue through December
1999. It isjointly funded by the Los Angeles Department of Public Social Services (DPSS), the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), and the Ford Foundation. Thisreport is
the latest from the evaluation. The first report, Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from
Los Angeles County’s GAIN Program for Welfare Recipients (1997), described how DPSS re-
structured its GAIN program services model from a*human capital” development (primarily basic
education) approach to a Work First model. The report concluded that it is possible to change a
large, urban, education-focused welfare-to-work program to a Work First program.

This report explores whether these changes made a difference. It describes patterns of
participation in Jobs-First GAIN and presents estimates of the program’ s effects on employment,
earnings, and welfare receipt during the first year following the date on which people enrolled in
Jobs-First GAIN and attended a program orientation.

Central to the evaluation is an experimental design based on random assignment. Nearly
21,000 single parents (AFDC-FGs, or Family Group) and members of two-parent households
(AFDC-Us, or Unemployed Parents) who attended a Job-First GAIN orientation from April 1
through September 11, 1996, were randomly assigned to one of two groups. the experimental and
control groups. Experimental group members had access to Jobs-First GAIN's program services
and Work First message. They were subject to the program’s mandatory participation require-
ments and could incur a sanction (areduction in their welfare grant) for noncompliance. Control
group members were precluded from receiving Jobs-First GAIN services until October 1998, the
end of the follow-up period for the evaluation. They remained eligible to receive welfare and Food
Stamp payments, however. Control group members could also seek other services in the commu-
nity and receive child care assistance from DPSS for employment-related programs in which they
enrolled on their own initiative.

Finally, both experimental and control group members were eligible for California’s rules
for calculating welfare grants, called “Work Pays’ (described in Section 11). Work Pays allowed
most welfare recipients who found ajob to continue receiving welfare benefits and retain digibil-
ity for Medicaid. Control group members may have been motivated by these rulesto look for
work on their own initiative or to increase their hours of work. As discussed in Section I, it is
likely that fewer control than experimental group members knew about Work Pays.

Experimenta designs based on random assignment typically provide the most accurate and
reliable findings on effects of welfare-to-work programs. Because people are assigned at random
to the experimental or control group, the two groups do not differ systematically on both meas-
ured characteristics (such as length of time on welfare) and unmeasured characteristics (such as
strength of motivation to get ajob). Members of the two groups also face the same labor market
conditions. The employment and welfare behavior of control group members represents what
would have happened to welfare recipients in the absence of the program. Thus, any subsequent
differences found between the two groups can be attributed with confidence to the combination of
program services, messages, and participation mandates that only experimental group members
experienced. These differences, known in the language of evaluations as program impacts, will be
discussed later in this summary and are statistically significant unless otherwise noted (that is, they
have greater than a 90 percent chance of resulting from the program rather than by chance).

ES2



Overview of the Findings

As expected for aWork First program, Jobs-First GAIN produced a sub-
stantial initial boost in employment and ear nings. Jobs-First GAIN in-
creased the proportion of single parents (AFDC-FGs) who worked for pay
during the first year of follow-up by 11 percentage points above control group
levels. Thisincrease is large relative to results from earlier studies of welfare-
to-work programs. The program raised first-year earnings for AFDC-FGs by
an average of $750 (31 percent) relative to the control group. Jobs-First GAIN
also boosted employment levels for members of two-parent families (AFDC-
Us) by 12 percentage points and increased their first-year earnings by an aver-
age of $1,082, or 44 percent (compared to the control group’s earnings). The
AFDC-U samplefor this evaluation is nearly evenly divided between men and
women. Jobs-First GAIN caused employment and earnings gains for both men
and women, with the gains for AFDC-U men averaging $1,449 per experi-
mental group member (compared to the average earnings for AFDC-U men in
the control group). The gains for AFDC-U women were not as large.

Jobs-First GAIN produced small reductionsin welfare and Food Stamp
receipt, but larger decreasesin expendituresfor public assistance. At the
end of year 1, the vast mgjority of experimental group members — 78 percent
of single parents (AFDC-FGs) and 77 percent of members of two-parent fami-
lies (AFDC-Us) — till received AFDC/TANF payments, but these propor-
tions were 4 and 5 percentage points lower than control group levels. Jobs-
First GAIN reduced welfare outlays in the first year of follow-up, with average
savings (relative to the control group) of $432, or 7 percent, for single parents
(AFDC-FGs) and $667, or 10 percent, for members of two-parent families
(AFDC-Us). Jobs-First GAIN produced similar reductionsin Food Stamp re-
ceipt and payments asin AFDC/TANF for both AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us.

Jobs-First GAIN helped welfare recipients replace welfare dollar s with
earnings, but their overall income remained about the same. Earnings
gainsfor single parents (AFDC-FGs) and members of two-parent families
(AFDC-Us) were matched by reductionsin AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp
payments. As aresult, Jobs-First GAIN did not increase combined income
from these sources during the first year of follow-up.

Jobs-First GAIN achieved larger employment and ear nings gains than
the county’s previous, basic-education-focused program. Welfare adminis-
trators changed the program’ s self-sufficiency approach from emphasizing
skill-building to emphasizing rapid entry into jobs. First-year results demon-
strate that the current program was more effective in helping welfare recipients
find employment. Though successful, Jobs-First GAIN did not achieve as
strong results as two previoudly evaluated Work First programs operated in
neighboring Riverside County. The more positive results for the Riverside pro-
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grams could have been caused by differences in the program environments,
however.

Jobs-First GAIN achieved positive effects for many different types of
welfar e recipients. The degree of consistency achieved by the program is
unusual and impressive. The program increased employment and reduced
welfare payments for recipients in the central city and outer regions of Los An-
geles County, for different racial and ethnic groups, for recipients with the
most serious barriers to employment (no high school diplomaor GED — high
school equivalency — certificate, no recent work experience, and lengthy prior
welfare receipt) as well as for those facing fewer barriers to employment. The
program also achieved earnings gains for most of these groups.

Jobs-First GAIN also achieved positive results for welfare recipients who
volunteered to enter the program early. Los Angeles County lacked funding
to serve al welfare recipients required to participate. The agency developed a
waiting list for services but also invited some welfare recipients to enter the
program several months or more before their name reached the top of the list.
Results of the Jobs-First GAIN Evauation show that welfare-to-work pro-
grams can pay off for recipients who volunteer for services: In year 1, the pro-
gram increased employment and earnings by 14 percentage points and over
$1,000 respectively and reduced AFDC/TANF payments by 8 percent.

I. K ey Features of the L os Angeles Program

In response to the 1996 law, most states and localities are implementing some kind of
Work First approach, with the central focus on rapid employment. Los Angeles' s version — put
in place prior to the federal law — has a number of features that together represent serious in-
vestments in the program.

Communicating a strong Work First message. Welfare administrators have
stated clearly that the goal of the program is to move people to employment as
rapidly as possible. This philosophy is communicated to program enrollees
through written handouts and group presentations, and in individual meetings
with program staff.

Warning enrollees that time-limited welfare is coming and urging them to
get ajob right away to preservetheir eigibility for assistance. Even before
the federal welfare reform legidation was enacted in August 1996, program
staff were informing new enrollees that the federal government and the State of
Cdiforniawould limit welfare digibility, possibly to two years, and encourag-
ing them to find work in order to avoid the expected cuts in welfare. As one

agency flyer put it:

Everyone will be expected to work. . . . These changes could occur as early as
1996. It iscritical that you prepare now for these social changes. Work

ES4



experience is the best training. Remember: “WORK IS IN, WELFARE
ISOUT.”

The message was repeated during program activities, such asjob club (group
sessions in which people get assistance in looking for work), and in meetings
between enrollees and program staff.

Operating an unusually intensive program orientation. All new enrollees
attend a six-hour-long group orientation session, followed by an individua
appraisal meeting with a case manager during their first day in the program. In
contrast, most other welfare-to-work programs, including some that share Los
Angeles County’ s Work First philosophy, run much shorter orientations.
Further, staff in other programs use most of the available time to collect
background information on new enrollees and to assign enrollees to their first
employment-related activity. Orientation meetings aim to change recipients
perceptions of Jobs-First GAIN, to present them with the Jobs-First program’s
message, and to increase thelir self-esteem — particularly with regard to their
ability to find work. At the appraisal meetings, case managers convey their
expectation that enrollees will be working soon. They aso discuss the
availability of trangitiona child care and medical insurance for participants who
leave welfare for employment.

Providing high-quality job search assistance. As described below, the vast
majority of those who actively participated in Jobs-First GAIN attended job
clubs. Well-trained staff from the Los Angeles County Office of Education run
these services at 15 Job Centers around the county, and — along with Jobs-
First GAIN staff — monitor participants progress. Jobs-First GAIN’sjob
clubs provide instruction in many of the skills needed to obtain employment,
including finding job openings, writing a résumeé and job application, and con-
ducting ajob interview. Job club participants then conduct up to two weeks of
supervised job search, using agency phone banks, job listings, and assistance
from program staff. These features are typical of job clubsin many other pro-
grams. Jobs-First GAIN’sjob clubs, however, aso feature a strong motiva-
tional component. The message and a specialy developed curriculum are up-
beat, stressing how work can lift self-esteem and that a low-paying first job can
lead to a better one in the future. In addition, GAIN job developers aggres-
sively develop linkages to local employers and match enrollees to specific job
openings. These efforts go considerably beyond what is traditionally offered in
job search activities.

Jobs-First GAIN offered short-term basic education and vocational training
classes as well, but assigned few enrollees to these activities. The program also
made limited use of unpaid work experience jobs.

Using job development activitiesto support enrollees job search efforts.
Each Jobs-First GAIN office has job developers who cultivate relationships
with local employers and create lists of job positions. Job developers then try
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to match enrollees to available job openings, based on enrollees’ prior experi-
ence and interests. Job developers begin working with enrollees during orien-
tation and appraisal, and continue assisting their job search efforts during job
club and other program components. Job devel opers also arrange and host job
fairsfor clients — weekly “mini” job fairs with one or two employers, plus
larger quarterly job fairs with numerous employers. One office even experi-
mented with having its job developers work on a one-on-one basis with pro-
gram enrollees who had received a financial sanction for noncompliance with
program requirements.

Demonstrating that work pays. As noted above, California’'s “Work Pays’
rules for calculating welfare grants allowed many recipients to combine work
and welfare. Using waivers granted by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Work Pays increased, above nationa standards, the amount
of earnings that the welfare department “disregarded” (did not count) when
calculating welfare grants. As aresult, most welfare recipients who combined
work and welfare could receive hundreds of dollars per month in income above
what they would have received from welfare alone. Work Pays became part of
the Jobs-First GAIN strategy for convincing people to find employment as
quickly as possible, even if available jobs paid little. Jobs-First GAIN staff
made a concerted effort to explain the financial benefits of Work Pays to ex-
perimental group members. Staff walked new enrollees through several exam-
ples of grant calculations during program orientation motivational sessions and
repeated this message during job clubs and other employment-related activities.
Control group members were aso dligible for Work Pays financial incentives,
although they did not receive this message from Jobs-First GAIN staff. Possi-
bly, as aresult, fewer control group members may have been motivated to find
employment than if they had received this reinforced message.

Running a relatively tough, enfor cement-oriented program. Jobs-First
GAIN case managers made frequent use of the program’s formal enforcement
procedures, including threats to reduce welfare grants, to encourage enrollees
to participate in program activities or show good cause why they could not. As
discussed in the report, the vast majority of program enrollees received at |east
one warning that they were out of compliance with program rules. About one
in five incurred a grant reduction (sanction). Program administrators intended that a
“high enforcement” case management approach and a strong pro-employment message
would complement the program'’s high-quality, motivational job clubs. Together, these com-

ponents of Jobs-First GAIN’s approach encouraged enrolleesto find work quickly and dis-
couraged them from spending a long time in the program.

[1l. TheResearch Sample and Program Environment

The research sample for the evaluation includes 20,731 AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us, ran-
domly assigned between April 1 and September 11, 1996, when they showed up at a Jobs-First
GAIN office for their scheduled program orientation. During the evaluation, DPSS followed the
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eligibility criteriawritten into the federal Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA) when determining
which recipients had to enroll in Jobs-First GAIN. According to the FSA, any single-parent
AFDC recipient whose youngest child was age three or over and who did not meet certain ex-
emption criteria was mandated to participate in a welfare-to-work program. Exemption reasons
included having a disabling illness, being employed full time (30 hours or more per week), living
in aremote area that made program activities inaccessible, or being in at least the second trimester
of pregnancy. These eligibility criteria aso pertained to members of AFDC-U cases, except that
parents of children under three were also required to enroll. Further, DPSS required both parents
on an AFDC-U caseto enroll in Jobs-First GAIN, an option given to states and localities under
the FSA.

DPSS did not have the resources to serve all welfare recipients mandated to participate.
The agency therefore implemented atargeting strategy. Prior to the start of the evaluation, DPSS
reserved nearly all placesin Jobs-First GAIN for people identified by the federal Family Support
Act of 1988 as having the greatest risk of remaining on welfare for many years. DPSS gave high-
est priority to those who had received welfare continuously for at least three years.

Anticipating the start of the evaluation, DPSS decided to change its targeting strategy so
that the evaluation could determine the effect of the Jobs-First GAIN approach on a broad cross
section of the welfare caseload and on various types of welfare recipients. To do this, DPSS
administrators implemented a complex selection and weighting procedure. The resulting sample,
which included nearly everyone who came into the program between April and early September
1996, was drawn from specific groups in the caseload and, in very broad terms, appears to reflect
the diversity of the mandatory caseload. The sample differs from the full Jobs-First GAIN
mandatory caseload in having a substantially smaller percentage of persons experiencing avery
long spell — at least five years — on welfare and by not including teen parents and a few other
groups.

The sample includes 15,683 single parents (AFDC-FGs) and 5,048 members of two-parent
families (AFDC-Us). It includes welfare recipients who inhabit the inner-city neighborhoods of
Los Angeles, as well as the outlying suburbs. The sampleislarge and diverse, by race and ethnic-
ity, by age and family size, and according to several indicators of relative disadvantage in the labor
market. Among AFDC-FG sample members, Hispanics form the largest ethnic group (45 per-
cent); about 31 percent are African-Americans,; 17 percent are non-Hispanic whites; and 6 percent
are Asans. Just over half of all the AFDC-FGs had at least one preschool-age child (under the age
of six), for whom child care would have been needed. Nearly 20 percent of AFDC-U sample
members are Asians (primarily Indochinese), and about half the AFDC-Us had limited English
proficiency. The AFDC-U group aso contains alarger percentage of non-Hispanic whites (many
of them recent immigrants from Armenia) and a much smaller percentage of African-Americans
compared to AFDC-FGs. Further, the AFDC-U sample members had, on average, more children
on their cases than did the AFDC-FG sample members (2.4 versus 2.0, respectively).

A large mgority of AFDC-FG and AFDC-U sample members faced one or more serious
barriers to employment at the time of random assignment: Fewer than half of each group had
graduated from high school or received a GED certificate; about 60 percent had not worked for
pay in the prior three years; and about 70 percent had received welfare for at |east two years.
Other members of the research sample faced fewer barriers to employment: About 30 percent of
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AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us were newly approved applicants for assistance or had received assis-
tance for less than two years, and more than a quarter of each group had worked for pay in the
year before random assignment.

A key task of the evaluation is to analyze whether Los Angeles County’ s Work First ap-
proach benefited many types of recipients or primarily certain groups within the caseload. Key
subgroups for analysis include:

inhabitants of different geographic areas of the county;
members of different racial and ethnic groups;

people who entered the program with a high school diploma or a GED certifi-
cate and nongraduates;

short- and longer-term welfare recipients;
those with and without recent work histories;

persons with multiple barriers to employment (for example, no high school di-
plomaor GED certificate, no recent work history, and long-term welfare re-
ceipt);

among AFDC-FGs, “early” and “regular” enrollees;
among AFDC-Us, men and women.

The last two comparisons address specific questions on DPSS s strategy for targeting services
to particular types of welfare recipients. As discussed above, DPSS lacked funding to serve al
welfare recipients mandated to participate in Jobs-First GAIN. In response, DPSS placed recipi-
ents on awaiting list, which was ordered according to recipients length of time on AFDC, as well
as other background characteristics. Most enrollees in Jobs-First GAIN entered the program after
reaching the top of the waiting list and receiving a notice from DPSS informing them that a place
in the program had become available. These persons are called “regular enrollees.” Other enrol-
lees asked DPSS to let them enter the program “early,” that is, before they reached the top of the
waiting list. (Both “early enrollees’ and “regular enrollees’ were subject to Jobs-First GAIN’s
mandatory participation requirements and could incur areduction in their welfare grant — a
sanction — for noncompliance.) Including early enrollees in arandom assignment study of Jobs-
First GAIN allows the evaluation to address a long-standing issue for welfare reform: When funds
are scarce, should welfare-to-work programs target recipients who show the highest motivation
to participate?

Most previous studies of AFDC-Us in welfare employment programs focused only on house-
hold heads (usually men). In contrast, the AFDC-U group in this evaluation consists of both pri-
mary wage-earners (usually men) and second parents (usually women). The research design, how-
ever, permitted only one adult member of an AFDC-U household to be included in the research
sample: the first person to show up for a program orientation during the sample intake period.
Nearly haf of the AFDC-Us in the sample are women. Thus, the evaluation provides an unusual
opportunity to learn about program effects on women in two-parent cases. (What little research
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exists indicates that female AFDC-U recipients have scant prior earnings, and also have tended
not to benefit as much from welfare-to-work programs as their male counterparts.) In addition,
the Jobs-First GAIN Evauation began after Californiareceived afederal waiver eliminating regu-
lations that terminated an AFDC-U case if the primary wage-earner worked 100 hours or morein
amonth. Thus, studying the employment and earnings effects for AFDC-U men (usually the pri-
mary wage-earners) will provide needed information on the long-term impact of the elimination of
the “100-hour rule.”

A. Additional Background | nformation

Labor market conditions have been improving in Los Angeles County during the evalua-
tion period — employment levels have risen, and unemployment has declined. Still, the county’s
unemployment rate is higher than the national average. Further, within the county, unemployment
rates vary considerably. For example, unemployment rates in South-Central and East Los Angeles
— communities where more than 90 percent of the residents are either African-Americans or His-
panics — still hover over 10 percent (3 percentage points above the county average).

County AFDC/TANF caseload numbers followed the trends in employment figures. As of
July 1996, Los Angeles County had about 306,000 cases; two years later, the number declined to
245,000. California has reduced grant levels by nearly 7 percent since the evaluation began, al-
though the state’ s welfare grant levels remain well above the national average.

V. ThePolicy Context of the Evaluation: Comparing the Effects
of Jobs-First GAIN to Those of Other Programs

Launched in 1988, the original Los Angeles GAIN program, in keeping with statewide di-
rectives, placed a strong emphasis on upfront basic education. Working only with long-term wel-
fare recipients, the program assigned most of them to adult basic education (remedial English and
math), GED test preparation, or English as a Second Language classes; relatively few were as-
signed to job search activities.

A large-scale evaluation MDRC conducted of the GAIN program in Los Angeles and five
other counties found that Los Angeles GAIN had incurred substantial per capita costs but had
produced little gain in participants earnings and only modest savings in welfare expenditures. Los
Angeles GAIN staff voiced frustration over the program’ s shortcomings: Enrollees were neither
completing their education activities nor finding jobs. In contrast, the GAIN program in neigh-
boring Riverside County had achieved unprecedented earnings gains, large reductions in welfare
payments, and substantial savings to government budgets. Riverside GAIN used a mixed-services
approach. The program assigned a large percentage of people to job club (usualy astheir first
activity), used job development to support their job search efforts, maintained job placement goals
for program staff, and communicated a strong and pervasive message that encouraged people to
find work as soon as possible. In keeping with statewide directives, Riverside GAIN also offered
basic education instruction to welfare recipients determined at program entry to have no high
school diploma or GED certificate, limited literacy or math skills, or limited ability to read and
speak English. The program discouraged long stays in basic education, however, and transferred
participants with poor attendance to job club.
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DPSS administrators decided to revamp their program along the lines of successful Work
First programs such as Riverside’ s. Administrators adopted most of the prominent features of
Riverside GAIN (except its job placement goals for program staff), but put a greater emphasis on
building welfare recipients self-esteem and motivation to find work. DPSS completed this proc-
ess by the end of 1995, changing the name of its program to Jobs-First GAIN to emphasize the
program goa of moving large numbers of recipients rapidly into jobs. That same year, California
stopped requiring county welfare-to-work programs to assign any welfare recipients to basic edu-
cation. This change allowed DPSS to implement a more strongly job-search-oriented program
than Riverside GAIN.

A key question for the evaluation is whether Los Angeles County’s Work First program
did a better job of helping welfare recipients find work and leave welfare than the county’ s previ-
ous, basic-education-focused program. The evaluation also considers whether Jobs-First GAIN
attained positive effects similar in magnitude to those achieved by Riverside GAIN during the late
1980s and early 1990s. As discussed above, Riverside GAIN represents a different version of a
Work First program because (in accordance with state GAIN rules at the time) it assigned a
higher percentage of welfare recipients to basic education. Finally, the evaluation compares pro-
gram impacts to those achieved by alater version of Riversde’'s Work First program, called La-
bor Force Attachment (or LFA). Operated during the early-to-mid 1990s, as part of the National
Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies, the Riverside LFA program, like Jobs-First GAIN,
assigned most enrolleesto job club and relatively few to education and training. These compari-
sons are performed with subsamples of AFDC-FGs who share similar background characteristics.

V. Findings on Program I mplementation and Participation

Jobs-First GAIN exposed all enrolleesto a strong Work First message.
The program did not achieve high levels of participation in employment-
related activitiesthat took place after program orientation.

This report follows the analytical framework used in previous MDRC studies of participa
tion patterns in welfare-to-work programs. It defines participation as attendance for at least one
day at an employment-related activity, but does not count program orientations, appraisals, or
other meetings with Jobs-First GAIN staff in calculations of participation levels. This definition of
participation assumes that program enrollees who take part in activities such as short-term job
clubs or longer-term education and training courses receive the strongest exposure to the program
“treatment.” For Jobs-First GAIN, however, the distinction between attendance at a program ac-
tivity and a meeting with program staff is not clear-cut. All experimental group members attended
along informational and motivational meeting at orientation during which program staff strongly
communicated the program’s Work First message. In addition, experimental group members
could receive job leads from program staff during orientation or appraisal, or at any time after-
wards. Thus, using a more inclusive definition of what constitutes a program activity, one could
conclude that 100 percent of experimental group members participated.

Relatively few experimental group members participated in an employment-related activity
during the first year after orientation: 38 percent of AFDC-FGs and 30 percent of AFDC-Us (see
Figure 1). Nearly al participantsin program activities attended job club — a service of-ten em-
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phasized in Work First programs. Participation was usually short term. Most participants attended
job club only, and most job club attenders took part in only one three-week session.

Participation frequently led to employment.

About two-thirds of AFDC-FG and AFDC-U experimental group members who partici-

Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figurel
Rates of Participation for All AFDC-FGs, All AFDC-Us, and AFDC-U Men and Women
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pated in an employment-related activity (hereafter referred to as “participants’) found ajob during
the first year." Employment levels, however, exceeded by awide margin the rate at which partici-
pants exited AFDC/TANF. These findings suggest that most former job club participants were
combining work and welfare. The vast mgority of AFDC-FG and AFDC-U participants were de-
registered from the program during the first year — that is, they became no longer required to
participate. About half entered this status because they were employed 30 or more hours per
week.

Many nonparticipants also found work or were no longer required to par-
ticipate in the program.

As noted above, most experimental group members did not participate in a Jobs-First
GAIN activity after orientation. Low participation rates, however, do not mean that the program
did not affect people, because even nonparticipants received some exposure to the program’s

Sections VI and VIl compare employment levels for all experimentals (participants and nonparticipants) with
people in the control group and thus provide a more complete and accurate measure of the program’ s success.
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Work First message and information on California’ s Work Pays incentives. In this way, the pro-
gram may have directly or indirectly encouraged nonparticipants to find ajob on their own initia-
tive, contributing to the program’s overall effects on employment and welfare receipt. More-over,
DPSS administrators have asserted that Jobs-First GAIN’s mandatory participation requirements
encourage experimental group members who started working before orientation to report their
employment to program staff.

Among both AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us, just under half of the nonparticipants found a job
during the first year of follow-up, based on statewide Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings re-
cords. Strikingly, a much higher percentage — more than five out of every six AFDC-FG and
AFDC-U nonparticipants — were deregistered by program staff, mostly for reasons other than
employment (for example, long-term illness or disability, marriage, birth of a child, or incurring a
financial sanction). Jobs-First GAIN staff learned of and reacted to changes in the circumstances
of nearly every nonparticipant. Almost no one in the experimental group was “lost in the system.”

The findings on employment for nonparticipants suggest that the program’s message and
mandates may produce positive results beyond those achieved through attendance in job club. It
should also be kept in mind, however, that employment levels of nonparticipants fell below those
of program participants. Possibly, Jobs-First GAIN could have achieved greater employment
overall through additiona investments in staffing and development of case management strategies
designed to increase participation in job club.

Jobs-First GAIN case manager s made extensive use of the program’s en-
for cement procedur es, although the process only sometimesresulted in
imposition of a financial sanction.

Jobs-First GAIN staff initiated formal enforcement proceedings for about 70 percent of
AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us during the first year of follow-up. Reasons for commencing the “con-
ciliation” process (as DPSS terms it) include nonattendance at an assigned activity or scheduled
meeting with Jobs-First GAIN staff. Some experimental group members also entered conciliation
status during their initial appraisal meeting following random assignment, when they refused to
accept an assignment to job club.

About 23 percent of AFDC-FGs and 17 percent of AFDC-Us incurred areduction in their
welfare check (a sanction) during the first year of follow-up (compared to fewer than 10 percent
in the earlier Los Angeles GAIN and Riverside GAIN programs). These rates are similar to those
found for some other employment-focused welfare-to-work programs of the 1990s. Not surpris-
ingly, Jobs-First GAIN staff were particularly likely to impose sanctions on nonparticipants.

Participation levels varied by subgroup.

As might be expected, early enrollees among the AFDC-FGs (people who asked to enter
the program before they were required to do so) were much more likely to participate in employ-
ment-related activities than regular enrollees (people who waited until their regularly scheduled
assignment to Jobs-First GAIN). Participation levels were the same for AFDC-FGs with and
without a high school diploma or a GED certificate at random assignment. Among AFDC-Us,
however, experimental group members who had not graduated from high school (or received a
GED certificate) recorded higher levels of participation. A larger proportion of AFDC-U men
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than women participated in Jobs-First GAIN. Among both AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us, participa
tion levels for African-Americans and Hispanics exceeded the rates for whites and Asians.

VI. Impact Findingsfor AFDC-FGs

The next two sections discuss the effects, or impacts, of Jobs-First GAIN on employment,
earnings, and welfare receipt. Impacts were estimated in two steps. First, for each outcome meas-
ure, separate averages were calculated for the experimental and control groups. These calcula
tions included al members of each research group, and controlled for differencesin members
background characteristics, such as prior educationa attainment, that may have affected their
chances of finding and keeping ajob. Second, the control group average was subtracted from the
experimental group average. The difference represents the added value, or impact, of Jobs-First
GAIN'’s combination of services, messages, and mandatory participation requirements.

In thefirst year of follow-up, Jobs-First GAIN produced employment and
earnings gainsfor AFDC-FGs.

Because of their employment focus, Work First programs are expected to produce gainsin
employment and earnings early in the follow-up period. Jobs-First GAIN met this expectation.
Table 1 shows that 54 percent of AFDC-FG experimental group members worked for pay at some
point during year 1, versus 43 percent of control group members — alarge increase of 11 per-
centage points. On average, control group members earned $2,438 in year 1, whereas experi-
mental group members earned an average of $3,187 — a gain of $750, or 31 percent. (These av-
erages include zeros for those not working during year 1.) As expected of a Work First program,
the program increased earnings primarily by putting to work recipients who would not have found
jobs on their own. Jobs-First GAIN attained only small increases in the number of quarters
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Tablel
Impacts on Employment, Earnings, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps,
for AFDC-FGsand AFDC-Usin the Full Sample

Experimental Control Difference Per centage
Qutcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
AFDC-FGs
Ever employed in year 1 (%) 54.2 433 10.9 *** 251
Total earningsin year 1 ($) 3,187 2,438 750 *** 30.8
Received AFDC/TANF in quarter 5 (%) 78.2 82.5 -4.3*** -5.2
Total AFDC/TANF paymentsin year 1 ($) 5,363 5,795 -432 *x* -75
Received Food Stamps in quarter 5 (%) 76.4 80.1 -3.8 *¥** -4.7
Total Food Stampsin year 1 ($) 2,005 2,179 =174 *** -8.0
Sample size (total = 15,683) 11,521 4,162
AFDC-Us
Ever employed in year 1 (%) 53.6 41.6 11.9 *** 28.6
Total earningsin year 1 ($) 3,538 2,455 1,082 *=** 44.1
Received AFDC/TANF in quarter 5 (%) 77.3 82.7 -5.4 *** -6.5
Total AFDC/TANF paymentsin year 1 ($) 6,180 6,847 667 *** 9.7
Received Food Stamps in quarter 5 (%) 7.7 83.3 -5.6 *** -6.7
Total Food Stampsin year 1 ($) 2,449 2,759 -310 *** -11.2
Sample size (total = 5.048) 4.039 1.009

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings, AFDC/TANF payments, or Food Stamp
payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters
2 through 5.

Unless shown initalics, dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample
members not receiving welfare.

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the experimental and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
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of employment or in average earnings per quarter for experimental group members who found a
job (not shown in table).

Quarterly employment rates for experimental group members moved up during year 1, but
the experimental-control group difference in employment grew somewhat smaller over time. This
decrease in impacts occurred because larger numbers of control group members found jobs, a
phenomenon known as control group “catch-up.” Jobs-First GAIN continued to achieve earnings
gains at the end of year 1. Additional follow-up is needed to determine whether impacts will be
sustained over the long term. Some previously evaluated Work First programs that produced
large gains early on showed diminishing impactsin year 2.

Jobs-First GAIN reduced AFDC/TANF expenditures and receipt in the
first year of follow-up.

During year 1, experimental group members received cash assistance for about half a
month less, on average, than control group members (not shown in table). Average welfare pay-
ments decreased by $432, or 7 percent (see Table 1). Percentage reductions in welfare payments
grew larger over the course of follow-up, suggesting that the program will continue to produce
savingsin year 2. While most of the AFDC/TANF savings resulted from reductions in the number
of months an individual received welfare, a substantial portion of the savings were accounted for
by reduced welfare payment amounts in months when individuals were still recelving welfare. It is
likely that California s Work Pays financial incentives, which encouraged people to combine work
and welfare in the short term, and Jobs-First GAIN’ s relatively high sanction rate contributed to
this outcome.

A year after random assignment, 83 percent of control group members were still on wel-
fare. Jobs-First GAIN reduced this proportion to 78 percent, an impact of 4 percentage points
(see Table 1). These findings, while positive, suggest that DPSS will face a significant challengein
moving large numbers of recipients off assistance after they complete their second year of welfare
receipt. Under CalWORKSs (California’s current welfare program), most recipients who reach a
two-year time limit without a job will be required to participate in community service.

At theend of thefirst year of follow-up, theincreasein the percentage
wor king and off AFDC/TANF was small; the great bulk of the employ-
ment gain resulted from more people combining work and welfare.

Figure 2 illustrates how Jobs-First GAIN affected self-sufficiency; it breaks down the ex-
perimental and control groups into four categories based on employment and AFDC/TANF status
at the end of year 1. As shown, Jobs-First GAIN reduced the proportion of sample membersin
the most dependent group — those who were jobless and on welfare — by 9 percentage points,
from 59 to 50 percent. The program raised employment levels at the end of the first year of fol-
low-up by 7 percentage points, but most of the increase is attributable to experimental group
members combining work and welfare (a gain of 5 percentage points). Jobs-First GAIN only
dightly increased the percentage of recipients employed and off cash assistance. California srela-
tively high welfare grants and Work Pays financial incentives helped produce these results. Earn-
ings for employed experimental group members reduced the size of their welfare grants, but usu-
aly did not end their digibility for assistance.
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Figure2

Employment and AFDC/TANF Statusat the End of Year 1 For AFDC-FGs
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NOTES: The bracketed area represents the proportion of sample members on AFDC/TANF at the end of year 1.
Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.
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The program produced first-year reductionsin Food Stamp receipt and expendi-
turesthat were similar in magnitudeto the reductionsin AFDC/TANF.

In the year following random assignment, control group members received Food Stamps
for approximately the same amount of time that they were on welfare: alittle over 10 months.
Jobs-First GAIN reduced the length of Food Stamp receipt by as much as it reduced the length of
AFDC/TANF receipt: about two weeks (results not shown).

Total Food Stamp expenditures for control group members averaged $2,179 in year 1.
(See Table 1.) In comparison, the typical Jobs-First GAIN enrollee received $2,005 in Food
Stamps — a decrease of $174, or 8 percent (about the same size as the percentage reductions in
AFDC/TANF payments).

During year 1, lossesin public assistance lar gely offset earnings gains, so
Jobs-First GAIN had little effect on experimental group members com-
bined income from earnings, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps.

Previous research shows that Work First programs that, like Los Angeles's, assign nearly
al enrolleesto job search first tend to replace welfare dollars with earnings but leave families with
about the same amount of income. Jobs-First GAIN produced such results in year 1. Experimental
group members gained $750 in average earnings during year 1, but lost $606 in average AFDC
and Food Stamp payments. Their net increase in combined income relative to control group mem-
bers totaled just $144 (1 percent, not statistically significant) above the control group average of
$10,411.

Through its substantial employment gain and moder ate earningsin-
crease, Jobs-First GAIN outdid its predecessor, L os Angeles GAIN, which
produced little-to-no first-year impacts on these measures. The program
did not achieve as strong results as Riverside GAIN and Riverside LFA,
but thisdisparity may have ssemmed from differencesin program envi-
ronments.

Table 2 illustrates how first-year impacts for single parentsin Los Angeles' s Jobs-First
GAIN compare to first-year impacts for single parents in three previously evaluated programs.
Each result displayed in the table was calculated in several steps. First, to make results compara-
ble across sites, demographically similar subsamples from each of the comparison programs and
from Jobs-First GAIN were selected. Second, for each of these subsamples, experimental-control
group differences, or impacts, were estimated on measures of employment, earnings, and welfare
expenditures during the first year of follow-up and on welfare receipt at the end of year 1. (All
dollar impacts were converted to 1996 dollars.) Next, impacts estimated for each of the three
comparison programs were subtracted from the corresponding impacts estimated for Jobs-First
GAIN. Table 2 presents these differences. For measures of employment and earnings, a difference
greater than zero indicates that Jobs-First GAIN produced a larger increase than the comparison
program. For measures of welfare payments and receipt, however, a positive difference
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table2
Comparison of Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Impactsto Los Angeles GAIN,
Riverside GAIN, and Riverside LFA Impacts

Difference Between Jobs-First GAIN Impact and Comparison Program | mpact

Average Total Received
Ever Employed in Average Total Earnings AFDC/TANF Payments AFDC/TANFin
Year 1 (%) inYear 1 (%) inYear 1 (%) Quarter 5 (%)
LA GAIN Comparison 8.6 *** 761 *** -17 -0.8
Riverside GAIN Comparison -6.2 *** -548 ** 441 *** 2.8
Riverside LFA Comparison -7.4 *x* -108 265 *** 2.2

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so
it is excluded from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

Dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members not receiving welfare.

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between impacts for the demographically comparable subsamples. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as. * = 10 percent; ** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.



conveys a different meaning: that Jobs-First GAIN was | ess effective than the comparison pro-
gram because its welfare reduction was smaller. Differences in impacts were tested for statistical
significance. In Table 2, stars next to a difference indicate that it achieved statistical significance.
Lack of statistical significance means that the impact of Jobs-First GAIN was essentialy the same
as the impact of the comparison program.

Table 2 shows that the Jobs-First GAIN program was more successful than the origina
Los Angeles GAIN program. Jobs-First GAIN’ s first-year employment increase was 9 percentage
points larger than that of the earlier program, and its earnings gain was $761 larger. In contrast,
the two programs produced similar impacts on welfare payments and receipt. These results indi-
cate that a Work First program can be more effective than a basi c-education-focused programin a
major metropolitan area.

Jobs-First GAIN’ s first-year employment and earnings impacts fell short of Riverside
GAIN’s unusualy strong results by 6 percentage points and $548, respectively (see Table 2). In
addition, Riverside GAIN reduced welfare payments by $441 more than Jobs-First GAIN. De-
creases in the proportion on welfare at the end of year 1 were similar for the two programs.

Like Riverside GAIN, Riverside LFA produced an unusually large impact on employment,
which exceeded Jobs-First GAIN’s by 7 percentage points. Both programs, however, produced
similar increases in average earnings. Riverside LFA was somewhat more effective than Jobs-First
GAIN (by $265) in lowering welfare expenditures. Both programs reduced welfare receipt at the
end of year 1 by about the same amount.

It is unclear whether differences between the impacts of Jobs-First GAIN and those of the
two Riverside programs resulted from differences in the way the programs were implemented or
because of other factors, such as differences in their program environments (L os Angeles County
is alarge urban center, whereas Riverside County is exurban) or in unobservable characteristics of
their sample members.

Jobs-First GAIN benefited a broad cross section of the welfar e caseload,
producing impacts for recipients with the most as well as the fewest bar-
riersto employment, for people of different racial and ethnic back-
grounds, and for recipientsin all parts of L os Angeles County. Such con-
sistency of impactsis not always found among Work First programs.

Jobs-First GAIN produced impacts for subgroups that are typically considered the least
job ready: the “nongraduates’ (those who lacked a high school diplomaor a GED certificate
when they were randomly assigned to the experimental or control group), those who did not work
for pay in the year prior to random assignment, and the “most disadvantaged” recipients. (These
subgroups are not mutually exclusive.) The latter subgroup contains nongraduates who did not
work in the year prior to random assignment and who had received welfare payments for at least
two years cumulatively before random assignment. They face more barriers to employment than
any other subgroup examined in this study.

It is particularly important to learn how Jobs-First GAIN affects nongraduates because
there has been uncertainty about whether it is worthwhile to encourage recipients with low edu-
cational attainment to take ajob right away. In Jobs-First GAIN, about 40 percent of nongradu-
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ates attended job club, but only 10 percent attended education or training classes. In contrast, in a
basi c-education-focused program like the previous GAIN program in Los Angeles or in aWork
First “mixed services’ program like Riverside GAIN, these recipients most likely would have at-
tended an education or training activity first, as opposed to ajob search activity. Asshownin Ta-
ble 3, Jobs-First GAIN raised employment and earnings and decreased welfare payments and re-
ceipt for this subgroup, demonstrating that job-search-first programs can work for recipients who
lack education credentials, and that education and training are not the sole route to success.

Welfare-to-work programs especially need to help recipients who lack recent employment
experience because they typically have much more difficulty obtaining ajob on their own than do
recipients with a recent work history. Table 3 shows that a mere 28 percent of control group
membersin the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation who did not work in the year prior to random as-
signment obtained ajob during the first year of follow-up. Jobs-First GAIN produced alarge (14
percentage point) increase in employment and raised average earnings by more than $800 for this
subgroup. Reductionsin first-year AFDC/TANF payments were moderate.

For the most disadvantaged sample members, Jobs-First GAIN raised employment by a
large amount (15 percentage points) and almost doubled average earnings (with a $784 gain). The
program also reduced AFDC/TANF expenditures and receipt by moderate and small amounts,
respectively. These results provide convincing evidence that even the most dependent welfare re-
cipients can benefit from a Work First program.

Jobs-First GAIN also benefited recipients facing less serious barriers to employment.
Sample members who worked in the year prior to random assignment can be considered the most
job ready subgroup. As shown in Table 3, 70 percent of control group membersin this subgroup
worked in the first year of follow-up, and first-year control group earnings averaged $4,639. Jobs-
First GAIN increased employment and earnings for sample members with recent work experience
by 6 percentage points and $638, respectively. The employment gain was significantly smaller
than the gain for recipients who lacked recent work experience, probably because the latter group
was less likely to find work without the program’s help. Otherwise, impacts for the two sub-
groups were similar.

As shown in Table 3, the program produced employment and earnings increases for the
four main racial/ethnic subgroups in the single-parent sample: whites, African-Americans, His-
panics, and Asians. There were modest reductions in welfare receipt for three of the four sub-
groups.

Jobs-First GAIN also achieved positive results for welfare recipients who
volunteered to enter the program early (“early enrollees’), aswell asfor
those who waited to be called into the program (“regular enrollees’).

In generdl, first-year impacts for early enrollees did not differ by a statistically significant
amount from those for regular enrollees (see Table 3), although trends in quarterly earnings sug-
gest that the program may work better for early enrollees than for regular enrolleesin year 2 (not
shown in table).
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Program Impacts on Employment, Ear nings,

Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table3

and AFDC/TANF Payments and Receipt for Selected Subgroups of AFDC-FGs

Ever Employed in Year 1

Average Total Earningsin Year 1

Sample Experimental Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Full sample 15,683 54.2 43.3 10.9 *** 251 3,187 2,438 750 *** 30.8
Regular enrollee 12,441 53.0 43.0 10.0 *** 234 3,167 2,493 674 *** 27.0
Early enrollee 3,242 58.6 445 14.1 *** 31.8 3,265 2,224 1,041 *** 46.8
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 2,843 55.4 44.8 10.6 *** 237 3,393 2,539 854 *** 33.6
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 3,990 56.0 426 13.3 *** 31.2 3,247 2,420 827 *** 34.2
Central (Region 4) 2,526 51.3 38.9 12,5 *** 32.0 2,717 1,953 765 *** 39.2
Southern (Region 5)% 3,522 53.1 46.9 6.3 *** 133 3,191 2672 518 *** 194
Southeastern (Region 6) 2,802 54.4 41.3 13.2 *** 31.9 3,338 2445 893 *** 36.5
White 2,715 50.1 41.9 8.2 *** 19.6 3,030 2,385 645 *** 27.0
African-American 4,891 55.8 48.1 7.6 %%+ 15.9 3,348 2,698 650 *** 24.1
Hispanic 7,079 55.9 41.8 14.1 *** 33.6 3,260 2,316 944 *** 40.8
Asian 872 44.8 311 13.7 *** 44.0 2,358 1,628 730 *** 44.8
Has a high school diplomaor GED 7,168 59.6 49.5 10.0 *** 20.2 4033 3,253 780 *** 24.0
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 8,515 49.6 38.0 11.7 *** 30.7 2,475 1,750 725 *** 41.4
Applicant 561 59.4 46.9 12.6 ** 26.8 3,701 3,716 -15 -0.4
Short-term recipient 3,699 59.0 479 11.2 *** 23.3 4,062 3,393 669 *** 19.7
Long-term recipient 11,423 52.4 41.4 10.9 *** 26.4 2,877 2,067 810 *** 39.2
Employed in year prior to random assignment 5,704 75.8 70.1 5.7 *** 8.1 5277 4,639 638 *** 13.8
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 9,979 41.8 27.8 14.1 *** 50.7 1,991 1,176 815 *** 69.3
Most disadvantaged” 4,750 38.8 23.9 15.0 *** 62.7 1,590 806 784 **x 97.3
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Table 3 (continued)

Average total AFDC/TANF paymentsin year 1

Received AFDC/TANF in quarter 5

Sample Experimental  Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group  Group (Impact) Change (%) Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Full sample 15,683 5,363 5,795 -432 *** -75 78.2 82.5 -4.3 *** -5.2
Regular enrollee 12,441 5,370 5,787 -417 *E* -7.2 78.3 82.9 -4.6 *** -5.6
Early enrollee 3,242 5,335 5,826 -490 *** -8.4 78.0 81.2 -3.2 -3.9
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 2,843 5152 5,740 -588 *** -10.2 745 809 -6.4 *x* -7.9
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 3,990 5,296 5,663 -367 *** -6.5 76.8 81.2 -4.4 *x* -54
Central (Region 4) 2,526 5,525 5,962 -436 *** -7.3 82.5 85.6 -3.1 -3.6
Southern (Region 5)% 3,522 5,610 5,950 -340 *** -5.7 81.9 84.3 -24 -2.8
Southeastern (Region 6) 2,802 5,211 5,699 -489 *** -8.6 75.3 80.8 -5.5 *** -6.8
White 2,715 4,944 5,335 -391 *** -7.3 72.3 77.2 -4.9 ** -6.4
African-American 4,891 5,461 5,843 -381 *** -6.5 82.1 85.8 -3.7 *x* -4.3
Hispanic 7,079 5,384 5,910 -526 *** -8.9 77.3 82.3 -5.0 *** -6.0
Asian 872 5,920 6,234 -314 ** -5.0 82.0 85.2 -3.2 -3.7
Has a high school diploma or GED 7,168 5,013 5,431 -419 *** 7.7 75.1 79.6 -4.5 *** -5.6
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 8,515 5,658 6,106 -448 *** -7.3 80.8 85.1 -4.2 *x** -5.0
Applicant 561 4,517 4,585 -68 -15 64.7 65.4 -0.7 -1.0
Short-term recipient 3,699 4,596 4,981 -386 *** 7.7 67.9 72.5 -4.6 ** -6.4
Long-term recipient 11,423 5,652 6,115 -463 *** -7.6 82.2 86.5 -4.3 *** -4.9
Employed in year prior to random assignment 5,704 4,856 5,272 -416 *** -7.9 73.9 77.9 -4.,0 *** -5.1
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 9,979 5,652 6,098 -446 *** -7.3 80.6 85.3 -4.6 *** -5.4
Most disadvantaged” 4,750 6,094 6,543 -449 *** -6.9 85.3 88.5 -3.2 **x -3.7
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Table 3 (continued)

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded
from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

The sample sizes of the ethnicity subgroups do not add up to the full sample size because results for Native Americans and Pacific Islanders are not presented.
Their sample sizes were too small for reliable estimates.

The welfare history subgroups (applicants, short-term recipients, and long-term recipients) were defined through a combination of self-reported information and
administrative records data.

This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.

®The "most disadvantaged" subgroup consists of long-term recipients who did not have a high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment and who
did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment.

A homogeneity test was applied to variation in impacts across subgroups. Variation in impacts across subgroups was statistically significant as follows:

Subgroups Employment Earnings AFDC/TANF Payments ~AFDC/TANF Receipt Q5
Enrollee status No No No No

Region Yes No Yes Yes

Race/ethnicity Yes No Yes No

Educational attainment No No No No

Welfare history No No Yes No

Employed in year prior to random assignment Yes No No No



VII. Impact Findingsfor AFDC-Us

Averaged across all AFDC-Usin the sample (both men and women),
Jobs-First GAIN produced largefirst-year impacts on both employment
and earnings.

In the first year of follow-up, 42 percent of control group membersin the AFDC-U group
worked for pay (see Table 1). The average control group member earned $2,455 (zeros for peo-
ple who never worked are averaged into this measure). Jobs-First GAIN produced a 12 percent-
age point increase in the proportion employed and an earnings gain of $1,082, or 44 percent.
About two-thirds of the earnings gain resulted from the program’s help in finding jobs for recipi-
ents who would not have worked on their own. The remainder was due equally to alonger dura-
tion of employment and higher average earnings for recipients who would have worked anyway.
Employment and earnings gains remained substantial throughout the follow-up period and are
therefore likely to persist in year 2.

These results gain particular importance in light of TANF s work requirements, which are
much stricter for AFDC-Us than for single parents. TANF requires a higher percentage of two-
parent families to work or participate in employment-related activities (in 1998, 75 percent of
two-parent families versus 30 percent of single parents) and specifies that they work more hours
per week in order to be counted as participants (35 versus 20).

Jobs-First GAIN reduced first-year AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp ex-
penditures and receipt for the full sample (both men and women).

The program decreased the average length of AFDC/TANF receipt for the AFDC-Us by a
moderate amount (about 22 weeks, not shown in tables) and reduced welfare expenditures by
$667, or 10 percent (see Table 1). As was the case for single parents, most of these savings re-
sulted from case closures, but a substantial portion was due to lower average monthly grants for
those till on welfare. At the end of year 1, 77 percent of experimental group members versus 83
percent of control group members were on welfare (see Table 1). While Jobs-First GAIN’ s effect
on welfare receipt was promising, these results suggest that the vast mgjority of program enrollees
will still receive assistance at the end of year 2. Jobs-First GAIN also reduced Food Stamp ex-
penditures by $310, or 11 percent. (See Table 1.)

Partly asaresult of California’s generous earnings disregar ds, most em-
ployed Jobs-First GAIN enrollees still received AFDC/TANF at the end of
year 1. Consequently, the program’sincrease in the per centage employed
and off welfare was small. Jobs-First GAIN achieved a substantial reduc-
tion in the proportion of AFDC-Uswho depended on welfare as their
primary sour ce of income, however .

Jobs-First GAIN lowered the proportion in the least self-sufficient group, those who were
jobless and on AFDC/TANF, from 58 to 47 percentage points. The overall employment gain at
the end of year 1 resulted partly from the program’s small (4 percentage point) impact on em-
ployment without welfare (12 percentage points for experimental group members minus 8 per-
centage points for control group members) and partly from its similar (5 percentage point) impact
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on combining work and welfare (30 percentage points minus 25 percentage points). (These results
are not shown in tables or figures.)

Earnings gainsfor the AFDC-U group were matched (but not exceeded)
by reductionsin AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp payments.

In the first year of follow-up, Jobs-First GAIN replaced welfare dollars with earnings but
did not raise average combined income for members of two-parent families. Both experimental
and control group members received about $12,000 in earnings, AFDC/TANF payments, and
Food Stamps. (This measure of income includes earnings only from the sample member, and not

from the other parent on the case.) Previously evaluated programs tended to actually reduce
overall income for members of two-parent families.

Jobs-First GAIN achieved similarly large increasesin employment for
male and female AFDC-Us. First-year earnings gains, however, were
nearly twice as large for men asfor women. Over the cour se of follow-up,
quarterly earnings gainsfor men and women began to converge.

As shown in Table 4, more male than female control group members found ajob during
the first year of follow-up: about one-half versus one-third. This result is not surprising, because
more men than women worked before random assignment. Male control group members earned
more than twice as much, on average, as their female counterparts: $3,274 versus $1,497. (Zero
earnings for jobless sample members are averaged into this measure.)

During year 1, Jobs-First GAIN boosted employment by 13 percentage points (to 43 per-
cent) for women and by 11 percentage points (to 63 percent) for men, both representing large in-
creases relative to the control group. Earnings gains were nearly twice as large for men ($1,449)
as for women ($740), despite the similarity in their employment increases. This is because male
experimental group members who worked earned more per quarter (on average) than their con-
trol group counterparts, but female experimental group members did not (not shown in tables).

The data suggest that both subgroups will continue to achieve employment and earnings
gainsin year 2, but impacts for men will probably grow smaller. At the beginning of year 2, the
employment gain for men declined to 8 percentage points. Their earnings increases aso dimin-
ished dightly but remained large ($281). For women, employment impacts remained large, and
earnings gains peaked at $253, the beginning of year 2, indicating that the women may eventually
approach the earnings gains of men.

Jobs-First GAIN reduced first-year AFDC/TANF paymentsfor both men
and women. At the end of year 1, the program decreased the proportion
of men on welfare by a moderate amount, but it did not decrease
AFDC/TANF receipt for women.

Despite their higher earnings levels, male control group members received more
AFDC/TANF dollars, on average, than their female counterparts during year 1: $7,133 versus
$6,495 (see Table 4). It is unclear why this apparent inconsistency occurred. In addition, they
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Table4
Program Impacts on Employment, Earnings,
and AFDC/TANF Payments and Receipt for Selected Subgroups of AFDC-Us

Ever Employed in Year 1 Average Total Earningsin Year 1

Sample Experimental Control Difference Percentage = Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Full sample 5,048 53.6 41.6 11.9 *** 28.6 3,538 2,455 1,082 *** 441
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 1,507 45.8 34.2 117 *** 34.2 2,778 2,029 749 *** 36.9
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 1,376 569 472 9.7 *** 20.5 3701 2,624 1,077 *** 41.1
Central (Region 4) 591 50.2 422 8.0 * 19.0 3,004 2821 182 6.5
Southern (Region 5)% 611 57.7 42.1 15.6 *** 37.1 4,205 3,007 1,198 ** 39.8
Southeastern (Region 6) 963 60.6 43.8 16.7 *** 38.2 4,397 2,252 2,144 *** 95.2
Female 2,393 43.2 30.5 12.7 *** 414 2,237 1,497 740 *** 49.5
Male 2,655 62.9 51.9 11.0 *** 21.2 4,723 3,274 1,449 *=** 44.2
White 1,420 420 324 9.6 *** 29.7 2,379 2,060 319 155
Hispanic 2,362 59.3 44.4 14.9 *** 334 4,316 2,485 1,830 *** 73.7
Asian 990 53.9 47.4 6.5 ** 138 3,083 2428 655 ** 27.0
Has a high school diploma or GED 2,044 511 41.1 9.9 *** 24.2 3613 2,835 778 ** 27.4
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 3,004 55.3 42.1 13.2 *** 314 3482 2,226 1,256 *** 56.4
Applicant 142 63.0  46.6 16.4 * 1 35.3 5855 3,843 2,013 " 52.4
Short-term recipient 1,454 58.3 45.0 13.3 *** 29.7 4514 2,877 1,637 *** 56.9
Long-term recipient 3,452 51.3 394 11.9 *** 30.2 3,037 2,199 838 *** 38.1
Employed in year prior to random assignment 1,745 80.9 73.2 7.8 *** 10.6 6,327 4,731 1,597 *** 33.8
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 3,303 39.2 24.9 14.3 *** 57.4 2,064 1,240 824 *** 66.5
Most disadvantaged” 1,499 39.6 23.6 16.0 *** 68.1 1,950 902 1,048 *** 116.1
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Table 4 (continued)

Average Total AFDC/TANF Paymentsin Year 1

Received AFDC/TANF in Quarter 5

Sample Experimental Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group Group  (Impact) Change (%) Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Full sample 5,048 6,180 6,847 -667 *** -9.7 77.3 82.7 -5.4 *** -6.5
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 1,507 6,507 6,818 -311 ** -4.6 82.3 81.6 0.7 0.8
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 1,376 6,079 6,829 =750 *** -11.0 76.1 81.8 -5.8 ** -7.0
Central (Region 4) 591 6,631 7,036 -405 * -5.8 84.3 89.0 -4.6 -5.2
Southern (Region 5)% 611 6,465 7,189 =723 *** -10.1 75.2 84.9 -0.7 ** -11.4
Southeastern (Region 6) 963 5380 6,498 -1,117 *** -17.2 68.7 79.1 -10.4 *** -13.1
Female 2,393 6,071 6,495 -424 *** -6.5 76.7 79.7 -2.9 -3.7
Male 2,655 6,285 7,133 -848 *** -11.9 77.9 85.0 -7.0 *** -8.3
White 1,420 6,599 6,965 -367 ** -5.3 83.3 85.0 -1.7 -2.0
Hispanic 2,362 5576 6,438 -863 *** -13.4 70.5 79.5 -9.0 *** -11.3
Asian 990 7,017 7,651 -634 *** -8.3 85.8 89.5 -3.7 -4.1
Has a high school diplomaor GED 2,044 6,122 6,590 -468 *** -7.1 76.8 79.6 -2.8 -35
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 3,004 6,225 6,994 =770 *** -11.0 77.7 845 -6.8 *** -8.0
Applicant 142 4773 529 -524 1 -9.9 643 784 -14.1 ¢ -18.0
Short-term recipient 1,454 5,018 6,096 -1,078 *** -17.7 63.6 73.9 -10.3 *** -14.0
Long-term recipient 3,452 6,730 7,220 -490 *** -6.8 83.7 86.3 -2.6* -3.1
Employed in year prior to random assignment 1,745 5573 6,584 -1,011 *** -15.4 725 80.2 S7.7 *** -9.6
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 3,303 6,497 7,007 -510 *** -7.3 79.8 84.2 -4.4 xx* -5.3
Most disadvantaged® 1,499 6,880 7,543 -663 *** -8.8 82.9 90.0 -7.2 **% -8.0
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Table 4 (continued)

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded
from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.
Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

The sample sizes for the ethnicity subgroups do not add up to the full sample size because results for African-Americans, Native Americans, and Pacific Islanders
are not presented. Their sample sizes were too small for reliable estimates.

The welfare history subgroups (applicants, short-term recipients, and long-term recipients) were defined through a combination of self-reported information and
administrative records data.

#This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.

®The "most disadvantaged" subgroup consists of long-term recipients who did not have a high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment and who
did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment.

“The symbol "u" indicates that, because of avery small sample size, the impact estimate shown is unreliable.

A homogeneity test was applied to variation in impacts across subgroups. Variation in impacts across subgroups was statistically significant as follows:

Subg. roups Employment Earnings AFDC/TANF Payments AFDC/TANF Receipt Q5
Region No Yes Yes Yes

Gender No Yes Yes No

Race/ethnicity Yes Yes Yes Yes

Educational attainment No No Yes No

Welfare history No No Yes Yes

Employed in year prior to random assignment vy g Yes Yes No



were more likely to be on welfare at the end of year 1. 85 percent of men compared to 80 percent
of women recelved cash assistance.

Jobs-First GAIN reduced first-year AFDC/TANF payments by a significantly larger
amount for men ($848, or 12 percent) than for women ($424, or 7 percent). For both subgroups,
the program continued to reduce AFDC/TANF payments at the end of follow-up, indicating that
savings will continue into year 2 (not shown in tables). At the end of year 1, Jobs-First GAIN re-
duced welfare receipt for men only, by 7 percentage points (see Table 4).

Aswasthe casefor single parents, the program positively affected many
different segments of the AFDC-U caseload.

As shown in Table 4, AFDC-Us who lacked a high school diploma or a GED certificate
achieved large employment and earnings gains — 13 percentage points and $1,256, respectively
— and moderate AFDC/TANF reductions.

Of the control group members who had been jobless for at |east a year before random as-
signment, only one-fourth found employment in the year after random assignment, and their
earnings averaged just $1,240. Jobs-First GAIN produced alarge (14 percentage point) employ-
ment gain for this group (which exceeds the gain for recipients who worked in the year prior to
random assignment) and a moderate earnings increase.

In the first year of follow-up, about one-fourth of the “maost disadvantaged” control group
members worked for pay. Year 1 earnings and AFDC/TANF payments for control group mem-
bers in this subgroup averaged about $900 and $7,500, respectively. Ninein 10 were still on wel-
fare at the end of year 1. Jobs-First GAIN raised employment by alarge amount and more than
doubled average earnings. The program also reduced AFDC/TANF expenditures and receipt.

Table 4 shows that Jobs-First GAIN aso benefited more job ready sample members. Al-
though amost three-fourths of control group members with recent employment experience
worked in the first year of follow-up, the program raised employment levels even further — by 8
percentage points. First-year earnings gains for experimental group members who worked in the
year prior to random assignment averaged $1,597 above the relatively high control group level of
$4,731. Higher earnings on the job made a greater contribution to the overall earnings gain for
this subgroup than did job-finding itsalf.

As shown in Table 4, Jobs-First GAIN produced employment gains and welfare savings
for recipients in each of the three main racial/ethnic groups among the AFDC-Us. non-Hispanic
whites, Hispanics, and Asians. (There were not enough African-American AFDC-U sample mem-
bers for reliable analysis.) Hispanics experienced the largest, most consistent impacts. These re-
sults appear more impressive in light of the fact that about half of the non-Hispanic whites and
Hispanics, and aimost three-fourths of the Asians, lacked English proficiency at random assign-
ment. They show that Work First programs can help recipients who have different national origins
and languages.

VIIl. Discussion and I mplications of the Findings
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The findings presented in this Executive Summary show that, in the short term at least,
Los Angeles County’ s transition from a basi c-education-focused welfare-to-work program to a
strongly employment-focused program worked. Jobs-First GAIN achieved relatively large first-
year employment gains, a necessary prerequisite for longer-term success. Employment impacts
exceeded those for the earlier GAIN program by a wide margin. Even more impressive was the
fact that Jobs-First GAIN attained positive effectsin alarge urban setting, where welfare-to-work
programs have traditionally fared poorly. Moreover, the program raised employment levels for
many types of welfare recipients, including persons facing relatively serious barriers to employ-
ment. It is also interesting to note that Jobs-First GAIN achieved these results while attaining
relatively low levels of participation in job club and other employment-related activities. These
findings suggest that programs that impart a strong pro-employment message (as Jobs-First GAIN
did) may thereby encourage a portion of the caseload to find work who may not have done so on
their own initiative.

The first-year findings also point to areas where the program has not yet attained its goals.
Notably, the program did better at reducing welfare expenditures than in moving recipients of f
assistance. Thisfinding may be expected, because the program encouraged enrollees to combine
work and welfare in the short term, taking advantage of California’ s Work Pays financial incen-
tives. At some point, however, the program will need to increase the rate of exits from assistance
— otherwise, many adult recipients will eventually begin to encounter lifetime limits on digibility
for assistance. The key issue is whether experimental group members begin advancing to better
jobs — offering stable, full-time employment at hourly wages exceeding the state’'s minimum
wage (presently $5.75) by several dollars — more frequently than their counterparts in the control
group. As discussed above, the program has so far boosted average earnings mainly by putting
more people to work, but not yet by helping people get better jobs. A final issue concerns recipi-
ents' income. During the first year, Jobs-First GAIN increased experimental group members' self-
sufficiency by replacing welfare dollars with earnings. It has not, as yet, increased their overal
income, at least as measured by earnings, welfare, and Food Stamps. It remains to be seen
whether the program can boost incomes and move recipients out of poverty.

IX. FutureResearch

In late 1999, MDRC will issue its final report on the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation. This
report will include: (1) two-year impact findings on program participation, employment rates, and
earnings, aswell as on AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp receipt and payments; (2) an expanded
study of program impacts and other outcomes — including household composition and income,
use of transitional child care and medical services, incidence of food insecurity and hunger, and
child well-being; and (3) a benefit-cost analysis, comparing increased program costs to welfare
savings (and associated administrative costs) and increased taxes paid by sample members. The
anaysiswill also consider whether sample members were made better off financially as a result of
Jobs-First GAIN, that is, whether their gainsin earnings, fringe benefits, and the Earned Income
Tax Credit exceeded their loss of income from increased taxes and reductionsin AFDC/TANF,
Food Stamps, and other cash and noncash benefits. MDRC will estimate these effects from auto-
mated participation, earnings, and public assistance records for the full sample and from data col-
lected from a survey of selected AFDC-FG sample members.
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Chapter 1

I ntroduction

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 ended the
60-year-old Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, the nation’ s largest cash
welfare program. Among its provisions, the law replaced AFDC with block grants to the states,
called Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and created financial incentives for
states to run mandatory, work-focused welfare-to-work programs. While these types of programs
are not new, various aspects of the 1996 law increase their importance: Federal funds now may
not be used to support most families on welfare for longer than five years (and some states have
even shorter welfare time limits); states face financial pendtiesif they fail to meet TANF-defined
“participation standards,” which require increasingly large proportions of welfare recipients to be
in work or work-related activities, and states must have a plan for how they will require recipients
to work after two years of assistance.

In meeting the new challenges of the federal welfare legidation, state and local adminis-
trators and policymakers can benefit from reliable information on the types of welfare-to-work
program approaches that can quickly move substantial numbers of people into work and off wel-
fare. This challenge will be especialy daunting in large cities, where prior studies of welfare-to-
work programs have shown limited positive effects on employment and earnings.

This report presents first-year participation and impact findings from the evaluation of the
Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN program, the largest county welfare-to-work program in the nation.
Consistent with the philosophy and goals of the 1996 federal law, Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN
emphasizes job search assistance and imparts a strong pro-work message in attempting to move
thousands of welfare recipients quickly into jobs and off the welfare rolls. Because of this empha-
sis and message, Jobs-First GAIN — like most other current programs nationwide — is often
categorized as a“Work First” program.

Asdiscussed later in this chapter (and in detail in the first evaluation report), Jobs-First
GAIN represented a transformation of the county’ s previous welfare-to-work program (Los An-
geles GAIN), which had emphasized basic education asits key service. Because it was not certain
that the new program would be effective, county officials decided to have it evaluated. Since the
county did not have the resources or capacity to immediately serve everyone who qualified for the
program, county officials decided that the strongest research approach could be employed — that
used in the earlier, six-county GAIN evaluation (which included Los Angeles GAIN). Inthisre-
search design (called a “random assignment” study), people targeted for the program are assigned
at random to two groups — an “experimental group,” which is made subject to the program’s re-
guirements and given access to its services, and (for comparison) a “control group,” which is
neither subject to the requirements nor given access to the program’ s services (though its mem-
bers are free to seek other servicesin the community).

Because people are assigned to the two groups at random, the groups are similar, so any
differences between them that emerge later (for example, in their employment rates) must be at-
tributable to the program under study (in this case, Jobs-First GAIN). Although the purpose of a



random assignment study is to reliably determine what difference a program really makes, it also
serves the purpose of fairly alocating places in a program that cannot accommodate all those who
might want to join it or who are supposed, by law, to do so, since people are assigned to the pro-
gram by arandom process, much like a lottery.

l. The National | mportance of Welfare Reform in L os Angeles

The Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation provides an opportunity to study how well a Work First
approach succeeds within an urban context, with a predominantly minority welfare population,
and on avery large scale. All of these features make this evaluation important to the study of
welfare reform. If Los Angeles succeeds in moving significant numbers from welfare to work, the
program can serve as a model for other large urban aress.

A. The Setting

Los Angeles County is the most populous in the nation, with awelfare caseload larger
than any state’'s, except New York’s and California' s. Presently, one in 12 U.S. welfare recipients
livesin Los Angeles County. Further, the county receives more than 8 percent of all welfare dol-
lars spent nationwide.* For these reasons aone, any success achieved by Los Angeles County’s
welfare-to-work program in moving large numbers of recipientsinto jobs and off assistance will
have broad significance. Moreover, the nation’ s welfare population has become increasingly con-
centrated in its largest cities. According to a recent study, as of 1996 most cities had “ shares of
the state’ s welfare population that were larger than the cities' share of the state’ s total popula-
tion.” The same study found that most large cities and urban counties “did not perform as well as
their states in moving recipients off the welfare payrolls.” Thus, the future success of welfare re-
form will, to a great extent, depend on whether administrators and staff of large, urban welfare-
to-work programs, like Los Angeles County’s, can design and implement innovative approaches
that work.

B. TheWelfare Caseload

Hispanics and African-Americans make up about 80 percent of the CdWORK s caseload
in Los Angeles County.? (CaWORKsis California's current welfare program.) These two groups
now make up amajority of the nation’s welfare caseload as well. Further, as recent studies have
demonstrated, minorities are leaving assistance more slowly than are white recipients. Asin Los

'U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, AFDC/TANF
Flash Report, April 1997; California Department of Socia Services, Statistical Services Branch, “AFDC Family
Group/Unemployed (FG/U) Statewide Cash Grant Caseload Movement and Expenditures Report,” April 1997.

Bruce Katz and K ate Carnevale, The Sate of Welfare Caseloads in America’s Cities (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, May 1998), as quoted in Judith Havemann, “Welfare Reform Success Cited in L.A.,”
Washington Post, August 20, 1998, p. AL

3Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services, “DPSS Caseload Characteristics Report, July
1998.”



Angeles County, the success of welfare reform nationally will depend increasingly on how well
programs help minority recipients find employment and |eave assistance.*

C. Operatinga Work First Program

Aswill be discussed below, Los Angeles County implemented a Work First program on a
very large scale. TANF s requirements strongly encourage states to implement a Work First pro-
gram model. Under TANF, states must place alarge percentage (25 percent in 1997, rising to 50
percent in 2002) of their welfare caseload in work or work-related program activities. Further,
TANF sfive-year limit on most families dligibility to receive federal dollars for welfare gives
states a strong incentive to move recipients off assistance quickly. Prior research has shown that
Work First programs can serve large numbers of recipients at relatively modest expense. Further,
Work First programs have succeeded in helping some welfare recipients move rapidly into jobs. It
isless certain, however, that Work First programs help large numbers of recipients stay employed
and achieve sdlf-sufficiency.’

[I. TheJdobs-First GAIN Program Mode

Work First programs usually include: (1) a pervasive message, articulated clearly and fre-
guently by program staff, that participants need to find work as soon as possible in order to be-
come economically self-sufficient; (2) upfront job search services as the first program activity for
most participants; (3) ajob development component with links to local employers; (4) short-term
education and training services, used either sequentially or concurrently with additional job search
activities by clients; (5) enforcement of the participation mandate through noncompliance and fi-
nancial sanctioning procedures; and (6) an emphasis on serving a broad cross section of the wel-
fare population with program services. Work First programs can aso differ in many ways, how-
ever (asillustrated later in this chapter, in Table 1.2).°

Several features are central to the Jobs-First GAIN version of a Work First approach:”
Communicating a strong Work First message.

Paramount to the program is the Work First message that any job is a good job and should
be taken. According to the Work First philosophy, even alow-wage job can be valuable to awel-

*U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1998 Green Book: Overview of Entitlement
Programs (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, May 1998); Table 7-19, pp. 440-442; Jason De-
Parle, “ Shrinking Welfare Rolls L eave Record High Share of Minorities,” New York Times, July 27, 1998, p. Al.

°See Bloom, 1997, pp. 36-43, 113.

®0One key difference is whether, like Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN, the program assigns nearly all enrollees to
job search as their first activity — an approach referred to in this report as “Work First, Job Search First” — or
instead uses a “Work First, Mixed Services” approach, which allows case managers greater flexibility to refer a
portion of the caseload to education and training activities (as exemplified by the Riverside GAIN program of the
late 1980s and the Portland JOBS program of the middie 1990s). This distinction figures later in this chapter (and
in Chapters 3 and 4), when Jobs-First GAIN is compared to several other programs.

"Further details are provided in Table 1.2. See the first report from this evaluation (Weissman, 1997) for a
thorough discussion of the program and its services.



fare recipient, because it brings additional income to the family, increases the person’ s feeling of

self-worth, and makes the person a good role model for the children. DPSS line and management
staff, as well as service providers, voice this message repeatedly to program enrollees throughout
their stay in Jobs-First GAIN. All program components and case management activities reinforce

this message.



Warning enrollees that time-limited welfare is coming and urging them to
get ajob right away to preservether digibility for assistance.

Even before the federal welfare reform legidation was enacted in August 1996, program
staff were informing new enrollees that the federal government and the State of Californiawould
limit welfare eligibility, possibly to two years, and encouraging them to find work in order to
avoid the expected cuts in welfare. As one agency flyer put it:

Everyone will be expected to work. . . . These changes could occur as early
as 1996. It is critical that you prepare now for these social changes. Work
experience is the best training. Remember: “WORK ISIN, WELFARE IS
OuT.”

This message was repeated during program activities, and in meetings between enrollees
and program staff.

Operating an unusually intensive program orientation.

All new enrollees attend a six-hour-long group orientation session, followed by an individ-
ual appraisal meeting with a case manager during their first day in the program. In contrast, most
other welfare-to-work programs, including some that share Los Angeles County’s Work First
philosophy, concentrate on intake and referral functions during orientation. Orientation meetings
aim to change recipients’ perceptions of Jobs-First GAIN, to present them with the Jobs-First
program’s message, and to increase their self-esteem — particularly with regard to their ability to
find work. At appraisal meetings that follow, case managers convey their expectation that enrol-
lees will be working soon. In particular, case managers stress that California s relatively generous
earnings disregards (discussed later in this chapter) will make enrollees financially better off by
working, even at minimum wage jobs. Staff demonstrate this point by walking participants
through several examples of grant calculations. They also discuss the availability of transitional
child care and medical insurance for participants who leave welfare for employment.

Assigning most enrolleestojob club first.

Case managers, with few exceptions, assign most enrollees to job club (group instruction
and assistance in finding jobs) astheir first activity. Usualy, the initia assignment takes place
during the appraisal meeting. Jobs-First GAIN offered short-term basic education and vocational
training classes as well, but assigned few enrollees to these activities. The program also made lim-
ited use of unpaid work experience jobs.

Organizing high-quality job clubsthat teach job search sKills, boost par-
ticipants self-esteem, and increase their motivation to find ajob.

The Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) designed and operates the Jobs-
First GAIN job clubs. LACOE crafted an upbeat, highly motivational job club model aimed at
getting participants into jobs quickly. Further, LACOE staffed the job clubs with workshop |lead-
ers experienced in providing placement services to the program. Job club consists of a three-week
workshop. In the first week, participants attend classroom sessions, where they complete a host of
practical exercisesto prepare them for their job search, including sample job applications and



practice interviews. Participants are also expected to begin looking for work on their own initia-
tive. Frequently, several participants will find jobs before the five-day workshop has been com-
pleted.

Job club facilitators communicate energy and enthusiasm, telling participants that each of
them can find ajob by the end of the three-week activity. From the first day of job club, partici-
pants are encouraged to interact with one another and to speak in front of the group, and the fa-
cilitator is constantly calling on people to answer questions or talk about their job-seeking experi-
ences. The goal isfor participants to begin to feel comfortable speaking out loud about their skills
and job preferences.

Job club staff rarely dwell on the mandatory nature of the activity; rather, they strive to
present the services as an opportunity for participants, and they stress the importance of regular
attendance if participants expect to find employment. They also frequently remind participants
that attending job club islike ajob itself, and that getting into the habit of coming to job club on
time and dressed appropriately helps them prepare for the world of work. The only difference,
staff often tell participants, isthat work will pay better than welfare does. To reinforce this mes-
sage, job club staff, like the orientation workshop leaders and the GAIN case managers, guide
participants through a number of grant calculation scenarios. Again, these demonstrations under-
line that clients will be financially better off by hundreds of dollars per month if they work, even at
minimum wage jobs.

With the strong focus on independent job-seeking skills and techniques, there isalso a
surprising amount of self-esteem-building at job services. Particularly in the workshop component
of job club, staff place a high priority on promoting the value of work not only for its economic
benefits but also for its potentia to have a positive impact on self-esteem.

After the classroom-based job search workshop, participants begin 10 days of supervised
job search at the LACOE job centers. Participants have access to telephones for calling prospec-
tive employers, as well as typewriters and a computer for writing résumeés and letters. Participants
are given abasic script to use in making cold calls to employers, and then each is expected —
every day — to make at least 50 phone calls, generate at least five leads for job openings, and
schedule or go on at least three interviews.

Using job development activitiesto support enrollees job search efforts.

Each Jobs-First GAIN office has DPSS job developers, who cultivate relationships with
local employers and create lists of job positions. Job developers then try to match enrolleesto
available job openings, based on enrollees’ prior experience and interests. Job developers begin
working with enrollees during orientation and appraisal, and continue assisting their job search
efforts during job club and other program components. Job developers aso arrange and host job
fairsfor clients — weekly “mini” job fairs with one or two employers, plus larger quarterly job
fairs with numerous employers. One office even experimented with having its job devel opers work
on a one-on-one basis with program enrollees who had received a financial sanction (areduction
in their welfare grant) for noncompliance with program requirements.

Job development has become a more important feature of the Jobs-First GAIN approach
over time. During the early part of the evaluation (covered in this report), each GAIN office had



hired job developers, but job developers differed in how aggressively they were creating linkages
to employers. Currently, job development plays a more prominent role in Jobs-First GAIN. In
particular, DPSS markets the program to the business community as providing cost-free screening
of prospective employees and promises to send employers people who are qualified and motivated
to perform available jobs.®

[11. An Overview of the Program’s History

A. TheOriginal GAIN Program and Evaluation

Launched in 1988, the original Los Angeles GAIN program, in keeping with statewide
directives, placed a strong emphasis on upfront basic education. Working only with long-term
welfare recipients, the program assigned most of them to one or more of the three constituents of
basic education: Adult Basic Education (ABE), that is, remedial math or English; preparation for
the Genera Educational Development (GED) test (those who pass earn a GED, or high school
equivalency, certificate); or English as a Second Language (ESL) classes. Relatively few were as-
signed to job search activities.

An evauation of the GAIN program in Los Angeles and five other counties found that
Los Angeles GAIN incurred substantia per capita costs but showed only small earning gains and
modest savings in welfare expenditures.’ Los Angeles GAIN staff voiced frustration over the pro-
gram’ s shortcomings: Enrollees were neither completing their education activities nor finding
jobs.'® In contrast, the GAIN program in neighboring Riverside County, which used a mixed-
services approach with a strong employment focus, achieved unprecedented earning gains, large
reductions in welfare payments, and substantial savings to government budgets.™*

B. Creating Jobs-First GAIN

In light of these findings, between 1993 and 1995, DPSS undertook an effort to restruc-
ture its GAIN program, adapting the practices and policies of Riverside and other successful em-
ployment-focused programs. DPSS renamed the program Jobs-First GAIN to underscore its new
commitment to the Work First approach.

DPSS also expanded the scale and targeting of the program, bringing several thousand
more recipients per month into Jobs-First GAIN than had entered the program in previous years.
By minimizing the provision of basic education and expanding job search services, which cost
less, DPSS could serve more recipients at the same cost. Illustrative of this point is the fact that
program expenditures increased less than 10 percent between 1995 and 1998, while the number of
participants rose by more than 20 percent.*

8_os Angeles County Department of Public Social Services, “Gain Services for Employers’ (flyer), April 1998.

9See Riccio, Friediander, and Freedman, 1994, Chapters 4, 6, and 7.

1%\eissman, 1997, p. 17.

YThe Riverside GAIN program is further discussed later in this chapter.

12| 0s Angeles County Department of Public Social Services, “GAIN Program Expenditures, FY's 95-96, 96-97,
and 97-98.”



C. Recent Program Developments

Since the start of the evaluation, DPSS has taken further measures to intensify the Work
First thrust of Jobs-First GAIN. Anticipating the time-limited welfare benefits required by TANF
legidation, DPSS staff stressed to GAIN registrants, throughout their tenure in the program, the
need to find jobs immediately, so asto preserve their welfare eligibility for when they might truly
need assistance, especially during an economic downturn. To bolster these efforts, DPSS estab-
lished the GAIN Applicant Program (GAP), an upfront job search program for welfare applicants.
DPSS implemented GAP in 11 of the 24 DPSS cash assistance officesin April 1997.%

D. CalWORK s I mplementation

During the course of 1998, DPSS phased in CAlWORKSs, the California plan that imple-
mented the 1996 federal welfare reform legisiation.™ These programmatic changes will
have only minimal effects on the people included in this study. DPSS did not begin to phasein
CalWORKSs until April 1998, well after the end of the first year of follow-up covered in thisre-
port. Sample members may have responded, however, to the general message that time-limited
welfare would soon come into being.™ The final report will examine survey data on the extent to
which sample members knew about time-limited welfare.

V. TheProgram Environment

A. County Demographic Char acteristics

With 9.6 million people spread over 4,000 square miles, Los Angeles County is the most
populous in the nation. By itself, the City of Los Angeles has 3.7 million residents. The county is
ethnically diverse: Approximately 42 percent of the population are Hispanics; Asian-Americans
and African-Americans represent about 12 and 10 percent, respectively.'® The vast mgjority of the
Hispanic population are of Mexican descent, with Salvadorans being the next largest group. Ap-
proximately 46 percent of county residents age five or over speak a language other than English at
home,"” with the largest number (32 percent) speaking Spanish; the next most commonly used
languages are Chinese, Tagalog, Korean, Japanese, and Vietnamese. Many members of these

3GAP ended on April 1, 1998, when California’'s TANF plan, Cal WORKSs, took effect in Los Angeles. Con-
sequently, DPSS never implemented it in the remaining 13 offices. To preserve the evaluation research design,
MDRC and DPSS devised and implemented screening procedures at the program offices to identify and exclude
from GAP services control group members among those applying for TANF aid.

14See L os Angeles County Department of Public Social Services, “Los Angeles County DPSS CalWORK s Im-
plementation Plan: Executive Summary” (draft), 1997, pp. 2-6.

3Control group members were not eligible for Cal WORK s services until after September 1998, the end of
follow-up for the evaluation. The final report will examine survey data on the extent to which sample members —
including the control group — knew about time-limited welfare.

18|_os Angeles County, “County of Los Angeles Statistical Data’ (Los Angeles County, CA, Website); Califor-
nia Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, “ Race/Ethnic Estimates by County,” January 1998
(Demographic Research Unit Website).

YUnited Way of Greater Los Angeles, State of the County Databook, Los Angeles 1996-97, Table 13, pp. 129-
136.



groups live in predominantly minority communities, such as South-Central Los Angeles and East
Los Angeles, whereas others are spread throughout the county.

B. Unemployment Rates and Poverty L evels

The county unemployment rate grew steadily in the early 1990s, rising from 5.4 percent in
April 1990 to ahigh of 10.8 percent in July 1992, but then, as shown in Table 1.1, it dipped to 8.3
percent in April 1996. Since then, the rate has continued to drop, falling to 7.0 percent in July
1998 — somewhat above the national average of 4.5 percent. Employment numbers have re-
flected this trend, growing from dightly fewer than 4 million working residentsin April 1996 to
more than 4.3 million by July 1998, a 9 percent increase.'®

The county poverty rate grew rapidly during the early-to-mid 1990s, but then began to
decline. In 1995, 24 percent of county residents lived below the federal poverty line, up dramati-
cally from 15 percent in 1990. This increase was fueled by both the county’s slow recovery from
the recession of the early 1990s and the continuing instability in the low-skills, entry-level labor
market. In addition, the 1990 poverty estimates were revised in 1994 to compensate for the un-
dercounting of poor county residents, which greatly expanded their official numbers.*® Over one-
third of the children were in poverty.”® More recently, however, the poverty rate began to de-
crease, falling to 18 percent in 1997.%*

To agreater extent than in most U.S. urban areas, the poor are spread across the county.
There are pockets of poverty not only in the City of Los Angeles but also in many of the outlying
suburban communities. Further, athough the overall county economy has significantly improved
over the last severd years, loca community unemployment rates vary considerably. African-
Americans and Hispanics make up the great majority of people living in poverty. For example,
unemployment rates in South-Central and East L os Angeles — communities where more than 90
percezrzlt of the residents are either African-Americans or Hispanics — still hover over 10 per-
cent.

C. AEDC/TANEF Casdloads and Grant L evels

County AFDC/TANF caseload numbers have followed the trends in employment figures.
Asshown in Table 1.1 and Appendix Table A.2, the AFDC caseload total ed about 306,000 cases
in July 1996. The number has since fallen steadily to its current level of roughly 245,000 cases —
yet still makes up about one-third of the entire California casel oad.

8California Employment Development Department’s Labor Market Information Division, “Civilian Labor
Force, Employment, and Unemployment” (California Employment Development Department Website).

®United Way of Greater Los Angeles, State of the County Databook, Los Angeles 1996-97, Table 96, p. 359.

%.S. Census Bureau, “County Estimates for People Under Age 18 in Poverty for California: 1993,” Table
D93-06 (U.S. Census Bureau Website).

.S, Census Bureau, “Percentage of People in Poverty, by State: 1995, 1996, and 1997” (U.S. Census Bureau
Website).

ZCalifornia Employment Development Department’ s Labor Market Information Division, “Labor Force Data
for Sub-County Areas (Los Angeles County), July 1998” (California Employment Devel opment Department Web-
site).



AFDC/TANF grant levels declined nearly 7 percent throughout the course of the study
(see Table 1.1). The maximum aid payment (MAP) in Cadliforniafor afamily of threein April
1996 was $607. The state reduced the MAP level in July 1996 to $594 and again in July 1997 to

-10-



Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table1.1

Char acteristics of the Program Environment,

L os Angeles County

Characteristic
Population, 1990% 8,863,052
Population, 1996 9,603,300
Population growth, 1990-96 (%) 84
AFDC caseload”

July 1996 306,330

July 1997 274,716

July 1998 244,569
Jobs-First GAIN caseload

July 1996 33,720

July 1997 41,467

July 1998 62,547
Total DPSS expenditures for Jobs-First GAIN

FY 95/96 $58,809,460

FY 96/97 $63,300,738

FY 97/98 $63,267,072
AFDC grant level for afamily of three ($)°

9/1/93 - 6/30/96 607

7/1/96 - 6/30/97 594

7/1/97 - Present 565
Food Stamp benefit level for afamily of three ($)*

10/2/95 - 9/30/96 246

10/1/96 - 9/30/97 251

10/1/97 - 9/30/98 267
Minimum wage (3$)

10/1/96 4.75

3/197 5.00

9/1/97 5.15

3/1/98 5.75
Unemployment rate (%)°

1996 8.2

1997 6.8

July 1998 7.0
Employment growth, 1996-98 (%)’ 8.7

(continued)
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Table 1.1 (continued)

SOURCES: Published reports from the U.S. Bureau of the Census; California Department of Social Services,
Employment Development Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services.

NOTES:
*Dataare for Los Angeles County.
PAFDC caseload figures are for single- and two-parent cases. Caseload figures refer to a monthly average.
‘AFDC grant levels are based upon the maximum aid payment.
“Food Stamp allotments are based upon the AFDC maximum aid payment.
®Data for 1996 and 1997 are annual averages; July 1998 is a monthly average.

fEmployment growth is calculated by: 100 x (number employed in July 1998 minus number employed in
April 1996) / (number employed in April 1996). Employment totals for both dates were seasonally adjusted.

$565.% Higher Food Stamp payments partly offset the loss of welfare income for most recipients.
Overal, afamily of three who relied on welfare and Food Stamps as their sole source of income
experienced a 2 1/2 percent decrease in combined income during the period covered by thisre-
port.?*

D. AEDC/TANFE Grant Calculations

During the follow-up period covered by this report, California used a set of welfare eligi-
bility and grant payment regulations, known as “Work Pays,” that increased the amount of money
clients could earn and till remain on AFDC. The State of Californiaimplemented Work Paysin a
series of steps starting in December 1992. Most important, Work Pays extended the “$30 and
1/3" earned income disregard to all months in which a client worked, rather than just the first four
months. Under thisrule, the welfare department (after subtracting the first $90 of arecipient’s
monthly wages to help defray her work-related expenses) would aso deduct (“disregard”) the
next $30 of earnings, plus one-third of the rest.?> For the following eight months, only the $30
portion would be deducted. In addition, the state deducted the first $50 of any child support pay-
ments it received for the client in a month, and up to an additional $175 per child in monthly child
care expenses.

BCalifornia Department of Social Services, Statistical Service Branch, “AFDC Family Group Unemployed
Statewide Cash Grant Casel oad Movement and Expenditures Report,” undated.

#california Department of Social Services, Information Services Bureau, “Public Assistance Facts and Fig-
ures: January 1998” (California Department of Socia Services Website). According to the formula used to calcu-
late Food Stamp payments, a reduction of $1 in welfare payments results in a 30 cent increase in Food Stamps for
families with no other income sources. In addition, the federal government increased maximum Food Stamp pay-
ments slightly in October 1996 and again in October 1997.

%\Weissman, 1997, p. 47.
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Before Work Pays, any remaining earnings, after all disregards were applied, were sub-
tracted dollar for dollar from the MAP, with the client’ s receiving the balance (if any) asare-
duced monthly welfare check. Under Work Pays, the welfare agency set a higher minimum
monthly income level for each household size, called the “Basic Need Standard.” The recipient’s
earnings were subtracted from this higher standard of need, rather than from the MAP. In effect,
this process functioned as an additional income disregard, because it did not count additional
earnings before reducing grant levels, allowing working clients to keep more of their earnings.®

Datain Appendix Table A.3 demonstrate how Work Pays grant calculation methods in-
crease recipients income from earnings and public assistance. As shown in the table, in October
1996 (the midpoint of the follow-up period for this report), a mother with two children could earn
up to $1,221 per month (or $7.04 per hour for a 40-hour work week) before losing her welfare
(and Medicaid) digibility. In contrast, without Work Pays (using grant calculation guidelines
adopted by most states before TANF), the same welfare recipient would lose her eligibility if she
earned more than $1,010 per month (or $5.83 per hour for a 40-hour work week), during her first
four months of employment. After month 4, monthly earnings above $713 would terminate the
person’s welfare digibility.

Work Pays aso increased the maximum amount a person could earn and still remain on
Medicaid — acrucia incentive for clients to begin working in entry-level jobs that do not provide
medical benefits.

V. An Overview of the Evaluation

The Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation began in 1996 and is scheduled to continue through the
end of 1999. It isjointly funded by the Los Angeles Department of Public Social Services
(DPSS), the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), and the Ford Foundation.
The evaluation involves nearly 21,000 welfare recipients who entered the program between April
and September 1996. It includes single parents (AFDC-FGs, or Family Group) — the great ma-
jority of whom are women — and members of two-parent households (AFDC-Us, or Unem-
ployed Parents).

A. The Research Design

Central to the evaluation is an experimental design, whereby those entering the program
were assigned, at random, to the “experimental group” or — for comparison — the * control
group.” Those assigned to the experimental group were given access to Jobs-First GAIN’s pro-
gram services, including the initial orientation session, and its Work First message. They were
subject to the program’s mandatory participation requirements and could incur a sanction (are-
duction in their welfare grant) for noncompliance. Control group members did not attend the six-
hour information and motivational meeting during orientation and were precluded from receiving
other Jobs-First GAIN services. They remained eligible to receive AFDC/TANF payments, how-

%This change is referred to as “fill-the-gap” budgeting because it was intended to fill the gap between the
family’s basic needs and its income from welfare.
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ever. Control group members could also seek other services in the community and receive child
care assistance from DPSS for employment-related programs in which they enrolled on their own
initiative.

Results for control group members represent the outcomes that welfare recipients would
be expected to achieve in the absence of Jobs-First GAIN. Experimental-control group differences
in outcome measures represent the effects, or impacts, of Jobs-First GAIN — that is, the extra
value associated with access to Jobs-First GAIN services and exposure to its Work First message
and mandatory participation requirements.

The evaluation analyzes program implementation; use of program services; impacts on
employment, earnings, and AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp receipt; and program benefits and
costs. Program effects will be estimated over atwo-year follow-up period, starting with each
sample member’ s date of random assignment.

B. Research Questionsfor This Report

This report is the third of five planned analyses of the program’s implementation and ef-
fects.?’ It expands upon the previous (1998) analysis by presenting impact findings on employ-
ment and earnings for afull year of follow-up, analyzing program effects on alarger number of
outcomes, reporting on participation patterns and impacts for key subgroups, and comparing the
short-term impacts of Jobs-First GAIN to those for severa other welfare-to-work programs. The
report addresses the following questions:

Participation

1. Did asubstantia portion of experimental group members participate in employment-related
services during the first year following their program orientation?

2. What can be learned about experimental group members who did not participate in Jobs-First
GAIN activities during year 1? What changes in their employment, welfare eligibility, or persona
circumstances might explain their nonparticipation?

3. Did the vast mgjority of Jobs-First GAIN participants attend job clubs, as intended by program
administrators? To what extent were education and training services used instead of or in combi-
nation with job search?

4. Jobs-First GAIN was intended as a short-term program, leading to ajob. How long did sample
members participate? How many participants in program activities found employment during year
1?

5. How often did case managers enforce the program’s mandatory participation requirement?
What portion of the sample incurred a reduction in their grant amount (a sanction) for noncompli-
ance?

#"The first report (Weissman, 1997) described how DPSS restructured its GAIN program services model from
a human capital development approach to a Work First model. It was followed by a paper (Freedman, Mitchell,
and Navarro, 1998) that discussed preliminary findings on participation patterns and first-year impacts. A paper
summarizing the program’s two-year impacts and the evaluation’s final report are both scheduled for later in 1999.
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Impacts for the Full Sample

6. Did Jobs-First GAIN produce an initial boost in employment and earnings, a result expected of
employment-focused programs?

7. To what extent did Jobs-First GAIN reduce dependence on welfare and Food Stamp benefits?

8. Were short-term employment and earnings gains and welfare reductions larger for Jobs-First
GAIN than for the earlier, basic-education-focused L os Angeles GAIN program and for other
employment-focused programs?

Impactsfor Key Subgroups

The evaluation of the earlier Los Angeles GAIN program showed that its basic education
focus produced little or no earnings gain for most types of welfare recipients. The Jobs-First
GAIN Evaluation also examines “What works best for whom?’ by anayzing datafor key sub-
groups of the caseload. Of particular concern is whether the program’s strong employment focus
benefits the most disadvantaged part of the casel oad, including those with the longest time on
welfare.

9. Did Jobs-First GAIN produce consistent employment and earnings gains and welfare reduc-
tions for sample members living in the central city and for sample members living in Los Angeles
County’ s outer ring of cities and towns?

Advocates of a Work First approach believe that it can increase employment levels and reduce
welfare receipt in avariety of settings and among different welfare populations. Critics of this ap-
proach assert that programs emphasizing job search assistance may not work in many central cit-
ies, partly because the available jobs are often in the outer suburbs and many employers are inac-
cessible by public transportation. An important way to test this assertion is to estimate program
impacts separately for each of the five GAIN administrative regions. Regions encompass unique
labor markets, transportation networks, and distinct communities, defined by race/ ethnicity and
socioeconomic status.?® For instance, the San Fernando Valey (Region 2) and San Gabrid Valey
(Region 3) in the northern sections of Los Angeles County contain many of the newer suburbs
and tend to be more prosperous than the older communities in the central and southern portions
of the county. South-Central Los Angeles, a group of poor and historically African-American
communities (and now home to arapidly growing Hispanic population), spans two regions. Cen-
tral (Region 4) and Southern (Region 5). The Southern Region also serves the low-income com-
munities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach. East Los Angeles, which contains the larg-
est concentration of Hispanics in the county, falls primarily within the boundaries of Southeastern
(Region 6).

The evaluation of Los Angeles DPSS's earlier, basic-education-focused GAIN program showed

that impacts varied by region. Although the Los Angeles GAIN program as a whole did not have
positive impacts through three years of follow-up, San Fernando Valley sample members (Region
2) achieved moderate earnings gains and relatively large reductions in AFDC receipt. In contrast,

%3ee Chapter 2 and Appendix Tables B.6 and B.7 for a discussion of the background characteristics of sample
members by region.
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sample members from Southern (Region 5) experienced welfare reductions but no changein
earnings.”

10. Did Jobs-First GAIN produce consistent employment and earnings gains and welfare reduc-
tions among different racial/ethnic groups in the research sample?

For a number of reasons, impacts on employment and welfare receipt may vary across ra-
cia/ethnic groups. For example, anecdotal evidence indicates that Hispanics and Asians often use
familial and neighborhood networks to find jobs not generally known to the wider population in
the community, as well as to make child care and transportation arrangements once they become
employed. On the other hand, lack of English proficiency may hinder some members of these
groups from finding jobs elsewhere in the county. Discrimination against specific racial and ethnic
groups may also affect program impacts in less tangible ways.

11. Did Jobs-First GAIN produce consistent employment and earnings gains for “early enrollees’
and for “regular enrollees’?

As discussed in Chapter 2, DPSS lacked funding to serve all welfare recipients mandated to par-
ticipate in Jobs-First GAIN. In response, DPSS placed recipients on awaiting list, which was or-
dered according to recipients length of time on AFDC as well as other background characteris-
tics. Most enrolleesin Jobs-First GAIN entered the program after waiting to receive a notice from
DPSS informing them that a place in the program had become available. These persons are re-
ferred to in the evaluation as “regular enrollees.” Other enrollees asked DPSS to let them enter
the program “early,” that is, before they reached the top of the waiting list. Including these “early
enrollees’ in arandom assignment analysis of Jobs-First GAIN alows the evaluation to address a
long-standing issue for welfare reform: When funds are scarce, should welfare-to-work programs
target recipients who show the highest motivation to participate? Proponents of this strategy as-
sert that highly motivated enrollees will complete their job preparation quickly, derive the greatest
benefit from their training, and require little additional expenditure of staff time for monitoring
and enforcement. Alternatively, it may be hypothesized that many early enrollees would soon find
work on their own initiative and that programs would achieve more positive effects by serving
recipients more reluctant to participate and in greater danger of remaining on assistance for along
time.

12. Did the program also produce consistent effects for subgroups defined by other background
characteristics that would likely affect sample members chances of finding a job, such as their
educational attainment, prior employment, and length of time on welfare?

Another ongoing issue for welfare reform concerns whether programs emphasizing job search can
benefit welfare recipients who face serious barriers to employment because they lack education
credentials and have scant work histories. One view asserts that Work First programs can help
even difficult-to-employ recipients find jobs, albeit low-paying ones, and that recipients can gain
skills and work experience on the job that eventually lead to higher-paying, more stable employ-
ment. An opposing view states that many of the more disadvantaged welfare recipients may ini-

Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 8.2.
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tially find work with the help of Work First programs, but will likely lose their jobs and return to
welfare soon after.

In addition, further research is needed to determine whether Work First programs benefit welfare
recipients with a high school diploma and a recent work history — those with the best chance of
finding work in the near future. Work First programs may help such recipients find work sooner
than they could have on their own initiative (or perhaps to find a better job sooner). On the other
hand, within ayear or two, those recipients who are relatively job ready might achieve similar em-
ployment levels with little or no assistance from a welfare-to-work program.

13. Does Jobs-First GAIN benefit both AFDC-FG (single-parent) families and AFDC-U (two-
parent) families?

AFDC-Us differ in background characteristics from AFDC-FGs and may experience dif-
ferent job opportunities and problems in finding and keeping jobs.* In contrast to the AFDC-FGs,
who are mostly women, the AFDC-U part of the research sampleis nearly evenly split between
men and women, contains a large percentage of non-English speakers, and averages more children
per family; it also includes a higher percentage of families with children under three years of age.

Male sample members were usually the primary wage-earners, the persons who had
worked for pay long enough to qualify the family for AFDC-U benefits. In genera, AFDC-U men
constitute a job-ready population, although many of its members lack a high school diplomaor a
GED certificate and may be limited to jobs that do not require proficiency in English. Thus,
AFDC-Us represent one of the key subgroups for testing whether a Work First program can in-
crease employment and earnings among those welfare recipients who are most likely to find em-
ployment on their own initiative. Equally important, the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation is one of the
first to test the effects of awelfare-to-work program for AFDC-Us that took place after the ter-
mination of the “100-hour rule.” Thisfederal regulation required the welfare department to close
an AFDC-U case if the principal wage-earner worked more than 100 hours in a month, irrespec-
tive of how much he earned. It is possible that a Work First program such as Los Angeles s will
produce larger effects than those found in previously evaluated welfare-to-work programs for
AFDC-U men, because enrollees can now seek full-time jobs without risking immediate closure of
their case. On the other hand, the end of the 100-hour rule may also encourage control group
members to seek out full-time work on their own initiative, limiting the program’ s impacts (by
definition, the difference between how the control and experimental groups fare).

AFDC-U women in the research sample include a large percentage of “second parents,”
the adult member on the case who lacked sufficient work history to qualify the family for AFDC-
U benefits. Most likely, many AFDC-U women worked part time or intermittently or remained at
home as full-time caregivers. TANF regulations require many second parents to participate in em-
ployment-related activities. Y et, few previous evaluations of welfare-to-work programs for two-
parent families have studied their effects on women or, more broadly, second parents. The Los
Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation is one of the first to test whether a Work First approach can
increase employment and reduce dependence for this relatively disadvantaged subgroup.

%9See Chapter 2 for adiscussion of the background characteristics of these two subgroups.
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The evaluation’ s final report, to be completed in late 1999, will include: (1) two-year im-
pact findings on program participation, employment rates, earnings, and AFDC/TANF and Food
Stamp receipt and payments; (2) an expanded study of program impacts and other outcomes —
such as household composition and income, use of transitional child care and medical services,
incidence of food insecurity and hunger, and child well-being measures; and (3) a benefit-cost
analysis, comparing increased program costs to welfare savings (and associated administrative
costs) and increased taxes paid by sample members. The analysis will aso consider whether sam-
ple members were made better off financially as aresult of Jobs-First GAIN, that is, whether their
gainsin earnings, fringe benefits, and Earned Income Tax Credits exceeded their loss of income
from increased taxes and reductionsin AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps, and other cash and noncash
benefits. MDRC will estimate these effects using automated participation, earnings, and public
assistance records for the full research sample and data collected from a survey of arandom sub-
set of AFDC-FG sample members.

VI. A Comparison of Jobs-First GAIN to Other Welfare-to-Work
Programs

A key task of the evaluation is to compare the effects of Jobs-First GAIN to those attained
by three previously evaluated welfare-to-work programs (see Table 1.2).%

Los Angeles GAIN, the county’s basic-education-focused program, oper -
ated for long-term recipients® during the late 1980s and early 1990s,

Most enrollees who participated in a GAIN employment-related activity attended classes
in Adult Basic Education, English as a Second Language, or, less often, GED preparation. Rela-
tively few participated in job search, unpaid work experience, or occupational skills training. The
program’s emphasis on basic education conformed to statewide requirements to provide these
services to welfare recipients who had not attained a high school diplomaor a GED certificate, or
who scored below minimum levels on reading or math tests administered at program entry, or
who were not proficient in English. Nearly everyone brought into Los Angeles GAIN during the
late 1980s and early 1990s — eight in 10 AFDC-FGs and more than 90 percent of AFDC-Us —
met at least one of these three criteria for needing basic education.

Among AFDC-FGs, Los Angeles GAIN reduced welfare expenditures to some extent, but
did not raise earnings. The program had more positive effects for AFDC-Us, athough earnings
gains were still small, averaging less than $300 per year per enrollee. Other evauations of wel-
fare-to-work programs that emphasized basic education for single-parent enrollees with low edu-
cational attainment showed inconsistent results. Some programs produced effects similar to those
of Los Angeles GAIN; others achieved larger earnings increases, but often with scant welfare

#'For an evaluation of Los Angeles and Riverside GAIN, see Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, especially
Tables 4.1 and 6.1. For an evaluation of Riverside LFA, see Hamilton et a., 1997, especially Table 9.4.

¥ os Angeles GAIN enrolled welfare recipients who had received assistance continuously for at least three
years.

-18-



savings. Several education-focused programs that provided occupational skillstraining for high
school graduates and GED recipients aso produced more positive results.®

Riverside County GAIN, the county’sWork First, Mixed Services pro-
gram, operated in a neighboring county during the sameyearsas L os
Angeles GAIN.

The Riverside GAIN program offered job search services to alarge segment of the
caseload, employed job devel opers to help move enrollees quickly into jobs, issued job placement
goals for program staff, and encouraged enrollees to find work as soon as possible. All of these
program features are consistent with a strong Work First approach. In keeping with statewide di-
rectives, however, Riverside GAIN also offered basic education instruction as afirst activity to
enrollees determined to need it. Because of this combination of services, Riverside GAIN is
sometimes referred to as a “mixed services’ program. Riverside’s GAIN program achieved un-
precedented employment and earnings increases and welfare savings.

The Riverside GAIN Labor Force Attachment (LFA) program, the
county’sWork First, Job Search First program, operated in the early-to-
mid 1990s. Virtually all enrollees were placed immediately into job search
activities.

As part of anational evaluation of welfare-to-work programs operated in the late 1980s
and early 1990s — the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies — Riverside County
welfare administrators ran two versions of the GAIN program simultaneously to determine which
approach worked better for their welfare clientele. The first version used a Human Capital Devel-
opment (HCD) program model, whereby participants received education and training services to
upgrade their skills prior to seeking work. The objective was to prepare people for jobs that of-
fered sufficient wages and benefits to get them off and keep them off welfare. The second version
of GAIN employed aLabor Force Attachment (LFA) program model. LFA placed clients imme-
diately in job search activities (even those who had not graduated from high school or attained a
GED certificate or who were determined to have limited literacy or math skills), emphasizing
quick exposure to and entry into the labor market as the best route to earnings increases, job ad-
vancement, and self-sufficiency. Recent evaluations of Riverside LFA have found that the pro-
gram produced larger earnings gains and welfare savings than many education-focused programs,
including both Riverside HCD and Los Angeles GAIN. Its effects, however, were not as large as
those attained by the previous employment-focused, mixed-services Riverside GAIN program.

Asdiscussed in the first report on the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation (Weissman, 1997),

*Basic education programs for welfare recipients with low educational attainment that, like Los Angeles
GAIN, did not increase earnings include the GAIN program in Alameda County and the Human Capital Develop-
ment (HCD) programs in Atlanta, Georgia; Grand Rapids, Michigan; and Riverside, California. Positive effects on
earnings were found for the GAIN programs in Butte and Tulare Counties. Unlike Los Angeles GAIN, the Grand
Rapids and Riverside HCD programs and Butte County GAIN achieved large welfare savings. Occupational -skills-
oriented programs for high school graduates and GED recipients that increased earnings include Alameda County
GAIN and Atlanta and Grand Rapids HCD. Of these three programs, only Atlanta HCD reduced AFDC payments
by a statistically significant amount. See Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Tables 2.8, 4.4, and 4.5; and
Hamilton et a., 1997, Tables 5.1 and 11.1.
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DPSS administrators consulted with their counterparts in Riverside County when creating Jobs-
First GAIN during the mid-1990s. Sharing Riverside’ s growing commitment to the Work First
approach, DPSS administrators adapted several features of the Riverside LFA program (some,
such as the use of job devel opers and encouragement of quick entry into the job market, were also
present in Riverside GAIN). Other features, including Riverside' s strong emphasis on
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table1.2

Key Features of Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN
and of the Three Comparison Programsfor This Evaluation

Program Features

Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN

Los Angeles GAIN

Riverside GAIN

Riverside Labor Force Attachment

Dates of random assignment

Program approach

Typical first activity

Later activities

Apr 1996 - Sept 1996

Work-first, job-search first

Job club

Vocationa skills assessment,
followed by additional job
club, basic education,
vocational training, or work
experience

July 1989 - Mar 1990

Basi c-education-oriented

Adult Basic Education or
English as a Second Language;
some assigned to GED
preparation

Vocationa skills assessment,
vocational training, or work
experience

Aug 1988 - Mar 1990

Work-first, mixed services

Job club for enrollees
determined not to need basic
education; job club or basic
education for enrollees
determined to need basic
education

Vocationa skills assessment,
followed by 90-day job search,
basic education, vocational
training, post-secondary
education, work experience, or
on-the-job training

June 1991 - June 1993

Work-first, job-search first

Job club

Vocationa skills assessment,
followed by 90-day job search,
basic education, vocational
training, postsecondary education,
work experience, or on-the-job
training
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Table 1.2 (continued)

Program Features

Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN

Los Angeles GAIN

Riverside GAIN

Riverside Labor Force Attachment

Other program features

Level of enforcement of mandatory
participation requirements/
willingness to impose financial
sanctions for noncompliance

Sample composition

Age of youngest child

Percentage determined to need basic
education

(1) 6-hour-long motivational
meeting during program
orientation; (2) job
development; (3) strong
message to begin work
quickly, even at low-paying
jobs; (4) strong
encouragement to combine
work and welfare

high / high

AFDC-FG and AFDC-U
newly approved applicants,
short-term and long-term
recipients

AFDC-FG 54.3%
AFDC-U 59.5%

high / low

AFDC-FG and AFDC-U
recipientswith at least 3 years
of continuous receipt

AFDC-FG 80.6%
AFDC-U 92.2%

(1) Job development; (2) case
managers expected to meet
monthly job placement goals;
(3) strong message to begin
work quickly, even at low-
paying jobs

high / low

AFDC-FG and AFDC-U newly
approved applicants, short-term
and long-term recipients

AFDC-FG 60.3%
AFDC-U 66.6%

(1) Job development; (2) case
managers expected to meet
monthly job placement goals; (3)
strong message to begin work
quickly, even at low-paying jobs

high / low

AFDC-FG and AFDC-U newly
approved applicants, short-term
and long-term recipients

AFDC-FG 46.5%
AFDC-U 55.7%

-22-



placement goals for program staff, were not incorporated into Jobs-First GAIN.

The similarities between the two county programs in welfare-to-work approach, their op-
eration under the same statewide welfare regulations, and their adjacent location make compari-
sons between Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN and Riverside LFA particularly meaningful.

VIlI. The Contentsof This Report

Chapter 2 describes the research design of the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation, the demo-
graphic characteristics of the research sample, and the data sources used in this report. Chapter 3
examines sample members use of program services, including the proportion of eligible sample
members who participated, their lengths of stay in the program, and the “ paths” they took through
it. The chapter also examines the extent to which the program’s formal enforcement procedures
were used. Chapter 4 discusses first-year program impacts on the employment rates, earnings, and
AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp receipt for single-parent (AFDC-FG) sample members, including
the impacts for key subgroups. These results are then compared to those achieved by the earlier
Los Angeles GAIN program and severa other employment-focused welfare-to-work programs.
Finally, Chapter 5 presents the first-year impacts for two-parent (AFDC-U) sample members.
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Chapter 2
Random Assignment, Resear ch Sample, and Data Sour ces

This chapter explains how Los Angeles's Department of Public Social Services (DPSS)
and MDRC implemented the research design for the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation. It also describes
the background characteristics of the research sample and lists the primary data sources for the
report. The key issues addressed include:

What types of welfare recipients were randomly assigned to the research sam-
ple? Which groups were excluded from the research?

To what extent can results for the single-parent (AFDC-FG, or Family Group)
and two-parent (AFDC-U, or Unemployed Parent) case groups be generalized
to other members of Los Angeles County’s caseload who were required to
participate in Jobs-First GAIN?

What are the background characteristics of key subgroups within the research
sample?

l. General Background Char acteristics of the Research Sample

The research sample includes 20,731 AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us, randomly assigned be-
tween April 1 and September 11, 1996, when they showed up at a Jobs-First GAIN office for
their scheduled program orientation. DPSS did not have the resources to serve all welfare recipi-
ents mandated to participate. The agency therefore implemented a targeting strategy. Prior to the
start of the evaluation, DPSS reserved nearly all placesin Jobs-First GAIN to persons identified
by the federal Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA) as having the greatest risk of remaining on
welfare for many years. DPSS gave highest priority to persons who had received welfare continu-
oudly for at least three years.

Anticipating the start of the evaluation, DPSS decided to change its targeting strategy so
that the evaluation could determine the effect of the Jobs-First GAIN approach on a broad cross
section of the welfare caseload and on various types of welfare recipients. To do this, DPSS ad-
ministrators implemented a complex selection and weighting procedure. The resulting sample,
which included nearly everyone who came into the program between April and early September,
1996, was drawn from specific groups in the caseload and in very broad terms appears to reflect
the diversity of the mandatory caseload. The sample differs from the full Jobs-First-GAIN- man-
datory caseload in having a substantially smaller percentage of persons experiencing a very long
spell — at least five years — on welfare and by not including teen parents and a small number of
other groups.

The sampleislarge and diverse, by race and ethnicity, by age and family size, and accord-
ing to several indicators of relative disadvantage in the labor market. A large mgority of AFDC-
FG and AFDC-U sample members faced one or more serious barriers to employment at the time
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of random assignment: Fewer than half of the AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us had graduated from
school or received a GED (high school equivalency) certificate; six in 10 had not worked for pay
in the past three years; and about 70 percent of each group had received welfare for at least two
years. Other members of the research sample faced fewer barriers to employment: About 30 per-
cent of AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us were newly approved applicants for assistance or had received
assistance for less than two years, and more than a quarter of each group worked for pay in the
year before random assignment.

[I. TheEnrollment Process and Its Effect on Eligibility for Random
Assignment and Sample Composition

The next two sections describe how the 20,731 AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us enrolled in
Jobs-First GAIN were randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups. (This processis
depicted in Figure 2.1. See also Appendix B for amore detailed technical discussion.) These sec-
tions also consider how each step in the random assignment process affected the make-up of the
research sample and the extent to which the findings may be generalized to all recipients required
to participate in the program. The analysis begins by describing how Los Angeles DPSS chose
welfare recipients for referral to Jobs-First GAIN from among a much larger caseload of recipi-
ents required to participate in the program. Next, the chapter describes how random assignment
took place on the day recipients showed up at a Jobs-First GAIN office to enroll in the program
and attend their program orientation.

A. Referring Welfare Recipientsto Jobs-First GAIN

The first step toward enrollment in Jobs-First GAIN was a routine meeting between the
welfare recipient and her' income maintenance (IM) worker, who was responsible for the financia
aspects of each case, including AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid (boxes 1laand 1bin Figure
2.1). At this meeting, which occurred when the individual first applied for welfare or when con-
tinuing digibility for AFDC was being determined (usually every six months), the IM worker was
responsible for assessing whether the individual was required to enroll in the program (boxes 2a
and 2b).

During the evaluation, IM staff have followed the eligibility criteria written into the FSA
when determining which recipients had to enroll in Jobs-First GAIN. According to the FSA, any
single-parent AFDC recipient whose youngest child was age three or over and who did not meet
certain exemption criteria was mandated to participate in a welfare-to-work program. Exemption
reasons included having a disabling illness, being employed full time (30 hours or more per week),
living in aremote area that made program activities inaccessible, or being in at least the second
trimester of pregnancy. These eligibility criteria aso pertained to members of AFDC-U cases, ex-
cept that parents of children under three were also required to enroll. Further, FSA regulations
mandated that both parents on the case enroll in the program.

"Feminine pronouns are used in this report because the great majority of sample members — and welfare re-
cipients overall — are women.
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Welfare recipients whom IM staff exempted could volunteer for Jobs-First GAIN, but they
were not randomly assigned, and were not included in the sample evaluated in this report. In
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN
Figure2.1

Steps L eading from Income Maintenance to Attendance at Jobs-First GAIN
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addition, during the sample intake period, applicants for welfare determined to be eligible to par-
ticipate were not assigned to the program until IM staff approved their request for assistance (box 3).2

During the random assignment period (and for many years previously), DPSS received
funding to serve only a portion of its Jobs-First-GAIN-mandatory caseload. For instance, in Janu-
ary 1996, three months before the start of random assignment, DPSS staff had determined that
about 115,000 adult recipients were required to participate in Jobs-First GAIN and had referred
34,000 (about 29 percent) to the program.® Welfare recipients required to enroll in Jobs-First
GAIN were placed on awaiting list (depicted in boxes 4, 5a, and 5b), maintained by DPSS's
automated welfare digibility and payment system (IBPS), and received areferral to Jobs-First
GAIN as places in the program became available.

Orientation waiting lists have important ramifications for the characteristics of individuals
enrolling in welfare-to-work programs. When awaiting list is in place, some welfare recipients
find jobs and leave welfare before they are scheduled for an orientation. In this case, those who
end up attending orientations may be more disadvantaged (for example, they are lesslikely to
have had prior work experience or more likely to have lower education levels) than is the case
when all individuas are immediately scheduled for a program orientation.

B. Setting Prioritiesfor Services

The make-up of the research sample was affected still further by decisions made by DPSS
administrators concerning which welfare populations to serve first. Each recipient placed on the
waliting list was designated with an “ Appointment Type,” a grouping used to determine her place
in the queue. Recipients' age, duration of welfare receipt, previous experience with welfare-to-
work programs operated by DPSS, and other background characteristics determined their Ap-
pointment Type.4 (See Appendix B for further details.) Persons with the same Appointment Type
were aso ranked, usually according to the date they began their current welfare spell. Each day,
IBPS generated appointment letters to those at the top of the waiting list, based on the number of
places made available from current enrollees leaving the program or from additiona infusions of
funds. Appointment letters specified the location, date, and time of the orientation meeting, of-
fered transportation assistance, and informed recipients that they could incur afinancial sanction
for failure to attend.

’As noted in Chapter 1, DPSS ran the GAP (job search) program for applicants from April 1997 through
March 1998. Experimental group members who left welfare and then reapplied for assistance were eligible for this
component, but control group members were not.

*Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services, GEARS [the program’ s automated tracking sys-
tem], “Assigned and Unassigned Participants Production Report,” January 1996. The total number of eligible re-
cipients was just under 132,000 and included teenage parents enrolled in the Cal-Learn program and recipients
exempted from participation but volunteering to enroll.

The words “assigned” (used by DPSS) and “referred” (used in this report) are equivalent. They describe the
process of giving awelfare recipient an appointment to attend a Jobs-First GAIN orientation. “Random assign-
ment” describes the process of placing each recipient in the experimental or control group, which occurred at the
start of a Jobs-First GAIN orientation.

*IBPS automatical ly updated a recipient’s Appointment Type as her circumstances changed and reassigned her
place on the waiting list accordingly.
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FSA regulations mandated welfare-to-work programs to spend at least 55 percent of pro-
gram funds on members of certain “target” groups, whose members were judged to be at greatest
risk of long-term dependence. Target groups included: (1) persons who had received welfare for
at least three of the previous five years, (2) persons under age 24 who had not graduated from
high school or received a GED certificate, (3) persons under age 24 with limited work experience,
and (4) parents whose youngest child was at least 16 years old.

As mentioned above, prior to the start of random assignment, DPSS had reserved nearly
all placesin Jobs-First GAIN for members of these FSA target groups, in particular persons who
had received welfare for at least three of the previous five years. In actuality, most welfare recipi-
ents had received assistance continuously for at least five years before DPSS referred them to the
program. Further, the agency invited only FSA target group members to enter the program early
— that is, before they reached the top of the waiting list. As discussed in Chapter 1, persons re-
sponding to these “volunteer mailers’ became what the evaluation calls “early enrollees.” (See
Appendix B for further details.)

DPSS administrators then changed the agency’ s targeting strategy to permit the evaluation
to study Jobs-First GAIN’s effects on a broader cross section of the welfare caseload. DPSS re-
ferred to JOBS-First GAIN more people who had received welfare continuoudly for less than
three years than had been referred to the earlier GAIN program. As shown in the right-hand pie
chart of Figure 2.2, these recipients make up nearly athird of the evaluation sample (AFDC-FGs
and AFDC-Us combined). None of these individuals were members of FSA target groups.

DPSS aso changed its referral procedures for persons who were currently experiencing a
longer spell on welfare. Very long-term recipients — those on welfare continuously for at least
five years — were given alower priority for services and had little chance of entering the research
sample. They make up nearly 14 percent of the evaluation sample, as shown in Figure 2.2. In-
stead, DPSS moved to the top of the waiting list persons who had received welfare continuously
for between three and five years. These recipients constitute about 53 percent of the evaluation
sample. (See Figure 2.2.) They, like the relatively small group of very long-term recipientsin the
sample, were FSA target group members, because their lengthy spell on welfare made them at risk
of remaining on assistance for avery long time.

DPSS continued to reserve places in the program for early enrollees. As before, the
agency gave preference to early enrollees who were a'so members of FSA target groups, espe-
cialy those who had received welfare for at least three of the previous five years (see Appendix
B). Early enrollees make up about 20 percent of the research sample (as shown in Appendix Fig-
ure B.1b). In Figure 2.2, they are included with other persons receiving welfare for that amount of
time. MDRC and DPSS agreed to identify early enrollees as a distinct subgroup for analysis and
to randomly assign a small portion of its members to the control group.

[Il1. Random Assignment and M essages to Experimental and
Control Group Members

A. The Purpose and Process of Random Assignment
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Nearly al welfare recipients who attended a Jobs-First GAIN orientation from April 1
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figure2.2
Length of Current Spell on Welfare of All AFDC-FG and AFDC-U Adults Required to
Enrall in Jobs-First GAIN in January 1996 and of Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation Sample Members

All AFDC-FG and AFDC-U Adults Required to Enroll in

i R AFDC-FG and AFDC-U Sample Members, Randomly
Jobs-First GAIN in January 1996

Assigned, April-September 1996

13.8%

29.8%

I s 10 3y [ Beween 2 and 5 years [ Fveor moreyeas

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from LA DPSS GEARS "Assigned and Unassigned Participants Production Report,” January 1996, and from GAIN Employment Activity
and Reporting System (GEARS) and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF records.

NOTE: County caseload totals exclude 17,466 welfare recipients with Appointment Types that made them ineligible for the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation sample.
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through September 11, 1996, were randomly assigned to the experimental or control group.5 As
discussed in Chapter 1, experimental group members had access to Jobs-First GAIN’s program
services, including the initial orientation session, and its Work First message. They were subject to
the program’ s mandatory participation requirements and could incur a sanction (areduction in
their welfare grant) for noncompliance. Control group members were required to leave the orien-
tation as soon as they were randomly assigned to that group, and so did not attend the heart of the
session: the six-hour group orientation. They were also precluded from receiving other Jobs-First
GAIN services until October 1998, the end of the follow-up period for the evaluation. They re-
mained eligible to receive welfare and Food Stamp payments, however. Control group members
could also seek other services in the community and receive child care assistance from DPSS for
employment-related programs in which they enrolled on their own initiative.

Experimenta designs based on random assignment are often credited with providing the
most accurate and reliable findings on effects of welfare-to-work programs. Prior research on
welfare dynamics shows that many welfare recipients find jobs and leave welfare without any as-
sistance from a welfare-to-work program and that many subsequently return to the rolls.” Without
arandom assignment research design, it is especially difficult to determine the extent to which a
program increases (or decreases) the rate at which welfare recipients take jobs and leave the wel-
fare rolls above and beyond what they would have done on their own. The employment and wel-
fare behavior of control group members represent what would have happened to Jobs-First-
GAIN-mandatory welfare recipients in the absence of the program. Critically, random assignment
assures that members of the experimental and control groups do not differ systematically on both
measurable (such as age or employment status) and unmeasurable characteristics (such as motiva-
tion). Members of the two groups aso face the same labor market conditions. Thus, any subse-
guent differences found between the two group can be attributed with confidence to the combina-
tion of program services, messages, and participation mandates that only experimental group
members experienced.

Random assignment is also afair way to alocate places within a welfare-to-work pro-
gram, when, as occurred in Los Angeles, the welfare agency lacks funding to serve al persons
eligible for services. In arandom assignment experiment, the program makes places available to
welfare recipients through a process resembling a lottery system, instead of by a more arbitrary
method.

As suggested above, random assignment occurred early in the orientation meeting, before
welfare recipients began active participation in the program and encountered the program’s strong
Work First message. (See Figure 2.1, boxes 8, 9a, and 9b.) Orientation attenders met with a Jobs-
First GAIN staff member to complete the first two sections of athree-part questionnaire on back-
ground characteristics. Staff persons entered the information directly into the Jobs-First GAIN

*Persons attend ng an orientation who were not randomly assigned included: welfare recipients younger than
19 years of age, persons exempt from mandatory participation requirements who volunteered to enroll in the pro-
gram, additional members of a welfare case that already included a sample member, and sample members from the
evaluation of the earlier Los Angeles GAIN program. All these individuals received Jobs-First GAIN services but
were not part of the research.

®See Rangarajan, Schochet, and Chu, 1998.
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automated tracking system, called GEARS. Completion of the second section of the questionnaire
prompted GEARS to run a program developed by MDRC that randomly assigned the enrollee to
the experimental or control group.

Table 2.1 displays the number of experimental and control group members by assistance
category (AFDC-FG or AFDC-U), enrollee subgroup (regular or early), and research group (ex-
perimental or control). The table also shows the sampling ratio — the percentage of AFDC-FGs
and AFDC-Us randomly assigned to the experimental or control group. The table shows sample
sizesfor the full sample and for sample members randomly assigned from April through June
1996, whose earnings and welfare payments are tracked for an additional three months.

Asshown in Table 2.1, nearly three-quarters of the AFDC-FGs entered the experimental
group, and one-quarter became control group members. The ratios differed for regular and early
enrollees among the AFDC-FGs. Among the regular enrollees, 31 percent were assigned to the
control group, as opposed to only 11 percent of the early enrollees. The participation and impact
analyses that follow weight outcome and impact measures to adjust for these differencesin ran-
dom assignment rati os.” About 20 percent of the AFDC-Us were randomly assigned to the con-
trol group. Thisratio applied to both regular and early enrollees.

B. Next Steps After Random Assignment

Immediately after being randomly assigned to the control group, control group members
left the orientation session and attended a special presentation by Jobs-First GAIN staff. There
they were told about the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation, and that their random assignment status
precluded them from receiving GAIN services for two years. The staff also explained that control
group members could enrall in aternative employment-related services in their community and
apply for child care assistance from DPSS. They were then sent home.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 1, members of the experimenta group continued their orientation
to the program by attending a six-hour orientation meeting designed to boost their self-esteem and
promote the program’s Work First message. Experimental group members completed their ori-
entation to the program by participating in an appraisal meeting with a Jobs-First GAIN case
manager. During the appraisal meeting, case managers and experimental group members com-
pleted the third section of the questionnaire, which concerned possible barriers to participation.
Case managers inquired whether the experimental group member was currently working at least
30 hours per week or had experienced a change in her situation, such as an illness or injury, that
prevented her from participating in a Jobs-First GAIN activity. Experimental group members
found to be in one of these situations received a long-term exemption from the program’ s partici-
pation requirements (a “ deregistration”) or a short-term exemption (a“deferral”). Experimental
group members determined to have no barriers to participation received their first assignment to a
Jobs-First GAIN activity; child care, transportation, and other assistance was aso made available.

"'Without wei ghting, the experimental group has a higher proportion of early enrollees and a lower proportion
of regular enrollees compared to the control group. To compensate, separate estimates are calculated for early en-
rollees and regular enrollees. These estimates are then weighted by the proportion of early and regular enrolleesin
the combined sample of experimental and control group members.
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During the appraisal, case managers a so asked whether experimental group members had
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table2.1
Overview of Sample Sizes, by Assistance Category, Enrollment Status,
Period of Random Assignment, and Research Group

Experimental Contral
Group Group Total
Full Sample
AFDC-FGs 11,521 4,162 15,683
Percent 735 26.5
Regular enrollees 8,620 3,821 12,441
Percent 69.3 30.7
Early enrollees 2,901 341 3,242
Percent 89.5 10.5
AFDC-Us 4,039 1,009 5,048
Percent 80.0 20.0
Totd 15,560 5,171 20,731
April-June Cohort
AFDC-FGs 6,540 2,253 8,793
Percent 744 25.6
Regular enrollees 4,779 2,013 6,792
Percent 704 29.6
Early enrollees 1,761 240 2,001
Percent 88.0 12.0
AFDC-Us 2,264 571 2,835
Percent 79.9 20.1
Totd 8,804 2,824 11,628

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System
(GEARS).

NOTE: *Regular and early enrollees combined.

already begun attending an employment-related activity (often, vocational training courses) on
their own initiative. Case managers could allow experimental group members to continue partici-
pating in their “self-initiated program” as their first Jobs-First GAIN activity (and provide them
with child care and other assistance), if case managers determined that the activity met the Work
First goas of the program. If not, the case manager could grant the experimental group member a
deferral from Jobs-First GAIN’ s participation requirements for up to six months or until the end
of the current quarter or semester. Experimental group members deferred for participating in an
“unapproved salf-initiated program” were not eligible for payments for child care or other sup-
ports for participation, however.

Sometimes, case managers terminated an appraisal meeting without assigning the experi-
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mental group member to a program activity or granting her adeferral or deregistration from the
program’s mandatory participation requirements. For instance, the experimental group member
may have claimed to be no longer mandated to participate but lacked the necessary documents
(such as apay stub or aletter from a doctor) to verify her status. In this situation, the case man-
ager could send the experimental group member home and reschedule her for anew appraisal at a
later date.

LA DPSS s practice of determining mandatory status at appraisal — that is, after random
assignment and then only for experimental group members — causes the participation and impact
estimates to be somewhat conservative, “diluting” program effects because the sample retains
some experimental group members who never received program services and had only limited ex-
posure to the program’s Work First message and participation mandates. Participation, employ-
ment, and welfare outcomes for these experimental group members must still be averaged in with

those of the other experimental group members to preserve the experimental desi gn.8

C. Random Assignment of AFDC-Us

DPSS mandated that both adult members of AFDC-U cases enroll in Jobs-First GAIN.
(Previoudly, only the primary wage-earner, usually the father, had to participate.) Sometimes, the
primary wage-earner showed up first at the Jobs-First GAIN office; sometimes, the second parent
did. About 10 percent of the time, both adultsin an AFDC-U case entered the program between
April and September 1996 (the period in which random assignment took place). For the evalua-
tion, whichever person enrolled in Jobs-First GAIN first during these months was randomly as-

signed to the experimental or control group.9 The other parent in the case automatically received
the same research group status as the sample member, but was excluded from the research sam-

ple.

The evaluation collected earnings data for the sample member only. As discussed in
Chapter 5, this restriction adds a small amount of uncertainty to findings on program effects on
employment, earnings, and combined income from earnings and public assistance for AFDC-Us.
For instance, the program may have directly or indirectly helped the other parent on the case find
employment. AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp payments are collected for the entire case, however,
and estimates of welfare and Food Stamp savings presented in this report capture the program’s
effect on both parents.10 In addition, the report presents separate estimates of program impacts for
men (usually, the primary wage-earner) and women (usualy, the second parent), which can sug-

*I deal ly, sample members determined by program staff to be no longer mandatory would be excluded from the
research. This strategy could not be implemented, however, because this information was collected only for ex-
perimental group members. (Control group members did not attend appraisal meetings.) Excluding only experi-
mental group members from the research sample would have biased the results because the two research groups
would then likely have differed in background characteristics, both measured and unmeasured.

*This procedure also applied to AFDC-FGs, some of whom had another person on the case enter the program
during the months of random assignment. A search for program tracking information on the other AFDC-U parent
showed that about 7 percent of AFDC-U households had a second parent who participated in employment-rel ated
activities during the one-year follow-up period for this report.

A high incidence of both parents’ working could be inferred by alarge reduction in AFDC and Food Stamp
receipt, however.
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gest whether the program model can be effective in helping each parent find employment.

V. Basdine Characteristics of the Research Sample

This section presents “baselineg’” demographic characteristics of the AFDC-FGs and
AFDC-Usin the research sample, that is, characteristics measured at the time sample members
entered the evaluation. The AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us were drawn from throughout the metro-
politan area: from central-city neighborhoods such as Florence and Watts to suburban neighbor-
hoods in the San Fernando and San Gabriel Valeys. All sample members were at least 19 years
old at random assignment. The AFDC-FG sample includes parents q]i children aged three and
over, whereas AFDC-Us could include parents of younger children.

A. Characteristics of the AFDC-FGSs

As discussed above, only arelatively small portion of recipients with extremely long spells
of welfare receipt were assigned to Jobs-First GAIN during the random assignment period.
Nonetheless, as shown in Table 2.2, most Jobs-First GAIN AFDC-FGs faced one or more serious
barriers to employment. Over half lacked a high school diploma or GED certificate at random as-
signment, credentials that employers often desire and that are necessary for entry into many job
training programs. Recent work expelrzience was uncommon: 64 percent had not worked for pay in
the year prior to random assignment, and 62 percent reported to DPSS that they had remained
jobless during the three years before random assignment. About 14 percent of the AFDC-FG
sample had received less than an eighth-grade education, and 20 percent were not proficient in
English. Nearly three-quarters (73 percent) had received AFDC, on their own or their spouse’s
case, for at least two years cumulatively during their adult life. In this evaluation, these people are
considered “long-term recipients.” (See Appendix B for further discussion of how these sub-
groups were defined.) Around 30 percent of sample membersfell into the “ more disadvantaged
recipient” category, which includes long-term recipients who had neither worked in the year prior
to random assignment nor obtained a high school diploma or GED certificate.

Hispanics form the largest ethnic group (45 percent) among AFDC-FG sample members.
About 31 percent of the sample are African-American, and 17 percent are non-Hispanic whites.
Asians make up a much smaller proportion of the sample (6 percent). Just over half of al AFDC-
FGs had at least one preschool-age child (under the age of six) for whom child care would be
needed while the sample member worked or participated in employment-related activities.

B. Differencesin Characteristics of AFDC-FG Early and Regular Enrollees

AFDC-FG early enrollees were slightly more disadvantaged than regular enrollees in terms
of educational attainment and prior employment experience, but less disadvantaged in terms of
prior AFDC receipt. (See Table 2.2.) A smaller proportion of early enrollees than regular enrol-
lees had earned a high school diploma or GED certificate. On average, early enrollees were

“Duri ng sample intake, a single parent with a child under three was not Jobs-First GAIN mandatory. Ac-
cording to Table 2.2, however, 9 percent of the AFDC-FG sample had a child under three at the time of random
assignment. The cause of thisinconsistency is unclear.

This percentage was cal culated with statewide Unemployment Insurance wage records. (See Table 4.3 for
sample sizes.) Asshown in Table 2.2, 73 percent of AFDC-FGs reported that they had not worked for pay during
the year before random assignment.



dightly younger and more likely to be parents of preschool-age children. In addition, Hispanics
and African-Americans make up alarger percentage of the early enrollees, whereas fewer whites

and Asians are included.

L os Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table2.2
Demogr aphic Char acteristics of the Full Sample
AFDC-FGs
Regular Early
Characteristic All Enrollees  Enrollees AFDC-Us
Random assignment quarter (%)
April-June of 1996 56.1 54.6 61.7 56.2
July-September of 1996 43.9 454 38.3 43.8
Female (%) 92.8 92.3 94.9 474
Aid status® (%)
Applicant 3.6 35 3.9 2.8
Short-term recipient 23.6 22.9 26.1 28.8
Long-term recipient (received AFDC for at |least 2 years) 72.8 73.6 70.0 68.4
5 years or more but less than 10 years 15.6 16.2 13.3 14.0
10 years or more 7.8 74 9.3 24
L ess disadvantaged recipi ent” (%) 42.5 43.2 39.9 38.7
Most disadvantaged recipient® (%) 30.3 30.3 30.1 29.7
On AFDC as a child (%)
Yes 254 24.3 29.7 13.1
No 74.3 75.4 70.1 86.8
Don't know 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1
L ong-term, 2nd-generation recipient (%) 17.1 16.3 19.9 6.5
Likely to receive an exemptiond (%) 18.7 20.0 135 20.3
Previous employment (%)
Employed within past year 27.1 27.7 24.8 29.4
Employed within past 2 years 34.6 35.1 32.9 36.6
Employed within past 3 years 38.2 38.5 37.2 40.1
Current employment (%)
Not employed 90.5 89.5 94.3 86.3
Employed 9.5 10.5 5.7 13.7
Employed 1-14 hours per week 12 12 12 13
Employed 15-29 hours per week 4.2 4.6 2.3 8.5
Employed 30 or more hours per week 4.1 4.6 2.3 3.9
Highest degree/diploma earned (%)
GED 5.1 5.1 5.0 2.7
High school diploma 35.7 36.6 32.3 30.9
Technical/AA/2-year college degree 3.7 3.8 3.0 35
4-year (or more) college degree 13 13 12 34
None of the above 54.3 53.2 58.5 59.5
Has a high school diploma or GED (%) 45.7 46.8 41.6 40.5
(continued)
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Table 2.2 (continued)

AFDC-FGs
Regular Early
Characteristic All Enrollees  Enrollees AFDC-Us
Highest grade completed in school (%)
Less than 8th 13.8 13.6 14.7 274
8th 29 2.8 3.3 4.0
9th 6.1 5.9 7.0 6.2
10th 9.8 9.7 10.3 10.9
11th 19.2 18.8 20.7 10.6
12th 36.6 37.3 34.0 30.4
Post high school 11.2 11.6 9.7 9.7
No formal schooling 04 04 0.3 0.8
Average highest grade completed in school 10.8 109 10.6 10.3
Currently in a school or training program (%) 135 13.0 15.6 7.7
Ethnicity (%)
White, non-Hispanic 17.3 18.7 12.1 28.1
Hispanic 45.2 43.8 50.3 46.8
African-American® 31.2 30.2 34.9 5.3
Asian/Pacific Islander 6.1 7.0 2.6 19.6
Native American/Alaskan native 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1
Limited English proficiency (%) 20.3 19.5 23.0 51.7
Age (%)
Lessthan 25 17.1 16.1 20.8 10.7
25-34 40.8 41.3 39.1 31.6
35-44 315 31.8 30.4 40.7
45 or older 10.6 10.8 9.7 17.0
30 or older 63.1 63.8 60.0 76.4
Average age (years) 33.2 334 325 36.2
Parent under 24, no high school diploma (%) 8.1 7.3 11.3 55
Marital status (%)
Never married 43.0 42.8 43.8 9.1
Married, living with spouse 6.8 7.0 5.8 87.8
Separated 34.3 34.0 35.6 25
Divorced 14.1 14.3 13.1 0.6
Widowed 18 19 17 0.0
Has at least one child in the following age groups (%)
Lessthan 6 53.3 52.3 56.9 59.4
6-11 54.7 55.2 52.8 57.0
12-18 38.8 39.2 37.6 444
Age of youngest child (%)
Lessthan 3 9.3 7.7 15.1 33.0
35 44.0 44.6 41.8 26.5
6 or older 46.7 47.7 43.1 40.6
(continued)
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Table 2.2 (continued)

AFDC-FGs
Regular Early

Characteristic All Enrollees  Enrollees AFDC-Us
Number of children (%)

None 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 43.0 43.1 2.7 232

2 30.1 29.8 31.2 36.9

3 or more 26.9 27.1 26.1 39.9
Average number of children 2.0 2.0 2.0 24
Current housing status (%)

Public 55 55 55 3.6

Subsidized 9.3 8.9 11.0 6.4

Emergency 04 04 0.7 0.1

Other 84.8 85.3 82.8 89.9
Research sampl e status (%)

Experimental 735 69.3 89.5 80.0

Control 26.5 30.7 10.5 20.0
Sample size 15,683 12,441 3,242 5,048

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS).

NOTES: Sample members with missing data were excluded from the cal culations of percentages and means.

2The"Applicant” category includes sample members who reported never having received AFDC on their
own or aspouse’s case. " Short-term recipients” reported having received AFDC on their own or a spouse’ s case for
one month to less than two years at any time prior to random assignment. "Long-term recipients" reported having
received AFDC on their own or a spouse’s case for two years or more at any time prior to random assignment.

PA "less disadvantaged" sample member is along-term recipient who had a high school diplomaor GED
certificate at random assignment and/or who worked for pay during the year prior to random assignment.

°A "most disadvantaged" sample member is along-term recipient who did not have a high school diploma
or GED certificate at random assignment and who did not work for pay during the year prior to random assignment.

Duri ng orientation, but prior to random assignment, GAIN case managers identified sample members
whose circumstances made them likely to be exempted from participation in GAIN. Recommendations for actual
exemptions were made during appraisal meetings that followed random assignment, but only for experimental group
members.

®Los Angeles does not distinguish between non-Hispanic and Hispanic African-Americans.

C. Characteristics of the ADFC-Us

As shown in Table 2.2, women make up 47 percent of the AFDC-U part of the sample,
whereas more than 90 percent of AFDC-FGs are women. The percentage of sample members
without recent work experience is ssimilar among both groups. AFDC-Us are less disadvantaged
than AFDC-FGsin terms of length of prior welfare receipt, yet dightly more disadvantaged in
terms of educationa attainment. Notably, nearly 20 percent of AFDC-Us are Asians (primarily
Indochinese), and about half the AFDC-U sample had limited English proficiency. The AFDC-Us
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also include alarger percentage of whites (many of whom were recent immigrants from Armenia)
and amuch smaller percentage of African-Americans compared to AFDC-FGs. Further, the
AFDC-Us have, on average, a greater number of children on their cases than the AFDC-FG sam-
ple members (2.4 versus 2.0, respectively).

D. Differencesin Background Characteristics Among AFDC-U Women and Men

The most striking difference between women and men in the AFDC-U part of the sample
istheir level of employment experience. (See Appendix Table B.5.) Whereas more than half of the
men reported working for pay during the three years preceding random assignment, just over a
quarter of the women were employed in that period. In addition, men were more than twice as
likely as women to hold ajob at random assignment (19 percent of men compared to 8 percent of
women worked). Mae and female AFDC-Us had similar percentages of short- and long-term
welfare recipients. On the other hand, fewer men than women earned a high school diploma or
GED certificate (37 percent versus 44 percent), and dlightly more lacked English proficiency (53
percent versus 50 percent).

There are fewer whites (25 percent versus 32 percent) and more Asians (22 percent versus
17 percent) among men than women. Otherwise, the ethnic make-up of the two subgroupsis very
similar. Male AFDC-Us tend to be older than their female counterparts, averaging 38 years of age
versus 35 for the women. Also, more men had very young children: 39 percent of men versus 26

percent of women had a child under three years old.”

E. Differencesin Background Characteristics Across GAIN Regions

Asdiscussed in Chapter 1, Los Angeles County includes dozens of communities defined
by race, ethnic origin, or socioeconomic status. Further, the county encompasses many local labor
markets, some providing more opportunities for entry-level work than others. Appendix Table
B.6, which displays background characteristics of the AFDC-FG part of the sample by GAIN ad-
ministrative region, highlights these differences. As shown, Hispanics make up a mgjority of the
sample in the Southeastern and San Gabriel Valey Regions and around four in 10 sample mem-
bers in the San Fernando Valley and Central Regions. African-Americans constitute 59 and 55
percent of sample membersin the Southern and Central Regions of the county, respectively, but
fewer than 20 percent of the sample elsewhere. Finally, about 37 percent of sample membersin
the San Fernando Valley Region are white, but elsewhere whites make up from 5 to 19 percent of
the sample.

AFDC-FG sample members also differ by region in other background characteristics that
may have affected their chances of finding employment and leaving welfare. For instance, the per-
centage of sample members with limited English proficiency varied from 10 percent (in Southern)
to 30 percent (in Southeastern). Similar differences occurred in the percentage with no high
school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment (from 44 percent in Southern to 64 per-

“*Not shown in Table B.5, early enrollees make up about 16 percent of the AFDC-U sample. Three-fourths of
AFDC-U early enrollees are men; women make up the majority of AFDC-U regular enrollees.
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cent in Southeastern) and in the percentage of long-term recipients (from 69 percent in San
Gabriel Valley and Southeastern to 77 percent in Southern).14

The AFDC-U part of the sample also differs across regions in background characteristics.
(See Appendix Table B.7.) In two regions — San Gabriel Valley and Southern — Hispanics,
along with Asians and Pacific Ilanders, are the predominant ethnic groups. Whites make up the
majority of sample members in the San Fernando Valley Region, whereas nearly all AFDC-U
sample members in the Southeastern Region are of Hispanic origin. Hispanics aso make up the
largest ethnic/racia group in the Central Region — just under 50 percent. As with AFDC-FGs,
sample members differ dramatically by region in English proficiency, educational attainment, and
length of prior welfare receipt.

F. AEDC-EFG Comparison Samples

As described in Chapter 1, the impact analysis for AFDC-FGs will include comparisons of
the effects of Jobs-First GAIN to effects attained by the earlier, education-focused Los Angeles
GAIN program. The two research samples differed greatly in background characteristics, how-
ever. In particular, the AFDC-FGs for the earlier GAIN evaluation were limited to long-term
welfare recipients with children age six and over, whereas the Jobs-First GAIN sample includes
newly approved applicants and short-term recipients, as well as parents of children five years old
or younger. The analysis will therefore include direct comparisons of impacts for a subgroup of
AFDC-FGsin both samples that shared the following background characteristics:

at least 19 years old at random assignment;

youngest child age six or older;

not currently working 30 or more hours per week;

received AFDC for at least three years cumulatively as an adult.

Riverside GAIN evauation sample members, randomly assigned from August 1988
through March 1990, resembled the Jobs-First GAIN sample more closely in background charac-
teristics. Much asin Jobs-First GAIN, sample members in Riverside included newly approved ap-
plicants and short-term recipients, as well aslong-term recipients. On the other hand, Riverside’s
sample contained teen parents, but excluded parents of children younger than six years old — the
opposite of Jobs-First GAIN. Therefore, criteriafor selecting the comparison samples for these
two programs differed somewhat from criteria used to select the comparison samples for the cur-
rent and earlier versions of GAIN in Los Angeles County:

at least 19 years old at random assignment;
youngest child age six or older;
not currently working 30 or more hours per week.

14Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994, Table 8.2, displays three-year earnings gains and welfare savings
by region for AFDC-FG sample membersin the earlier Los Angeles GAIN evaluation. As shown, Los Angeles's
earlier, education-focused program achieved earnings increases for experimental group membersliving in the San
Fernando Valley and San Gabriel Valley Regions, but did not increase earnings for sample members elsewherein
the county.
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The Riverside Labor Force Attachment (LFA) program evaluation sample, randomly as-
signed from June 1991 to June 1993, resembled Jobs-First GAIN’s most closely in background
characteristics. In particular, both samples included sample members with different lengths of
prior welfare receipt and included parents of children between three and five years old. The com-
parison samples for these two programs share the following characteristics:

at least 19 years old at random assignment;
youngest children age three or older;
not currently working 30 or more hours per week.

The impact analysisin this report will not include comparisons of impacts for AFDC-Us
because the differences between the Jobs-First GAIN and earlier Los Angeles GAIN program
samples are too extreme. In particular, nearly six in 10 AFDC-U sample members for the earlier
evaluation were of Indochinese origin, compared to fewer than 15 percent of the Jobs-First GAIN
sample. In addition, AFDC-U impact results are not yet available for the Riverside LFA program.

V. Data Sourcesfor This Report

A. GEARS Automated Appraisal and Program Tracking Records

Background characteristics of sample members were recorded by Jobs-First GAIN staff
during orientation and appraisal meetings and were entered in the GAIN Employment Activity
and Reporting System (GEARS). Data are available for all sample members and are used to divide
the sample into key subgroups. Most information is self-reported by sample members, including
educational attainment status and length of prior welfare receipt, although some datain GEARS,
such as the sample member’ s date of birth and Appointment Type, were transferred automatically
from the LA DPSS automated welfare eligibility and payment system, the Integrated Benefit
Payment System (IBPS).

GEARS also supplied data on experimental group members use of Jobs-First GAIN pro-
gram services, the frequency in which they entered nonmandatory statuses (deferrals and deregis-
trations), and their likelihood of encountering the program’s use of formal enforcement proce-
dures, including financial sanctions. Twelve months of follow-up data were available for all
experimental group members, depending on their date of random assignment.15 GEARS records
used by MDRC permitted estimation of experimental group members' length of stay in program
activities, as well as the number of monthsin which they incurred afinancial sanction. GEARS
data, like those of other automated tracking systems used in previous evaluations of welfare-to-
work programs, do not permit an estimation of length of stay in nonmandatory statuses. (This
finding is based on a comparison of GEARS status records with comparable information from
casefile records of a“quality control” subsample and from conversations with DPSS administra-
tors.) Further, MDRC did not collect records of appraisal meetings that occurred after random
assignment. Therefore, it was not possible to estimate several measures of program coverage: for

A later report will include program tracking information collected from survey interviews for a subsample of
experimental and control group members.
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example, months of participation as a percentage of total months in the follow-up period in which
each sample member was dligible to participate in Jobs-First GAIN.

B. Statewide Unemployment I nsurance Earnings Records Data

Employment and earnings impacts were computed using automated statewide Unemploy-
ment Insurance (Ul) records data from the California Employment Development Department
(EDD). Five quarters of follow-up data were available for al sample members. Ul earnings are
recorded statewide and can provide reasonably accurate and unbiased measures of employment,
including earnings that sample members obtained within Caifornia, but outside of Los Angeles
County. These data are not available for out-of-state earnings or for jobs that are not usually cov-
ered by the Ul system, such as self-employment, domestic service, or informal child care, work

that may have been “off the books,” or work for employers who do not report earni ngs.16

C. Automated AEDC/TANF and Food Stamp Payment Recor ds

Impacts on the receipt of AFDC/TANF and Food Stamps were cal culated using auto-
mated payment records from LA DPSS's IBPS. Fifteen months of follow-up data are available for
al sample members. Presently, California s counties maintain separate payment systems. The
analysis misses payments for those who move to other counties in the state and receive welfare or
Food Stamps. It is unlikely, however, that a higher percentage of experimental or control group
members moved out of Los Angeles County.

D. Statewide and County Reports and Fieldwork and I nterviews with
Administrator s and Staff

The description of Jobs-First GAIN and discussion of changes in program services and
scale reported in Chapter 1 were based on site visits and observations of program operations, dis-
cussions with program administrators and staff, agency memos and directives supplied by DPSS,
and calculations from tables in agency reports.

*Some earni ngs missed by the Ul system may be captured by self-reported earnings and employment recorded
on the Two-Y ear Client Survey.
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Chapter 3
Participation in Employment-Related Activities After Orientation

This chapter analyzes the use of program services by experimental group members during
thelir first year after random assignment. As discussed in Chapter 1, the Jobs-First GAIN program
ran high-quality job clubs, supported by job development activities, as well as short-term educa-
tion and training for persons who completed job club without finding employment. These activi-
ties made up a key component of the Jobs-First GAIN approach for promoting rapid entry in the
labor market. The chapter also looks at experimental group members who never participated in an
employment-related activity. It examines how often these sample members found employment on
their own, left welfare, or experienced other changes in circumstances that precluded their further
involvement in the program. The chapter then explores the extent to which program staff used
formal enforcement procedures, especially financial sanctions (reductions in welfare grants), to
enforce mandatory participation requirements. Finally, the chapter compares levels of participa
tion for subgroups within the Jobs-First GAIN research sample.

l. K ey Questions About Participation

Did most experimental group members participate in job club or another em-
ployment-related activity during the first year following their orientation meet-
ing and appraisal?

Regarding experimental group members who did not participate, what changes
in their employment, welfare eligibility, or personal circumstances might ex-
plain their nonparticipation?

Was job club the initial activity of the vast majority of program participants, as
intended? To what extent were education and training services used instead of
or in combination with job search?

Jobs-First GAIN was intended to be a short-term program leading to ajob.
How long did sample members participate? What percentage of program par-
ticipants found employment during year 1? What percentage were still partici-
pating in employment-related activities at the end of year 1?

To what extent did case managers enforce the program’s mandatory participa-
tion requirement? What portion of the sample incurred a reduction in their
grant amount (a sanction) for noncompliance?

To what extent did participation patterns vary for key subgroups in the re-
search samples?
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I. Framework for Interpreting Participation Findings

A. Alternative Definitions of Participation

This chapter follows the analytical framework of previous MDRC studies of participation
patterns in welfare-to-work programs. It defines participation as attendance for at least one day at
an employment-related activity, but calculations of participation levels do not count program ori-
entations, appraisals, or other meetings with Jobs-First GAIN staff. This definition assumes that
enrollees who take part in activities such as short-term job clubs or longer-term education and
training courses receive the strongest exposure to the program “treatment.”* For Jobs-First
GAIN, however, the distinction between attendance at a program activity and a meeting with
program staff is not clear-cut. As discussed in the previous chapters, all experimental group
members attended a long informational and motivational meeting at orientation, during which staff
strongly communicated the program’s Work First message. In addition, experimental group mem-
bers could receive job leads from staff during orientation, during appraisal, or at any time after-
wards. Thus, amore inclusive definition of what constitutes a program activity leads to the con-
clusion that 100 percent of experimental group members participated.”

B. Other Components of Treatment

Participation in employment-related activities represented only one of severa waysin

which enrollees experienced the Jobs-First GAIN treatment. Equally important, program adminis-
trators and staff communicated a strong Work First message to al persons entering the program. This message had

boosts self-esteem and can eventualy lead to a higher-
paying and more desirable job.

Working will make almost every welfare recipient better off financially because of Cdifo -
ssion during pro

gram orientation. Staff repeated these ideas during appraisals and similar one-on-one meetings, during program
activities such asjob club, and in informational handouts.

group members who did not participate in program activities and did not show good cause for nonparticipation.
Jobs-First GAIN staff frequently issued warnings to experimental group members who were not complying with

relatively large portion of the caseload. Administrators intended that a “ high enforcement” case management ap-

1

strong program treatment. Most participants attended for considerably longer than one day, however.

This definition of participation does not measure duration or intensity of attendance in program activities.
X
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proach and a strong pro-employment message would complement the program’ s high-quality, motivational job

discouraged them from spending a long time in the program.

C. What Can Be L earned from Studying Participation

Analyzing attendance at employment-related activities is useful for testing how success-
fully Jobs-First GAIN administrators and staff implemented the program’s Work First strategy.
For instance, it would be expected that staff would assign alarge percentage of experimental
group membersto job club as their first activity and that most of those assigned would participate
for at least one day. It would aso be expected that relatively few experimental group members
would be assigned to longer-term education and training activities.

Analysis of participation patterns for experimental group members also provides a context
for interpreting program effects on employment and welfare receipt, as discussed in the following
chapters. It would be expected that Work First programs that attain high levels of participation in
job search would likely move large numbers of enrollees into the labor market right away and
produce an immediate impact on employment levels. On the other hand, job club leadersin Work
First programs like Jobs-First GAIN often encourage participants to seek out entry-level jobs that
may not pay more than welfare nor provide health benefits. Therefore, for programs that boost
participation in job clubs, short-term increases in participants earnings may be limited by unstable
employment or by low wages.’

It is aso important to learn what happened to experimental group members who did not
participate in Jobs-First GAIN activities— in particular, whether they started working or left
welfare during the follow-up. Jobs-First GAIN'’s program message, Work Pays incentives, man-
datory participation requirements, and formal enforcement procedures may encourage nonpartici-
pants to get ajob faster than they otherwise would or to keep ajob that they had already started
prior to orientation. In this way, the experiences of nonparticipants could help Jobs-First GAIN
improve earnings and reduce welfare grants for the entire sample. Alternatively, the program’s
participation mandates could convince some enrollees to leave welfare without employment or to
incur agrant reduction (sanction) rather than comply. Another possibility is that many nonpartici-
pants could have attended employment activities but that the program lost track of them or staff
did not make a strong effort to get them to participate. These outcomes for nonparticipants could
diminish the positive effects of the program.

D. Measurement I ssues

As discussed in Chapter 2, indicators of participation and program status are cal culated
from automated tracking records of the Jobs-First GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting
System (GEARS). Additional information on employment and welfare receipt come from state
and county administrative records. Data are available for al experimental group membersin the
sample. GEARS records can be used to calculate length of stay in program activities and length of
stay in sanctions, but they are less reliable for estimating the length of time that experimental

*Los Angeles s version of CalWORKSs now offers enrollees access to vocational training, counseling, and other
services after enrollees find work. These changes occurred after the follow-up for this report, however.
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from mandatory participation re

The participation rates presented in this chapter include both program-referred activities
approved, self-initiated activities. Some measures presented apply only to experimental group

these individuals will be referred to as participants.
members who never participated in a Jobs-First GAIN activity; these are the non-participants

Findings for AFDC-FGs represent welghted averages of participation levels estimated for
5

1 K ey Findings About Participation

Relatively few experimental group members participated in an employment-
related activity during the first year after orientation: 38 percent of AFDC-FGs
and 30 percent of AFDC-Us.

Nearly al participantsin program activities attended job club, demonstrating
the Work First character of the program.

Participation was usually short term. Nearly al participants attended job club
only, and most job club attenders took part in only one three-week session.

Among both AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us, two-thirds of participants in program
activities found work during year 1.

Nearly haf of AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us who did not participate in an em-
ployment-related activity found ajob during year 1; about a quarter of nonpar-
ticipants left welfare. More generally, close to 100 percent of nonparticipants
received atemporary or long-term exemption (a deferral or deregistration)
from Jobs-First GAIN.

Jobs-First GAIN case managers initiated formal enforcement procedures on a
large majority of AFDC-FG and AFDC-U experimental group members. Most
often, the process did not lead to imposition of afinancial sanction (grant re-
duction), however. Sanction rates (23 percent for AFDC-FGs and 17 percent
for AFDC-Us) are in the middle range of rates recorded by employment-
focused programs in the 1990s but higher than levels recorded by welfare-to-
work programs evaluated during the 1980s.

“The Two-Year Client Survey will provide information on use of program services for control group members
and for participation outside of Jobs-First GAIN for experimental group members.

*Asnoted in Chapter 2, a smaller percentage of early enrollees than regular enrollees were randomly assigned
to the control group. To compensate, results for early and regular enrollees are weighted according to the propor-
tion they represent of the combined sample of experimental and control group members.
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Participation levels among AFDC-FGs and AFDC-Us varied by region and by
race and ethnicity. Participation was greatest among African-Americans and
Hispanics and in regions where most African-Americans and Hispanics lived.
Among AFDC-FGs, early enrollees were more likely to participate than regular
enrollees, but participation levels were the same for sample members with a
high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment and for non-
graduates. Among AFDC-Us, men recorded higher levels of participation than
women. In addition, AFDC-Us without a high school diplomaa GED certifi-
cate at random assignment were more likely to participate than AFDC-Us who
had attained one of these education credentials.

V. Reaultsfor AFDC-FGs

Asshownin Table 3.1, in the first year of follow-up, 55 percent of AFDC-FGs were as-
signed to a job search, education, or training activity, and 38 percent participated in an activity for
at least one day. Participation levelsin Jobs-First GAIN are low compared to the rates of the ear-
lier, education-focused Los Angeles GAIN program (51 percent) and to the rates of the employ-
ment-focused Riverside GAIN program (60 percent). The Riverside Labor Force Attachment
(LFA) program, however, engaged a similar proportion of recipients (44 percent) in work-related
activities. (See Appendix Table C.1 for these and other comparisons.)®

The participation patterns displayed in Table 3.1 demonstrate the Work First orientation
of the program. The largest percentage of experimental group members, about a third, attended
job search activities, usually job club. In contrast, only about 9 percent participated in basic edu-
cation or vocational training.” Los Angeles DPSS did not assign Jobs-First GAIN enrollees to
postsecondary education courses.

Datain Table 3.2 provide additional information on use of program services for the nearly
four in 10 experimental group members who attended a Jobs-First GAIN activity. As expected for
aWork First program, nearly 90 percent of AFDC-FG participants attended a job club during the
first year of follow-up, whereas just over afifth of these sample members participated in an edu-
cation or training course. More than 80 percent of job club participants attended only one spell of
job club, and nearly as many took part in job club as their only activity in the program.

Most AFDC-FG participants remained in Jobs-First activities for arelatively short time.
As shown in Table 3.2, nearly two-thirds of participants attended for two months or less out of
the 12 months of follow-up. Further, fewer than one in six participants (or about 6 percent of the
entire experimenta group) were still participating at the end of year 1.

*These estimates include ll sample members for whom participation data were collected. The estimates do not
control for sample members background characteristics.

"Basic education activitiesinclude English as a Second Language (ESL), Adult Basic Education (ABE), GED
preparation, and high school. About half of all experimental group members were assigned to job club, but only 4
percent were assigned to basic education activities. These results are not shown in tables.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation
Table3.1

Rates of Participation and Status Within One Year of Orientation
for AFDC-FG Experimental Group Members

Regular Early
Participation Status (%) All Enrollees Enrollees
Assigned to any activity® 545 50.5 69.8
Ever participated in:°
Any activity® 38.2 34.2 53.9
Job search 335 304 454
Any education or training 8.5 6.7 15.5
Basic education 3.6 25 7.5
ESL 1.0 0.7 20
ABE 0.8 0.6 14
GED 14 0.9 31
High school 05 0.3 11
Vocational training 5.8 4.7 9.7
Work experience 1.9 1.6 3.0
On-the-job training 0.0 0.0 0.1
Assessment 8.0 6.9 12.3
Deregistered for any reason® 82.6 81.8 86.0
For employment 39.7 39.3 41.3
For sanction 27.0 26.4 29.0
For other reason 32.6 32.5 32.8
I'n conciliation 71.7 71.6 71.8
Sanctioned 22.8 231 213
Deferred for any reason 26.3 274 224
For unapproved SIT® 7.4 8.0 5.3
Sample size 11,521 8,020 2,901

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS).

NOTES:

#The assignment rate includes assignment to all activities listed below, except assessment.

PPartici pation rates include participation for at least one day in either a program-referred or approved
self-initiated activity.

“Any activity" includes all activities listed below, except assessment.

dSubcategory percentages do not add to the category percentage, because recipients could have been deregistered
more than once during the follow-up period.

°A SIT isasef-initiated activity (literally, "self-initiated training").

A. Participants Employment or Transition to Nonmandatory Status

The first panel in the second column of Table 3.3 displays the frequency with which
AFDC-FG participants entered employment (as recorded by statewide Unemployment Insurance
records), left welfare, or were determined by program staff to have entered a temporary or
longer-term nonmandatory status. Most notably, over 60 percent of AFDC-FG participants found



Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table3.2

Participation Patterns Within One Year of Orientation for AFDC-FG
Experimental Group Members Who Participated in Jobs-First GAIN Activities

Activity Measure

Participated in job search (%) 87.5
One spell 83.3
Two or more spells 16.7

Participated in (%)?

Job search only 77.1
Education and training only 11.9
Job search and education and training 104

Average number of monthsin which
individuals participated in a Jobs-Fir st

GAIN activity® 33

Number of monthsin which there was
participation (%)°

1 34.8
2 289
3 8.9
4106 10.8
71012 16.4
Still participating at theend of year 1 (%) 15.6
Samplesize 4,509

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS).

NOTES: Full sample means and percentages are weighted averages of results for regular and early enrollees.

Measure = (regular enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group regular enrolleesin the AFDC-
FG sample) + (early enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group early enrolleesin the AFDC-FG
sample).

#The percentage of participants who only participated in work experience or on-the-job training is not
shown in the table.

PParticipants with missing data were excluded from the calculation of the mean.

“Subcategory percentages do not sum to 100 percent because of missing data.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table3.3

Transitionsto Nonmandatory Status Within One Year of Orientation
for AFDC-FG Experimental Group Members, by Participation Status

Did Not

Participated Participate
in Jobs-First in Jobs-
GAIN First GAIN

Nonmandatory Status All Activities Activities

Percentagein status

Any nonmandatory status® 96.5 92.4 99.0
Off AFDC/ITANF 239 195 26.6
Employed” 54.0 64.4 475
Deregistered 82.6 789 84.9

For employment® 39.7 53.1 31.4
Sanctioned 22.8 18.6 253
Deferred 26.3 21.3 29.4

Average number of months

to start of nonmandatory

status”

Any nonmandatory status 12 18 0.9
Off AFDC/ITANF 5.8 6.4 5.6
Employed® 1.9 1.8 1.9
Deregistered 3.0 4.8 23

For employment® 3.0 35 25
Sanctioned 54 6.1 51
Deferred 2.1 29 18

Sample size 11,521 4,509 7,012

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity Reporting System
(GEARS), Cdifornia Employment Department Unemployment I nsurance earnings records, and LA DPSS
Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: Full sample means and percentages are weighted averages of results for regular and early
enrollees.

Measure = (regular enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group regular enrollees
in the AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group early
enrollees in the AFDC-FG sample).

Subcategory percentages do not add to category percentages because sample members could
enter more than one nonmandatory status.

®Calculated from automated Ul earni ngs records. Some employment may not have been
known to Jobs-First GAIN staff.

“Calculated from GEARS program tracking records. All employment was known to Jobs-First
GAIN staff.

dOnly sample members who entered a particular nonmandatory status were included in the
calculation.
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ajob during the first year, an indication that the program’s job club curriculum and job develop-
ment efforts were paying off. As shown, employment levels exceeded the rate by which partici-
pants exited from AFDC/TANF by awide margin (64 percent and 20 percent, respectively) — an
indication that earnings levels at initia jobs were relatively low and that most former job club par-
ticipants were combining work and welfare. The vast mgjority (nearly 80 percent) of AFDC- FG
participants were deregistered from the program during the first year; that is, they were no longer
requi rsed to participate. Most entered this status because of employment at 30 or more hours per
week.

B. Nonparticipants Employment or Transition to Nonmandatory Status

As discussed above, most experimental group members did not participate in a Jobs-First
GAIN activity. Low participation rates do not necessarily indicate that the program was unsuc-
cessful. As discussed earlier, even nonparticipants received some exposure to the program’s Work
First message and information on DPSS's Work Pays incentives. In this way, the program may
have directly or indirectly encouraged nonparticipants to find ajob on their own initiative. If so,
these outcomes contributed to the program’s overal effects on employment and welfare receipt.
For these reasons, it isimportant to measure the percentage of nonparticipants who found work
during the first year after orientation.

An additional issue concerns program “coverage,” here defined as the extent to which
Jobs-First GAIN enrollees either participated, received a financial sanction for nonparticipation,
or entered a nonmandatory status during the follow-up. High coverage rates suggest that staff
were fulfilling at least the minimum case management requirements for a successful program —
that is, learning of and reacting to the change in circumstances in an enrollee’ slife that prevented
her from participating in an employment-related activity. A low coverage rate indicates that staff
were not monitoring enrollees well.’

As shown in the third column of Table 3.3, just under half of the nonparticipant group
found ajob during the first year of follow-up, based on statewide Ul earnings records. Strikingly,
amuch higher percentage — more than five out of every six AFDC-FG nonparticipants — were
deregistered by program staff, but most for reasons other than employment. Nearly 30 percent of
nonparticipants received atemporary exemption (deferral) from the program'’s participation re-
guirements, sometimes in advance of receiving alonger-term deregistration. Thus, Jobs-First
GAIN staff learned of and reacted to changes of circumstances for nearly every nonparticipant.
Almost no one in the experimental group was “lost in the system.”

’As shown, the percentage receiving a deregistration for employment (as recorded on GEARS) was lower than
the percentage who entered employment (as recorded on the statewide Unemployment Insurance system). Most
likely, the difference occurred because some experimental group members found work, then stopped contacting
their Jobs-First GAIN case manager. In addition, some employment recorded on the Ul system was probably part
time and would not have resulted in a deregistration for employment.

®A much better indicator of program coverage (used in Hamilton et al., 1997, pp. 121-124) isto calculate what
proportion of the total months in which each enrollee was mandated to participate in a program activity (that is,
was not deregistered) was deferred for employment or was in sanction status. GEARS data do not support estima-
tion of this measure.
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The low Jobs-First GAIN assignment and participation rates resulted in part from the large
number of exemptions from program participation that were granted to experimental group mem-
bers. As discussed in Chapter 2, some experimental group members received exemptions (recom-
mendations to end mandatory participation status) during their initial appraisal meetings, when
case managers determined that they no longer met the criteriato be considered mandatory for the
program. Immediately following random assignment, Jobs-First GAIN case managers recom-
mended exemptions for 13 percent of experimental group members (not shown in tables). They
|ater deregistered virtually all these individuals from the program.”’

The findings on employment for nonparticipants suggest that the program’s message and
mandates may produce positive results beyond those achieved through attendance in job club.
Further, the high rate of transition of nonparticipants to a nonmandatory status indicates that pro-
gram staff were monitoring and reacting to changes in enrollees circumstances. It should aso be
kept in mind, however, that at the same time, employment levels for nonparticipants fell below
those of program participants. Possibly, Jobs-First GAIN could have achieved greater employ-
ment overall through additional investment in staffing and devel opment of case management
strategies designed to increase participation in job club.™

C. Temporary Deferrals from Mandatory Participation

Under Californiaregulations in effect prior to April 1, 1998, welfare recipients with cer-
tain barriers to participation were temporarily excused, or deferred, from Jobs-First GAIN’s par-
ticipation requirements. Common reasons for granting deferrals included medically verified illness
and “severe family crisis.” Origindly, recipients who were employed part time were also deferred;
a state law passed in late 1995, however, required these recipients to participate in Jobs-First
GAIN until they found full-time employment.”

Mainly as aresult of this change in policy, the Jobs-First GAIN deferral rate islower than
the deferral rates of previoudy evaluated GAIN programs. As shown in Table 3.1 and Appendix
Table C.2, about one-fourth of AFDC-FGs were deferred from participation in Jobs-First GAIN
during the first year of follow-up. The earlier, six-county GAIN evaluation, however, found that
amost half of all single parentsin Los Angeles and Riverside received deferrals (enrollees in these
programs could be deferred for as little as 15 hours per week of employment). Rates of deferral
were somewhat higher for nonparticipants (29 percent) than for participants in Jobs-First GAIN
activities (21 percent).

\While Income Maintenance (IM) workers attempted to screen out nonmandatory recipients before making
referrals to Jobs-First GAIN, arecipient’s status could change from mandatory to nonmandatory between her
meeting with an IM worker and her appraisal with a Jobs-First GAIN case manager. To avoid costly modifications
to GEARS, Jobs-First GAIN administrators decided that exemptions would be granted after random assignment,
rather than before.

It is certain that the control group contains a similar proportion who no longer met Jobs-First-GAIN-
mandatory criteria at the time of random assignment. These persons could not be identified, however, because
control group members did not attend appraisal meetings with Jobs-First GAIN staff.

“Partici pants and nonparticipants may also differ in measured and nonmeasured background characteristics
that might have affected their chances of finding employment.

A\Weissman, 1997, p. 67.
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Appendix Table C.2 displays the most common reasons why AFDC-FGs received their
first deferral. As shown, the pattern varies somewhat for participants and nonparticipants. No sin-
gle reason accounts for more than athird of all deferrals, but Jobs-First GAIN case managers
most often deferred nonparticipants because they were attending an education or training program
on their own initiative at the time of random assignment. Such activities are known in the Jobs-
First GAIN office as “unapproved SITS’ (self-initiated training).” Case managers granted these
deferrals to alow enrollees time to complete their unapproved SIT before receiving assignment to
job club or to another approved activity. These experimental group members did not complete
this process during the first year of follow-up, however. Iliness, severe family crisis, and lack of
child care constitute the other most common reasons for which nonparticipants received a tempo-
rary deferral from the program’s mandatory participation requirement. These problems also most
commonly resulted in deferrals for members of the experimental group who participated in a Jobs-
First GAIN activity.

D. Formal Enforcement Procedures and Sanctioning

An experimental group member who failed to attend her assigned activity received a no-
tice outlining the sanction (areduction in her grant amount) that would be applied if the problem
continued. If she did not comply at that point, a conciliation process was initiated, providing her
with another notice and opportunity to resolve the problem and avoid a sanction. If the experi-
mental group member continued to fail to comply, her welfare grant was reduced.” Thefirst in-
stance of a sanction remained in effect until she met with program staff and resolved her noncom-
pliance with participation requirements. A second sanction lasted a minimum of three months, and
subsequent sanctions lasted at least six months. Experimental group members who incurred a sec-
ond or third sanction could not resume participation until the sanction period ended.

Datafrom Table 3.1 demonstrate that Jobs-First GAIN case managers used formal en-
forcement procedures very often, although the process only sometimes resulted in imposition of a
financia sanction. As shown, 72 percent of experimental group members entered the conciliation
process during year 1, because they did not show up for an assigned activity or for a scheduled
meeting with Jobs-First GAIN staff or because they stopped attending a program activity without
good cause. The proportion ever in conciliation exceeds the proportion ever assigned to an activ-
ity, because it includes conciliation for failure to show up for deferral reviews or for scheduled
appraisal meetings for enrollees reassigned to the program following a deregistration. Some ex-
perimental group members also entered conciliation status during their initial appraisal meeting
following random assignment, when they refused to accept an assignment to job club.

Table 3.4 provides more detailed information about imposition of financial sanctions for
noncompliance. A little more than one in five AFDC-FGs incurred a reduction in their welfare
check (a sanction) during the first year of follow-up. The sanction rate for Jobs-First GAIN ex-
ceeds the level of sanctioning for the earlier Los Angeles GAIN and Riverside GAIN programs

“The participation rates presented above do not include unapproved SITs, so the actual rate of overall partici-
pation was slightly higher than 38 percent. Case managers did not track participation in unapproved SITs, except
during scheduled deferral review meetings with enrollees.

“\Weissman, 1997, p. 66.
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(less than 10 percent). Some employment-focused welfare-to-work programs operating in the
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1990s, however, sanctioned comparably large proportions.®*® As might be expected, Jobs-First
GAIN staff imposed sanctions more frequently on nonparticipants (25 percent) than on sample
members who participated in a Jobs-First GAIN activity (19 percent).

The remaining data on sanctioning in Table 3.4 concern only those sample members who
incurred a sanction during the first year of follow-up. The most striking finding from thistableis
that sanctions lasted arelatively short time, alittle over two months on average. Over half of
sanction spells ended after one month, and only one in 10 experimental group members who in-
curred a sanction during year 1 remained in sanction status at the end of the year."

Program administrators and staff sometimes describe sanctioning as alast step in con-
vincing enrollees to participate in mandated employment-related activities. Findings displayed in
the bottom panel of Table 3.4 show that relatively few experimental group members attended a
Jobs-First GAIN activity following a sanction: about 27 percent of participants and 9 percent of
all experimenta group members who incurred a sanction. Welfare exits were a so uncommon.
More frequently, experimental group members began working or entered a nonmandatory status
after incurring aloss of welfare dollars.”

E. Participation Patternsfor Key Subgroups

1. Regular and Early Enrollees. As discussed in the previous chapters, early enrol-
lees asked DPSS to enroll them in Jobs-First GAIN before they reached the top of the waiting list
for services, whereas regular enrollees waited until DPSS required them to enter the program. It
would be expected, therefore, that a higher percentage of early enrollees would participate in em-
ployment-related activities. Participation patterns for these two subgroups confirm this hypothe-
ss. Asshown in Table 3.1, rates of assignment and participation for early enrollees exceeded lev-
elsfor regular enrollees by awide margin. In the first year of follow-up, program staff referred 70
percent of early enrollees to a Jobs-First GAIN activity, compared to 51 percent of regular enrol-
lees. The overall participation levels of early and regular enrollees (54 and 34 percent, respec-
tively) reflect the differences in assignment rates. More early enrollees than regular enrollees par-
ticipated in every specific type of activity: 45 percent versus 30 percent went to job search, and 15

Sanction rates over atwo-year follow-up ranged from 9 percent for the Riverside LFA program to 42 percent
for the Grand Rapids, Michigan, LFA program. The Atlanta, Georgia, LFA program and the employment-focused
program in Portland, Oregon, each sanctioned about 20 percent of enrollees. See Hamilton et al., 1997, Table 5.3,
p. 115; and Scrivener et al., 1998, Table 3.3, p. 54.

"*The sanction rate presented in this report differs from the sanction measure presented in Freedman, Mitchell,
and Navarro (1998). The previous Working Paper included deregistrations due to sanction, some of which were
recorded when the case manager entered a request to Income Maintenance to impose a sanction when the next
welfare check was issued. The more conservative measure chosen for this report uses only records of actual sanc-
tion starts, from GEARS noncompliance records.

Y The length of a sanction spell was truncated by the end of follow-up for those still sanctioned. Sanction spells
were considered to have ended when an experimental group member stopped receiving welfare payments.

18Empl oyment starts were recorded from statewide Ul earnings records. For this analysis, the first day of the
quarter of employment was compared to the start date of the sanction (recorded from GEARS). Employment was
considered to have begun after a sanction if it occurred during a quarter following the sanction start. Possibly,
some experimental group members began working and stopped contacting their Jobs-First GAIN case manager,
thereby incurring a financial sanction.
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percent versus 7 percent attended an education or training activity. These differences most likely
reflect the greater motivation to participate on the part of the early enrollees.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table3.4

Patterns of Incurring a Sanction Within One Year of Orientation
for AFDC-FG Experimental Group Members, by Participation Status

Did Not
Participated Participatein
in Jobs-First Jobs-First
GAIN GAIN
Sanction Status All Activities Activities
Sanctioned (%) 228 18.6 253
For individualswho incurred a sanction
Average number of monthsto start of sanction 54 6.1 51
Average number of months in sanction status 23 20 24
Number of months in sanction status (%)
1 54.9 59.3 52.8
2t03 194 20.1 19.1
4106 225 18.8 24.2
7t012 3.3 19 3.9
Status following first sanction (%)*
Remained in sanction status until end of follow-up 10.0 10.1 9.9
Participated in Jobs-First GAIN activity 8.5 27.1 0.0
Off AFDC/ITANF 155 111 174
Employed” 40.7 44.9 38.9
Deregistered 241 259 232
Deferred 8.3 7.2 8.8
Other® 25.6 20.2 28.0
Sample size 11,521 4,509 7,012

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity Reporting System (GEARS), California
Employment Department Unemployment Insurance earnings records, and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System
AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: Full sample means and percentages are weighted averages of results for regular and early enrollees.

Measure = (regular enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group regular enrolleesin the AFDC-
FG sample) + (early enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group early enrolleesin the AFDC-FG
sample).

#Subcategory percentages do not add to the category percentage because sample members who could enter
more than one status after their first sanction.

PCalculated from automated Ul earnings records. Some employment may not have been known to Jobs-First
GAIN staff.

“Includes awaiting assignment to or start of next program activity and return to conciliation status.
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Deferra rates were dightly lower for early enrollees (22 percent versus 27 percent), probably be-
cause early enrollees would not have agreed to enter the program sooner than necessary had they
suffered from an illness or experienced another barrier to participation. Surprisingly, the same
percentage of early and regular enrollees entered the conciliation process (72 percent), and similar
proportions incurred a grant sanction (21 and 23 percent, respectively).”

2. Educational Attainment. Asshown in Table 3.5, participation levels for high
school graduates and GED recipients closely matched those for nongraduates: Nearly 40 percent
of experimenta group members in each subgroup participated in job club, compared to less than
10 percent who attended an education or training class. The consistency of these results demon-
strates once again the Work First focus of Jobs-First GAIN. In contrast, experimenta group
members without a high school degree or GED certificate in the earlier evaluation of Los Angeles
GAIN were five times more likely to attend basic education classes than job clubs.”

3. GAIN Region and Racial/Ethnic Group. Participation levels varied by race and
ethnicity and by GAIN region. (Findings for these two types of subgroups are related in that
members of particular racial and ethnic groups were concentrated in particular regionsin the
county. See Chapter 2.) For instance, nearly half of experimental group membersin the Central
and Southeastern Regions took part in ajob search GAIN activity, mostly in job club, compared
to around 30 percent in the outlying northern regions of San Fernando Valley and San Gabriel
Valley. Smilarly, participation levels were highest among experimental group members who were
African-American or Hispanic, but markedly lower among whites and Asians. DPSS operated job
clubsin Armenian and in Vietnamese and other Southeast Asian languages, so it is not immedi-
ately clear why these differences occurred.

F. Comparison of Participation Patternsto Other Programs

As shown in Appendix Table C.1, participation patterns for AFDC-FGs most closely re-
semble rates for members of the Riverside Labor Force Attachment (LFA) program. In both pro-
grams, overal participation levels were low. Further, the vast majority of sample members who
participated in employment-related activities attended job club. Fewer than 10 percent of sample
members in either program attended an education or training activity. In contrast, Riverside's ear-
lier GAIN program, whose success inspired creation of Jobs-First GAIN, made far greater use of
education and training activities.

*One of the reasons early enrollees received as many sanctions for noncompliance as regular enrollees despite
having volunteered to participate may have been because they were not aware of what they were volunteering for.
Welfare recipients often expected that Jobs-First GAIN’s primary purpose was to provide them with education and
training (see Weissman, 1997, p. 42). Also, some early enrollees may have signed up for the program with the
hope of obtaining child care assistance while continuing self-initiated education or training activities.

®SeeRiccio et a ., 1994, Table C.5, p. 312. As shown, a similar percentage of high school graduates and GED
recipients participated in job club or in education or training.



Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table 3.5
Rates of Participation and Status Among AFDC-FG Experimental Group Members
Within One Year of Follow-Up Period, by Region and Subgroup

Participated (%)

Sample Any Job  Any Education and
Region and Subgroup Size Activity Club Training Sanctioned (%) Deregistered (%)
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 2,021 29.2 275 4.0 18.7 835
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 2,847 329 30.0 6.3 19.1 83.4
Central (Region 4) 1,962 482 41.0 125 272 80.7
Southern (Region 5) * 2,538 37.4 322 8.3 25.0 824
Southeastern (Region 6) 2,153 47.0 39.3 129 253 82.8
Has a high school diploma or GED 5,232 37.0 31.9 8.0 221 81.3
Does not have a high school diploma or GED 6,289 39.3 34.8 9.0 233 83.8
White 1,977 28.1 254 53 222 82.0
African-American 3,606 421 36.3 9.6 27.2 82.6
Hispanic 5,235 421 36.9 9.7 215 82.7
Asian 671 19.1 16.6 3.7 10.6 83.7

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS) and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System

AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: Full sample means and percentages are weighted averages of results for regular and early enrollees.

Measure = (regular enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group regular enrollees in the AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee result x percent of

experimental and control group early enrollees in the AFDC-FG sample).
*This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.
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V. Reaultsfor AFDC-Us

A. Rates of Assgnment and Participation

In general, members of two-parent families (AFDC-Us) show similar patterns of partici-
pation and status as those described above for single parents. Relatively few AFDC-Us partici-
pated in Jobs-First GAIN activities, most participants attended one spell of job club, and very few
AFDC-Uswere still participating at the end of year 1. (See Table 3.6 and Appendix Table C.3.)
Specifically, Jobs-First GAIN case managers assigned 45 percent of AFDC-Us to a program ac-
tivity — alower assignment rate than for AFDC-FGs (55 percent). Just under athird (30 percent)
of AFDC-Us participated in an activity for at least one day. Thisrate is dightly lower than the rate
for the earlier, education-focused Los Angeles GAIN (36 percent) and less than half the rate of
Riverside GAIN (66 percent).”* The largest percentage of AFDC-Us attended job club (28 per-
cent), and almost al participants (93 percent) attended job search first. Only about 4 percent of
AFDC-Us attended any of the education or training activities, including basic education.”

Aswastrue for AFDC-FGs, the low rates of assignment and participation for AFDC-Us
can be partly explained by their high rate of exemptions during their initial appraisal meetings: 18
percent were recommended for an exemption right at that time, and most of these recipients were
eventually deregistered from the program (not shown in tables).

AFDC-Us aso displayed asmilar pattern of transition to employment or to a nonmanda-
tory status. As shown in Appendix Table C.4, two-thirds of participantsin Jobs-First GAIN ac-
tivities (that is, in job club) found employment, a notable success for the program, but nearly half
of the larger portion of nonparticipants also worked for pay during year 1. As with AFDC-FGs,
most AFDC-U experimental group members remained on welfare during year 1, even if they were
working for pay. Nonetheless, avery high percentage of experimental group members (about 85
percent of both participants and nonparticipants) changed to long-term nonmandatory status —
that is, they were deregistered. In comparison, alot fewer AFDC-Us (just 34 percent) were de-
registered from the education-focused Los Angeles GAIN program, whereas a similar proportion
(80 percent) left Riverside GAIN. (See Appendix Table C.1.) The rate of deregistration for em-
ployment was particularly high for program participants (66 percent), possibly because Jobs-First
GAIN’s Work Pays incentives increased the benefits of reporting earned income to DPSS. At
some point in the follow-up period, case managers temporarily excused 38 percent of AFDC-Us
from participation in Jobs-First GAIN. In comparison, 70 percent of the Los Angeles GAIN sam-
ple and 42 percent of the Riverside GAIN sample were deferred.

Jobs-First GAIN case managers initiated formal enforcement procedures very frequently
for AFDC-Us, but they imposed financial sanctions much less often. More than two-thirds (68
percent) of AFDC-Us encountered the conciliation processin year 1. (See Table 3.6.) On the
other hand, only about one in six AFDC-Us received a sanction for noncompliance, a somewhat
smaller percentage than for AFDC-FGs. As shown in Appendix Table C.6, AFDC-Uswho in-

*Partici pation findings for AFDC-Us in the Riverside LFA program are not available at this time.

“Case managers assigned 43 percent of AFDC-Us to job search activities and just 2 percent to basic education.
These results are not shown in tables.
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L os Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table 3.6

Rates of Participation and Status Within One Year of Orientation
for AFDC-U Experimental Group Members

Participation Status (%) All
Assigned to any activity® 45.0
Ever participated in:°
Any activity® 30.1
Job search 28.2
Any education or training 35
Basic education 19
ESL 1.0
ABE 0.2
GED 0.4
High school 0.2
Vocational training 19
Work experience 21
On-the-job training 0.0
Assessment 3.0
Deregistered for any reason® 85.4
For employment 48.9
For sanction 205
For other reason 39.9
In conciliation 67.9
Sanctioned 16.7
Deferred for any reason 38.1
For unapproved SIT® 5.5
Samplesize 4,039

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System
(GEARS).

NOTES:
*Theass gnment rate includes assignment to all activities listed below, except assessment.

PPartici pation rates include participation for at least one day in either a program-referred or approved
self-initiated activity.
Q‘Any activity" includes al activities listed bel ow, except assessment.

dSubcategory percentages do not add to the category percentage, because recipients could have
been deregistered more than once during the follow-up period.

®A SIT isaself-initiated activity (literally, "self-initiated training").
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curred a sanction tended to stay in sanction status for a month or two before finding work or en-
tering another nonmandatory status. Fewer than 10 percent of sanctioned AFDC-Usremained in
this status at the end of year 1.

Thus, as with AFDC-FGs, relatively few members of the AFDC-U experimental group
participated in Jobs-First GAIN activities, but aimost all AFDC-Us were monitored, at |east
minimally, by Jobs-First GAIN case managers. Further, case managers implemented and recorded
decisions concerning the eligibility for program services of nearly every AFDC-U. Almost no one
was “lost in the system.”

B. Resultsfor Subgroups

As discussed in Chapter 2, the AFDC-U sampleisrelatively evenly divided between males
and females. AFDC-U fathers possess longer work histories than AFDC-U mothers in the sample,
and would therefore be expected to have fewer difficulties finding employment after random as-
signment. Possibly their differencesin this and other background characteristics would affect the
experiences of male and female AFDC-Us in Jobs-First GAIN — that is, in their likelihood of at-
tending job club or in the frequency by which they incurred a sanction or changed to nonmanda-
tory status (were deregistered). As shown in Table 3.7, male AFDC-Us had somewhat more con-
tact with the program, but the differences in patterns of participation and program statuses were
not large. Participation levels for male AFDC-Us (32 percent) slightly exceeded the rate for fe-
males (28 percent), but a higher percentage of males than females incurred a sanction (19 percent
versus 14 percent). In addition, deregistration rates were higher for males.

Subgroups defined by level of educational attainment, by race and ethnicity, and by GAIN
region showed greater variation in levels of participation and frequency of incurring a sanction
(see Table 3.7). For instance, about athird of AFDC-Us who entered Jobs-First GAIN without a
high school diploma or GED certificate attended job club, compared to just 23 percent of high
school graduates and GED recipients. A more dramatic difference in participation levels occurred
among the four largest racial and ethnic subgroups among AFDC-Us. Specifically, participation
levels for Hispanics and African-Americans were two to three times higher than the participation
rates for whites or for first- or second-generation immigrants from Vietnam, Cambodia, or an-
other Asian country. African-Americans and Hispanics were also much more likely to incur afi-
nancial sanction during the first year of follow-up. Smilarly, AFDC-Us from the San Fernando
Valley Region, 60 percent of whom are white, participated in a Jobs-First GAIN activity much
less often than sample members residing elsewhere in the county. In contrast, AFDC-Us from the
Southeastern Region, nearly all of whom are Hispanic, recorded the highest levels of participation
among AFDC-Us.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table3.7

Rates of Participation and Status Among AFDC-U Experimental Group Members
Within One Year of Follow-Up Period, by Region and Subgroup

Participated (%)

Sample Any Job  Any Education and
Region and Subgroup Size Activity Club Training Sanctioned (%) Deregistered (%)
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 1,209 187 17.6 13 136 82.8
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 1,095 29.6 284 23 142 88.1
Central (Region 4) 472 29.2 26.3 49 19.3 85.0
Southern (Region 5)? 481 328 30.8 4.8 19.5 86.5
Southeastern (Region 6) 782 47.3 43.9 7.2 219 85.3
Has a high school diploma or GED 1,650 245 227 3.0 15.9 83.0
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 2,389 34.0 320 39 17.3 87.1
White 1,149 141 13.0 17 134 82.9
African-American 212 38.2 373 5.7 25.9 78.8
Hispanic 1,906 42.8 40.3 4.8 20.3 86.5
Asian 766 20.5 185 25 104 88.4
Male 2,118 322 30.7 2.8 19.3 89.0
Female 1,921 27.9 25.5 4.4 13.8 81.5

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS) and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System

AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTE: °This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.
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Chapter 4
| mpactsfor AFDC-FGs

This chapter describes the impact of Jobs-First GAIN on single parents (AFDC-FGS')
employment, average earnings, and welfare and Food Stamp payments, as well on the combined
income from these three sources. As mentioned previously, sample members were randomly as-
signed to either an experimental or a control group. Results for control group members represent
the outcomes that welfare recipients would be expected to achieve in the absence of Jobs-First
GAIN. Experimental-control group differences in outcome measures represent the impacts of
Jobs-First GAIN — that is, the extra value associated with access to Jobs-First GAIN services
and exposure to its Work First message and participation requirements. Welfare received after
random assignment will be referred to as AFDC/TANF, because Californiareceived its first
TANF block grant in the last quarter of 1997, which falls at the end of the follow-up period.

l. Key Questions About | mpacts

Did Jobs-First GAIN meet the expectations for Work First programs by pro-
ducing large initia boosts in employment and earnings?

Did Jobs-First GAIN reduce AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp receipt and pay-
ments?

Did Jobs-First GAIN help experimental group members become more self-
sufficient by the end of year 1? Did it increase their likelihood of working
without welfare or of combining work and welfare?

Did Jobs-First GAIN make experimental group members better off financially
during year 1, or were their earnings gains offset by public assistance reduc-
tions?

Was Jobs-First GAIN more effective than the previous, education-focused Los
Angeles GAIN program of the late 1980s and early 1990s in increasing em-
ployment and earnings and reducing welfare receipt? How did the program’s
accomplishments compare to those of Riverside GAIN and Riverside LFA,
two earlier versions of Work First programs?

Did impacts differ for sample members who entered Jobs-First GAIN before
they were required to enroll (early enrollees) and for sample members who
waited until they were called into the program (regular enrollees)?

Were impacts limited to certain groups within the welfare population, or did they oc-
cur for avariety of recipients, including those with the most severe barriers to em-
ployment?
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I. Backaground I nformation for I nterpreting Results

A. Possible Effects of Jobs-First GAIN

Work First programs — whether they take a job-search-first approach, asin Los Angeles
Jobs-First GAIN, or provide mixed services — are expected to produce large gains in employ-
ment and earnings (averaged across all sample members) early in the follow-up period. Prior re-
search on Work First programs has shown that these increases are a precondition for longer-term
success. All Work First programs that achieved employment and earnings gains over severa years
produced gainsin year 1; Work First programs with little-to-no employment and earnings in-
creases in year 1 did not produce large gainsin later years.

It is expected that Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN will increase employment and earningsin
three main ways. The program’s heavy reliance on job club and supervised job search activities
should result in employment for a portion of recipients who would have remained jobless without
the program. In addition, Jobs-First GAIN should help sample members who would have eventu-
ally gotten work on their own to find ajob sooner. Finally, Jobs-First GAIN may help recipients
obtain better jobs — longer-lasting and higher-paying jobs — than they would have obtained
without the program. Considering that experimental group members were encouraged to accept
amost any job at first and later work their way up to better employment, program effects on job
quality may not occur until the second year of follow-up.

Jobs-First GAIN may positively affect even those recipients who do not participate in pro-
gram activities. For instance, enrollees who only experience a Work First message may increase
their job-seeking effort. The threat of a grant sanction may also encourage non-participants to find
ajaob.

It isalso possible for Jobs-First GAIN to affect welfare recipients negatively. Job search
activities may not work for subgroups typically considered the least job ready. These individuals
might have benefited more from education or training instead. In addition, the program may have
a negative effect on job retention by encouraging people to accept lower-quality jobs than they
would have accepted on their own. Lastly, sanction-oriented programs like Jobs-First GAIN
could send welfare recipients further into poverty by reducing their AFDC/TANF grants before
they find employment.

Employment and earnings gains are usually accompanied by AFDC/TANF reductions,
however, in states that set high maximum grant levels and offer generous earnings disregards, like
Cdlifornia, employment and earnings may increase without a corresponding decrease in welfare
receipt. The reverse could aso occur: Tough, sanction-oriented programs like Jobs-First GAIN
could decrease welfare receipt without increasing employment and earnings.

Effects of employment and earnings gains on Food Stamp receipt are also difficult to pre-
dict. The value of arecipient’s earnings and welfare benefits helps determine how much shere-

Virginia s job-search-first program in the 1980s and Florida's Project Independence of the early 1990s are
examples of programs with little-to-no employment and earnings gainsin year 1 and in subsequent years. See
Friedlander and Burtless, 1995, Table 4.2; and Kemple et a., 1995, Table 5.1.
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ceives in Food Stamps, so the combination of earnings gains and welfare reductions may “cancel
out” and result in little or no change to Food Stamp grants. On the other hand, a former welfare
recipient may experience adecrease in (or complete loss of) Food Stamps if combined income
from earnings and AFDC/TANF increases.

Previous research shows that Work First, job-search-first programs, like Jobs-First GAIN,
typically do not make working families better off financially. Their benefit reductions largely, if
not entirely, offset their earnings gains.? Mixed-services programs, on the other hand, tend to af-
fect income more positively.® California s generous earnings disregards increase the likelihood of
a positive impact on combined income by enabling people to supplement earnings with awelfare
check, but they do not guarantee it.

B. Methods of Estimating Program Effects

In this and the following chapter, Jobs-First GAIN's effects are estimated from quarterly
unemployment insurance (Ul) earnings records from the California Employment Devel opment
Department.* The data used to calculate impacts on public assistance came from the Los Angeles
Department of Public Socia Services Integrated Benefit Payment System (I1BPS).

Ul earnings are recorded statewide and provide reasonably accurate and unbiased meas-
ures of employment, including earnings that sample members obtained both within and outside
Los Angeles County. These data, however, are not available for out-of-state earnings or for jobs
that are not usually covered by the Ul system, such as self-employment, domestic service, or in-
formal child care — work which may have been “off the books’— or for employers who do not
report earnings. Some earnings missed by the Ul system may be captured by self-reported earn-
ings and employment recorded on the Two-Y ear Client Survey. Survey results will be presented
in future reports.

Ul earnings data are collected by calendar quarter: January through March, April through
June, July through September, and October through December. For the research, the quarter
during which a sample member is randomly assigned is designated quarter 1. The first follow-up
year (referred to as year 1) covers quarters 2 through 5, the second year (year 2) covers quarters
6 through 9, and so forth. Monthly AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp payments were grouped into
guarters and years covering the same time periods as earnings quarters and years.

One year plus one quarter (through quarter 6) of follow-up data are available for all
20,731 sample members. An early cohort, randomly assigned between April and June 1996 and
composing 56 percent of the full sample, has follow-up data through the first half of year 2
(through quarter 7). This cohort will be referred to from here on as the April-June cohort. Under

2For example, over two years of follow-up, enrolleesin the Grand Rapids and Riverside Labor Force Attach-
ment programs lost about as much in AFDC as they gained in earnings. See Hamilton et al., 1997, Table 11.1.

3In year 3, Portland JOBS raised combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps, and Riverside
GAIN increased earnings by almost twice as much asit reduced AFDC payments (impacts on Food Stamp pay-
ments were not available). See Scrivener et al., 1998, p. 101; and Riccio et al., 1994, Table 4.1.

*Impacts on employment and earnings in this report may differ slightly from those in Freedman et al., 1998,
because more recent Ul earnings records were analyzed in this report.
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the assumption that its experience will be similar to that of the rest of the sample,® the April-June
cohort will be used on occasion to examine patterns of impacts over time and probable program
effects for the full sample in the second year of follow-up.

All impact estimates are regression-adjusted for differences in sample members basdline
characterigtics, prior earnings and employment, and prior AFDC and Food Stamp receipt. Regres-
sion-adjustment improves the precision of the estimates and reduces their sengitivity to pre-
random assignment differences that occur by chance between research groups. Impacts for the
entire AFDC-FG sample are weighted averages of the corresponding impacts for regular enrollees
and early enrollees.’ The weights compensate for differences in sampling ratios between the two
subgroups and recreate the proportions of regular and early enrolleesin the total AFDC-FG sam-
ple (see Table 2.1). Differences between the experimental and control groups are considered sta-
tistically significant if there isless than a 10 percent probability that they could have occurred by
chance. All impact estimates discussed in the text are statistically significant unless otherwise indi-
cated. Rounding may cause dight discrepancies in the calculations of experimental-control group
differences reported below.

For this analysis, alarge impact on employment is defined as a statistically significant ex-
perimental-control group difference in employment levels of 10 percentage points or more; mod-
erate impacts fall within the 5 to less than 10 percentage point range; and small impacts fal below
5 percentage points. Large earnings gains are considered to be in excess of $900 per year.

Similarly, reductions in months of public assistance receipt or in total expenditures of 10
percent or more are considered large; moderate reductions range from 5 to less than 10 percent;
and small reductions fall below 5 percent. A similar standard is applied to percentage point differ-
encesin levels of AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp receipt: Impacts of 10 percentage points or more
are considered large; 5 to less than 10 percentage point differences are considered moderate; and
reductions of less than 5 percentage points are described as small.’

The benchmarks described above are based on ranges of impact findings from previous
experimental evaluations of welfare-to-work programs.

[11. Summary of Key Findings

In the first year of follow-up, Jobs-First GAIN produced alarge employment
gain and a moderate earnings gain for AFDC-FGs. Experimental group mem-
bers earned $750 more, on average, than control group members. Quarterly

*This assumption is based on the fact that first-year results for the April-June cohort are similar to first-year
results for the full sample.

®The AFDC-FG impact equals the regular enrollee impact times the proportion of regular enrolleesin the
AFDC-FG sample plus the early enrollee impact times the proportion of early enrolleesin the AFDC-FG sample.

"To make comparisons to results of other programs more meaningful, reductionsin public assistance dollars or
month of receipt should be converted to a uniform measure that is less sensitive to site variations in maximum
grant levels or in sample member characteristics. One such measure, the percentage change in public assistance
dollars or months of receipt (a program’s impact divided by the control group mean), will be presented throughout
this section.
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employment impacts declined over time to moderate levels but remained sta-
tistically significant at the end of follow-up.

Inyear 1, Jobs-First GAIN reduced AFDC/TANF expenditures and receipt by
moderate amounts. Experimental group members were on cash assistance
about half amonth less, on average, than control group members. Average
welfare payments decreased by $432, or 7 percent. A substantial portion of
these savings reflect the lower average monthly grants for those still on assis-
tance. (Reductions in average monthly grants can result from more experi-
mental than control group members combining work and welfare and/or re-
celving sanctions.)

At the end of year 1, the increase in the percentage working and off
AFDC/TANF was modest; the great bulk of the employment gain resulted
from more people combining work and welfare.

Jobs-First GAIN aso produced first-year reductions in Food Stamp receipt and
expenditures. Food stamp savings will likely continue in year 2.

During year 1, losses in public assistance largely offset earnings gains, so Jobs-
First GAIN had little effect on experimental group members combined income
from earnings, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps.

Through its substantial employment gain and moderate earnings increase, Jobs-
First GAIN outdid its predecessor, Los Angeles GAIN, which produced little-
to-no first-year impacts on these measures. The program did not achieve as
strong results as Riverside GAIN and Riverside LFA, but this disparity may
have stemmed from differences in program environments or in unobservable
characteristics of sample members. (The comparisons controlled for differences
in observed characteristics.)

Jobs-First GAIN produced positive impactsin al five of its regions and for
many different types of welfare recipients, including those who are typically
considered the least job ready. Similar impacts were found for regular enrollees
(those who waited until they were called into the program) and early enrollees
(those who initially volunteered for the program).

| mpacts on Employment and Earnings

As expected, Jobs-First GAIN boosted employment levels during the first year of follow-
up. Table 4.1 shows that 54 percent of AFDC-FG experimental group members worked for pay at
some point during year 1, versus 43 percent of control group members — alarge increase of 11
percentage points. This gain represents the program’ s effect on job finding, the extent to which it
helped find work for sample members who would not have done so on their own. Los Angeles
County’ s falling unemployment rate (see Chapter 1) may have contributed to this substantial ef-

fect by increasing the chances that job search activities would lead to employment.
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Jobs-First GAIN aso enabled experimental group members to find ajob sooner and stay
employed longer than they would have on their own initiative, although these effects were rela-
tively small. As shown in Table 4.1, control group members who worked in year 1 typically began
their first job toward the end of quarter 2 (quarter 2.77) and worked for about eight months
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table4.1

I mpacts on Employment, Earnings, AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps, and
Combined Income for AFDC-FGsin the Full Sample

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Employed Q2 to 5(%) 54.2 433 10.9 *** 25.1
Q2 355 25.1 10.4 *** 41.7
Q3 374 28.2 9.2 **¥* 325
Q4 38.3 305 7.8 *** 255
Q5 39.8 326 7.2 %% 22.0
Q6 41.7 34.9 6.8 *** 19.6
Quarters employed Q2to 5 151 1.16 0.35 *** 29.7
Earnings Q2to 5 ($) 3,187 2,438 750 *** 30.8
Q2 614 446 168 *** 37.6
Q3 776 552 224 *** 40.6
Q4 845 660 185 *** 28.1
Q5 952 780 172 *** 22.1
Q6 1,075 864 210 *** 24.3
If ever employed in year 1
Quarters employed 2.79 2.69 0.10 ® 3.6
Quarter of first employment 2.62 2.77 -0.15 @ -5.4
uartersin fir oymen . . . .

Quart first employment spell 2.69 2.60 0.09 ° 3.6
Average earnings per quarter employed (%)

Q2to5 2,110 2,093 17 ? 0.8
Ever received AFDC/TANF Q2 to 5 (%) 97.6 97.9 -0.3 -04
Months received AFDC/TANF Q2to 5 9.98 10.46 -0.48 *** -4.6
Received AFDC/TANF (%)

Q2 97.2 97.6 -04 -04
Q3 90.2 92.7 -2.5 xxx -2.7
Q4 83.6 88.1 -4.6 *** -5.2
Q5 78.2 825 -4.3 *** -5.2
Q6 734 77.9 -4.5 xx* -5.8
AFDC/TANF amount Q2to5 ($) 5,363 5,795 -432 ** -75
Q2 1,573 1,620 47 ** -29
Q3 1,395 1,505 =117 *** -74
Q4 1,244 1,387 -143 *** -10.3
Q5 1,152 1,283 =131 *** -10.2
Q6 1,063 1,188 -125 *** -10.5

(continued)



Table 4.1 (continued)

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Ever received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 (%) 94.0 94.2 -0.2 -0.2
Months received Food Stamps Q2to 5 9.71 10.13 -0.42 *** -4.1
Received Food Stamps (%)
Q2 92.9 93.2 -0.3 -0.3
Q3 86.7 89.0 -2.3 *x* -2.6
Q4 81.0 85.1 -4.1 *x* -4.8
Q5 76.4 80.1 -3.8 *** -4.7
Q6 72.0 76.1 -4.2 xx* -55
Food Stamps amount Q2 to 5 ($) 2,005 2,179 =174 *** -8.0
Q2 557 575 -19 *** -3.2
Q3 516 558 42 ** -75
Q4 485 545 -5Q *** -10.9
Q5 447 501 -54 *** -10.7
Q6 411 461 -51 *** -11.0
Average combined income Q2 to 5 ($)b 10,555 10,411 144 14
Sample size (total = 15,683) 11,521 4,162

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment Insurance
earnings records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings, AFDC/TANF payments, or Food
Stamp payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1
includes quarters 2 through 5.

Impacts for all AFDC-FGs are weighted averages of impacts for regular enrollees and early enrollees: AFDC-
FG impact = (regular enrollee impact x percent of regular enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee impact x
percent of early enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample).

Unless shown in italics, dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample
members not receiving welfare. Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-
random assignment characteristics of sample members.

Italicized estimates cover only periods of employment. Differences between experimental group members and
control group members for such "conditional” estimates are not true experimental comparisons.

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

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

®Not atrue experimental comparison; statistical tests were not performed.
B Combined income" is income from earnings, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps.
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(2.69 quarters) thereafter.® In comparison, employed experimental group members started work-
ing about two weeks (.15 quarter) sooner and remained employed about a week (.10 quarter)
longer. (These comparisons are nonexperimental, because employed experimental group members
may differ from employed control group membersin observed and unobservable pre-random as-
signment characteristics.)

Jobs-First GAIN raised AFDC-FGS' average total earnings by a moderate amount during
the first year of follow-up. As shown in Table 4.1, the typical control group member earned
$2,438 in year 1, whereas experimental group members earned $3,187 — a gain of $750. (These
averages include zeros for those not working during year 1.) Earnings gains may occur for a num-
ber of reasons: (1) because a higher percentage of experimental group members found employ-
ment (the effect on job-finding); (2) because employed experimental group members worked more
guarters on average than employed control group members (the effect on employment duration);
or (3) because employed experimental group members earned more on average for each quarter
they worked. The last measure is the most direct indicator of a program’s improvement of job
quality. Aswould be expected for aWork First program, the vast majority (82 percent) of Jobs-
First GAIN’s first-year earnings impact was due to increased job-finding.® Longer employment
duration, as measured by the average number of quarters of employment for those employed,
contributed a small portion (about 12 percent) of the impact. Employed experimental group mem-
bers earned little more per quarter than employed control group members in the short term (just
$17 on average; see Table 4.1), so the contribution of higher earnings on the job was negligible.™

Year 1istoo soon to expect Jobs-First GAIN to raise earnings on the job by alarge
amount, because experimental group members have not had much of a chance to work their way
up to higher-paying positions. In the second year of follow-up, however, higher earnings on the
job should play a greater roll in the program’s overall earnings gains. The fact that employed ex-
perimental group members did not earn less than their control group counterpartsin year 1isa
positive finding: Work First programs could potentially lower average earnings on the job in the
short term by putting to work a more disadvantaged subset of the welfare population who would
not have found jobs on their own and by encouraging recipients to accept lower-paying jobs than

#The number of months is approximate, because Ul earnings data do not indicate in which months of the
quarter sample members worked. Averaging measures of quarters across sample members results in fractions of
guarters, which are converted into months.

®The relative contribution of each effect to the total earningsimpact is determined by dividing the percentage
change of the effect by the percentage change in the earnings impact. For example, the relative contribution of job-
finding equals 25 percent divided by 31 percent, or 82 percent (rounding causes a discrepancy in this calculation).

oDjfferences between employed experimental and control group members are nonexperimental comparisons,
because employed experimental group members may differ from employed control group members in observed and
unobservable pre-random assignment characteristics. As a consequence, any differences observed during the fol-
low-up period may be caused by preexisting differences rather than by the program. Nevertheless, a positive differ-
ence in number of quarters employed would suggest that the program helped employed sample members work
more during the follow-up period, either because they found work sooner or because they found jobs that lasted
longer. Similarly, a positive difference between the average earnings per quarter for employed experimental group
members and employed control group members would suggest that the program helped sample members find jobs
with higher hourly wages, longer weekly hours, or more weeks of employment in a quarter — all indications of
better job quality (aforthcoming report will rely on survey responses to more precisely measure program effects on
job quality).
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they might have been willing to accept on their own (through the philosophy that any job isa
good job).

Employment gains declined over time from large to moderate levels but remained statisti-
cally significant at the end of follow-up. The 10 percentage point impact at the beginning of year 1
shrank to 7 percentage points at the beginning of year 2 (quarter 6). This decline resulted from
control group members’ finding jobs at a faster rate than experimental group members over the
course of follow-up (this phenomenon is known as control group “catch-up”), as opposed to the
latter group’ s losing jobs. Experimental group membersin the April-June cohort achieved a 7 per-
centage point employment increase in quarter 7.

Degpite the decline in employment impacts, earnings gains remained relatively stable over
time (see Figure 4.1). This pattern indicates that in quarter 6, experimental group members earned
$210 more, on average, than control group members. For recipients in the April-June cohort,
Jobs-First GAIN raised quarter 7 earnings by alarge amount, $251.

By boosting employment and earnings immediately, Jobs-First GAIN met the expectations
for Work First programs. Additional follow-up is needed, however, to determine whether these
impacts will be sustained over the long term. For some previoudy evauated employment-focused
programs, such as Riverside GAIN, large initial gains persisted into the second year of follow-up.
For others, including the Riverside LFA program, they grew much smaller as control group mem-
bers found jobs on their own.™* Future MDRC reports will rely on longer-term follow-up data to
demonstrate into which pattern Jobs-First GAIN falls.

V. I mpacts on Public Assistance

A. AEDC/TANF Receipt and Payments

During the first year of follow-up, control group membersin the full sample received cash
assistance for an average of 10 and a half months. (See Table 4.1.) Total first-year AFDC/TANF
payments averaged $5,795 per control group member. Jobs-First GAIN lowered the average
length of time on welfare by half a month, a moderate reduction of 5 percent relative to the con-
trol group. For each experimental member, the program saved $432 (7 percent) in welfare pay-
ments.

A welfare-to-work program can reduce AFDC/TANF expenditures by decreasing the
number of months that recipients remain on welfare (discussed above) or by reducing average
monthly grants for those still on welfare. In Jobs-First GAIN, 62 percent of the AFDC/TANF
savings resulted from reductions in average months of receipt, and 38 percent is attributable to
lower monthly grants.*? This ratio is similar to the ratios of other job-search-first programs evalu-
ated in the 1990s."

"The Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment (LFA) program is another example of this phenomenon. See
Hamilton et al., 1997, Chapter 9.
2The percentage of AFDC/TANF savings attributable to reductionsin grant amounts can be calculated using
the following formula. The average monthly payment amount for controls multiplied by the reduction in number of
(continued)
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As shown in Figure 4.2, quarterly impacts on AFDC/TANF payments were very similar
for recipients in the full sample and in the April-June cohort. They grew larger over time and were
large and statistically significant at the end of follow-up. These findings suggest that Jobs-First
GAIN will continue to produce welfare savings at least through the end of year 2.

A year after random assignment (in quarter 5), 83 percent of control group members were
still on welfare. Jobs-First GAIN reduced this proportion to 78 percent, a small impact of 4 per-
centage points. These findings, while positive, suggest that DPSS will face a significant challenge
in moving large numbers of recipients off assistance after they complete their second year of wel-
fare receipt.

B. Food Stamp Receipt and Payments

In the year following random assignment, control group membersin the full sample re-
ceived Food Stamps for approximately the same amount of time that they were on welfare: alittle
over 10 months. Jobs-First GAIN reduced the length of Food Stamp receipt by as much asit re-
duced the length of AFDC/TANF receipt: about two weeks.

Total Food Stamp expenditures for control group members averaged $2,179 inyear 1. In
comparison, the typical Jobs-First GAIN enrollee received $2,005 in Food Stamps, a decrease of
$174, or 8 percent (around the same size as percent reductions in AFDC/TANF payments).

For the April-June cohort and full sample, quarterly impacts on Food Stamp payments
grew throughout most of the follow-up and remained strong and statistically significant at the end.
Therefore, the Food Stamp reductions should persist beyond the current follow-up period.

In quarter 5, over three-fourths of April-June cohort control group members received
Food Stamps — about the same proportion who received AFDC/TANF. Jobs-First GAIN low-
ered Food Stamp receipt by a small amount: 4 percentage points.

VI. Impactson Employment and Welfare Status at the
End of Year 1

All welfare-to work programs aim to increase their enrollees’ ability to support them-
selves; however, there are varying degrees of self-sufficiency that welfare recipients can attain.

months of AFDC/TANF indicates what the AFDC/TANF savings would have been if average monthly payment
amounts were the same for experimental and control group members who remained on welfare. In Jobs-First
GAIN, this calculation ($554 times .48 month) yields $266, which represents 62 percent of the $432 first-year
AFDC/TANF savings. The remainder of the impact on first-year AFDC/TANF payments may have come from
reductions in grants imposed by sanctions or from employment while still on welfare. Alternatively, the overall
reduction in months of receipt may have fallen primarily on cases with above-average monthly grant amounts. De-
compositions of this sort are only approximations, since they ignore interactions between grant level and case clo-
sure.

311 studying effects of the labor force attachment approaches in Grand Rapids and Riverside, researchers
found that about 60 percent of AFDC savings were associated with experimental group members’ spending fewer
months on AFDC (Hamilton et al., 1997).
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Figure 4.3 illustrates how Jobs-First GAIN affected self-sufficiency by breaking down the experi-
mental and control groups into four categories that are based on employment and AFDC/TANF
status at the end of year 1. These categories can be thought of as forming a self-sufficiency con-
tinuum. Sample members who were jobless and on AFDC/TANF can be considered the most de-
pendent. Those who combined work and welfare were less dependent than this
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figure4.1
Quarterly Impacts on Earningsfor AFDC-FGs
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment I nsurance earnings records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded
from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

The April-June cohort contains sample members randomly assigned between April and June 1996.

Impacts for all AFDC-FGs are weighted averages of impacts for regular enrollees and early enrollees: AFDC-FG impact = (regular enrollee impact x percent of regular
enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee impact x percent of early enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample).

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figure4.2
Quarterly Impacts on AFDC/TANF Paymentsfor AFDC-FGs
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from
follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

The April-June cohort contains sample members randomly assigned between April and June 1996.

Impacts for all AFDC-FGs are weighted averages of impacts for regular enrollees and early enrollees: AFDC-FG impact = (regular enrollee impact x percent of
regular enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee impact x percent of early enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample).

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
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Figure4.3

Employment and AFDC/TANF Statusat the End of Year 1 for AFDC-FGs

OEmployed and off AFDC/TANF
ONot employed and off AFDC/TANF
OEmployed and on AFDC/TANF
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment Insurance
earnings records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: The bracketed area represents the proportion of sample members on AFDC/TANF at the end of year 1.
Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.
Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.
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first group, because they did not rely entirely on taxpayer money. Sample members who sup-
ported themselves through their own earnings and received no welfare payments can be consid-
ered the most self-sufficient.

The group that contains sample members who lacked both ajob and awelfare check in
quarter 5 is somewhat harder to place on the continuum. Although these individuals are more self-
sufficient than the first two groups in the sense that they no longer depended on cash assistance, it
is unknown with what income source, if any, they replaced their welfare dollars. They could have
left welfare only to become desperately poor and uninsured, in which case they would have relied
on other forms of public assistance for survival. On the other hand, they could have made up for
lost AFDC/TANF dollars with income from a family member or other non-government source.™

A more complete exploration of program effects on self-sufficiency would include addi-
tional income sources and consider other key measures, such as the percentage working full time
at jobs that provided health insurance, the percentage with earnings above $10,000 per year, the
percentage with income above poverty levels, and the percentage of income from earnings. These
measures are more important for an analysis of impacts in year 2, when experimental group mem-
bers have had time to complete program activities, find ajob, and work their way up to more sta-
ble and higher-paying employment.

Program effects on self-sufficiency are expected to be more modest in the first year than
in the second. During year 1, many experimental group memberswill remain on AFDC/TANF
for awhile as they participate in program activities. Even those who stop participating after
finding ajob are likely to stay on welfare, because California’s high maximum aid payment and
generous earnings disregards make it easier to do so. As noted in Chapter 1, a mother with two
children could earn up to $1,221 per month ($7.04 per hour for a 40-hour work week) before
losing her welfare eligibility. Considering that, in addition to encouraging work, the generous
earnings disregards create the unwelcome effect of bringing recipients closer to time limits (by
keeping them on AFDC/TANF longer); it is hoped that individuals who combine work and wel-
fare at first would eventually move to better employment that allows them to leave welfare and
become more self-sufficient.

Figure 4.3 shows that Jobs-First GAIN reduced the proportion of recipientsin the most
dependent group and increased the proportions in the other three, more self-sufficient groups. As
expected for year 1, however, the program’ s increase in the percentage working and off welfare
was very small. In quarter 5, 50 percent of experimental group members versus 59 percent of
control group members were jobless and on AFDC/TANF, a decrease of 9 percentage points.
The program raised the percentage combining work and welfare by a moderate amount, from 24
to 29 percent, and the percentage working and off welfare by just 2 percentage points (11 minus
9 percentage points). These findings indicate that, as expected, the program’ s overall employ-
ment gain in quarter 5 resulted mainly from more people combining work and welfare, and less

1“Some of the “not employed and off AFDC/TANF” sample members could have received earnings in quarter
9 that were not reported to the state unemployment insurance office (and hence were not captured by administra-
tive records data). Using self-reported data from the Two-Y ear Client Survey, the next report in this evaluation will
explore the issue of earnings from “off-the-books’ jobs.
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from more people finding jobs and leaving cash assistance.™ The slight rise (2 percentage points)
in the proportion who lacked both a job and a welfare check may reflect the program’ s capacity
— through participation mandates and threats of grant sanctions — to deter people from the
rolls even before they have found employment.*®

The vast mgjority of employed experimental and control group members —72 percent and
73 percent, respectively — received AFDC/TANF at the end of year 1 (not shown). These results
may not be surprising in light of the fact that members of both research groups could benefit from
the generous Work Pays disregards.

VII. Impactson Combined Income from Earnings, AEFDC/TANF, and
Food Stamps

On average, Jobs-First GAIN did not make welfare recipients better off financialy in the
short term. During year 1, losses in public assistance for Jobs-First GAIN enrollees largely offset
their earnings increases. (See Table 4.1.) Experimenta group members gained $750 in average
earnings, yet they lost $606 in average AFDC and Food Stamp payments. Therefore, their net in-
crease in combined income relative to control group members totaled just $144 (1 percent, not
statistically significant) above the control group mean of $10,411.

VIIl. Comparisonsto Previousy Evaluated Programs

Table 4.2 compares first-year impacts for single parents in Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN
to first-year impacts for single parents in three previously evaluated programs (see Chapter 1 for
more details on these programs):

Los Angeles GAIN, the county’ s education-focused program that preceded
Jobs-First GAIN, operated during the late 1980s and early 1990s.

*The following formula cal culates the percent contribution of the increase in the percentage combining work
and welfare to the overall employment impact: 5 percent (the impact on the percentage combining work and wel-
fare) divided by 7 percent (the overall employment impact) equals 71 percent.

180ther reasons for exiting AFDC/TANF without employment include the following: moving out of state, re-
ceiving income from another source such as Supplemental Security Income, living with someone who has income,
or obtaining an “ off-the-books” job (Ul records include only earnings reported to the government).

Very few experimental and control group members who were jobless and off AFDC/TANF in quarter 5 re-
ceived Food Stamps.
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Riverside County GAIN, a Work First, mixed-services program, operated in a
neighboring county during the same years as Los Angeles GAIN.

Riverside County Labor Force Attachment (LFA), aWork First, job-search-
first program, operated in the early-to-mid 1990s. (This program superseded
Riverside County GAIN.)

Each panel in the table compares results for Jobs-First GAIN to those for a different prior
evaluation. Within each panel, results are presented for the full research samples and for subsam-
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table4.2
Comparison of Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Impactsto Los Angeles GAIN, Riverside GAIN, and Riverside LFA Impacts (for AFDC-FGs only)

Average Total Earningsin Average Total AFDC/TANF  Received AFDC/TANF

Ever Employed in Year 1 Year 1 Paymentsin Year 1 in Quarter 5
Jobs-First
GAIN  Comparison Jobs-First Comparison Jobs-First Comparison Jobs-First  Comparison Jobs-First Comparison
Sample Program GAIN Program GAIN Program GAIN Program GAIN Program
Size  Sample Size Impact Impact Difference Impact Impact Difference Impact Impact  Difference Impact Impact Difference
LA GAIN Comparison
Demographically 3,012 3,882 115 29 86*** 792 31 761 *** -453 -436  -17 -51 -42 -08
comparable subsample (-7.8%) (-5.1%)
Full sample 15,683 4,396 109 21 88°% 750 -4 754° -432 -328 -104° -4.3 -31 -1.22

(-75%)  (-45%)

Riverside GAIN Comparison

Demographically 5,643 4,398 11.2 174 -6.2 *** 731 1280 -548 ** -447 -888 441 *** -4.7 -75 28
comparable subsample (-8.2%)  (-13.2%)
Full sample 15,683 5,508 10.9 180 -7.12 750 920 -1702 -432 -695 2632 -4.3 -7.2 29

(-7.5%)  (-12.3%)

Riverside LFA Comparison

Demographically 10,934 7,332 10.8 18.2 -7.4 *** 731 839 -108 -454 -719 265 *** -5.0 -72 22
comparable subsample (-7.8%) (-11.9%)
Full sample 15,683 6,726 10.9 165 -56° 750 719 312 -432 -598 166 2 -4.3 -6.7 24%°

(-7.5%)  (-11.0%)

(continued)
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Table 4.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment Insurance earnings records and from county AFDC/TANF records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-
up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

Jobs-First GAIN full sample AFDC-FG impacts are weighted averages of impacts for regular enrollees and early enrollees: AFDC-FG impact = (regular enrollee impact x percent
of regular enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee impact x percent of early enrolleesin AFDC-FG sample).

Dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members not receiving welfare.

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating differences.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between impacts for the demographically comparable subsamples. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent;
** =5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.

2Differences between impacts for the full samples were not tested for statistical significance, because the impacts are not directly comparable. They mainly serve as context for
understanding differences between impacts for the demographically comparable subsamples.
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ples that are more demographically comparable. For example, the top panel compares Jobs-First
GAIN to Los Angeles GAIN. The second row of the panel shows that Jobs-First GAIN increased
first-year employment for the full sample by 11 percentage points (see the row entitled “Full sam-
ple” and the column labeled “Jobs-First GAIN Impact”). It also shows that the previous Los An-
geles GAIN program produced a much smaller experimental-control group differencein this
measure for the full sample: 2 percentage points (see the column labeled “Comparison Program
Impact”). The “Difference” column calculates the difference between these two impacts, which is
9 percentage points. It would be premature to conclude, smply based on this difference, that the
Jobs-First GAIN moddl is better at increasing employment than the earlier Los Angeles GAIN
model, because the full research samples differ demographically from each other. For instance, the
Jobs-First GAIN program included recently approved applicants and short-term recipients,
whereas Los Angeles GAIN enrolled only long-term welfare recipients.

For cross program comparisons to be more reliable, results for subsamples with smilar
demographic characteristics should be compared. See Chapter 2 for a description of how demog-
raphically comparable subsamples were chosen for each comparison.'” Within the Los Angeles
GAIN comparison, employment impacts for the demographically comparable subsamples were 12
and 3 percentage points, and the difference between the impacts was still 9 percentage points (see
Table 4.2). The three stars indicate that this difference was statistically significant at the 1 percent
level.”® Thus, it can be more confidently concluded that Jobs-First GAIN was more effective than
its predecessor in raising employment.

Table 4.2 aso presents impacts on first-year earnings and AFDC/TANF payments and on
welfare receipt in the last quarter of year 1. Beneath the dollar impacts on AFDC/TANF pay-
ments, in parentheses, are the percentage reductions in this measure relative to control group lev-
els. For the subsample comparisons, the earnings and welfare payment impacts of the previoudy
evaluated programs have been converted to 1996 dollars to increase the comparability of results
(the full sample numbers are not inflation-adjusted). Despite inflation adjustment and controlling
for differences in demographic characteristics, the subsample comparisons still have some limita-
tions. They do not, for instance, control for differencesin local labor market conditions or for
changes over time in unemployment rates or in maximum welfare grant amounts.

The following sections describe results of the demographically comparable subsamplesin
detail. They indicate that Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN reached its goa of improving upon the
county’s previous welfare-to-work program and demonstrating that a Work First program could
be more effective than an education-focused program in a major metropolitan area. Jobs-First
GAIN was not as effective as the Riverside GAIN or Riverside LFA programs. It is unclear, how-
ever, whether this disparity resulted from differences in the way the programs were implemented
or from other factors, such as differencesin their program environments (while Los Angeles

YFew early enrollee control group members met the criteria to be included in comparisons to the GAIN pro-
gramsin Los Angeles and Riverside (just 69 and 142, respectively). Early enrollees were therefore excluded from
all impact estimates for the Jobs-First GAIN demographically comparable subsamples displayed in Table 4.2. This
decision is more problematic for comparisons to the Riverside LFA program, because most early enrollee control
group members could be included. Impacts of the Jobs-First GAIN subsample were estimated a second time with
early enrollees added. The results were similar to those displayed in the table.

Bstatistical significance tests were performed through a two-tailed t-test.
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County is alarge urban center, Riverside County is exurban) or in unobservable sample member
characteristics.

A. LosAngeles GAIN

Los Angeles GAIN reduced first-year employment only slightly and did not raise earnings
by a gtatistically significant amount (see Table 4.2). In comparison, Jobs-First GAIN led to alarge
increase in employment (11 percent, as noted above) and a moderate increase in earnings ($792).
Welfare reductions for the two programs were similar: Savingsin AFDC/TANF dollars were
moderate (8 percent for Jobs-First GAIN and 5 percent for its predecessor), and decreasesin re-
ceipt were small (5 percentage points and 4 percentage points, respectively).

B. Riverside GAIN

Jobs-First GAIN' s first-year employment and earnings impacts fell short of Riverside
GAIN’sunusually strong results. In year 1, enrollees in Riverside GAIN experienced a 17 per-
centage point employment increase and earned $1,280 more than members of the control group.
These impacts are 6 percentage points and $548 higher than the corresponding Jobs-First GAIN
impacts. Riverside GAIN aso reduced AFDC/TANF payments by about $441 more than Jobs-
First GAIN. Its percent reduction in welfare dollars was large (13 percent), whereas Jobs-First
GAIN’s was moderate (8 percent). Decreases in the percentage on welfare at the end of year 1
were similar for the two programs.

C. RiversdeLFA

Like Riversde GAIN, Riverside LFA produced an unusualy large impact on employment
(18 percentage points) in the first year of follow-up. Thus, it increased employment more than
Jobs-First GAIN did. The two programs affected average earnings similarly, however, raising
them by a moderate amount. Riverside LFA was dightly more effective than Jobs-First GAIN (12
percent versus 8 percent) in lowering welfare expenditures. Both programs moderately reduced
receipt of AFDC/TANF at the end of year 1.

IX. Subgroup | mpacts

Jobs-First GAIN benefited a broad cross section of the welfare caseload, producing im-
pacts for both early and regular enrollees, for recipientsin all parts of Los Angeles County, for
recipients of all racial and ethnic backgrounds, and for recipients with the least as well as the most
barriers to employment. Such consistency of impacts is not always found among experimentally
evaluated Work First programs.™® Most of the results discussed below are shown in Table 4.3.

For example, the Grand Rapids LFA program did not increase year 2 earnings for sample members who had
a high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment, and the Atlanta LFA program did not increase
year 2 earnings for sample members who lacked these credentials. See Hamilton et al., 1997, Table 9.7.
Like Jobs-First GAIN, the Riverside GAIN program of the late 1980s and the Portland (Oregon) JOBS pro-
gram of the mid-1990s produced substantial impacts for a variety of subgroups. Both of these programs were
(continued)
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Table4.3
Program Impacts on Employment, Earnings,
and AFDC/TANF Payments and Receipt for Selected Subgroups of AFDC-FGs

Ever Employed in Year 1 Average Total Earningsin Year 1
Sample Experimental Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group __ Group ___ (Impact) Change (%) Group  Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Regular enrollee 12,441 53.0 43.0 10.0 *** 234 3,167 2,493 674 *** 27.0
Early enrollee 3,242 58.6 445 14.1 *** 318 3,265 2,224 1,041 *** 46.8
XXX
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 2,843 55.4 44.8 10.6 *** 237 3,393 2,539 854 *** 336
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 3,990 56.0 42.6 13.3 *** 312 3,247 2,420 827 *** 34.2
Central (Region 4) 2,526 513 38.9 12.5 *** 32.0 2,717 1,953 765 *** 39.2
Southern (Region 5)* 3,522 53.1 46.9 6.3 *** 133 3191 2,672 518 *** 19.4
Southeastern (Region 6) 2,802 54.4 413 13.2 *** 319 3,338 2445 893 *** 36.5
XXX
White 2,715 50.1 41.9 8.2 *** 19.6 3,030 2,385 645 *** 27.0
African-American 4,891 55.8 48.1 7.6 *** 159 3,348 2,698 650 *** 24.1
Hispanic 7,079 55.9 41.8 14.1 *** 336 3,260 2,316 944 *** 40.8
Asian” 872 44.8 311 13.7 *** 44.0 2,358 1,628 730 *** 44.8
Has a high school diploma or GED 7,168 59.6 49.5 10.0 *** 20.2 4,033 3,253 780 *** 24.0
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 8,515 49.6 38.0 11.7 *** 30.7 2,475 1,750 725 *** 41.4
Applicant 561 59.4 46.9 12.6 ** 26.8 3,701 3,716 -15 -0.4
Short-term recipient 3,699 59.0 47.9 11.2 *** 233 4,062 3,393 669 *** 19.7
Long-term recipient 11,423 52.4 41.4 10.9 *** 26.4 2,877 2,067 810 *** 39.2
XXX
Employed in year prior to random assignment 5,704 75.8 70.1 5.7 *** 8.1 5277 4,639 638 *** 13.8
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 9,979 41.8 278 14.1 *** 50.7 1,991 1,176 815 *** 69.3
Most disadvantaged® 4,750 38.8 239 15.0 *** 62.7 1,590 806 784 *** 97.3
(continued)

mixed-services programs. See Riccio et a., 1994, Chapter 4, Section V11; and Scrivener et al., 1998, Chapter 5,
Section IX.
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Table 4.3 (continued)

Average Total AFDC/TANF Paymentsin Year 1

Received AFDC/TANF in Quarter 5

Sample Experimental  Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group _ Group _ (Impact) Change (%) Group  Group  (Impact) Change (%)
Regular enrollee 12,441 5,370 5,787 -417 *x* -7.2 783 82.9 -4.6 *** -5.6
Early enrollee 3,242 5,335 5,826 -490 *** -8.4 78.0 81.2 -3.2 -3.9
XX X
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 2,843 5,152 5,740 -588 *** -10.2 74.5 80.9 -6.4 *** -7.9
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 3,990 5,296 5,663 -367 *** -6.5 76.8 81.2 -4.4 *x* -5.4
Central (Region 4) 2,526 5,525 5,962 -436 *** -7.3 825 85.6 -3.1 -3.6
Southern (Region 5)? 3,522 5,610 5,950 -340 *** -5.7 819 84.3 -24 -2.8
Southeastern (Region 6) 2,802 5211 5,699 -489 *** -8.6 75.3 80.8 5.5 *** -6.8
XX
White 2,715 4,944 5,335 -301 *** -7.3 72.3 77.2 -4.9 ** -6.4
African-American 4,891 5,461 5,843 -381 *** -6.5 82.1 85.8 -3.7 *x* -4.3
Hispanic 7,079 5,384 5,910 -526 *** -8.9 77.3 82.3 -5.0 *** -6.0
Asian® 872 5,920 6,234 -314 ** -5.0 82.0 85.2 -3.2 -37
Has a high school diplomaor GED 7,168 5,013 5,431 -419 *** -7.7 75.1 79.6 -4.5 *x* -5.6
Does not have a high school diplomaor GED 8,515 5,658 6,106 -448 *** -7.3 80.8 85.1 -4,2 *x* -5.0
X
Applicant 561 4,517 4,585 -68 -1.5 64.7 65.4 -0.7 -1.0
Short-term recipient 3,699 4,596 4,981 -386 *** -7.7 67.9 725 -4.6 ** -6.4
L ong-term recipient 11,423 5,652 6,115 -463 *** -7.6 82.2 86.5 -4.3 *x* -4.9
Employed in year prior to random assignment 5,704 4,856 5,272 -416 *** -7.9 739 779 -4.0 *** -5.1
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 9,979 5,652 6,098 -446 *** -7.3 80.6 85.3 -4.6 *** -5.4
Most disadvantaged® 4,750 6,094 6,543 -449 *x* -6.9 85.3 88.5 -3.2 *** -3.7
{continued)
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Table 4.3 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Devel opment Department Unemployment Insurance earnings records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit
Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded
from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

Impacts for AFDC-FG subgroups are weighted averages of impacts for regular enrollees and early enrolleesin the subgroup: AFDC-FG impact = (regular
enrollee x percent of regular enrolleesin AFDC-FG subgroup) + (early enrollee impact x percent of early enrolleesin AFDC-FG subgroup).

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

"Percentage change" equal's 100 times "difference" divided by "control group.”

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

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

A homogeneity test was applied to variation in impacts across subgroups. Statistical significance levels are indicated above the set of subgroups to which they
apply as: x = 10 percent; xx = 5 percent; and xxx = 1 percent. Zero "x"s means variation in impacts did not achieve statistical significance.

The sample size of the ethnicity subgroups do not add up to the full sample size, because results for Native Americans and Pacific | slanders are not presented.
Their sample sizes were too small for reliable estimates.

The welfare history subgroups (applicants, short-term recipients, and long-term recipients) were defined through a combination of self-reported information and
administrative records data. See Appendix B for more details.

®This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.

"The Asian subgroup only contains regular enrollees, because the sample size of early enrollees was very small.

“The "most disadvantaged" subgroup consists of long-term recipients who did not have a high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment and who
did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment.
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A. Regular and Early Enrollees

As explained in Chapter 2, a“mandatory” welfare recipient is someone who meets the
criteriafor being required to participate in a welfare-to-work program. For example, during the
follow-up period for this report, some states only considered welfare recipients with children three
or older to be “mandatory.” Some welfare-to-work programs could not serve al “mandatory”
welfare recipients, either because of budget limitations or the desire to maintain low-to-moderate
caseloads for staff. Administrators of these programs sometimes gave priority to serving “man-
datory” welfare recipients who entered the program on their own initiative —"early enrollees,” in
the language of the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation. These people, in effect, volunteer for services,
although they are subject to participation requirements and sanctions after entering the program.?
There is debate about whether reserving places for early enrollees is worthwhile, because these
recipients may be motivated to seek employment-related services outside of the program and to
find jobs on their own. Consequently, a program’s push toward employment may not produce
much of an added effect for them, and, therefore, it may not justify the cost. On the other hand, if
early enrollees in welfare-to-work programs engage more frequently in employment-related ac-
tivities than they would have on their own, or if they receive services that are not readily available
outside of the program, such as an intensive job club, they may experience employment and earn-
ings gains and public assistance reductions.

Results of the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation show that welfare-to-work programs can pay
off for recipients who volunteer for services: In year 1, the program increased employment and
earnings by large amounts and reduced AFDC/TANF payments by a moderate amount for early
enrollees. In general, first-year impacts for early enrollees did not differ from those of regular en-
rollees (who were obligated to enter the program) by a statistically significant amount. In the last
quarter of follow-up (quarter 6), however, the earnings gain of the former group was statistically
significantly larger, suggesting that the program may work better for them than for regular enrol-
leesin year 2 (not shown).” These results show that serving early enrollees can be an effective
strategy. The next few sections provide more detailed results for the regular and early enrollee
subgroups.

1. Employment and Ear nings. The control group outcomes in Table 4.3 show that
early enrollees were not more likely to obtain employment on their own than regular enrollees.?
During the first year of follow-up, 45 percent of early enrollees and 43 percent of regular enrol-
lees worked for pay. The average length of employment was also comparable. Regular enrollee
control group members, however, earned dightly more, on average, than their early enrollee
counterparts: $2,493 versus $2,224 (also shown in Table 4.3). This difference could have resulted

“Early enrollees should not be confused with welfare recipients who volunteer for services and are not subject
to participation mandates or sanctions.

AThis difference may have resulted partly from the fact that more early than regular enrollees participated in a
Jobs-First GAIN activity during the first year of follow-up: 54 percent versus 34 percent (see Chapter 3).

250me early enrollees may not have been more motivated than regular enrollees to find jobs, despite having
volunteered to participate, because they did not know exactly for what they were volunteering. Welfare recipients
often expected that Jobs-First GAIN’s primary purpose was to provide them with education and training (see
Weissman, 1997, p. 42). Also, some early enrollees may have signed up for the program with the hope of obtaining
child care assistance while continuing self-initiated education or training activities.
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from early enrollees’ possessing less work experience than regular enrollees at random assign-
ment.

Over one year, Jobs-First GAIN raised employment by 14 percentage points for early en-
rollees and by 10 percentage points for regular enrollees (both are large impacts). The difference
between these impacts was not statistically significant. The program increased employment dura-
tioninyear 1 dightly more for early enrollees than for regular enrollees (this difference was sta-
tistically significant). As shown in Appendix Table D.2, early enrolleesin Jobs-First GAIN
worked six or seven weeks (.50 quarter) longer, on average, than their control group counter-
parts. For regular enrollees, the program increased average length of employment by four weeks
(.31 quarter; see Appendix Table D.1). Table 4.3 shows that early enrollee experimental group
members earned $1,041 more than control group members, alarge amount, whereas regular en-
rollees gained $674, a moderate amount (the difference between these two impacts did not attain
statistical significance). At the end of follow-up, impacts for early enrollees remained large,
whereas impacts for regular enrollees were moderate.” Impacts should continue into year 2 for
both subgroups.

2. Public Assistance. In thefirst year of follow-up, control group levels of public as-
sistance receipt and expenditures look nearly identical across the two subgroups, and impacts on
public assistance are quite smilar. For regular and early enrollees, the program reduced time on
welfare by half amonth and saved $417 (7 percent) and $490 (8 percent), respectively, in
AFDC/TANF. (See Appendix TablesD.1 and D.2 and Table 4.3.)

Reductions in cash assistance became larger over time for both subgroups. As of ayear
after random assignment, regular and early enrollees were 5 and 3 percentage points less likely to
be on welfare than their counterparts in the control group (see Table 4.3). The early enrollee re-
duction is not statistically significant, so it is unclear whether the program will reduce welfare re-
ceipt for this subgroup in year 2 or beyond. Decreases in payments, however, should continue for
both subgroups.

Inyear 1, Jobs-First GAIN reduced Food Stamp expenditures by a similar amount for
both subgroups: by $158, or 7 percent, for regular enrollees and by $233, or 11 percent, for early
enrollees (see Appendix Tables D.1 and D.2). At the end of follow-up, experimental-control
group differences in Food Stamp receipt and payments were statistically significant for both sub-
groups.

3. Combined Income from Earnings, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps. For both
regular and early enrollees, the experimental-control group difference in combined income was
positive but not statistically significant.

B. Regions

The Jobs-First GAIN sample contains welfare recipients from all parts of Los Angeles
County. This section investigates program effects on sample members in each of the five Jobs-

2In quarter 6, the difference in the two subgroups’ earnings gains was statistically significant (as noted
above), but the difference in their employment gains was not.



First GAIN administrative regions. the San Fernando Valley, the San Gabriel Valey, Centrd,
Southern, and Southeastern. Differences among these regions in their labor markets (see the re-
gional unemployment rates in Appendix Table A.1) and in the demographic characteristics of their
welfare recipients (see Appendix Table B.6) can lead to differences in program effects. Table 4.3
presents Jobs-First GAIN'’ s first-year impacts on employment, earnings, and AFDC/TANF pay-
ments and receipt for each region and for other selected subgroups. It shows that the program
increased employment and average earnings for recipientsin all regions, including Central, South-
ern, and Southeastern, which include the poorest neighborhoods, as well as the San Fernando
Valley and San Gabriel Valley regions, which are economically better off.?* First-year
AFDC/TANF savings across al regions fell in the moderate-to-large range, but reductionsin
welfare receipt at the end of year 1 were not as consistent.

As shown in Table 4.3, between 39 percent (Central) and 47 percent (Southern) of control
group members worked for pay in the first year of follow-up. Control group membersin Central
earned the least during year 1 ($1,953 on average), and control group members in Southern
earned the most ($2,672 on average). Average first-year AFDC/TANF payments for control
group members ranged from $5,663 in the San Gabriel Valey to $5,962 in Central (see Table
4.3). The proportion of the control group that was still on welfare at the end of year 1 fell be-
tween 81 percent and 86 percent.

Jobs-First GAIN increased employment by large amounts (over 10 percentage points) and
earnings by moderate amounts ($600 to less than $900) in all regions but Southern, which
achieved smaller gains. The program also reduced AFDC/TANF payments by moderate-to-large
amountsin al regions. Welfare receipt decreased in just three of the regions (the San Fernando
and San Gabridl Valleys and Southeastern) by small-to-moderate amounts. In the two regions
with the most welfare-dependent recipients, Central and Southern, the program did not shrink the
proportion on therolls.

C. Race/Ethnicity

This section discusses Jobs-First GAIN’ s impacts on the four main racial/ethnic subgroups
in the single-parent sample: whites, African-Americans, Hispanics, and Asians. Differencesin
control group outcomes and program impacts across these subgroups could reflect a variety of
factors, including the following: differencesin where members of the subgroups live (for example,
as shown in Appendix Table B.6, Southern contains a high proportion of African- Americans and
alow proportion of Hispanics, but the reverse is true in Southeastern), employer preferences for
candidates of a particular race/ethnicity, and differences in the degree to which networks of family
and friends have been developed.

In the first year of follow-up, control group employment and earnings levels were lowest
for Asians (31 percent and $1,628) and highest for African-Americans (48 percent and $2,698).
Jobs-First GAIN boosted employment by large amounts for Hispanics and Asians and by moder-
ate amounts for whites and African-Americans. Earnings gains ranged from $645 for whites to
$944 for Hispanics.

#Central and Southern encompass South Central Los Angeles, and Southeastern contains most of East Los
Angeles.
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In year 1, DPSS spent the most AFDC/TANF dollars on Asian control group members
($6,234) and the least on whites ($5,335). Despite their relatively high first-year employment lev-
és, African-Americans in the control group were most likely to be on AFDC/TANF at the end of
the year; 86 percent of them recelved a welfare check in quarter 5. White control group members
formed the low end of the range (77 percent).

For all four racia/ethnic subgroups, Jobs-First GAIN saved a moderate amount of
AFDC/TANF dollars. Modest reductions in welfare receipt occurred for three of the four sub-
groups. The program did not reduce the proportion of Asians on the rollsin quarter 5.

D. Educational Attainment

Table 4.3 dso includes results for recipients who had a high school diplomaor GED cer-
tificate at random assignment, referred to from here on as “graduates,” and for those who did not,
referred to as “nongraduates.” It is particularly important to learn how Jobs-First GAIN affected
nongraduates, because, in an education-focused or aWork First mixed-services program, these
recipients most likely would have attended an education or training activity first, as opposed to a
job search activity. As shown in the table, Jobs-First GAIN raised employment and earnings and
decreased welfare payments and receipt for this subgroup, demonstrating that job-search-first
programs can work for recipients with low educational attainment, and that education and training
is not the sole route to success.

Graduates in the control group were more likely to work in the first year of follow-up than
nongraduates (50 percent versus 38 percent, respectively), and their average earnings were larger
($3,253 versus $1,750, respectively). Average AFDC/TANF payments for nongraduate control
group members exceeded those for their graduate counterparts by about $700, and more non-
graduates received a welfare check in the last quarter of follow-up (85 percent versus 80 percent).
Despite these differences, the program produced very similar impacts for the two subgroups on all
four measures: large employment gains, moderate earnings gains, moderate AFDC/TANF pay-
ment reductions, and small decreasesin welfare receipt.”®

E. Employment History

Of dl background characteristics, employment history appears to be the greatest determi-
nant of sample members future employment and earnings. Recipients who worked in the year
prior to random assignment can be considered the most job ready subgroup, and those who did
not can be considered one of the least job ready subgroups. Table 4.3 shows that 70 percent of
control group members who worked in the year prior to random assignment also worked in the
subsequent year, yet amere 28 percent of control group members without recent employment ex-
perience obtained ajob. Average earnings for control group members in the two subgroups dif-
fered by afew thousand dollars.

%No differences in impacts for graduates and nongraduates attained statistical significance.
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Jobs-First GAIN increased employment more for recipients who did not work in the prior
year than it did for the most job ready group (probably because the latter were more likely to find
work without the program’s help).”® Otherwise, impacts were quite similar.

F. WdfareHistory

Table 4.3 includes impacts for three subgroups defined by AFDC receipt. Newly approved
“applicants’ were receiving welfare at random assignment but reported that they never received
AFDC as an adult prior to random assignment, “short-term recipients’ reported being on welfare
for one month to less than two years (on their own or a spouse’ s case) at any time before random
assignment, and “long-term recipients’ had two or more years of prior receipt.”” Long-term re-
cipients are most at risk of exhausting their welfare eligibility in an era of time limits, so it is par-
ticularly important that their employment eventually enable them to leave welfare before their
clocks expire.

Jobs-First GAIN produced impacts on a variety of measures for short- and long-term re-
cipients, but results for applicants were not so consistently positive. During the first year of fol-
low-up, asimilar proportion of applicants and short-term recipients in the control group (47 and
48 percent, respectively) worked for pay, whereas 42 percent of long-term-recipient control
group members found ajob. As expected, applicants in the control group earned the most, re-
ceived the fewest AFDC/TANF dollars, and were the least likely to be on welfare at the end of
year 1. In contrast, their long-term-recipient counterparts earned the least, received the most
AFDC/TANF dollars, and were the most likely to be on welfare at the end of year 1.

For each of the three subgroups, the program increased employment by large amounts.
Short- and long-term recipients in the experimental group achieved moderate earnings gains and
moderate AFDC/TANF payment reductions. At the end of year 1, they were alittle less likely to
be on welfare than their counterparts in the control group (by 4 to 5 percentage points). In spite
of their large employment increase, applicants in Jobs-First GAIN did not earn more or receive
less welfare in year 1 than applicants who were not in the program, nor were they more likely to
be off welfare in quarter 5.

G. The Most Disadvantaged

The “most disadvantaged” subgroup, whose results are presented in Table 4.3, contains
nongraduate, long-term recipients who did not work in the year prior to random assignment. They
face more barriers to employment than any other subgroup. In the first year of follow-up, about
one-fourth of “most disadvantaged” control group members worked for pay. Year 1 earnings and
AFDC/TANF payments for control group members in this subgroup averaged about $800 and
$6,500, respectively. About ninein 10 were still on welfare at the end of year 1.

Jobs-First GAIN raised employment by alarge amount and amost doubled average earn-
ings. The program also reduced AFDC/TANF expenditures and receipt by moderate and small
amounts, respectively. These results provide convincing evidence that even the most dependent

%This difference was statistically significant.
#"The welfare history subgroups were defined through a combination of self-reported information and admin-
istrative records data. See Appendix B for more details.
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welfare recipients with low educational attainment and no recent work history can benefit from a
Work First program.
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Chapter 5
| mpactsfor AFDC-Us

Following a similar format as Chapter 4, this chapter describes impacts of Jobs-First
GAIN for members of two-parent households (AFDC-Us). It addresses the same key questions as
Chapter 4, but does not include formal comparisons of Jobs-First GAINS effects to the effects of
previously evaluated programs.' The analysis of subgroup impacts for AFDC-Us presented below
also differs dightly from the discussion in the previous chapter. This chapter considers whether
impacts differed for male and female AFDC-U recipients -a-question of lesser importance for
AFDC-FGs (given that the vast mgjority of them are women) -but does not compare program ef-
fects for early and regular enrollees’

The impacts presented below gain particular importance in light of TANFs work require-
ments, which are much stricter for AFDC-Us than for single parents. TANF requires a higher per-
centage of two-parent families to work or participate in employment-related activities (in 1998,
75 percent of two-parent families versus 30 percent of single parents) and specifies that they work
more hours per week in order to be counted as participants (35 versus 20).° Welfare-to-work
programs must succeed for two-parent familiesif states are to meet these tough federal regula-
tions and avoid financia pendlties.

As Table 2.2 shows, the AFDC-U sample is composed of welfare recipients from a variety
of racial and ethnic backgrounds, many of whom are recent immigrants.* About half of the sample
lacks proficiency in English (compared to 20 percent of AFDC-FGs). Therefore, results for two-
parent families will indicate how well alarge urban labor market supports employment for groups
with different national origins and languages and whether Work First programs can be effectivein
boosting their employment.

l. Backaground I nformation for I nterpreting Results

All of the analysisissues presented in Chapter 4 also apply to this chapter. In addition, the
following issues should be kept in mind when interpreting results for two-parent families:

potential differencesin impacts for AFDC-Us and AFDC-FGs,
implications of the AFDC-U random assignment design;
elimination of the 100-hour rule} and

!See Chapter 2 for reasons why.

*The AFDC-U sample contains both regular and early enrollees, but the early enrollee subgroup is too small
for separate analysis.

3For atwo-parent family to be counted in the participation rate, one or both parents must participate for a
combined total of at least 35 hours per week. If atwo-parent family is receiving federally funded child care assis-
tance and an adult in the family is not disabled or caring for a disabled child, then both parents must participate for
acombined total of at least 55 hours per week. See Bloom, 1997, pp. 114-115.

“Although no data were available on immigrant status, it is assumed that most non-English speakers are recent
immigrants.
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limitations of the AFDC-U analysis.
A. Potential Differencesin Impacts for AFDC-Us and AFDC-FGs

Much less is known about the effects of welfare-to-work programs for AFDC-Us than for
single-parent welfare recipients, because relatively few previous eva uations of welfare-to-work
programs have findings on AFDC-Us. The studies that did include two-parent families mostly
tracked primary wage-earners, the vast mgjority of whom were men, because only these individu-
als were required to participate.” These studies showed that program impacts for members of
two-parent families can differ from those for single parents, most likely because of differences
between the two groups in factors including employment experience, gender, child care responsi-
bility, and family size. The previous Los Angeles GAIN program produced larger impacts on em-
ployment, earnings, and welfare payments for AFDC-Us than for AFDC-FGs (athough overall
income for AFDC-Us decreased, because their AFDC |osses exceeded their earnings gains). Three
other studies that included AFDC-Us -Riverside GAIN, San Diego GAIN, and San Diego SWIM —
found that earnings gains were smaller for members of two-parent families than for single parents
but that reductions in welfare payments were similar. These programs reduced overall income for
AFDC-Us but not for AFDC-FGs.’

Impacts for AFDC-Us may differ from those for AFDC-FGs in part because AFDC-Us
share parenting responsibilities with another adult. Therefore, lack of child care may be less of a
barrier to employment for them -at least until both parents find employment. In the Jobs-First
GAIN Evauation, however, more AFDC-Us than AFDC-FGs have very young children (under
three years old), so their child care needs may be greater.

Family size could also lead to impact differences between single parents and two-parent
families. AFDC-Us in the Jobs-First GAIN sample have larger families on average; not only do
they have a second parent on assistance, but they have more children. Average welfare expendi-
turesfor AFDC-U experimental and control group members exceed those of their AFDC-FG
counterparts.” Therefore, dollar reductions in welfare payments -but not necessarily percent re-
ductions -are expected to be larger for members of two-parent families.

B. Implications of the AFDC-U Random Assignment Design

Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, for atwo-parent family to be eligible for AFDC/TANF, at least
one parent must have worked in six of the past 13 quarters. (No restrictions based on work his-
tory apply to single parents.) Both parents, however, were required to participate in Jobs-First
GAIN. The AFDC-U sample analyzed in this report includes one parent per family, the one who
met with an income maintenance worker first. In other words, either the primary wage-earner
(whose work history qualified the family for assistance) or the other parent -but not both parents —
was randomly assigned to a research group. As aresult of this design, the AFDC-U sample con-

°For the six counties in the GAIN evaluation, the proportion of men in the AFDC-U samples ranged from 79
percent to 96 percent.

®See Riccio et al., 1994, Tables 4.1 and 6.1; and Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993, Tables 4.1 and 4.4.

"In the quarter of random assignment, welfare payments averaged about $2,000 for both AFDC-U research
groups versus about $1,700 for both AFDC-FG research groups (not shown in tables).
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tains amix of primary wage-earners and those without recent employment, as well as relatively
even proportions of men and women.

Appendix Table B.5 shows that, as expected, AFDC-U fathers were more likely to have
been the primary wage-earner. Approximately one-half of fathers versus about one-fourth of
mothers had ajob in the past three years. Therefore, findings for female AFDC-Us can shed light
on agroup of recipients who have not been studied much in the past: mothers who previousy
stayed at home as full-time caregivers and relied on their spouse or partners earnings, in addition
to public assistance.

Members of the single-parent sample -which is amost entirely women -atso worked more
before random assignment than mothers in intact families, possibly because they could not rely on
another adults earnings (see Table 2.2). Prior research has shown that welfare recipients with a
recent work history are more likely to find employment than recipients with little or no work his-
tory. Therefore, post-random assignment employment and earnings levels of male AFDC-Us and
AFDC-FGs (both experimental and control group members) should exceed those of female
AFDC-Us. Impacts may not necessarily be larger for the former groups, however, because they
are also more likely to find jobs on their own.

C. Elimination of the “ 100-Hour Rul¢”

The Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation is one of the first to analyze two-parent families in Cali-
fornia after the state eliminated the 100-hour rule’in December 1992. Thisrule called for the com-
plete termination of welfare benefits for two-parent families when the primary wage-earner
worked 100 hours or more per month, regardless of how much he or she earned.? The rule, in ef-
fect, discouraged primary wage-earners from working full time. Its elimination removed this work
disincentive and made it easier for recipients to combine work and welfare and to raise their over-
al income.

The findings from previous evauations of AFDC-Us mentioned above apply to the era of
the 100-hour rule. Program effects on combined income from earnings and public assistance may
be more positive for Jobs-First GAIN, because full-time work no longer automatically entails ter-
mination of afamilys welfare grant.

D. Limitations of the AFDC-U Analysis

The unique composition of the Jobs-First GAIN AFDC-U sample and the timing of the
evaluation enhance the importance of this chapters findings, however, the AFDC-U andysisis
limited in some ways. First, while AFDC/TANF and Food Stamps are captured for the entire fam-
ily,® employment and earnings apply to just one parent per family, so program effects on these

®Becerraet al., Executive Summary of California Work Pays Demonstration Project: January 1993 Through
June 1995, 1996, p. 2.

®The evaluation does not track the incidence of household break-ups among AFDC-Us. In these situations, the
custodial parent (usualy, but not always, the mother) retains eligibility for welfare under the AFDC-FG program.
If a sample member’ s case number had changed following such a break-up, her AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp
payments would no longer have been captured. (It is unclear how often household break-ups lead to a changein
case number.) This limitation of the analysisis very minor, however, because less than 1 percent of AFDC-Us had
payments to more than one case number during the follow-up period.
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measures may be underestimated. If the program helped both parents find jobs, this effect would
be revealed for only one parent. (As noted in Chapter 2, less than 10 percent of AFDC-U experi-
mental group members had a spouse or partner who participated in an employment-related activ-
ity during the follow-up period.) Second, while this chapter presents subgroup impacts, it does
not explore the complex interactions among subgroups. For example, it does not formally investi-
gate whether differences across subgroups in the percentage male and female, or in the percentage
without English proficiency, are related to differences in subgroup impacts.

[I. Summary of Key Findings

Averaged across the full AFDC-U sample (both men and women), Jobs-First
GAIN produced large first-year impacts on both employment and earnings. 12
percentage points and $1,082, respectively. Gains remained substantial
throughout the follow-up period and are therefore likely to persist in year 2.

The program also decreased the average length of AFDC/TANF receipt for the
full sample by a moderate amount (about 22 weeks) and reduced welfare ex-
penditures by alarge amount ($667, or 10 percent). A substantial portion of
these savings reflect the lower average monthly grants for those till on wel-
fare. (Reductions in average monthly grants can result from more experimental
than control group members combining work and welfare and/or receiving
sanctions.)

As aresult of Cdifornias generous earnings disregards, most employed Jobs-
First GAIN enrollees still received AFDC/TANF at the end of year 1. Conse-
guently, the programs increase in the percentage employed and off welfare was
small.

In year 1, experimental group members received 11 percent fewer Food Stamp
dollars than control group members. Food Stamp savings should continue in
year 2.

Earnings gains for the full AFDC-U sample were matched by reductionsin
AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp payments. As aresult, Jobs-First GAIN did not
increase combined income from these sources during the first year of follow-

up.

Impacts on average earnings and AFDC/TANF payments were moderate for
women and large for men.

The program positively affected many different segments of the AFDC-U
caseload, including recipientsin al five Jobs-First GAIN regions, recipients of
all races/ethnicities, and recipients with the least as well as the most barriersto
employment.
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[1l. Impacts on Employment and Earnings for the Full Sample

Jobs-First GAIN produced large increases in employment and earnings for the full AFDC-
U sample (both men and women). In the first year of follow-up, 42 percent of control group
members worked for pay. (See Table 5.1.) The typical control group member was employed for a
total of three and a half months (1.17 quarters) and earned $2,455 (zeros for people
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Impacts on Employment, Earnings, AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps, and

Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Tableb.1

Combined Income for AFDC-Usin the Full Sample

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Grou Grou Impact Change (%
p p p g
Employed Q2 to 5 (%) 53.6 41.6 *xk 28.6
Q2 374 251 12.3 *** 49.0
Q3 39.4 29.0 10.3 *** 35.7
Q4 40.7 30.1 10.5 *** 34.9
Q5 41.8 32.6 9.2 *** 28.2
Q6 427 33.9 8.8 *** 25.8
Quarters employed Q2to 5 1.59 117 0.42 *** 36.3
Earnings Q2 to 5 (%) 2,455 1082 441
Q2 404 296 73.1
Q3 586 265 452
Q4 700 233 33.3
Q5 765 289 37.8
Q6 878 259 29.5
If ever employed in year 1
Quarters employed 2.97 2.81 017 2 5.9
Quarter of first employment 2.53 2.72 -0.19 2 -6.9
Quartersin first employment spell 2.88 273 0.16 2 5.7
Average earnings per quarter employed ($)

Q2to5 2,222 2,101 121 @ 5.7
Ever received AFDC/TANF Q2 to 5 (%) 96.8 98.1 -1.3 ** -1.3
Months received AFDC/TANF Q2to 5 9.87 10.46 -0.59 *** -5.6
Received AFDC/TANF (%)

Q2 96.4 97.7 -1.3 ** -1.3
Q3 89.5 93.3 -3.8 *¥** -4.1
Q4 82.7 88.3 -5.6 *** -6.3
Q5 77.3 82.7 -5.4 *** -6.5
Q6 71.9 78.4 -6.5 *** -8.3
AFDC/TANF amount Q2105 ($) 6,180 6,847 -667 *** -9.7
Q2 1,821 1,916 95 *** -5.0
Q3 1,601 1,774 =173 *** -9.7
Q4 1,434 1,632 -198 *** -12.1
Q5 1,323 1,524 -201 *** -13.2
Q6 1,204 1,387 -182 *** -13.1

(continued)
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Table 5.1 (continued)

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Ever received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 (%) 95.8 97.4 -1.6 ** -1.7
Months received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 9.94 10.56 -0.62 *** -5.9
Received Food Stamps (%)
Q2 95.0 97.0 -1.9 *** -2.0
Q3 88.8 93.2 -4.4 xx* -4.7
Q4 82.3 88.6 -6.3 *** -7.1
Q5 7.7 83.3 -5.6 *** -6.7
Q6 72.0 78.1 -6.1 *** -7.8
Food Stamps amount Q2 to 5 ($) 2,449 2,759 -310 *** -11.2
Q2 698 750 -52 *** -7.0
Q3 632 718 -86 *** -12.0
Q4 590 678 -88 *** -13.0
Q5 529 612 -83 *** -13.5
Q6 458 530 -72 ** -13.5
Average combined income Q2 to 5 ($)° 12,167 12,061 106 0.9
Sample size (total = 5,048) 4,039 1,009

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment
Insurance earnings records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp

payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings, AFDC/TANF payments, or
Food Stamp payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-up measures.
Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

Unless shown initalics, dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for
sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares,
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.

Italicized estimates cover only periods of employment. Differences between experimental group
members and control group members for such "conditional” estimates are not true experimental comparisons.
"Percentage change" equals 100 times "difference” divided by "control group.”
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the experimental and control
groups. Statistical significance levelsareindicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
®Not atrue experimental comparison; statistical tests were not performed.
b Combined income" isincome from earnings, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps.
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who never worked are averaged into these measures).' In general, these outcomes fall below the
outcomes for AFDC-U control group membersin previous evaluations, possibly because these
studies only included primary wage-earners.™* Jobs-First GAIN produced a 12 percentage point
increase in the proportion employed, more than a month increase in the average length of em-
ployment, and an earnings gain of over $1,000.

Experimental group members found jobs a little sooner than control group members and
remained employed dightly longer. As shown in Table 5.1, control group members who worked
in year 1 began their employment toward the end of quarter 2 (quarter 2.72). The average length
of their first employment spell was about eight months (2.73 quarters). Jobs-First GAIN de-
creased the period before the first job by about two weeks and increased employment duration by
asimilar anount.

As described in Chapter 4, earnings impacts can result from more job-finding (measured
by the employment impact), longer employment duration (measured by the difference in average
number of quarters employed for those employed), and higher earnings on the job (measured by
the difference in average earnings per quarter employed). About two-thirds of the AFDC-U earn-
ings gain resulted from increased job-finding, dightly lower than the AFDC-FG proportion (not
shown in tables). The remainder resulted equally from longer employment duration and higher
average earnings for experimental group members with jobs. Thus, Jobs-First GAIN more posi-
tively affected job quality for members of two-parent families than for single parents -although
neither assistance type experienced great improvement. (As noted in the previous chapter, the in-
crease in earnings for employed AFDC-FGs was negligible.)

Experimental-control group differences in employment grew smaller over the follow-up
period but remained substantial in quarter 6: 43 percent of experimental group members had ajob
versus 34 percent of control group members -adifference of 9 percentage points. (See Table 5.1.)
For the April-June cohort, the employment impact declined a little further in quarter 7, to 8 per-
centage points (not shown in tables).

Figure 5.1 presents quarterly earnings impacts for the full sample and the April-June co-
hort. Through quarter 6, the full sample pattern of impacts over time closely follows that of the
April-June cohort, suggesting that it will continue to do so in quarter 7 and beyond. For both
samples, earnings gains remained fairly stable through quarter 6. The April-June cohort achieved
its largest earnings boost, $330, in quarter 7. Thus, employment and earnings will most likely
continue through year 2, and future earnings gains could be large.

1%The number of months is approximate, because Ul earnings data do not indicate in which months of the
quarter sample members worked. Averaging measures of quarters across sample members results in fractions of
quarters, which are converted into months.

“Four of the six countiesin the GAIN evaluation — Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare — had higher
control group employment and earnings levelsin year 1 (after inflation adjustment). See Riccio et ., 1994, Table 6.1.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figure5.1
Quarterly Impactson Earningsfor AFDC-Us

Earnings | mpacts ($)

50 +
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——Full Sample == April-June Cohort

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment I nsurance earnings records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-
up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

The April-June cohort contains sample members randomly assigned between April and June 1996.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
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V. Impactson Public Assistancefor the Full Sample

A. AEDC/TANF Receipt and Payments

During the first year of follow-up, AFDC-U control group members spent an average of
10 1/2 months on cash assistance, the same amount of time as their single-parent counterparts.
(See Tables 4.1 and 5.1.) Jobs-First GAIN lowered the length of welfare receipt by about half a
month, a moderate reduction of 6 percent relative to the control group mean. At the end of year 1
(quarter 5), 77 percent of experimental group members versus 83 percent of control group mem-
bers were on welfare (a moderate decrease). While Jobs-First GAINS effect on welfare receipt
was promising, these results suggest that the vast mgjority of program enrollees will still receive
assistance at the end of year 2. Under CalWORKS, most recipients who reach a two-year time
[imit without a job will be required to participate in community service.

Asshownin Table 5.1, AFDC/TANF expenditures totaled $6,847 per control group
member in year 1, about $1,000 more than what was spent on single parents. The program saved
$667 (10 percent) in welfare payments per experimental group member, alarge amount that ex-
ceeds the single-parent impact. Reductions in average monthly grants for those till on assistance,
which may result from combining work and welfare or from sanctioning, contributed 42 percent
of these savings.*” This proportion slightly exceeds the AFDC-FG proportion and, compared to
previously evaluated Work First programs, isfairly large (not surprising, considering that the
ending of the 100-hour rule encouraged combining work and welfare).

Figure 5.2 illustrates how dollar reductions in AFDC/TANF grew larger for most of fol-
low-up but started to diminish toward the end. Percent reductions, however, did not decline over
time (not shown). For the full sample, savingsin the last two quarters of year 1 were about $200,
or 12 to 13 percent. In quarter 6, the dollar impact dropped to $182, but the percent reduction
remained at 13 percent. For the April to June cohort, dollar reductions grew even smaller in
quarter 7 (to $162) but still represented a 13 percent decrease relative to the control group. This
large impact suggests that welfare savings will continue at least through the end of year 2.

B. Food Stamp Receipt and Payments

During year 1, experimental group membersin the full sample received Food Stamps for
an average of 10 months, about 2%2 weeks less than control group members (a6 percent reduc-
tion; see Table 5.1). Jobs-First GAIN lowered Food Stamp expenditures from $2,759 to $2,449,
adecrease of $310 (11 percent). Percent reductions in Food Stamps were about as large as per-
cent reductionsin AFDC.

During the last quarter of year 1, 83 percent of control group members received Food
Stamps (the same amount that received AFDC/TANF). Jobs-First GAIN reduced this proportion
by a moderate amount: 6 percentage points. (See Table 5.1.) For the April-June cohort, Food
Stamp dollar and percent reductions peaked toward the end of year 1 but remained substantial in

2Household break-ups, which lead to fewer people on an AFDC/TANF case, may have also contributed to
lower average monthly grants for those still on assistance. As noted above, however, the incidence of household
break-ups was not tracked, so this analysis does not explore the magnitude of the role they played in welfare sav-
ings.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figure5.2
Quarterly Impacts on AFDC/TANF Payments for AFDC-Us
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-

up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.
The April-June cohort contains sample members randomly assigned between April and June 1996.
Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
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quarter 7 (not shown in tables). These results indicate that Food Stamp savings will likely persist
through the second year of follow-up.

V. I mpacts on Employment and Welfare Status After One Y ear
for the Full Sample

As explained in the previous chapter, enrollees in welfare-to-work programs can attain
varying degrees of self-sufficiency. In general, those who remain jobless and on welfare can be
considered the most dependent, those who combine work and welfare are somewhat more self-
sufficient, and those who work for pay and are off the rolls have achieved the greatest degree of
self-sufficiency. Figure 5.3 presents a breakdown of experimental and control group members ac-
cording to their employment and welfare status in the last quarter of year 1. It shows that, of
control group members, 58 percent were jobless and on AFDC/TANF, 25 percent combined work
and welfare, 8 percent worked without welfare, and 10 percent lacked both a job and awelfare
check.

Jobs-First GAIN lowered the proportion in the least self-sufficient group by 11 percentage
points and increased the proportions in the remaining categories (the increase in the percentage
jobless and off welfare was not statistically significant). The overall employment gain in quarter 5
resulted partly from the programs small impact on employment without welfare (a4 percentage
point increase) and partly from its ssimilar impact on combining work and welfare (a5 percentage
point increase). The majority of employed sample members +egardless of research group -eem-
bined work and welfare.

VI. Impactson Combined |ncomefrom Earnings, AFDC/TANF,
and Food Stamps for the Full Sample

In the first year of follow-up, Jobs-First GAIN replaced welfare dollars with earnings but
did not raise average combined income for members of two-parent families. As shown in the last
row of Table 5.1, both experimental and control group members received about $12,000 in earn-
ings, AFDC/TANF payments, and Food Stamps. (This measure of income includes earnings only
from the sample member, and not from the other parent on the case.) Considering that previously
evaluated programs tended to decrease the overall income of AFDC-Us, thisresult is relatively
positive.

VII. Subgroup | mpacts

This section presents impacts for selected subgroups of AFDC-U recipients. Asillustrated
below, Jobs-First GAIN increased employment and earnings and reduced AFDC/TANF payments
for avariety of subgroups, including the most disadvantaged recipients. Most of the results dis-
cussed in this section are presented in Table 5.2.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Figure5.3

Employment and AFDC/TANF Status at the End of Year 1 for AFDC-Us

O Employed and off AFDC/TANF
O Not employed and off AFDC/TANF
O Employed and on AFDC/TANF
O Not employed and on AFDC/TANF

100% -+

7.6

75% +

30.3

50% +
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Experimental Group Control Group

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment
Insurance earnings records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: The bracketed area represents the proportion of sample members on AFDC/TANF at the end of year 1.
Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
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Table5.2
Program Impacts on Employment, Earnings,
and AFDC/TANF Payments and Receipt for Selected Subgroups of AFDC-Us

Ever Employed in Year 1 Average Total Earningsin Year 1
Sample Experimental Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group  Group  (Impact) Change (%) Group Group  (Impact) Change (%)
XX
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 1,507 45.8 34.2 11.7 *** 34.2 2,778 2,029 T49 *** 36.9
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 1,376 56.9 47.2 9.7 *** 20.5 3,701 2,624 1,077 *** 411
Central (Region 4) 591 50.2 42.2 8.0 * 19.0 3,004 2,821 182 6.5
Southern (Region 5)% 611 57.7 421 15.6 *** 371 4,205 3,007 1,198 ** 39.8
Southeastern (Region 6) 963 60.6 438 16.7 *** 382 4,397 2,252 2,144 *** 95.2
XX
Female 2,393 432 30.5 12.7 *** 41.4 2,237 1,497 740 *** 49.5
Male 2,655 62.9 51.9 11.0 *** 212 4,723 3,274 1,449 *** 44.2
X XXX
White 1,420 42.0 324 9.6 *** 29.7 2,379 2,060 319 155
Hispanic 2,362 59.3 44.4 14.9 *** 334 4,316 2,485 1,830 *** 737
Asian 990 53.9 474 6.5 ** 13.8 3,083 2,428 655 ** 27.0
Has a high school diploma or GED 2,044 511 411 9.9 *** 24.2 3,613 2,835 778 ** 274
Does not have a high school diploma or GED 3,004 55.3 421 13.2 *** 314 3,482 2,226 1,256 *** 56.4
Applicant 142 63.0 46.6 16.4 * 1 353 5855 3,843 2,013 " 52.4
Short-term recipient 1,454 58.3 45.0 13.3 *** 29.7 4514 2877 1,637 *** 56.9
Long-term recipient 3,452 513 39.4 11.9 *** 30.2 3,037 2,199 838 *** 38.1
XX X

Employed in year prior to random assignment 1,745 80.9 732 7.8 *** 10.6 6,327 4,731 1,597 *** 338
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 3,303 39.2 249 14.3 *** 57.4 2,064 1,240 824 *** 66.5
Most disadvantaged® 1,499 39.6 236 16.0 *** 68.1 1,950 902 1,048 *** 116.1
(continued)
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Table 5.2 (continued)

Average Total AFDC/TANF Paymentsin Year 1

Received AFDC/TANF in Quarter 5

Sample Experimental Control Difference Percentage Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Region and Subgroup Size Group  Group _ (Impact) Change (%) Group  Group  (Impact) Change (%)
XX X
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 1,507 6,507 6,818 =311 ** -4.6 82.3 81.6 0.7 0.8
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 1,376 6,079 6,829 -750 *** -11.0 76.1 81.8 -5.8 ** -7.0
Central (Region 4) 591 6,631 7,036 -405 * -5.8 84.3 89.0 -4.6 -5.2
Southern (Region 5)? 611 6,465 7,189 -723 *xx -10.1 75.2 849 -9.7 ** -11.4
Southeastern (Region 6) 963 5,380 6,498 -1,117 *** -17.2 68.7 79.1 -10.4 *** -13.1
XX
Female 2,393 6,071 6,495 -424 *x* -6.5 76.7 79.7 -2.9 -3.7
Male 2,655 6,285 7,133 -848 *xx -11.9 77.9 85.0 7.0 *** -8.3
XX X
White 1,420 6,599 6,965 -367 ** -5.3 833 85.0 -1.7 -2.0
Hispanic 2,362 5,576 6,438 -863 *** -13.4 70.5 79.5 -9.0 *** -11.3
Asian 990 7,017 7,651 -634 *xx -8.3 85.8 89.5 -3.7 -4.1
X
Has a high school diploma or GED 2,044 6,122 6,590 -468 *** -7.1 76.8 79.6 -2.8 -3.5
Does not have a high school diploma or GED 3,004 6,225 6,994 =770 *** -11.0 777 84.5 -6.8 *** -8.0
XX XX
Applicant 142 4773 529 524 1 9.9 643 784 -141" -18.0
Short-term recipient 1,454 5,018 6,096 -1,078 *** -17.7 63.6 739 -10.3 *** -14.0
Long-term recipient 3,452 6,730 7,220 -490 *** -6.8 83.7 86.3 -26* -3.1
XX
Employed in year prior to random assignment 1,745 5573 6,584 -1,011 *** -15.4 725 80.2 S7.7 *E -9.6
Not employed in year prior to random assignment 3,303 6,497 7,007 -510 *** -7.3 79.8 84.2 -4.4 *** -5.3
Most disadvantaged" 1,499 6,880 7,543 -663 *** -8.8 82.9 90.0 -7.2 *x* -8.0
(continued)
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Table 5.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment Insurance earnings records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit
Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings or AFDC/TANF payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded
from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes quarters 2 through 5.

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

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin calculating sums and differences.

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

A homogeneity test was applied to variation in impacts across subgroups. Statistical significance levels are indicated above the set of subgroups to which they
apply as: x = 10 percent; xx = 5 percent; and xxx = 1 percent. Zero "x"s means variation in impacts did not achieve statistical significance.

The sample sizes for the ethnicity subgroups do not add up to the full sample size, because results for African-Americans, Native Americans, and Pacific
Islanders are not presented. Their sample sizes were too small for reliable estimates.

The welfare history subgroups (applicants, short-term recipients, and long-term recipients) were defined through a combination of self-reported information and
administrative records data. See Appendix B for more details.

*This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.

"The "most disadvantaged" subgroup consists of long-term recipients who did not have a high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment and who
did not work for pay in the year prior to random assignment.

“The symbol "u" indicates that, because of avery small sample size, the impact estimate shown is unreliable.
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A. Men and Women

Table 5.2 illustrates that, in general, impacts were larger for men than women.** As ex-
pected, more male than female control group members worked during the first year of follow-up:
about one-half versus one-third.* Men earned over twice as much as women, on average: $3,274
versus $1,497. (Zero earnings for jobless sample members are averaged into both of these meas-
ures.)

Both subgroups, however, achieved alarge (greater than 10 percentage point) increase in
the proportion employed during year 1. Earnings gains were nearly twice as large for men
($1,449) as for women ($740), despite the similarity in employment increases. The reason for this
difference is that male experimental group members who worked earned more per quarter (on av-
erage) than their control group counterparts, but female experimental group members did not (not
shown in tables). For men, higher earnings on the job contributed about one-fourth of the overall
earnings impact.

Both subgroups should continue to achieve employment and earnings gainsin year 2, but
impacts for men will probably grow smaller. In the last quarter of follow-up (quarter 6), the em-
ployment gain for men declined to 8 percentage points. Their earnings increases aso diminished
dightly but remained large in quarter 6 ($281). For women, employment impacts were large
throughout follow-up, and earnings gains peaked in quarter 6 at $253, indicating that they may
eventually approach the earnings gains of men.

Despite their higher earnings levels, male control group members received more
AFDC/TANF dollars, on average, than their female counterparts during year 1: $7,133 versus
$6,495. (See Table 5.2. It is unclear why this apparent inconsistency occurred.) In addition, they
were more likely to be on welfare in quarter 5: 85 percent of men compared to 80 percent of
women received cash assistance.

Jobs-First GAIN reduced first-year AFDC/TANF payments by alarge amount for men
($848, or 12 percent) and a moderate amount for women ($424, or 7 percent). The causes of
these savings did not differ much by gender: Similar percentages of the impact (44 percent for
men and 41 percent for women) resulted from lower average monthly grants for those still on as-
sistance. The program decreased the proportion of men on welfare at the end of year 1 by a mod-
erate amount, but it did not lower AFDC/TANF receipt for women. For both subgroups, percent
reductions in AFDC/TANF payments grew larger with each quarter of follow-up, indicating that
savings will continue into year 2 (not shown in tables).

The differences in first-year earnings gains and AFDC/TANF payment reductions for men and women were
statistically significant at the 5 percent level. The difference in impacts on welfare receipt at the end of year 1 fell a
little above the 10 percent level of significance.

Given that the earlier Los Angeles GAIN AFDC-U sample consisted primarily of men, it makes the most
sense to compare their results to results for male AFDC-Us, as opposed to all AFDC-Us, in Los Angeles Jobs-First
GAIN. This comparison indicates that the new program was as effective as its predecessor in increasing employ-
ment and substantially more effective in raising earnings and lowering welfare receipt and payments. This com-
parison is very rough, however. See Chapter 2 for an explanation of why no formal comparisons of AFDC-U re-
sults were made.

“The AFDC-FG control group employment level fell in between these proportions (43 percent).
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B. Regions”

In the first year of follow-up, control group employment levels ranged from 34 percent in
the San Fernando Valley to 47 percent in the San Gabriel Valley. (See Table 5.2.) Average earn-
ings for control group members were lowest in the San Fernando Valley ($2,029) and highest in
Southern ($3,007).

Jobs-First GAIN generated moderate-to-large employment gainsin al five regions. Aver-
age earnings increased by moderate-to-large amounts in al regions but Central (which had no sta-
tistically significant gain). In Southeastern, aregion in which over half the sample lacks English
proficiency, experimental group members experienced an unusually large boost, earning $2,144
more (on average) than control group members. Also of note are the large increases in employ-
ment and earnings that occurred in Southern, which contains the low-income communi-ties of
Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach. These results show that Work First programs can suc-
ceed even in neighborhoods with large immigrant populations and high concentrations of poverty.

During year 1, control group members received between $6,498 (in Southeastern) and
$7,189 (in Southern) in AFDC/TANF payments. The percentage of the control group still on
welfare at the end of the year ranged from 79 percent (in Southeastern) to 89 percent (in Central).

Jobs-First GAIN lowered welfare expendituresin all five regions and produced large sav-
ingsin three of the five. Impacts on AFDC/TANF receipt were less consistent. The program re-
duced the percentage on welfare in quarter 5 by alarge amount in two regions, Southern and
Southeastern, and a moderate amount in the San Gabriel Valley. In the other two regions, ex-
perimental group members were just as likely as control group members to receive cash assistance
in quarter 5.

C. Race/Ethnicity

Asshown in Table 5.2, Jobs-First GAIN positively affected welfare recipients in each of
the three main racial/ethnic groups in the AFDC-U sample: whites, Hispanics, and Asians.*®
(There were not enough African-Americans in the AFDC-U sample for reliable analysis.) Hispan-
ics experienced the largest, most consistent impacts. The results presented below appear more
impressive in light of the fact that about half of whites and Hispanics, and almost three-fourths of
Asians, lacked English proficiency at random assignment. In comparison, alot fewer single-parent
whites (11 percent) and somewhat fewer single-parent Hispanics and Asians (32 percent and 57
percent, respectively) had limited English.

Among AFDC-U control group members, the proportion employed in year 1 ranged from
32 percent for whites to 47 percent for Asians, and first-year earnings averaged between $2,060

*The difference in the proportion of men versus women reached statistical significance in three regions: the
San Fernando Valley (41 percent male), Central (69 percent male), and Southeastern (56 percent male). A higher
proportion of men did not necessarily lead to larger program effects. Although Southeastern boasted the largest
effects, Central produced some of the smallest. In addition, employment and earnings gains in the San Fernando
Valley exceeded those of Central.

'®The difference in the proportion of men versus women reached statistical significance for whites (46 percent
male) and for Asians (59 percent male), but not for Hispanics. Asfor regional subgroups, gender make-up did not
seem to strongly influence the magnitude of program effects for racial/ethnic subgroups.
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for whites and $2,485 for Hispanics. Welfare receipt and expenditures were lowest for Hispanics
and highest for Asians.

The employment and earnings gains of Hispanics were unusually large (15 percentage
points and $1,830), and their welfare savings exceeded 10 percent. At the end of the year, 71 per-
cent of Hispanic experimental group members received AFDC/TANF, versus 80 percent of the
control group (a9 percentage point difference). Hispanics were the only racial/ethnic subgroup to
achieve a decrease in this measure.

Like Hispanics, whites experienced a large employment gain; however, their earnings did
not increase by a statistically significant amount, because those who found work earned less on
the job, on average, than their control group counterparts.'” Reductions in AFDC/TANF pay-
ments were moderate (5 percent) for whites. For Asians, impacts on employment, earnings, and
AFDC/TANF paymentsin year 1 reached moderate levels (7 percentage points, $655, and 8 per-
cent, respectively).

D. Educational Attainment

Asshown in Table 5.2, Jobs-First GAIN produced impacts for sample members who had a
high school diploma or GED certificate at random assignment, as well as for those who did not
(hongraduates). Prior educational status did not appear to be a strong determinant of AFDC-Us
future employment and earnings levels. The same proportion (about 40 percent) of graduate and
nongraduate control group members obtained a job in the first year of follow-up, and average
earnings were not too different -about $600 more for graduates.

For nongraduates, the program generated large impacts on employment, earnings, and
AFDC/TANF payments in year 1, and a moderate decrease in welfare receipt in quarter 5. (Each
of the nongraduate impacts exceeded its corresponding graduate impact, but only the difference in
welfare savings was statistically significant.) Thisfinding illustrates that a Work First approach
can succeed for recipients who, in other types of programs, may have been sent to education or
training activities.

E. Employment History

Jobs-First GAIN also benefited recipients who worked in the year prior to random as-
signment, which is the most job ready subgroup, and recipients who lacked employment during
thistime, which is one of the least job ready subgroups. Table 5.2 shows that post-random as-
signment employment and earnings levels for these two subgroups differed considerably. An ex-
tremely large proportion, almost three-fourths, of control group members with recent employment
experience worked in the first year of follow-up. Their earnings averaged $4,731 -more than that
of any other subgroup (zeros for individuals who did not work are averaged into this measure). In
contrast, of the control group members who had been jobless for at least a year before random
assignment, only one-fourth found employment in the year after random assignment, and their
earnings averaged just $1,240.

Y There was a $293 decrease in quarterly earnings for employed whites in year 1 (not shown in tables). This
decrease most likely resulted from the program finding work for arelatively disadvantaged group of welfare recipi-
ents who would have remained jobless on their own. The wages of these individuals could have brought down the
experimental group average.
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The program helped find jobs even for the recipients with no recent work history. The
large employment gain for this group, 14 percentage points, exceeds the moderate gain for recipi-
ents who worked in the year prior to random assignment. Earnings increases, however, were
larger for the latter group.™® Thisfinding is explained by the fact that those with a recent work
history who worked during the follow-up period earned substantially more per quarter ($698)
than their counterparts in the control group, whereas employed individuals in the other subgroup
experienced a slight decrease ($64) in earnings on the job (not shown in tables).'® For the most
job ready recipients, higher earnings on the job made a greater contribution to the overall earnings
gain than job-finding did. In other words, Jobs-First GAIN raised overal earnings for this sub-
group mainly by increasing the pay for program enrollees who would have found work on their
own anyway and somewhat less by finding employment for those who would have remained job-
less.

F. WdfareHistory

Table 5.2 includes impacts for applicants, short-term recipients, and long-term recipients.®

As expected, control group members who were new to welfare achieved higher employment and
earnings levels and received fewer AFDC/TANF dollars during the year after random assignment
than those with longer welfare histories; however, applicants in the control group were more
likely to be on welfare at the end of the year than their short-term-recipient counterparts. Long-
term recipients in the control group worked and earned the least and relied on welfare the most
during the first year of follow-up.

Among applicants, experimental-control group differences were large al around; however,
the small sample size of this subgroup caused all but the employment gain to fall short of statisti-
cal significance. As shown in Table 5.2, Jobs-First GAIN produced large to unusualy large im-
pacts for short-term recipients on all four key measures. Long-term recipients benefited from the
program somewhat less. Despite their substantial employment and earnings increasesin year 1, 84
percent of long-term recipients in the experimental group still received welfare at the end of the
year (2 percentage points less than the proportion of long-term-recipient control group members).
Long-term recipients are most at risk of exhausting their welfare digibility in an era of time limits,
so it is particularly important that their employment eventually enable them to leave welfare be-
fore their clocks expire.

G. The Most Disadvantaged

In the first year of follow-up, about one-fourth of fnost disadvantaged’control group
members worked for pay. Year 1 earnings and AFDC/TANF payments for control group mem-
bers in this subgroup averaged about $1,000 and $7,500, respectively. Ninein 10 were still on
welfare at the end of year 1.

Jobs-First GAIN raised employment by alarge amount and more than doubled average
earnings. The program also reduced AFDC/TANF expenditures and receipt by moderate amounts.
These results provide convincing evidence that even the most dependent welfare recipients with
low educational attainment and no recent work history can benefit from a Work First program.

BDjifferences in first-year impacts on employment and earnings for those employed and not employed in the
year prior to random assignment were statistically significant.

*This decrease most likely resulted from the program’ s putting to work recipients who could only command
relatively low wages and who, therefore, brought down the average for the entire experimental group.

“These groups were defined by a combination of self-reported information and administrative records data.
See Appendix B for more details.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Table A.1
Selected Unemployment Rates

GAIN Regions, Los Angeles City, and L os Angeles County

Unemployment Rate (%)?

GAIN Regions 1996 1997 1998
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 5.9 4.9 4.9
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 6.9 5.7 5.7
Central (Region 4) 51 4.3 4.3
Southern (Region 5) 7.7 6.4 6.4
Southeastern (Region 6) 8.9 7.4 75
Los Angeles City 9.3 7.8 7.8
Los Angeles County 8.2 6.8 6.9

SOURCE: State of California Employment Development Department.

NOTE: ®These percentages represent the median unemployment rate among cities and Census Designated Places

(CDP) within each of the GAIN regions.

-106-



Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Table A.2

AFDC/TANF and Jobs-First GAIN Caseloads

L os Angeles County
AFDC/TANF AFDC-FG AFDC-U Total
AFDC/TANF caseload®
July 1996 255,334 50,996 306,330
July 1997 228,706 46,010 274,716
July 1998 203,890 40,679 244,569
Jobs-First GAIN caseload
July 1996 26,635 7,085 33,720
July 1997 33,023 8,444 41,467
July 1998 45,299 17,248 62,547

SOURCE: Cadlifornia Department of Social Services; Los Angeles County Department of Public Social

Services.

NOTE: ®AFDC caseload figures are for single- and two-parent cases. Caseload figures refer to amonthly

average.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix TableA.3

Maximum Monthly Earningsfor Retaining Eligibility for Welfare Benefits
and Maximum Monthly Earningsfor Receiving the Full AFDC/TANF Grant Amount
for a Family of Three, Under Work Pays, CalWORKSs, and Pre-Work Pays Grant Calculation Rules

Work Pays Rules

CalWORKsRules

Maximum Maximum
Earnings for Maximum Earnings for Maximum
Retaining Earnings for Retaining Earnings for
Component of AFDC/TANF Grant Eligibility for Receiving Full Eligibility for Receiving Full
Calculation Welfare  Grant Amount Welfare  Grant Amount
Tota Gross Earned Income $1,221 $332 $1,411 $225
Total Disregards $487 $191 $818 $225

Net Countable Income
Basic-Need Amount
Maximum Aid Payment
AFDC/TANF Grant Amount

$90 Work-Related Expenses + $30
+ 1/3 of remainder

$734 $141
$735 $735
$594 $594

$1 $594

Lower of: (1) Basic-Need Amount
minus Net Countable Income; or
(2) Maximum Aid Payment

$225 + 1/2 of remainder

$593 $0
N/A N/A
$594 $594
$1 $594

Maximum Aid Payment minus
Net Countable Income

Pre-Work Pays Rules

Months 1-4 Months 5-12
Maximum Maximum
Earnings for Maximum Earnings for Maximum
Retaining Earnings for Retaining Earnings for
Component of AFDC/TANF Grant Eligibility for Receiving Full Eligibility for Receiving Full
Calculation Welfare Grant Amount Welfare Grant Amount
Total Gross Earned Income $1,010 $120 $713 $120
Total Disregards $417 $120 $120 $120
$90 Work-Related Expenses + $30 $90 Work-Related Expenses +

+ 1/3 of remainder $30
Net Countable Income $593 $0 $593 $0
Basic-Need Amount N/A N/A N/A N/A
Maximum Aid Payment $594 $594 $594 $594
AFDC/TANF Grant Amount $1 $594 $1 $594

Maximum Aid Payment minus Net
Countable Income

Maximum Aid Payment minus
Net Countable Income

SOURCES: California Department of Social Services, Information Services Bureau, "Public Assistance Facts and Figures:
January 1998" (California Department of Social Services Website).
U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1993 Green Book: Overview of Entitlement
Programs: Background Material and Data on Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means and 1998

Green Book: Background Material and Data on Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993, 1998).

NOTES: All grant calculations use the Maximum Aid Payment for July 1996 to illustrate the effects of changesin rules. The
actual Maximum Aid Payment was $624 for the last month under pre-Work Pays rules (November 1992) and $565 for the first

month of CalWORK s (January 1998).
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Appendix B

| ssuesfor Measuring Background Characteristics of Los Angeles
County’s Jobs-First-GAIN-Mandatory Caseload and of the Jobs-
First GAIN Evaluation Sample

Chapter 2 describes how DPSS administrators changed the agency’ s priorities for serving
welfare recipients to facilitate the evaluation of Jobs-First GAIN. The chapter documents this
change by comparing the Jobs-First-GAIN-mandatory caseload in January 1996 -to the evaluation |
sample on alimited number of background characteristics: recipients length of time on welfare,
FSA target group status, and regular or early enrollee status. MDRC used DPSS published
reports on the number of welfare recipients by Appointment Type and other information provided
by DPSS administrators for this analysis. This appendix discusses how these estimates were made
and provides more detailed information on the evaluation sample and the Jobs-First-GAIN-
mandatory caseload. As explained below, incomplete or contradictory information made it
necessary to infer AFDC receipt and FSA target group status for some sample members and for
some recipients in the larger caseload. It is unlikely, however, that these measurement problems
affected the main findings.

l. Describing Changesin DPSS Referral Procedur es

A. Estimating the L ength of AEFDC Receipt for the Jobs-First-GAI N-
Mandatory Caseload in January 1996

Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, each welfare recipient placed on the waiting list received an
“Appointment Type,” agrouping used to determine her place in the queue. Recipients’ age,
duration of welfare receipt, previous experience with welfare-to-work programs operated by LA
DPSS, and other background characteristics determined their Appointment Type. Persons with
the same Appointment Type were also ranked, usually according to the date they began their
current welfare spell.

Table B.1 lists the most common Appointment Types for adult recipients, along with
selected background characteristics of recipients included in these groupings. The standard
naming conventions and computer code used by DPSS administrators and staff to distinguish
Appointment Types appear in columns 2 and 3 of Table B.1. Figures B.1A (by number) and B.1B
(by percentage) show the distribution by Appointment Type of adult recipientsin Los Angeles
County mandated to participate in Jobs-First GAIN. The first bar of these figures displays this
information for the entire caseload, as of January 1996, three months before the start of sample

intake.” The second and third bars show separate distributions for members of the caseload
aready referred to Jobs-First GAIN and for those still awaiting their initial referral, as of January
1996. The “unassigned group” includes most of the nearly 21,000 recipients who later entered the

1The table and figures exclude 17,466 welfare recipients from the county caseload whose Appointment Type
made them ineligible for inclusion in the sample.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Table B.1

Appointment Type and Selected Characteristics of the
Jobs-First-GAIN-Mandatory Caseload in January 1996
and Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation Sample Members

Total
Appoint- Number of
ment Recipients Total
Type Length of How Recipients Are inthe Number of
Type of Welfare Code Appointment Type Current Referred to Jobs-First Welfare Sample
Recipient (DPSS) Description (DPSS)  Welfare Spell GAIN Caseload Members
Member of
Family Support Act
Target Group
Regular enrollee/very TN Target, Non-Volunteer At least 5years Reached thetop of the 47,424 1,473
long-term recipient <6/1/91 waiting list and received
their regularly scheduled
referral
Regular enrollee/long- ON Target, Non-Volunteer Mostly,3to5  Reached the top of the 29,557 7,876
term recipient > 6/1/91 years waiting list and received
their regularly scheduled
referral
Regular enrollee/other (1) ED  Expiring Deferral Probably at Referred a second time 2,073 853
(includes 4 Appointment least 3years®  following aspell in non-
Types) mandatory status.
(2 FH Post-Financial Sanction Probably at Referred a second time 31 2,177
(3) PF least 3years®  following aspell in non-
mandatory status.
(49 UT  >18with Child<3 N/AP Reached the top of the N/AP 130
waiting list and received
their regularly scheduled
referral
Early enrollee/long-term MV Target, Mandatory Mostly, 3to5  Asked to enroll before 8,750 3,569
recipient Volunteer years regularly scheduled
referral
Total target group 87,835 16,078
members
Percentage of total 76.7 77.6
recipients (%)
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)

Total

Appoint- Number of

ment Recipients Total

Type Length of How Recipients Are inthe Number of
Type of Welfare Code Appointment Type Current Referred to Jobs-First Welfare Sample
Recipient (DPSS) Description (DPSS)  Welfare Spell GAIN Caseload Members
Not a Member of
Family Support
Act Target Group
Regular enrollee/newly NN Non-Target, Non- 1 monthto 3 Reached the top of the 24,558 4,159
approved applicant and Volunteer years waiting list and received
short-term recipient their regularly scheduled

referral

Early enrollee/newly NV Non-Target, Volunteer 1 month to 3 Asked to enroll before 2,116 494
approved applicant and years regularly scheduled
short-term recipient referral
Total non-target group 26,674 4,653
members
Percentage of total 233 22.4
recipients (%)
Total recipients 114,509 20,731

SOURCE: MRDC calculations from LA DPSS GEARS "Assigned and Unassigned Participants Production Report," January 1996;
and GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS) and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF
records.

NOTES: County caseload totals exclude 17,466 welfare recipients with Appointment Type that made them ineligible for the Jobs-
First GAIN Evaluation sample.

#Most members of this group indicated at orientation they had received welfare for at |east three of the previous five years.

P\Welfare reci pient with this Appointment Type are not required to enroll in the program. It is not clear why 130 members of
the research sample had this Appointment Type.

research %\mplze. The last bar of Figures B.1A and B.1B displays the distribution by Appointment
Type of members of the combined AFDC-FG and AFDC-U research samples. Information

from the table and two graphs may be used to compare background characteristics of sample
members to those of the larger caseload from which they were drawn.

Asshown in Table B.1, the definitions of some, but not all, Appointment Types indicate
how long a recipient had been receiving AFDC. For instance, recipients in the mandatory caseload
with the Appointment Type TN, “Target, Non-Volunteer” (received AFDC since before

2MDRC did not collect the date on which a sample member was first referred to Jobs-First GAIN. Most
sample members were first referred to Jobs-First GAIN after January 1996, but some entered the program during
the sample intake period, having missed one or more previous appointments to attend orientation. Individuals were
randomly assigned to the experimental or control groups, irrespective of their initial referral date, unless they were
determined to be ineligible for membership in the sample.
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Number of AFDC Recipients

115,000 4

110,000 4

105,000 4

100,000 4

95,000 -

90,000 -

85,000 -

80,000 1

75,000 A

70,000 A

65,000 A

60,000 A

55,000 1

50,000 1

45,000 1

40,000 1

35,000 1

30,000 1

25,000 1

20,000 1

15,000 A

10,000 A

5,000 4

Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Figure B.1A
Number of Assigned and Unassigned Adults
Required to Enroll in Jobs-First GAIN in January 1996 and
Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation Sample Members, by Appointment Type

Appointment Type

Total 114,509

a

Total 80,822

a

Total 33,687

a

—

Total 20,731

a

4,159

3,569

a

Not a Member of Family
Support Act Target Group

B NV: Early Enrollee/Newly

Approved Applicant and
Short-Term Recipient

B NN: Regular
Enrollee/Newly Approved
Applicant and Short-Term
Recipient

Member of Family
Support Act Target Group
B MV: Early Enrollee/Long-

Term Recipient

| |Regular
Enrollee/Other

- ON: Regular Enrollee/Long-

Term Recipient

B TN: Regular Enrollee/Very

Long-Term Recipient

*See Table B.1 for adetailed
description of the Appointment
Types.

Total Recipients " Ass gned " Unass gned
as of January Recipients as of Recipients as of
1996 January 1996 January 1996
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Appendix Figure B.1A (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from LA DPSS GEARS "Assigned and Unassigned Participants Production Report,”
January 1996; and GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS) and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment
System AFDC/TANF records.

NOTES: County caseload totals exclude 17,466 welfare recipients with Appointment Types that made them ineligible for
the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation sample.

& Numbers smaller than 3,500 are not shown.
®The Jobs-First GAIN sample consisted primarily of the cases that were unassigned as of January 1996.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Figure B.1B
Per centage of Assigned and Unassigned Adults

Required to Enroll in Jobs-First GAIN in January 1996 and

Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation Sample Members, by Appointment Type

Per centage of Total

2 Not a Member of Family
Support Act Target Group

E NV: Early Enrollee/Newly

Approved Applicant and
Short-Term Recipient

E NN: Regular
Enrollee/Newly Approved
Applicant and Short-Term
Recipient

Member of Family
Support Act Target Group

E MV: Early Enrollee/Long-

Term Recipient

| | Regular
Enrollee/Other

- ON: Regular Enrollee/Long-

Term Recipient

E TN Regular Enrollee/Very

Long-Term Recipient

*See Table B.1 for adetailed
description of the appointment

types.

a a
a
201
214 20,
414
Total Recipients Assigned Unassigned Jobs-First GAIN
as of January Recipients as of Recipients as of Sample Random
1996 January 1996 January 1996° Assignment
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Appendix Figure B.1B (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from LA DPSS GEARS "Assigned and Unassigned Participants Production Report,”
January 1996; and GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS) and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment
System AFDC/TANF records.

NOTES: County caseload totals exclude 17,466 welfare recipients with Appointment Types that made them ineligible for
the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation sample.

& Numbers smaller than 3,500 are not shown.
®The Jobs-First GAIN sample consisted primarily of the cases that were unassigned as of January 1996.
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June 1991) had received welfare for at least four and a half years as of January 1996. It was
assumed that most of these recipients had received assistance for at least five years, the length of
continuous welfare receipt used in this analysis to denote a “very long-term recipient.” As shown
in the first two bars of Figure B.1B recipients with this Appointment Type make up 41 percent of
the total Jobs-First-GAIN-mandatory caseload but 59 percent of those referred to Jobs-First
GAIN. (Aswill be discussed below, the actual percentage of very long-term recipients referred to
Jobs-First GAIN as of January 1996 was dightly higher.) In contrast, recipients with Appointment
Typesindicating that they were definitely not members of FSA target groups (NN: “Non-Target,
Non-Volunteer”; and NV: “Non-Target, Volunteer”) received assistance for less than three
years3 As shown in Figure B.1B, these recipients made up about 21 percent of the mandatory
caseload in January 1996 but less than 5 percent of persons referred to the program. These
indicators demonstrate that DPSS gave priority for services to very long-term recipients before
the start of the evaluation.

The datain Table B.1 also show that dividing the caseload and the evaluation sample into
early and regular enrolleesis straightforward: Early enrollees have Appointment Types indicating
that they were “volunteers.” The larger group, “MV (“ Target Mandatory Volunteer”), met one of
the criteriafor FSA target group status; the other group, NV (“Non-Target, Volunteer”), did not.
It should be remembered, however, that al early enrollees were required to participate in Jobs-
First GAIN. They are called “volunteers,” because they asked DPSS to enroll them in the
program before they reached the top of the waiting list. As shown in Figure B.1B, more than a
quarter of welfare recipients referred to Jobs-First GAIN as of January 1996 chose to enter the
program early. Everyone elseis aregular enrollee, a person who waited until DPSS determined
that she should be next to enter the program.

B. Documenting the Changein Referral Practices

As discussed in Chapter 2, MDRC and DPSS agreed to study the effects of Jobs-First
GAIN’s Work First approach on additional groups within the welfare caseload. Accordingly,
DPSS reordered the waiting list and atered its procedures for referring persons to Jobs-First
GAIN. The effects of these changes can be inferred from information in DPSS technical memos
and by comparing the proportion of each Appointment Type among members of the evaluation
sample and of the Jobs-First-GAIN-mandatory casel oad.

DPSS administrators concluded that the most cost-effective way to include different types
of welfare recipients in the sample was to change the IBPS system that maintained the waiting

list.”

°A person on assistance for at least three of the previous five years would be an FSA target group member;
thus, recipients with Appointment Types NN and NV (both defined as “Non-Target”) had to have received AFDC
for a shorter period of time.

4County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Social Services, Bureau of Special Operations; memo from
John Martinelli, Chief, GAIN Division, to Chloe Dauncey, Chief, Computer Services Division, November 29,
1995.
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For longer-term recipients:

(1) Combine recipients from the two long-term-recipient Appointment
Types (TN and ON: “Target, Non-Volunteer”) into one group. DPSS
continued using the Appointment Type code TN to describe this group.

(2) Reverse the order of the waiting list for recipients with the combined
“Target, Non-Volunteer” Appointment Type. Move recipients with the
most recent welfare approval date to the front of the queue and recipients
with the earliest welfare approval date (that is, those with the longest spells
of continuous receipt) to the back of the queue.

The new referral procedures ensured that FSA target group members retained priority for
services. (The combined TN Appointment Type made up 45 percent of the evaluation sample. An
additional 12 percent of the sample were early enrollees who had previousdly had this Appointment
Type.)5 Highest priority, however, was given to FSA target group members with the shortest
spells of welfare receipt. It follows logically that many of these recipients had received welfare for
not much longer than three of the previous five years, including some who had |eft assistance then
recently returned.

For newly approved applicants and short-term recipients:

(1) Each month, set atarget of 2,000 referrals for members of the NN
Appointment Type (“Non-Target, Non-Volunteer”).

(2) For the first two or three working days of each month, give recipients
with the NN Appointment Type the highest priority for services.

(3) Within the NN Appointment Type, give recipients with the most recent
welfare approval date highest priority for services.

(4) Move the NN Appointment Type farther back in the queue once IBPS
made 2,000 referrals that month.

It can be inferred from these procedures that a sizable portion of the sample would be recently
approved applicants for assistance with little or no prior welfare reciept.

DPSS continued offering places in the program to early enrollees. As shown in Figure
B.1B, early enrollees make up about 20 percent of the sample, a dightly smaller percentage than
in January 1996.

5County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Social Services, Computer Services Division Request for
Services, September 8, 1995, notes that DPSS sent “volunteer mailers’ only to recipients with the two “ Target,
Non-Volunteer” Appointment Types (ON and TN) prior to the evaluation. DPSS changed this practice for the
evaluation, sending 70 percent of the packets to recipients with Appointment Type TN: “Target, Non-Volunteer.”
Thirty percent of the mailers went to recipients with Appointment Type NN: “Non-Target, Non-Volunteer.”
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I. Filling in the Gaps: Estimating the L ength of AFDC Receipt
for Everyonein the Jobs-First-GAIN-Mandatory Caseload
in January 1996 and for the Evaluation Sample

DPSS s decision to create a single Appointment Type TN (“ Target, Non-Volunteer”)
made it difficult to use this indicator to compare the average length of time on assistance of
sample members and of the larger mandatory caseload. Most sample members with this
Appointment Type had been on assistance for three or more years, whereas in January 1996, most
recipients with this Appointment Type had been on assistance for five or more years. A similar
problem occurred for early enrollees with Appointment Type MV (“Target, Mandatory
Volunteer”). It is reasonable to assume that most of these persons received AFDC for at least
three of the previous five years. Some recipients defined as FSA target group members, however,
could have received AFDC for fewer than three years, but they qualified for target group status
for other reasons (see Chapter 2). Others with an MV Appointment Type (“ Target, Mandatory
Volunteer”) could be very long-term recipients, now pushed farther back in the queue. Finally, as
shown in Table B.1, additional Appointment Types (such as ED: “Expiring Deferral”) provide no
information about the recipient’s length of time on welfare.

A. Inferring Evaluation Sample Members Length of Time on Assistance

MDRC addressed this problem in several steps. First, it was necessary to infer which of
the original two “Target Non-Volunteer” Appointment Types (TN and ON) sample members
belonged to, using sample members' AFDC payment records and their self-reported data on
cumulative welfare receipt. Sample members were considered to belong to the original very long-
term recipient Appointment Type (TN: received AFDC since before June 1991) if they had
received AFDC continuously — that is, for 23 or 24 months — during the two years before
random assignment and reported to Jobs-First GAIN staff at orientation that they had received
AFDC for at least five years cumulatively on their own or their spouse’s case. Using this
procedure, about 7 percent of the sample were coded as very long-term recipients (TN), and 38
percent were coded as recipients for between three and five years (ON). These findings showed
that DPSS had in fact brought into the program recipients with shorter histories of welfare
receipt.

The next task was to infer the length of welfare receipt for recipients with other
Appointment Types. The following criteria were used to place all sample members into one of
three subgroups of prior welfare receipt.

Less than three years:
(1) Sample member had a non-target group Appointment Type (NN, NV); or

(2) Sample member had a target group Appointment Type (MV, ON), did not
receive AFDC payments continuously during the two years before random
assignment, and had other background characteristics associated with FSA
target group status (was under 24 years old and had no high school
diplomaor GED certificate or her youngest child was between 16 and 18
years old); or
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(3) Sample member had an Appointment Type that provided no information
about FSA target group status (PF, ED, FI, UT) and did not receive AFDC
payments continuously during the two years before random assignment.

Between three and five years.

(1) Sample member had a target group Appointment Type (MV, ON), received
AFDC payments continuously during the two years before random
assignment, and reported receiving AFDC cumulatively for less than five
years, or

(2) Sample member had a target group Appointment Type (MV, ON), did not
receive AFDC payments continuously during the two years before random
assignment, and had no other background characteristics associated with
FSA target group status; or

(3) Sample member had an Appointment Type that provided no information
about target group status (PF, ED, FI, UT), received AFDC payments
continuously during the two years before random assignment, and reported
receiving AFDC cumulatively for less than five years.

Five years or more:

(1) Sample member had a target group Appointment Type (MV, TN),
received AFDC payments continuously during the two years before random
assignment, and reported receiving AFDC cumulatively for five years or
more; or

(2) Sample member had an Appointment Type that provided no
information about target group status (PF, ED, FI, UT), received AFDC
payments continuously during the two years before random assignment,
and reported receiving AFDC payments cumulatively for five years or
more.

The percentage of al sample membersin each of the three welfare receipt categoriesis displayed
in the third row of Table B.2 and in the right-hand pie graph in Figure 2.2.

B. Inferring Length of Time on Assistance for the Jobs-First-GAIN-M andatory
Caseload in January 1996

For thisanalysis, it was assumed that each Appointment Type in the Jobs-First-GAIN-mandatory
casel oad had the same proportion of recipients in each category of welfare receipt (shown in
Table B.2) as did the evaluation sample. For instance, Appointment Type MV (“Target, Manda
tory Volunteer”) had 8,750 recipients in the mandatory caseload in January 1996 (see Table B.1).
Using the data from Table B.2, it was assumed that 761 of them, or 8.7 percent, had received
AFDC for less than three years; 6,580 (75.2 percent) had received AFDC between three and five
years, and 1,409 (16.1 percent) had received AFDC for five or more years. Performing these
calculations for the entire adult caseload yielded the percentages that appear in Table B.3 and in
the -
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Appendix Table B.2

Length of Current Welfare Spell by Appointment Type

Appointment Type and Outcome (%) Less than 3 Between 3 and Five or more
years 5years years
NN: Non-Target, Non-Volunteer 100.0 0.0 0.0
NV: Non-Target Volunteer 100.0 0.0 0.0
ON:Target, Non-Volunteer, Received AFDC 10.7 89.3 0.0
Since After June ,1991
MV: Target Mandatory V olunteer 8.7 75.2 16.1
TN Target, Non-Volunteer, Received AFDC Since 0.0 0.0 100.0
Before June ,1991
ED: Expiring Deferral 15.9 57.3 26.7
UT: Over 18 Years Old, with Child under 3 Years 87.7 10.0 2.3
Old
FI: Post Financial Sanction (first) 333 39.5 27.2
FI: Post Financial Sanction (subsequent) 42.3 34.6 231

left-hand pie graph in Figure 2.2. The procedure was then repeated for the portion of the caseload
that had aready been referred to Jobs-First GAIN in January 1996 (shown in Table B.3, but not in
Figure 2.2).

These results demonstrate that DPSS dramatically increased the number of referras for
recipients who had received AFDC for less than five years and decreased the number of referrals
for recipients on assistance for five years or more.

[I1. Estimating Evaluation Sample Members Cumulative L ength
of Welfar e Receipt

In the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation, as in most previous MDRC evaluations of welfare-to-
work programs, sample members attending a program orientation were asked how long they had
ever received AFDC on their own or their spouse’ s case. Sample members were asked to sum the
number of months of welfare receipt for the current and for any previous periods on assistance.
These data were used to divide the sample into three welfare receipt subgroups.

Applicant: person beginning her first-ever spell on AFDC;

Short-term recipient: person who had received welfare cumulatively for less
than two years; and

Long-term recipient: person who had received welfare cumulatively for at least
two years.

-123-



Direct comparisons between AFDC payment records and these self-reported data showed
inconsistencies, especially for sample members who described themselves as newly approved
applicants or short-term recipients. In particular, about half of sample members who described
themselves as newly approved applicants received AFDC payments continuously during the two
years before random assignment. MDRC therefore decided to change the criteria for placing

sample membersin these three subgroups:6

Applicant Sample member reported no prior AFDC receipt and received
AFDC payments for six months or less during the two years
before random assignment.

Short-term recipient (1) Sample member reported no prior AFDC receipt but
received AFDC payments for between seven and 22 months
during the two years before random assignment; or

(2) Sample member reported receiving AFDC for between one
month and two years cumulatively and did not receive AFDC
payments continuously during the two years before random
assignment.

Long-term recipient (1) Sample member reported no prior AFDC receipt but
received AFDC payments continuoudly during the two years
before random assignment; or

(2) Sample member reported receiving AFDC between one
month and two years cumulatively and received AFDC
payments continuoudy during the two years before random
assignment; or

(3) Sample member reported receiving AFDC for two or more
years cumulatively.

The effects of these changes are shown in Table B.4. The percentages in the “Revised, Using
AFDC Records’ column appear in Table 2.2.

®AFDC records were not used to infer a shorter duration of cumulative welfare recei pt than the sample
member reported. For example, a sample member who described herself as along-term recipient was not changed
to anewly approved applicant if no AFDC payment records were found for the two years before random
assignment. It would still be possible for the sample member to have received AFDC for two years or more earlier
in her adult life.
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Appendix TableB.3

Length of Current Welfare Spell for Members of the Jobs-First-GAIN-Mandatory
Caseload and Members of the Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation Sample

Analysis Group and Outcome (%) Lessthan 3 Between 3 Five or more
years and 5 years years

Jobs-First Mandatory Caseload in January, 1996 27.0 29.8 43.1

Jobs-First Mandatory Caseload, Referred to Jobs- 8.5 274 64.1

First GAIN as of January, 1996

Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation Sample 32.7 53.4 13.8

Appendix TableB.4

AFDC-FG and AFDC-U Sample Members Aid Status

AFDC-FGs AFDC-Us
Aid Status (%) Self-Reported  Revised, Using Self-Reported  Revised, Using
DataOnly AFDC Records DataOnly AFDC Records
Applicant 17.6 3.6 10.9 2.8
Short-Term Recipient 20.6 23.6 30.3 28.8
Long-Term Recipient 61.8 72.8 58.9 68.4
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The Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Table B.5
Demogr aphic Char acteristics of AFDC-U Sample Member s, by Gender

Characteristic Female Male
Random assignment quarter (%)
April-June of 1996 55.4 56.9
July-September of 1996 44.6 431
San Fernando Valley (Region 2) 36.9 235
San Gabriel Valley (Region 3) 26.4 28.1
Central (Region 4) 7.6 154
Southern (Region 5) 11.4 12.7
Southeastern (Region 6) 17.7 20.3
Aid status® (%)
Applicant 23 33
Short-term recipient 28.6 29.0
Long-term recipient (received AFDC for at least 2 years) 69.1 67.8
5 years or more but less than 10 years 16.8 115
10 years or more 2.7 2.2
Less disadvantaged recipient® (%) 35.8 41.3
More disadvantaged recipient” (%) 333 265
On AFDC as achild (%)
Yes 145 11.8
No 85.4 88.1
Don't know 0.2 0.1
L ong-term, 2nd-generation recipient (%) 7.7 54
Likely to receive an exemption® (%) 25.1 15.9
Previous employment (%)
Employed within past year 17.1 40.5
Employed within past 2 years 23.0 48.9
Employed within past 3 years 25.9 53.0
Current employment (%)
Not employed 92.2 81.0
Employed 7.8 19.0
Employed 1-14 hours per week 11 14
Employed 15-29 hours per week 4.3 12.3
Employed 30 or more hours per week 24 53
Highest degree/diploma earned (%)
GED 2.7 2.7
High school diploma 35.1 27.2
Technical/AA/2-year college degree 31 3.8
4-year (or more) college degree 29 3.8
None of the above 56.1 62.6
Has a high school diploma, GED, or higher degree (%) 43.9 37.4
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Appendix Table B.5 (continued)

Characteristic Female Male
Highest grade completed in school (%)
Lessthan 8th 25.0 29.6
8th 3.6 4.3
oth 6.4 6.0
10th 11.2 10.6
11th 10.8 10.5
12th 333 27.8
Post high school 8.6 10.6
No formal schooling 1.0 0.6
Average highest grade completed in school 10.6 10.0
Currently in aschool or training program (%) 101 55
Ethnicity (%)
White, non-Hispanic 31.9 24.7
Hispanic 45.8 47.7
African-American’ 5.1 55
Asian/Pecific Islander 17.0 22.0
Native American/Alaskan native 0.1 0.1
Limited English proficiency (%) 50.1 53.2
Age (%)
Lessthan 25 14.3 7.4
25-34 35.0 285
35-44 384 42.8
45 or older 12.3 21.4
30 or older 71.3 81.0
Average age (years) 34.6 37.6
Parent under 24, no high school diploma (%) 7.2 3.9
Marital status (%)
Never married 10.8 7.5
Married, living with spouse 84.7 90.6
Separated 35 15
Divorced 09 0.3
Widowed 0.0 0.0
Has at least one child in the following age groups (%)
Lessthan 6 56.9 61.7
6-11 60.1 54.1
12-18 45.3 435
Age of youngest child (%)
Lessthan 3 26.1 39.1
35 30.7 226
6 or older 43.1 38.3
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Appendix Table B.5 (continued)

Characteristic Female Male
Average number of children 24 24
Current housing status (%)
Public 3.9 34
Subsidized 6.6 6.2
Emergency 0.0 0.1
Other 89.5 90.4
Research sample status (%)
Experimental 80.3 79.8
Control 19.7 20.2
Sample size 2,393 2,655

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System
(GEARS).

NOTES: Sample members with missing data were excluded from the cal culations of percentages and means.
®This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.

*The "Applicant" category includes sample members who reported never having received
AFDC/TANF on their own or a spouse’s case. "Short-term recipients' reported having received AFDC/TANF
on their own or a spouse’ s case for one month to less than two years at any time prior to random assignment.
"Long-term recipients' reported having received AFDC/TANF on their own or a spouse’s case for two years or
more at any time prior to random assignment.

°A "less disadvantaged recipient” is along-term recipient who had a high school diplomaor GED
and/or who worked for pay during the year prior to random assignment.

“A "more disadvantaged recipient” is along-term recipient without a high school diplomaor GED
who did not work for pay during the year prior to random assignment.

®Prior to random assignment, GAIN case managers recorded whether they thought the sample
members were likely to be exempted from participation in GAIN. Recommendations for actual exemptions
were made for experimental group members after random assignment.

"Los Angeles does not distinguish between non-Hispanic and Hispanic blacks.
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Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation

Appendix Table B.6

Background Characteristics of AFDC-FG Sample Members, by GAIN Region

San Fernando  San Gabriel
Valley Valley Central Southern  Southeastern
Characteristic (Region 2) (Region3) (Region4) (Region5)® (Region 6)
Random assignment quarter (%)
April-June of 1996 53.0 53.8 64.2 56.3 54.9
July-September of 1996 47.0 46.2 35.8 437 45.1
Female (%) 92.6 93.0 93.6 917 93.6
Aid status® (%)
Applicant 19 5.3 4.4 33 24
Short-term recipient 23.8 259 194 20.1 28.2
Long-term recipient (received AFDC for at least 2 years) 74.3 68.8 76.2 76.6 69.4
5 years or more but less than 10 years 17.2 15.3 14.2 16.2 15.0
10 years or more 53 6.1 111 9.1 8.1
L ess disadvantaged recipient” (%) 435 40.7 42.2 50.2 34.8
Most disadvantaged recipi ent (%) 30.8 28.1 33.9 26.4 34.6
On AFDC as achild (%)
Yes 224 18.2 34.7 31.3 232
No 76.6 81.8 65.1 68.4 76.8
Don't know 0.9 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0
L ong-term, 2nd-generation recipient (%) 16.0 10.2 224 22.6 16.2
Likely to receive an exemption® (%) 21.0 20.9 9.9 20.2 19.2
Previous employment (%)
Employed within past year 29.4 29.9 211 25.7 27.7
Employed within past 2 years 375 36.9 27.7 338 35.8
Employed within past 3 years 41.2 39.9 315 37.7 394
Current employment (%)
Not employed 88.8 87.2 94.0 92.2 91.8
Employed 11.2 12.8 6.0 7.8 8.2
Employed 1-14 hours per week 13 12 11 1.0 15
Employed 15-29 hours per week 4.4 5.7 2.7 34 4.1
Employed 30 or more hours per week 5.6 5.9 2.3 35 2.6
Highest degree/diploma earned (%)
GED 52 53 4.2 55 4.9
High school diploma 30.9 36.8 335 45.7 28.5
Technical/AA/2-year college degree 5.2 31 3.8 4.1 2.2
4-year (or more) college degree 2.7 0.9 11 13 0.5
None of the above 55.9 53.9 57.4 435 63.9
Has a high school diploma, GED, or higher degree (%) 44.1 46.1 42.6 56.5 36.1
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.6 (continued)

San Fernando  San Gabriel
Valley Valley Central Southern  Southeastern
Characteristic (Region 2) (Region3) (Region4) (Region5)® (Region 6)
Highest grade completed in school (%)
Less than 8th 17.7 12.0 14.2 74 20.1
8th 33 25 31 22 38
oth 6.3 5.7 5.2 4.9 89
10th 112 10.2 8.6 83 10.7
11th 17.3 18.0 22.3 20.1 18.8
12th 32.2 39.1 36.0 44.0 28.9
Post high school 12.0 11.8 10.6 12.9 7.9
No formal schooling 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.9
Average highest grade completed in school 10.3 11.2 10.6 11.2 10.7
Currently in a school or training program (%) 114 11.2 15.0 15.5 15.2
Ethnicity (%)
White, non-Hispanic 374 19.3 55 114 12.2
Hispanic 44.6 53.6 36.2 18.6 75.1
Arican-American’ 14.7 17.6 55.1 59.0 10.8
Asian/Pacific |slander 31 9.4 3.0 10.6 1.6
Native American/Alaskan native 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3
Limited English proficiency (%) 27.3 17.4 20.9 9.7 295
Age (%)
Less than 25 134 16.8 18.7 17.8 18.9
25-34 38.3 42.7 385 45.7 37.0
35-44 35.7 30.4 31.9 28.2 32.7
45 or older 12.7 10.1 10.9 8.3 11.3
30 or older 68.2 62.0 63.6 58.8 64.2
Average age (years) 34.4 33.0 33.2 322 334
Parent under 24, no high school diploma (%) 6.6 6.7 10.3 7.8 10.2
Marital status (%)
Never married 414 41.9 448 46.2 40.8
Married, living with spouse 9.8 6.0 5.7 5.2 7.8
Separated 29.2 34.2 374 35.0 35.9
Divorced 17.6 16.1 10.3 11.8 135
Widowed 21 17 18 18 20
Has at least one child in the following age groups (%6)
Lessthan 6 50.8 53.1 51.1 56.3 54.2
6-11 54.8 56.7 53.8 54.1 53.3
12-18 42.3 37.1 38.6 35.1 42.9
Age of youngest child (%)
Lessthan 3 7.0 10.7 10.8 7.2 10.7
35 43.8 42.4 40.3 49.1 43.5
6 or older 49.2 46.9 48.9 43.7 45.8
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.6 (continued)

San Fernando  San Gabriel
Valley Valley Central Southern  Southeastern
Characteristic (Region 2) (Region3) (Region4) (Region5)® (Region 6)
Number of children (%)
None 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 422 42.6 46.7 432 41.0
2 30.3 29.9 29.4 30.7 29.9
3 or more 275 27.6 239 26.1 29.1
Average number of children 2.0 2.0 19 2.0 2.0
Current housing status (%)
Public 75 45 3.7 4.7 74
Subsidized 114 6.7 13.8 9.6 6.7
Emergency 0.6 0.2 0.5 0.8 0.1
Other 80.5 88.7 82.0 84.9 85.8
Research sample status (%)
Experimental 71.1 71.4 77T 72.1 76.8
Control 28.9 28.6 22.3 27.9 23.2
Sample size 2,843 3,990 2,526 3,522 2,802

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS).

NOTES: Sample members with missing data were excluded from the calculations of percentages and means.

®This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.

®The "Applicant" category includes sample members who reported never having received AFDC on their own or a
spouse’s case. "Short-term recipients' reported having received AFDC on their own or a spouse’s case for one month to less
than two years at any time prior to random assignment. "Long-term recipients" reported having received AFDC on their own
or aspouse's case for two years or more at any time prior to random assignment.

°A "less disadvantaged" sample member is along-term recipient who had a high school diploma or GED certificate

at random assignment and/or who worked for pay during the year prior to random assignment.

“A "most disadvantaged" sample member is along-term recipient who did not have a high school diplomaor GED

certificate at random assignment and who did not work for pay during the year prior to random assignment.
°During orientation, but prior to random assignment, GAIN case managers identified sample members whose

circumstances made them likely to be exempted from participation in GAIN. Recommendations for actual exemptions were
made during appraisal meetings that followed random assignment, but only for experimental group members.

fLos Angeles does not distinguish between non-Hispanic and Hispanic African-Americans.
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Appendix Table B.7
Background Characteristics of AFDC-U Sample Members, by GAIN Region

San Fernando  San Gabriel

Valley Valey  Centra  Southern  Southeastern
Characteristic (Region2) (Region3) (Region4) (Region5)®  (Region 6)
Random assignment quarter (%)
April-June of 1996 53.1 58.5 67.2 57.5 50.1
July-September of 1996 46.9 415 32.8 42.6 50.0
Female (%) 58.6 45.9 310 4.7 43.9
Aid status® (%)
Applicant 17 31 24 2.8 4.5
Short-term recipient 23.6 251 254 311 42.9
Long-term recipient (received AFDC at least 2 years) 74.7 71.8 72.3 66.1 52.7
5 years or more but less than 10 years 19.3 154 12.2 10.2 7.1
10 years or more 21 37 12 20 21
L ess disadvantaged recipient® (%) 51.0 37.9 39.4 35.2 22.4
Most disadvantaged recipient” (%) 238 33.9 32.8 30.9 30.2
On AFDC as achild (%)
Yes 13.7 121 131 139 129
No 86.0 87.8 86.9 86.1 87.1
Don't know 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Long-term, 2nd-generation recipient (%) 7.7 6.0 5.9 7.1 5.3
Likely to receive an exemption® (%) 24.2 174 12.7 23.1 211
Previous employment (%)
Employed within past year 24.4 36.0 24.7 234 34.6
Employed within past 2 years 311 41.2 30.1 30.9 46.1
Employed within past 3 years 33.8 44.2 33.8 36.5 50.4
Current employment (%)
Not employed 86.6 80.7 87.3 91.5 90.0
Employed 134 19.3 12.7 85 10.0
Employed 1-14 hours per week 2.2 0.7 14 1.0 0.7
Employed 15-29 hours per week 7.6 14.0 8.0 3.6 5.4
Employed 30 or more hours per week 3.6 4.6 34 39 3.8
Highest degree/diploma earned (%)
GED 22 19 25 4.9 34
High school diploma 42.8 26.8 23.7 34.7 20.3
Technical/AA/2-year college degree 5.6 3.2 17 3.0 19
4-year (or more) college degree 6.0 2.2 5.3 0.7 16
None of the above 433 65.9 66.8 56.8 729
Has a high school diploma, GED, or higher degree (%) 56.7 34.1 33.2 43.2 27.1
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.7 (continued)

San Fernando  San Gabriel

Valley Valley  Centra  Southern  Southeastern
Characteristic (Region2) (Region3) (Region4) (Region5)®  (Region 6)
Highest grade completed in school (%)
Less than 8th 183 295 37.7 214 36.2
8th 4.6 39 39 3.0 37
9th 45 6.0 5.8 1.7 84
10th 15.6 9.8 7.8 9.7 1.7
11th 1.7 11.7 6.8 149 133
12th 375 28.0 28.1 34.2 219
Post high school 11.8 95 8.8 9.0 7.7
No formal schooling 0.1 16 12 0.2 1.0
Average highest grade completed in school 10.3 109 10.1 10.1 9.7
Currently in aschool or training program (%) 9.8 39 9.1 9.2 8.0
Ethnicity (%)
White, non-Hispanic 61.3 14.9 227 12.3 85
Hispanic 304 40.7 49.6 38.0 85.2
African-American 2.3 4.2 8.8 18.0 18
Asian/Pacific Islander 6.0 40.2 19.0 314 45
Native American/Alaskan native 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.1
Limited English proficiency (%) 58.3 48.3 65.7 30.8 51.1
Age (%)
Lessthan 25 6.9 105 6.4 17.5 15.2
25-34 35.3 32.6 235 32.6 28.5
35-44 42.7 38.7 46.0 37.2 39.6
45 or older 15.1 18.2 24.0 12.8 16.8
30 or older 80.1 75.4 84.6 66.1 73.7
Average age (years) 36.2 36.2 38.5 34.3 35.8
Parent under 24, no high school diploma (%) 39 45 4.4 9.0 7.8
Marital status (%6)
Never married 7.6 9.0 59 13.6 104
Married, living with spouse 90.4 87.6 90.6 80.8 86.9
Separated 13 24 3.0 5.3 23
Divorced 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.3 0.4
Widowed 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Has at least one child in the following age groups (%)
Lessthan 6 515 62.6 50.3 70.0 66.4
6-11 58.5 55.2 57.5 55.7 57.5
12-18 46.3 43.1 489 371 44.9
Age of youngest child (%)
Lessthan 3 24.4 35.8 279 425 39.3
3-5 271 26.7 22.3 274 271
6 or older 48.5 374 49.8 30.1 33.6
(continued)
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Appendix Table B.7 (continued)

San Fernando  San Gabriel

Valley Valley  Centra  Southern  Southeastern
Characteristic (Region2) (Region3) (Region4) (Region5)®  (Region 6)
Number of children (%)
None 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 223 24.9 257 21.2 22.1
2 46.4 331 35.4 31.9 318
3 or more 313 42.1 38.9 47.0 46.1
Average number of children 2.3 25 24 2.6 2.6
Current housing status (%)
Public 52 23 34 15 4.4
Subsidized 85 5.2 6.6 7.2 4.1
Emergency 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 86.1 924 90.1 91.3 91.5
Research sample status (%)
Experimental 80.2 79.6 79.9 78.7 81.2
Control 19.8 20.4 20.1 21.3 18.8
Sample size 1,507 1,376 501 611 963

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System

(GEARS).

NOTES: Sample members with missing data were excluded from the cal cul ations of percentages and means.
#This region serves the low-income communities of Watts, Compton, and North Long Beach.
®The"Applicant" category includes sample members who reported never having received AFDC on

their own or aspouse’ s case. "Short-term recipients” reported having received AFDC on their own or a

spouse’ s case for one month to less than two years at any time prior to random assignment. "Long-term

recipients' reported having received AFDC on their own or a spouse’ s case for two years or more at any time

prior to random assignment.

°A "less disadvantaged” sample member is along-term recipient who had a high school diploma or
GED certificate at random assignment and/or who worked for pay during the year prior to random

assignment.

9A "most disadvantaged" sample member is along-term recipient who had a high school diploma or
GED certificate at random assignment and who did not work for pay during the year prior to random

assignment.

®During orientation, but prior to random assignment, GAIN case managers identified sample
members whose circumstances made them likely to be exempted from participation in GAIN.
Recommendations for actual exemptions were made during appraisal meetings that followed random
assignment, but only for experimental group members.

"Los Angeles does not distinguish between non-Hispanic and Hispanic African-Americans.
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Appendix TableC.1

Rates of Participation and Statusfor Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN,
Los Angeles GAIN, Riverside GAIN, and Riverside LFA Programs,
for AFDC-FGsand AFDC-Us

Los Angeles
Sample and Outcome Jobs-First GAIN L osAngeles GAIN Riverside GAIN Riverside LFA
AFDC-FGs
Ever participated in (%)
Any activity 38.2 51.3 60.1 438
Job search 335 11.9 34.3 41.3
Any education or training 8.5 4338 36.3 7.6
Basic education 3.6 36.8 218 13
Deferred for any reason (%) 26.3 48.9 48.0 N/A
Deregistered for any reason (%) 82.6 46.3 79.4 725
Sanctioned (%) 22.8 54 6.0 8.7
AFDC-Us
Ever participated in (%)
Any activity 30.1 36.0 66.0 N/A
Job search 28.2 5.0 42.2 N/A
Any education or training 35 327 32.0 N/A
Basic education 19 295 25.9 N/A
Deferred for any reason (%) 38.1 69.6 422 N/A
Deregistered for any reason (%) 85.4 34.1 79.6 N/A
Sanctioned (%) 16.7 2.1 6.8 N/A

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS) and MDRC-

collected case file data.

NOTE: Rates of participation and status were collected for afollow-up period of 12 months for Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN, 11

months for Los Angeles and Riverside GAIN, and 24 months for Riverside LFA.
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Appendix Table C.2

Reason for First Deferral and for First Deregistration
for AFDC-FG Experimental Group MembersWho Entered These Statuses
Within One Year After Orientation, by Participation Status

Participated Did Not
in Jobs-First Participatein
GAIN Jobs-First GAIN
Status All Activities Activities
Reason for first deferral
for individuals ever
deferred (%)
Unapproved SIT® 25.7 13.4 313
Legal difficulties 5.2 6.2 4.8
IlIness 195 19.9 19.3
Severe family crisis 14.3 17.8 12.8
No child care 17.6 23.8 14.9
Employment 8.4 9.0 8.1
Other reason” 9.2 10.0 8.9
Samplesize 3,007 956 2,051
Reason for first
deregistration for
individuals ever
deregistered (%)
Employment 41.8 60.8 30.9
Sanction 26.3 235 28.0
Other 31.9 15.7 41.2
Samplesize 9,543 3,564 5,979

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System
(GEARS).

NOTES: Full sample means and percentages are weighted averages of results for regular and early
enrollees.

Measure = (regular enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group regular
enrolleesin the AFDC-FG sample) + (early enrollee result x percent of experimental and control group
early enrollees in the AFDC-FG sample).

4 A SIT isasdf-initiated activity (literally: self-initiated training).

® | ncludes deferrals for school not in session, child under age three, drug addiction, emotional
or mental problem, no legal right to work, in good standing in union, temporarily laid off, transportation
problems, excluded parent, moving, pregnancy, and funding-related problems.
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Appendix Table C.3

Participation Patterns Within One Year of Orientation for AFDC-U
Experimental Group Members Who Participated in Jobs-First GAIN Activities

Activity Measure

Participated in job search (%) 93.7
One spell 79.1
Two or more spells 20.9

Participated in (%)®

Job search only 87.8
Education and training only 5.8
Job search and education and training 59

Average number of monthsin which
individuals participated in a Jobs-Fir st

GAIN activityb 2.6

Number of monthsin which therewas
participation (%)°

1 42.2
2 30.0
3 8.7
4106 9.3
7to12 9.6
Still participating at the end of year 1 (%) 13.1
Samplesize 1,216

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System
(GEARS).

NOTES: ®The percentage of participants who only participated in work experience or on-the-job training is
not shown in the table.

PPartici pants with missing data were excluded from the cal culation of the mean.
“Subcategoy percentages do not sum to 100 percent because of missing data.
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Appendix TableC.4

Transitionsto Nonmandatory Status Within One Year of Orientation
for AFDC-U Experimental Group Members, by Participation Status

Did Not

Participated Participate
in Jobs-First in Jobs-
GAIN First GAIN

Nonmandatory Status All Activities Activities

Percentagein status (%)

Any nonmandatory status® 97.7 96.5 98.3
Off AFDC/ITANF 244 25.8 238
Employed® 53.6 66.4 48.1
Deregistered 85.4 86.4 85.0

For employment® 48.9 65.5 41.8
Sanctioned 16.7 18.3 16.0
Deferred 38.1 37.9 38.2

Average number of months

to start of nonmandatory

status”

Any nonmandatory status 0.9 13 0.8
Off AFDC/ITANF 5.4 6.1 5.1
Employed” 1.6 15 1.7
Deregistered 24 3.9 2.0

For employment® 2.7 3.1 2.4
Sanctioned 5.3 6.0 4.9
Deferred 3.2 3.7 3.0

Samplesize 4,039 1,216 2,823

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting
System (GEARYS), California Employment Department Unemployment Insurance earnings
records, and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTES: *Subcategory percentages do not add to category percentages because sample
members could enter more than one nonmandatory status.

® Calculated from automated Ul earnings records. Some employment may not have
been known to Jobs-First GAIN staff.

¢Calculated from GEARS program tracking records. All employment was known to
Jobs-First GAIN staff.

90nly sample members who entered a particular nonmandatory status were included
in the calculation.
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Appendix TableC.5

Reason for First Deferral and for First Deregistration

for AFDC-U Experimental Group MembersWho Entered These Statuses
Within One Year After Orientation, by Participation Status

Did Not
Participated Participate
in Jobs-First in Jobs-
GAIN First GAIN
Status All Activities Activities
Reason for first deferral
for individuals ever
deferred (%)
Unapproved SIT? 12.3 5.9 15.1
Lega difficulties 2.8 2.6 29
IlIness 14.0 135 14.2
Severe family crisis 6.9 111 51
No child care 4.6 6.7 3.6
Employment 14.0 9.8 15.8
Other reason” 455 50.5 43.4
Samplesize 1,540 461 1,079
Reason for first
deregistration for
individuals ever
deregistered (%)
Employment 47.0 64.9 39.2
Sanction 16.8 18.6 16.0
Other 36.2 16.6 44.8
Samplesize 3,450 1,051 2,399

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and
Reporting System (GEARS).

NOTES: A SIT isasdf-initiated activity (literally: self-initiated training).

®Includes deferrals for school not in session, child under age three, drug addiction,
emotional or mental problem, no legal right to work, in good standing in union, temporarily
laid off, transportation problems, excluded parent, moving, pregnancy, and funding-related

problems.
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Appendix TableC.6

Patterns of Incurring a Sanction Within One Year of Orientation
for AFDC-U Experimental Group Members, by Participation Status

Did Not
Participated Participate
in Jobs-First in Jobs-First
GAIN GAIN
Sanction Status All Activities Activities
Sanctioned (%) 16.7 18.3 16.1
For individualswho incurred a sanction
Average number of monthsto start of sanction 5.3 6.0 4.9
Average number of monthsin sanction status 20 19 21
Number of months in sanction status (%)
1 64.6 62.6 65.6
2t03 15.7 216 12.8
4106 16.2 144 17.0
7to12 3.6 14 4.6
Status following first sanction (%)%
Remained in sanction status
until end of follow-up 6.7 6.8 6.6
Participated in Jobs-First
GAIN Activity 110 333 0.0
Off AFDC/TANF 18.2 16.2 19.2
Employed” 430 414 437
Deregistered 335 40.1 30.2
Deferred 15.7 17.1 15.0
Other® 19.6 135 225
Samplesize 4,039 1,216 2,823
(continued)
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Appendix Table C.6 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS),
California Employment Department Unemployment Insurance earnings records, and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit
Payment System AFDC/TANF payment records.

NOTE: ®Subcategory percentages do not add to the category percentage because sample members could enter more
than one status after their first sanction.

® Calculated from automated Ul earnings records. Some employment may not have been known to Jobs-
First GAIN staff.

“Includes awaiting assignment to or start of next program activity and return to conciliation status.
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Appendix TableD.1

Impacts on Employment, Earnings, AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps, and

Combined Incomefor Regular Enrollee AFDC-FGsin the Full Sample

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Employed Q2 to 5 (%) 53.0 43.0 10.0 *** 234
Q2 34.6 253 9.4 *** 37.1
Q3 36.7 285 8.2 *** 29.0
Q4 375 30.6 6.9 *** 22.7
Q5 39.1 33.0 6.1 *** 184
Q6 409 34.9 6.0 *** 17.2
Quartersemployed Q2 to 5 148 117 0.31 *** 26.1
Earnings Q2to 5 ($) 3,167 2,493 674 *** 27.0
Q2 606 453 153 *** 338
Q3 772 579 193 *** 334
Q4 843 680 164 *** 24.1
Q5 945 782 164 *** 20.9
Q6 1,069 896 173 *** 19.3
If ever employed in year 1

Quarters employed 2.79 273 0.06 * 2.2

Quarter of first employment 2.63 2.75 -013 ° -4.7

Quartersin first employment spell 2.70 264 0.06 * 23
Average earnings per quarter employed ($)

Q2to5 2,140 2,125 16 “ 0.7
Ever received AFDC/TANF Q2 to 5 (%) 975 97.7 -0.2 -0.2
Months received AFDC/TANF Q2to 5 9.97 10.46 -0.49 *** -4.7
Received AFDC/TANF (%)

Q2 97.2 97.4 -0.3 -0.3
Q3 90.2 92,5 -2.3 xx* -24
Q4 83.5 88.1 -4.6 *** -5.2
Q5 78.3 82.9 -4.6 *** -5.6
Q6 734 78.1 -4.6 *** -5.9
AFDC/TANF amount Q2105 ($) 5,370 5,787 -417 *** -7.2
Q2 1,572 1,618 -46 *** -2.8
Q3 1,397 1,501 -105 *** -7.0
Q4 1,246 1,384 -138 *** -10.0
Q5 1,156 1,284 -128 *** -10.0
Q6 1,065 1,188 =123 *** -10.4

(continued)
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Appendix Table D.1 (continued)

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Ever received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 (%) 94.0 94.1 -0.1 -0.1
Months received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 9.70 10.09 -0.39 *** -3.9
Received Food Stamps (%)
Q2 92.8 93.0 -0.1 -0.2
Q3 86.7 88.6 -1.9 x** -2.2
Q4 80.8 84.4 -3.6 *** -4.3
Q5 76.3 80.1 -3.8 *** -4.7
Q6 72.0 76.0 -4.0 *** -5.2
Food Stamps amount Q2 to 5 ($) 2,011 2,169 -158 *** -7.3
Q2 557 574 -16 *** -2.8
Q3 518 556 -38 *** -6.8
Q4 487 540 -53 *** -9.8
Q5 448 499 -51 *** -10.2
Q6 413 459 -46 *** -10.1
Average combined income Q2to 5 ($)b 10,548 10,449 99 0.9
Sample size (totd = 12,441) 8,620 3,821

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment |nsurance earnings
records and LA DPSS Integrated Benefit Payment System AFDC/TANF and Food Stamp payment records.

NOTES: The quarter of random assignment, quarter 1, may contain some earnings, AFDC/TANF payments, or Food Stamp
payments from the period prior to random assignment, so it is excluded from follow-up measures. Thus, year 1 includes

quarters 2 through 5.

Unless shown initaics, dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample
members not receiving welfare. Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random
assignment characteristics of sample members.

Italicized estimates cover only periods of employment. Differences between experimental group members and
control group members for such "conditional” estimates are not true experimental comparisons.

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

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in cal culating sums and differences.

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

®Not atrue experimental comparison; statistical tests were not performed.

B Combined income" is income from earni ngs, AFDC/TANF, and Food Stamps.
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Appendix TableD.2
Impacts on Employment, Earnings, AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps, and
Combined Incomefor Early Enrollee AFDC-FGsin the Full Sample

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Employed Q2 to 5 (%) 58.6 445 14.1 *** 31.8
Q2 39.0 24.4 14.6 *** 59.9
Q3 39.9 27.2 127 *** 46.9
Q4 41.4 30.4 11.0 *** 36.3
Q5 42.6 311 11.5 *** 36.9
Q6 44.8 34.9 10.0 *** 28.6
Quartersemployed Q2to 5 1.63 1.13 0.50 *** 4.1
Earnings Q2to 5 ($) 3,265 2,224 1,041 *** 46.8
Q2 643 419 225 **x 53.6
Q3 793 451 342 *** 75.8
Q4 851 583 269 *** 46.1
Q5 978 772 206 ** 26.6
Q6 1,097 743 354 *** 47.7
If ever employed in year 1
Quarters employed 2.78 254 0.24 2 9.4
Quarter of first employment 2.60 2.82 -0.23 @ -8.1
Quartersin first employment spell 2.66 244 0.22 8 8.9
Average earnings per quarter employed ($)

Q2to5 2,004 1,968 36 ° 18
Ever received AFDC/TANF Q2 to 5 (%) 97.8 98.6 -0.8 -0.8
Months received AFDC/TANF Q2 to 5 10.01 10.45 -0.45 ** -4.3
Received AFDC/TANF (%)

Q2 975 98.5 -1.0 -1.0
Q3 90.3 93.8 -3.5 ** -3.7
Q4 83.9 88.3 -4.4 ** -4.9
Q5 78.0 81.2 -3.2 -39
Q6 734 774 -4.0 -5.2
AFDC/TANF amount Q2to5 ($) 5,335 5,826 -490 *** -8.4
Q2 1,574 1,627 -53 ** -3.2
Q3 1,387 1,521 =133 *** -8.8
Q4 1,235 1,398 -163 *** -11.6
Q5 1,138 1,280 -141 *** -11.1
Q6 1,057 1,188 =131 *** -11.1

(continued)
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Appendix Table D.2 (continued)

Experimental Control Difference Percentage
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Change (%)
Ever received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 (%) 94.2 94.9 -0.7 -0.8
Months received Food Stamps Q2 to 5 9.75 10.28 -0.563 *** -5.2
Received Food Stamps (%)
Q2 93.3 94.1 -0.8 -0.9
Q3 86.9 90.6 -3.6 ** -4.0
Q4 815 87.5 -6.0 *** -6.9
Q5 76.5 80.1 -36 -45
Q6 718 76.7 -4.9 * -6.4
Food Stamps amount Q2 to 5 ($) 1,983 2,216 -233 *** -10.5
Q2 553 581 -28 ** -4.9
Q3 507 564 -56 *** -10.0
Q4 479 562 -83 *** -14.7
Q5 444 509 -5 *** -12.8
Q6 402 470 -68 *** -14.4
Average combined income Q2 to 5 ($)° 10,583 10,266 317 31
Sample size (total = 3,242) 2,901 341

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix Table D.1.
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