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Require AFDC Mothers under 18 To Live With Their Parents

Annual Savings Cumulative
Savings from e tillions of Doliarsy Five-Year
Baseline 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Savings
Outlays o -45 -50 -5 ~195

This option would require AFDC
parents that are minors (“minor
moms”) to live with their parent up
through age 17, to be eligible for AFDC.
The provision would become effective
in FY1996. Currently, this is a State
option provided under the 1988 Family
Support Act. Six States use the option.

Reasons for the option '

There will be an estimated 70,000 minor
moms on AFDC  in 1995, Restricting
benefits for this group and their
children unless they live with their
parents until age 18 may remove
incentives for teenagers to bear children
at very early ages, as a way of
establishing a separate household.
“Good cause” exemptions would be
permitted in cases where minors were
abused or raped, or in other warranted
circumstances.

Some have argued that the proposal
might help to reduce long-term welfare
dependez‘w}: About half of all mothers
receiving AFDC at a point in time hegan
¢hild bearing as a teenager.

A teen’s relatives may be able to provide
at-home day care and teach parenting
skills, reducing family support program
costs and permitting the minor to attend
school or work.

Reasons against the option

Restricting benefits for AFDC
households headed by teen mothers
could reduce income available for the
children’s basic needs.

If teen mothers are not permitted to

receive AFDC, they cannot be required B
to participate in programs for AFDC
caretakers (such as job training and
education) that could make them more
self-sufficient.

Collateral Effects

if teenage mothers were unwilling to
refurn to parents’ households, more
children might be placed in Foster Care.

Pricing Assumptions

About 1/4 of minor moms are assumed
to move back home, and half of these
would become AFDC ineligible because
of their parents income levels. About .5@\3&"

1/2 of all minor moms are_agsumed 1o x\

receive a “good cauge” exemption and cw
the remaining 1/4, who maintained a O
separate household, would lose theireN“
benefit. In all, 37% of the minor mom
population would lose their AFDC,
Pricing assumes increased spending on
Food Stamps due to the loss of AFDC
benefits and a marginal decrease in
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Medicaid spending.
Proposed Before?

In 1987, the Reagan Administration
transmitted legislation requiring minor
mothers on AFDC to live with parents,
unless good cause could be established.

The House Republican’s 1993 welfare
reform bill, FL.R. 3500, proposes that, up
through age 19, teenage mothers eligible
for AFDC be required to live in the
home. The Senate Republican bill
would require all moms under age 18 to
live with their parent(s) to receive

AFDC,
Congressional Committtees affected:

L/HHS appropriations, Ways & Megans,
Senate Finance.
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MEMORANDUM

T Bruce
FROM:? Jofi

RE: State welfare reform programs containing provisions to limit
AFDC benefits for additional children and/or requiring teenage
mothers to live at hone.

DATE: May 17, 1934

MAINE

I interviewed Rose Masure, the AFDC Program Director.

Malne implemented a program beginning in August 1991 requiring
teenage mothaers to remalin in the household of thelr parents in
order to continue recelving AFDC benefits., This policy applies
to those individuals applying for the first time, and those
reapplying for benefits. The state has conducted no officlal
avaluation or study, simply because 1t does not possess tha
necessary records/data. Apparently, the state owns a&n outdated
computer system, unablie €0 store all gata.

However, the teen parent population in Maine is quite small,
less than 1000 in teotal., The state also grants a liberal “good
cause® policy, under which minors mest certain criteria in order
to remain independent {(&.g. the parents don’'t want the child
back, he/she hag been living ¢on thelr own for one year, etc.).
Accordingly, the state grants a faly share of exemptions, In
terma of costs, the program entails no additional administrative
costyg foy the state: the welfare agency only needs to look at one
move condition of eligibility in reciplent applications.
Howevey, Mo, Masure did note the potential ramifications of
adding to the financlal burden of the minor's parents, when she
returns to the parent's household with an additional child for
which to take care.

MICHIGAN

I interviewed Stephanie Comel-Helson Page, a policy analyst
in the Michigan Department of Social Bervices. With Governor
John Engler leading the way, Michigan passed a comprehensive
welfare reform package, including & provision requiring minor
parants to live at home. Since the provision was implenented in
October 1992, however, there has only been an incremental change
in the number of minors living in parental households. Whereas
in September 1952, the month before implementation, 1487 minors
oy AFDC lived outside their parents' household, 1406 minors were
independent in April 1994. The state estimates that only roughly
5% of nminor parents have return to their parents’ household in
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response to the new regulations. In almost all cases where
independent minors recelved "good cause® to remain independent,
the state determined that the parents' household did not provide
# suitable environment for the minor to live in., In addition, in
many cases, by the time independent minors have completed the
process of certification (including all the appeals), they have
become adults and no longer need state permissior to live
independently.

The minor parent pool in Michigan makes up a very small
percentage of the overall AFDC recipient population; there are an
ovarall 220,000 cases. In cases where the minor parent petitions
for "good cause” to remair independent, a social worker will
evaluate the situation (visilt the home ¢f the teenager, the home
0f the parents, etc.} and make a final determination., The minor
can appeal this decigion through the administrative process, and
if necegsary, through the courts. Mg, Page deglered the
administrative costs were pretty negligible: most minors live at
home, anyway. ]

The state has signed & gontract with ABT Associstes to
aevaluate Michigan’s overall walfare reform initiative, 1t is
claear that the program has done little to move minors back into
thelr parents’ households: the vast majority already live at
home, and many independent minors have valid reasons for living
putside of the home. While the state considers the
administrative costs meager (Ms. Page was unable to give a
gpecific figure}), 1t is certainly guestionable 1f the costs of
the program, which include social worker verification visits, are
worth the supposed benefit of encouraging minor parents to move
back into the home nest.

NEW JERSEY

I interviewed Marion Reitz, Director o0f the Division of
Family Development, Department of Human Seyvices., In August,
1993, New Jersey began enforcing a plan whereby additicnal AFDC
cash benefits are denied to AFDC recipients who bear any
additional children. Accordingly. whether a woman has one Or
five children when she qualifles for AFDC, she cannot eobtain any
additional benefits for additional children. While the child
will recelve Medicaid coverage and ig eligible Ior food stamps,
no additional money will be sent to the parent{s} on his/her
behalf. However, the parents are allowed to earn extra money to
help care for the additional child without losing existing
benefits,

While the lew officially went into affect in October 1982,
its enforcement wag delayed by nine sonths to provide for AFDC
recipients already pregnant at the time of the passage of the
law. Currently, as part of the plan’s first phase, only the
state’s three largest counties are participating in the program;
the rest of the state 1s to go on-line by 1985,

The gtate has encountered legal difficulties over the plan.
It has been sued by seven individuals, Iincluding a mother who
bore triplets, but was still ineligible for any additional aid.
The curréent plen does not have the needed flexibility to deal




with such unusual situations! Ms. Reitz indicated that the state
is looking at possivle modifications. 8She also noted that the
administrative costs of the program are negligible.

The state has not initiasted sny education or birth control
programs to complement thig "stick” approach. Hence, the program
iz a rather punitive spproach; apart from the general publicity
surrounding the law, the state does nothing to assist women in
avoiding further pregnancies.

New Jersey has not yet completed a formal evaluation of this
program. It has hired the University of Rutgers to act as an
independent consultant; after the iIinitial five-year phase of the
program, Rutgers will commission an official evaluation. Until
then, it will ke difficult to obtaln substantial data/statistics
on the program. However, a preliminary report is scheduled to be
released next year.

CALIFORNIR

Governor Pete Wilson, as part of his comprehensive welfare
reform initiative, has proposed the Maximum Family Grant, whereby
any children conceived by a mother on AFDC benefits would only be
eligible for MediCal and food stamps; the family's overall grant
would be reduced by the agquivalent ¢f the cash benefits for which
the additicnal child would have rendered the famlly eligible.

The program has not been passed by the gtate legislaturxre yet; the
above proposal has noever bheen implemented in a demonstration
project in the state. '

GEORGIA

I interviewed Kathryn Jett, an AFDC/Food Stamp Policy
Congultant with the Department of Human Resources. Georgla had
requested and receivad a wailver from the federal government to
hegin a statewlde program whereby mothers receiving AFDRC henefits
cannot receive additional AFDC cash benefits for additional
children. The Georgis program went into effect on January 1994;
the state sent out information to all welfare reciplents and
initiated a public relations program informing individuals on the
new restrictions. Any mother who will have received AFDC
benefits for 24 cut of the past 36 months will not be permitted
to receive AFDC benefifs for additional ¢hildren born., However,
the c¢hild must have been conceived durdng a month in which the
mothor wag on welfare: if the bhaby was concelived while the mother
was "off the rolls”, then she is eligible to go back on welfare
and receive the additional benefits. Like the other similar
state programs, only.the additional AFDC cash benefits will be
suspended; the additional child will still be eligible for
Medicare and fcood stamps. It is important to note that Gsorgia
is a traditionally low-benefit state.

Georgla. does include a number of exceptlions in its program.
First, 3f the child is sent to another household {(f.e. the
grandparents), this new household will still be sligible for any
additional AFDC benefits. Second, minors are granted the
opportunity to have one additional child and still be eligible




for additional AFDC payments; only when minors have a second

additional child will the restrictions apply. Third, the

restrictions will have oo bearing in the case of rape or incest. v
In contrast to New Jersey, the state of Georgia 1s taking

proactive, preventive actions to help AFDC mothers aveoid

additional pregnancies. Beginning in January 1994, the state is

setting aside funds for a more intensive program of family

planning, information services, and counseling. These programs

are being established now, two years before the punitive

ganctions go inteo effect,

WISCONSIN

1 interviewed Gene Cussart, the Executive Assistant to the
Secretary of Health and Social Services. The Department of
Health and Social Services is establishing a five-vear welfare
demonstration project, called the Parental end Family
Responsibility Initiative. Under the plan, set o begin in four
counties on June 1st, the state would cut AFDC benefits by 50%
for the second child borne by teenage mothers on welfare and
eliminate 1t altegether for the third., But the state would also
lift the zeguirement that one member of a low~Ilncome married
couple have a work history to get AFDC payments, and would allow
recipients to keep more of their earnings from regular jobs.
Accordingly, families would have more ingentive to remain intact.
Teenagers on welfare would also be reguired to attend sex-
education and parenting c¢lasses to encourage them to stay in
school and delay pregnancy. HWisconsin had attempted to start the
program earliexr, but difficulties in obtaining the necessary
federal walvers created delays.

CORNECTICUY

I interviewed Audrey Rowe, Commissioner of the Department of
Income Maintenance, regarding the state's minor parent provision,
which went into effect two years ago. In order to maintain
e#ligibility for AFDC benefits, a teenager must remaln at home, or
iive in an alternative adult situation. Exceptlions are provided
for cases of neglect or abuse problems in the parental housshold.
When a sminor applies for an exception, a casewonrker completes an
evaluation (which usually doesn't include a hone visit, unleass
necessary) and makes the final determination., Currently, no
formal survey of the program has been completed, although the
state does have a contract with the University of Connecticut
School of Social Work to conduct an evaluation in the future.

Ms. Rowa's office periodically conducts surveys of regional
directors and administrators: the anectdotal evidence indicates
that the program has proceeded well, with few problems.

The state does offer family mediation services to assist in
disputes between minors and their parents. If you want more
Information, e.g. statistical data, you may want %0 contact Nancy
wiggett, a policy analyst in the commissioner's office, at {203)
566~4019. 1 have been unable to get in contsct with her.



MEMORANDUM

$Q: Bruce
FROM: Jofi
DATE: May 17, 1994

RE: Study on relatilionship between AFDC benefit pavments and the
propensity of teenage mothers to live independently.

In my report on Sen. Moynihan's views on welfare raform
{your copy is attached}), I referred to a citation in his 1986
book, Family and Nation, of a study concluding that AFDC payments
encourage the creation ¢f new households; teenage parents sre
much more 1ikely to live independently in high-benefit states
than low-benefit states. You requested more information on this
particular study,.

Interestingly enough, the two authors of the study are David
Eilwood and Mary Jo Bane. In “"The Impact of AFDC on Family
Structure and Living Arrangements" (attached), Ellwood and Bane,
both then at Harvard University, analyzed the changes in family
structure over the past two decades and what, {f any, impact AFDC
benefits had upon these changes. In the enclosed study, the
authors indicate that for every 5100 increase in the monthly
benafits for a family of four, the likelihood that a non-white
single mother aged 20 would live Independently might increasce
from 22% to 423%. Overall, the study estimates that a §100
bengfilt increase would <auge the fraction of single mothers who
live In sub-families to decline by 25-30% {P.3). Even without
controliling for unmeasured state differences, the researchers
discovered a strong association between AFDC benefit levels and
iiving arrangements (P.62)

The authors utilize state-~by-state comparisons in vielding
their conclusions. However, they needed te account for largely
unmeasurable attitudeg, values, and expectaticens likely to
influence family structures and welfare benefit levels, which
certainly differ from state to state. For example, in Minnescta,
welfare benefits are high but the rate of unmarried bizrths is
low: in contrast, Missisgsippl offers low benefits, but its numbex
of single wmothers is proportionally much greater., These
differences are attributable to different social conditions, not
the disparity in weifare beneflts.

Consegquently, the authors rely on three control
maethodoliogies which help reveal the likely behavior in a
partvicular state in the absence of a welfare benefit program:

{1} Over Time Comparisons: Comparisons of changes in state



aggregate family structure over time with changes in
benefits over time.

{2) BEligibles vs. Non-eligibles Comparisons: Comparisons of
the bebavior of groups of women who are categorically
eligible for AFDC with the behavior of groups who are
not categorically eligible.

(3) Likgly vs.UnlikelyRecipient Comparisons: Comrarisons
of the behavior of individual women who are likely to
collect AFDC with the behavior of women who are unlikely
to collect benefits,

I an enclosing the actual study for your perusal.
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DANIEL PATRICK MOVYNIHAN

harder yet to modify. In this sense Losing Ground is not at
all a break with the past. It merely continues the practice
in Washington of making large assertions with no foun-
dations, HEW Secretary Joseph Califano knew that welfare
“breaks up families”; so does Dir. Murray. I don't. T wish
we knew more; 1 fear we don't,

In response o various criticisms, including some of the
above, Murray in the Fall 1485 issue of the Polizieal Science
Quarserly wrote that he had examined the experience of
the last thirty years of social policy and had found “a variety
of phenomiena that demand explanation.” He had put forth
explapations consistent with what is known (Le, hy-
potheses). “But to prove that 1 was right or wrong, or
partly-right, or 1o demonstrate what the alternative ‘gruth’
is, social science will have to explore questions that it has
neglected.” Agreed. Peace.

Seill, there 15 ne need w0 forget what we did kanow, In
1985 Murray told a symposium called “Lessons from the
Great Society” that the "turns for the warse” which his
book describes “were more pronounced than we had any
reason 1o expect they should be” There was “no basis
historically,” he continued, “to predict the kinds of dra-
matic changes for the worse thar did, in fact, occur.” This
is simply not so. Murray’s work is concerned primarily
with the growth of an urban minority underclass, Bus that
is precisely whar 1 did predict in 1965, wing data sevies that
ended in 1964, before any of the events that ke assserts have
brought abows these “turns for the worre” It could well be
that the predictions made in 196g were not warranted, that
I saw trends which did not as yet exist and only subsec-
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guently came about. Very well, but prove that, A personal,
subjective judgment is that these realities, present or in
prospect, throw people off. Thus the article denouncing
the study that appeared in the Nason in 1965 stated that
[ had made “stupefying” assertions about minority crime
rates. The rates were true; it was the Nation’s reviewer,
William Ryan, who was stupefied. In a paper presented wo
a 1982 colloquium sponsored by the School of Welfare of
the University of California at Berkeley and by the Bay
Area Black United Fund, Jewelle Taylor Gibbs reported
that in 1980 “black youth committed 1% of the vielent
juvenile crime in the U8, and that the previous year “15%
of all black adolescents in the 15-1g age group were ar-
rested. . . .” These are gritn numbers and can be disorient-
HTd

ff the response of those such as Ryan in 1965 to the data
was essentially nonrational, | believe it can be shown that
in Murray's case the response is nonlinear. Once again, it
comes to this: Losing Ground auributes developments that
wouble the author to government actions that mosdy began
after these developments had cormnmenced as clearly rec-
ognizable statistical trends. It may be argued that these
government actions intensified these developments, but the
data are not at all conclusive,

There are things we have learned. In “"Family Structure
and Living Arrangements Research: Summary of Find-
ings” {March 1984), Mary Jo Bane and David Elwood
present an exhaustive secies of cross correlations examining
various family patterns and the impact of the AFDC pro-
gram. The existing welfare program provides in this regard
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http:pothes.es

a kind of natural experiment. Each of the fifty stat;;._;l'lf
a somewhat. different program, as do Puerto Ri_gg;:q:'
Guam. Benefits vary cnormously. At middecade a‘.fglgj.ﬂ

be the primary cause of variation in family structu;'g.'
across states, or over time. Largely unmeasurable dif: 253
ferences in culture, attitudes or expectations scem tg, Lt
account for most of the differences in birth rates to ‘E;.
unmarrsied women and in divorce and separation pat_—,

terns among families with children. "

In Minnesota, bencfits are high; divorce rates and unmar-
ried births are low. [t is the other way around in Mississippa. ™
And so their analyses go, taking us back rather in the {53
direction of William Graham Sumner’s on the power of *
folkways over stateways.
he one “dramatic impact” they determine is that o
benefit levels on living arrangements. In low-benefit states,
a young mother not living with a husband is very likely
o live in the home of a parent. In high-benefit states, such
omen are more likely to live independently. They suggest
hat between 1960 and 1982 about one-third of the increase
;b female-headed households resulted from an increase in
Bt he number of single mothers who live independently. Thus

1A idg]

Zpercentage employed of young black men has been dete-

:__. ‘thousand American families conducted by the Survey Re-
g search Center at the University of Michigan, has produced

; g

= his associates (1984), in the decade 1969g-78 a quarter, (24.4

_1rf§1982. White proponions increase also. They note: “The

noratmg rapidly in the past decade, at the same time that
arnagc rates have bccn falling.” They suggest it is qmtc

wclfarc benefits are largely impotent.”
%+ The Panel Study of Income Dynamics, a sample of five

important findings. As analyzed by Greg J. Duncan and

R o e T et e i e [ e Y 1 % P TR i

pcrccnt) of American families were poor for one or more
ycars, but only 2.6 percent were “persistently poor,’ whnch
is to say for eight or more years. As to the “near poor,” if
the official poverty line were raised by a quarter, a third
(32.5 percent) of American families would have been poor
sometime during this ten-year period. As to welfare, Dun-
can concludes “the system does not foster dependency.”
Half the families in the sample who received welfare did
so for no more than two of the ten years. He characterizes
“a kind of insurance . . . providing temporary
assistance.” And to take us back to the beginnings of the
poverty program, he opens his chapter “The Dynamics of
Poverty” with that passage from Matthew 26:11, “You have
the poor among you always.” All that has changed from
the hearing room in the House of Representatives twenty

st ot SR L iyt ok

welfare as
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years earlier is the Bible translation; Duncan used the)Neéw 2re in the main the work of a small group of public

English Bibh:T while Congressman William H. Ayrc;". : rvants——Wllbur J. Cohen, Robert M. Ball, and others—

quoted the King James VC"'“‘_’“- W _ ho had been involved with the establishment of Social

i It ':;'“Y b’:f‘sat [hc‘l: Michigan group undcrstatcgl}g‘ > “Security in 1935 and were still at it three decades later.

oggedness of dependency. Ellwood and Bane-find:th B Hcalth insurance had been on their agenda for years. In
% the months following the assassination of John F. Kennedy -

most women who go on AFDC do so for short spells, but# :
the bulk of AFDC expenditures “are accounted fto_r,,',‘lg“fr 1thcy saw their opportunity, and they took it. The legisla-
tion—Titles XVHI and XIX of the Social Security Act—

women who have spells of eight years or more.” A third
of women who end one spell of AFDC “return for anOthcr' was adopted with little exertion and less analysis. This is
'to say that the cost estimates were absurdly low, done more

spell.” Most importantly, “three-fourths of all spells OfAFDC':f <
: or less on the back of an envelope. The genius of the

began with a relationship change whereby a female-headed
sponsors of Medicare and Medicaid was that having quictly

family with children was created.” Only a fraction, 12
ercent i : . . Cw , .

p , could be traced to earnings decreases. Again . waited thirty years for their “moment” to come again, they
5 seized it.

the thesis of 1965,‘ the previous relationship between de
The report to President Roosevelt of the Committee on

pendency and income and cmploymc’nt just isn’t quite there .
any longer. > Economic Security was transmitted by Secretary of Labor
B Prances Perkins and her cabinet associates (plus Harry L.
Hopkins) on January 15, 1935. (Would the President’s Task
Force on Manpower Conservation had had as specific a
> proposal!) On January 17 the bill was introduced in the -
* Senate by Robert F. Wagner of New York. It was signed
' by the President seven months later on August 14. The
New Deal soon came to an end, and no equivalent moment
of legislative opportunity reappeared until 1965, when about
the same sequence was followed with health insurance. As
with earlier provisions of Social Security, the health-care
entitlements soon dwarfed any mere anupoverty program
getting along from year to year on the annual appropria-
tions.
With respect to welfare dependency, Medicaid posed a

of the Great Society period is that for all the sound and |
fury—not all that much happened. In the study by James AL
T. Patterson cited previously, it is estimated that in its®
period of greatest independence and activity, the late Igﬁc;s,' )
roral expenditures by the Office of Economic Opportunity
came to about $50 to $70 per poor person in the United
States. The big increases in social spending of that time
were associated with the maturing of the Social Security
systern and one major addition to that system. This latter
was the establishment of health-care insurance for the el-
derly and the dependent, known respectively as Medicaré
and Medicaid. These large innovations in social policy tooky
place quite independently of the hullabaloo at OEO. They
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C DFPARTMENTOF HEALTH & HUMANSERVICES ) Office of the Secretary

. Washington, D.C. 202t

745

.4 Attached are the document{s) that vou reguested from the
Policy Information Center.

{ 1 The document you requested is not avallable from the Policy
Information Center. {We have reguested this item from
another source and will forward it to you later.)

{ 1 7The document is avallable from:

National Yechnical Information Services
U.8. Department of (Commerce

5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, VA 22161

{703) 487~4650

NELS Accessicon number is:

- If we can help you in. the future, please do not hesitate to write
or call us at:

Dept.. of Health & Human Services
200 Independence Ave., S¥

Room 438F = HHH Building
Waah;ngtan, 0C 202401

{202) 690~6445,
k_)(.é,p 5:_4_}25
?ol{/

cy Information Center
Cffice of the Assistant Secretary
for Planning & . Evaluation
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. EXECUTIVE ACTION ON WELFARE REFORM ™) 1 A\ fenepe
Today, President Clinton announced measures to make responsibility the law of the land, by
strengthening requirements that teen parents on welfare stay in school and live at home in order ©
receive assistance.  With these actions, we’re focusing on one of the key components of welfare reform:
parental responsibility.  We're also putting young mothers on the right path, toward employment and
self-sufficiency, by requiring those in the JOBS program to sign personal responsibility contracts.

A DOWNPAYMENT ON OUR PARTNERSHIP IN WELFARE REFORM Facrogs

NiAE
Under welfare reform waivers, we've freed 37 states frorm red tape (o pursue inngvative welfare refcrms

- more than under any previous administeation.  Stare welfare demonstrations 3;}9:‘{}%{3 by the Clinton
Admiuustration now cover 75 percent of all welfare recipients nationwide, and we've already allowed
22 states 1o require teen parents to stay in school, and encouraged 21 to require them to live at home
in order to receive assistance.

REQUIRING TEEN PARENTS TO STAY IN SCHOOL

Today, we are announcing additioral steps to encourage states to require teen mothers on welfare 1o stay
in school. Currently, 25 states are linking benefits o school aitendance and/or performance, 22 under
waivers approved by the Clinton Administration,  Ohio, for example, has a model program called
LEAP: Learning, Earming, and Parenting.  LEAP reduces checks of teen mothers when they don’t go
to school, and pays them a bonus when they do. A report released on May 1, 1996 by the Manpower
Development Research Corporation shows that LEAP has significantly increased the number of parents
completing school and going to work. LEAP increased school completion among high-school enrolled
teens by almost 20 percent and increased emplovment by over 40 percent.  LEAP also significantly
increased school enrollment among teens who had dropped out. ’

Other stdtes are trving similar approaches.  For example, Delaware graduslly reduces benefits for
truancy, and pays teens a 350 bonus when they graduate from high school. Colorado pays bonuses for
good school attendance, graduation, and/or GED completion.

These states are putting teens on the right path, toward employment and self-sufficiency -- and all 50
states around the country should follow their lead. That's why the President 18- directing all states to
submit plans for increasing school attendance amaong. teens who receive welfare.

REQUZRING TEEN PARENTS TO Lf\e’ﬁ AT HOME

Under current law, states have the ptwm 10 m teens to live at home -- but only 21 states have such
requirements, 11 initiated u he Clinton Administration and 10 adopted independently. Today, the
Clinton Administration isfarging all 50 States 1o put teen mothers on the right frack by requiring mimor

‘‘‘‘‘

mothers to live at home or With a respongible adult in order to receive assistance,

ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT

The President’s goals for welfare reform are clear: reguiring work, promoting responsibility, and
protecting children. With this new initiative, President Clinton underscores his commitment to helping
welfare recipients become ~ and stay -- setf-sufficient. President Chinton continues to call for a national
welfare reform bill. But, if Congress fails 0 send the President a bill that gets the pn{}rzﬁcs’ right, the
Clinton Administration will comtinue 10 reform welfare - one state at 2 time,

*7g



Talking Points for Radio Address
President Clintor’s Executive Action on Teen Parents

Over the past three years, our Administration has made real progress in reforming the welfare
system, even as Congressional action has stalled.  Welfare rolls are down, Food Stamp rolls
are down. Teen birth rates are down. Work participation rates are up. Child suppott
collections are up. And our Administration has freed 37 states from red tape so that they can
transform their own welfare syszems to demand work, require responsibility, and protect
children.

As you know, carlier this ye vetoed a welfare reform-Bill drafted by the Congressional
majority because it would.d0 oo little to move peoplefrom welfare to work and too much that
could hurt poor childrerf. While | am comminefo enaciing national welfare reform legislation,
I will not sign a bill that gets the pefrities wrong.  The nation’s 50 governors, by
e —— — - rpCOMIME NN cific revisions of thebill I vetoed, have shown that they agree with my action.

In 1994 and again this year, T have presented a sweeping welfare reform bill that would promote
work, encourage paremtal responsibility, and protect childeen. My plan would impose tough
time limits and work requirements, provide more funding for child care, require teen parents
o live at home and stay in school, and crack down on child support exzfcmemem -- while saving
$40 billion over seven years.

We've uncovered a ot of common ground on welfare reform, and if Congress sends me a bill
that is tough on work, rather than tough on children, I will sign it. In the meantime, we can
build on what states are already doing to promote work and protect chiidren -- particularly when
it comes (o teen parents. That’s why, today, I am encouraging all states to send the strongest
possible message that staying in school and living at home are the right things o do.

Currently, 25 states require teen parents to stay in school to receive assistance, 23 through
welfare waivers granted by my Admanistration.  Ohlo, for example, runs a model program
called LEAP: learning, Earaing, and Parenting. LEAP reduces the checks of teen mothers
when they dor’t go to school, and # pays them a bonus when they do. A report released this
week shows that the program  has significantly increased the number of teen parents who
completed school, went to work, and left welfare. Ohio’s program Is working - and states
around the country should follow is lead. That’s why today, I am directing the Department of
Health and Human Services (o require all states to submit plans for increasing school attendance
among teens particpating in thewr JORS programs. [ am also directing all 50 states to be sure
that these wen mothers are required to plan for their futures by signing personal responsibitity
contracts.

Under current law, states already have the option to require teen parents to live at home or with
a responsible adult in order o receive assistance -- but only twenty-one states have such
requirermnents.  Today, 1 am urging all 50 states to send the message that having a baby should
not bring a teen the right and the money to set up & new household and iengthen, rather than

shorten, the pericd of dependence on welfare, L. { +
( -l"’l St Fu—& zf’ t.n(}z-’!' ), Yoo L{{(< o Q‘:’{Luu%f
’I Laaga, BN Awrss ;



The actions I'm taking today will help make teens who already are parents become good role
models and providers for their children. But we all agree that the main goal is stopping teen
pregnancies from occurring in the first place, Qur Administration is 1ackhing this probiem head-
on. For example, my 1997 budget includes $30 miliion for a new Teen Pregnancy Prevention
Initiative, to give help to areas with high en pregnancy rates. This new initiative will build
oR our existing grant programs which are helping communities choose - and use -- the teen
pregnancy prevention strategies that best suit their local needs. And 1t will complement the work
of the National Campaign to Reduce Teen Pregnancy, which | announced in January.

Govemnors’ Assoctation, and the reforms already underway m the states. As @ have said

F urge Congress 10 examine my welfare reform proposals, the plan drafted by the National

repeatedly, if Congress sends me a national reform bill that rewards work, demands personal
responsibility and puts young mothers on a path to self-sufficiency, 1 will sign it. But until they
do, 1 will continue to reform welfare one stme af a time.

/ | ¢ | _i ’ 4 ’ Ir./?
\ g»*fi ‘g”‘?' {ﬁ% AD— b lemw@ ot Stieof
Ao _/”_

1

Ve do o Wb 42 b & boAle ~

%



Questions and Answers on Executive Action - Teen Parent Requirements

Question:

What is the Administration announcing today?

-

Answer:

We are announcing new steps to encourage states 1o require teen paremts on welfare w sty
school and live at home., We are putting more tecth into current JOBS requiwmems that teen
parents stay in school, by requiring states 1o submit plans for how ﬂwy will reguire minor
parents 1o stay in school and prepare for employment.

While states currently have the option (o reguire teen parents to live at home or with a

e e TESpONSIDIe adult in order to receive assistance -~ only twenty-one states have such
requirements. Today, the President is urging every state to take advantage of this option, so that
living at home becomes a nationwide requirement.

And we're requiring siates to have all teen parents in JOBS (?) sign personal responsibility
contracts, so that they are planning for & future of work and seff-sufficiency,

Question:
Don't states need walvers to do any of this?

Answer: ‘

The Family Support Act of 1988 required teen JOBS participants to stay in school as a condition
of assistnce. States do not need watvers to strengthen their implementation of this provision ~
- this is what we’re requiring by our actions today. However, states do need waivers to change
sanctions, to use incentives, or to make school attendance 2 condition of assistance for teen
parenis beyond those participating in JOBS. Twenty-three states have received waivers from
the Clinton Administration to implement such reforms. Ohic’s LEAP program, for example,
is a successful program that’s increasing school attendance and employment among ieen parents.
Our fast-track watver process will make watvers like these easier to get.

The Family Support Act also gave states the option 10 require minor mothers 1o five at home or
in a supervised seiting to receive benefits.  Although states do not need a waiver (o tmplement
these requirements, only 11 siates have received waivers to do this, while 10 other states have
simply amended their state plans. We hope our use of the "bully pulpit" will encourage all 50
states to adopt this approach.



Question:
What real effect will the President’s actions have?
Answer:

Today's sctiop will have important results, because slightly more than half { - percent of all
AFDC recipients (some - million people with -- million children -- ACF?) had their first
child when they were 19 or younger. We know that while 80 perceni of children born to
unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of ¢hildren born to married,
older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Casey Foundation.) By following the steps laid
out by the President to require teen parents (o finish school, live at bome, and prepare for work,
states will help ensure that teen parents become good role models and providers for their
children. :

Requiring teen mothers to finish high school also reduces the odds thal young mothers will
return to welfare after they leave the rofls. According to one recent study, AFDC recipients
without a high school diploma are twice as likely 10 stay on welfare for 10 years or more. (Bane
and Ellwood, Welfare Realities, p. 49). In addison, rescarch by LaDonna Pavettl, now at the
Urban Institute, shows that even controlling for basic skills, women with a high school diploma
return to the welfare system at a rate that is 26 percent lower than women who have not
compieted high school.

Question:
How many people will be affected?
Answer:

It's hard to estimate, According to HHS, in 1994, there were 65,000 teen moms under age 19
receiving AFDC. Unless these teens are married, or have already graduated from high school,
these conditions would apply to them., Today's action will have important results, because
slightly more than half of all AFDC recipients {some - million people with -- million children
« ACF?) had their {irst child when they were 19 or younger. We know that while 80 percent
of children born to unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of
children born to married, older high-school graduates are poor, {Anpie E. Casey Foundation.)

Question:

But if there are about 14 million people on AFDC, and just 65,000 would be affected, isn't this
a virtually meaningless action?

Answer;

Absolutely not. The Presdent’s actions today are directed o the group of welfare recipients we



need to target first: teen parents. We need to ensure that teen parents become good vole models
and providers for their children, and that means they must finish school, live at home, and
prepare 1o work, The sooner statgs put these requirements in place, the sooner the children of
teen parents will be able to grow up in independent, working families. The MDRC study
released this week confirmed that Ohio’s LEAP program has produced amazing resulis for teen
parents within the three years surveyed. It incressed school completion among high-school
enrolied teens by almost 20 percent and increased employment by over 40 percest. It also
reduced welfare recelpt among these participants.

Today's action will have important results, because 40 percent of all AFDU recipients (some -~
million people with -~ million children — ACF?} had their first child when they were 18 or
younger. We know that while 80 percent of children born to unmarried teenage high school
dropouts are poor, only eight percent of children born to married, older high-schoo! graduates
are poor. {Annie E, Casey Foundation.)
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Question:

The President said he's encouraging states to model their school attendance incentives and
sanctions on Ohio’s LEAP program. Don’t these programs cost money?

¥

Answer:

The Manpower Development Research Corporation’s 1994 study of the relatively service-
intensive Cleveland LEAP program estimated that LEAP cost less than $1,008 per teen -- for
the entire period of program eligibility, which averaged less than two years., That study
concluded that LEAP was a "viable, low-cost policy approach that significantly improves school
compietion.”

The MDRC study released this week confirmed that Ghio’s LEAP program has produced
amazing resuits within the three years surveyed. [t increased school completion among high-
school enrolled teens by almost 20 percernt and increased cmployment by over 40 percent, [t
also reduced weifare receipt among these participants. :

1

Follow-up Question:
Where will states get the funds to implement these school attendance programs?

Answer:

The funding wouid be provided under the JOBS program, created by the 1988 Family Support
Act. JOBS gives Pederal matching funds to states 1o provide education and training for welfare
recipients. While the state malch rate varies (it ranges between 20 and 40 percent), all states
would have access to Federa! matching funds to implement these teen parent requirements,



_ Question;

Question:

The MDRC study also concluded that, in order for programs hke LEAP 1o truly succeed, the
public school system in this country will need 1o 'be reformed. Doesn’t something need (o
change in the schools before you make school attendance a condition of assistance nationwide?

Answer:

One of the Administration’s primary goals is t©o revitalize our nation’s school systems. The
President has already taken action - through initiatives such as Goals 2000, Safe and Drug Free
Schools, and the School-to-Work program.,  But there’s still much more to do. As the President
said Jast month (o the National Governors' Association, we all need to join hands to improve
schools in this country so that every child gets the education they need to be productive adults.

Semdies bave shown that a large percentage of minor mothers have been abused by their
carcgivers -- is it wise 10 require teens to live in abusive homes? . '

Answer:
This teen parent residency requirement would specifically protect minors from unsafe homes,

Smates would require minor parents to live either at home or in an alternative supervised living
arrangement, if the home were unsafe.



STATES REQUIRING TEEN MOTHERS TO LIVE WITH A PARENT, GUARDIAN, OR
IN AN ADULT SUPERVISED SETTING

Under the Family Support Act of 1888, states have the option to require minor
mothers to live with a parent, guardian or in g supervised setting to receive benefits.
States need ondy to amend their state plans to implement this provision, no waiver is
required,  Nevertheless, some states have used the waiver process for the
requirgment,

States with miner parent provision under waivers aranted by the Clinton
Administration {11 states)

Arizona
Connecticut
Delaware

lowa

Maryland
Massachusens
Missouri

North Carolina
Qregon
Yermont
Virginia

States with gptional minor parent provision under amended state plans®
{10 states)

Georgia

Indiana

Maine

Michigan
Mississippi
New Hampshire
New York
Okizhoma
Tennessse
Wisconsin

* The follswing taritories aiso have optional minor parent provigion under amended state plan: Guam, Puesnto
Rice, Virgin Islands



STATES WITH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS

The following states link benafits to sither school attendence or perfermance or both,

Waiver approved under Clinton Administration (22 states)

Arizons
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Delaware
Fiorida

Nincis

Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Mississipps
Maontana
Nebraska
New York
North Carplina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pannsylvania
South Caroling
Vermont
Virginia
Wyorning

Waiver apgproved under praevious agministrations {3 states)

Marviand
"Missouri
Wisconsin
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Executive action re minor moms ¢ould have the following components:

o* A presidential statement or radio address on the need to take action
with regard to minox moms on welfare and a directive tg¢ HHS to communicate
with states on what they should do. The statment ¢ould perhaps refer to the
new MDRC evaluation of LEAP and to the numbers of states that have chosen to
xeq&ire minor mothers to live at home and have received waivers for Learnfare
demonstrations, and alsc to the fact that preliminary reviews by HHS indicate
that not all states are making sure that teens are in fact in school. It
aould also note that both the Adminigtration’s proposed legislation and the
ﬁonfarence bill inaiude live-at-home~and-stay~in~school requirements.

Qa A letter from the Secretary 10 Governcrs that urges them to choose
the*live-at-home option and reminds them about how payment works under that
option {i.e., the grant goes as a protective payment to the parent). The
letter informs them that HHS will he issuing a policy interpretation that
under current law all teens {with a few narrow exceptions; having a young
child is not grounds for an exception}) are required te be JOBS participants,
have personal responsibility/ employability plans in place, and have
edudation as their JOBS activity. The letter can also announce that HHS will
be initiating reviews of state programs around this requirement and will be
pro@iding technical assistance to help states run effective programs. Eilther
the''letter or the follow-up action transmitals could remind states that they
canadraw down AFDC administrative funds to do the tracking and case
management that seem to be important for effective programs.

5;1 Action transmittals from ACF that do the above,flﬁﬁqagva }&J 3 ‘1
If. this seems like the right approach, we can work wilth you and HHS Public
Affairs on the language for the radio address, and draft a letter to
governors that would go out early in the week following the radic address.
The; basic AT could go cut shortly after that; the technical assistance

package and the initiation of monitoring would take & bit longer.
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ALY - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1145 WAIVER AUTHORITY ~ Aprit 25, 1996

bonelits Wy bunilies with able bockied aduits 0 24 mocths
out of 120 moathy, 8ot 20 excend 60 month i 2
lifetime; eliminate increass in AFDC benoflt resching
from birth of children 11} or more months afier the
family hegles AFDC mosipt, bot provide benefits to
such ciidren fn the form of voucherx for goods and
servioes permittiog child's mother to participate In
education, tralning, mnd smployment-reisted activitiey,
eliminate deprivation requisements, princigs! carner
paovisions, work history reqalrernents, and 100-hoar
rute for AFDC-UP; Incrsaze AFDC rexource it to
$2,500 snd disvegand as resorrces one vehicle with &
market value up to $10,000, the halance in an Individud
Development Account DA) up to $10.000, and the
cash vabes of life insurante; disregasd from lnoome up
to $10,000 ia Wuotp suos payments depositod in an IDA
within 30 dayx of morint, eamed income of chlidren
atending school, end interest and dividand dovon ¢ %0
$400; requite participstion iu & family skilly kralning
pragram; roquire sariale AFDC reciplents & subniit to
rasdom drug tests sndlor participate in aloohol or drag
treatimend; rogeirs children fo =itead school; increase
ruount of child support passed tumpgh wa AFDC
recipients; requite more extentive infonmation for child
support enfercement pimposes; modify JOBS excrmptions
and good camse ericeria, and Increase sanctions for won.
oomplianca; snske job search 3 conditioa of ¢ligibility;
dlow poicustodial pareats of AFDC children tor
pacticinsts s FOBS: pay trensiions! grant equaling 3
percent of the maxiows family grant following
saiployment; and provide transitlonal gract Modicaid s
chitd care for 12 mooths from the date of employmeny
for cases previously oiead due o time T,

Statewido, would, with cxceptions, fime ioif AFDC  Received

§/12195

Analysis paper sent to Pederal
revicwers 7/26 and to State 87195,
§/N1M95 responze and mesting with
8tate official tefk & sumber of lrenes
waresoivad, Contlaned eegoristion
with State. §/29/9% Swuss responded
agsla to ixeas paper: Worklog tor
eesclye tevers] ramaining isues.
Conference call with state $/14/98,
Drafting ¢eroxs snd canditions. Sent
State deafl tsngempe o tme limig
$172/95; swate responded 9/18;
oamtloging to segotiate with Seate,
Dirafk teerns and coaditions pet to
Eedord roviewers 118 and (o State
12/1/38. Stete responded L1696
utresolved issoes revnsln aad
wenns sad conditions seat 1o Sine
21296, Confocence. call beld with
State officlals 229796 concerning
mmaiming bsoes, Revised draft
terms aad conditions sent & Sexte
4710 snd 42296,
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Bear Bruge:

Today, more than 20 states require teen parents on welfare to attend school -- an approach heavily
influenced by Ohius’s statewide Learning, Earning, and Parenting (LEAP) Program, LEAP is a statewide
welfare initiative that uses financial incentives (monthly increases or recuctions i AFDC grants, tied to
school attendance) and some case management and support services 1o keep teen mothers on AFDC in
school, with the ultimate goal of increasing their self-sufficiency,

On May 1, MDRC will be releasing new findings from its multi-year evaluation of LEAP’s effectiveness.
These interim findings (based on a portion of the research sample in seven countiesy show that LEAPs
incentives clearly mattered: More young people completed sehool, went o work, and/or left welfare.
The effects were concentrated on teens who had not already dropped out of school: LEAP increased their
school completion (primarily in the form of high school equivalency receipt) by almost 20 percent
{compared to a control group) and increased their employment by over 40 percent. The resuliz alse point
to the continning challenge of improving the life prospects of young people who have alveady dropped
out of school. Many of these teens were repeatedly penalized by LEAP for sow-attendance in school,
with a loss of income for their children and themselves.

I thought you wounld want to see an advance copy of the report’s Executive Summary. Please note that
the report is confidential and embargoed until May 1. If you have any questions or would like further

information, please get in touch with me. ,
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- PREFACE

This report provides'tllmely new information on the success of an important approach to

~ addressing two critical domestic policy concerns: the long period that teen mothers on welfare often

~ spend on public assistance and the high rate at which poor teenagers drop out of school. In 1989, the
state of Ohio sought to address|both issues, and to do so on a large scale.  Targeting all of the state’s
teen mothers on welfare who had not completed high school, Ohio’s LEAP program uses financial
incentives and penalties, combined with case management and support services, as a means to promote
school attendance. In effect, LEAP. ties the size of the welfare grant to whether a teen mother goes
to school. Through this, the program seeks to foster school completion and, ultimately, increase
employment and self-sufficiency and reduce reliance on public assistance.

This is the fourth in a series of reports from a 12-county study, which MDRC is conducting
for the Ohio Department of Human Services. The first report showed that, after the expected start-up
problems, LEAP proved operationally feasible: Schools and the welfare department implemented the
reporting and data systems needed to operate the bonus and grant reduction system and manage the
program. The second report found that LEAP prevented some in-school teens from dropping out and
- brought some dropouts back to school. The third report, covering only Cleveland, showed that the
increased school attendance trapslated into a significant increase in school completion (primarily high
school graduatlon but also recelpt of a GED, a high school equivalency certificate) for teens who were
enrolled in school when they entered the program, but little if any gain for teens who had dropped out
of school prior to their exposure to LEAP. The latter group often experienced repeated grant
reductions (sanctions) for failinlg to return to school or attend regularly.

This report looks at LEAP’s effects on school completion, employment, welfare receipt, and
other outcomes for a subsamplea1 of teens in 7 of the 12 counties three years after they were determined
to be eligible for LEAP. As in| the last report, the results differ sharply for teens who were and were
not enrolled in school when they were found eligible for LEAP.

e  For initially enrolled teens, LEAP increased school completion (although

primarily GED completion) by almost 20 percent and increased employment
" by over 40 percent. :

®  For dropouts, there was no increase in school completion or employment,
, despite high sanctioning.

e . Overall, fewer teens remained on welfare, although the receipt rates were still
very high.

e ' In Cleveland, but not in the other large cities, LEAP substantially increased

high school graduzlltion rates, suggesting the importance of both providing
- special services to keep teens in school and setting restrictions on leaving high
school to enter a GED program.

These new findings show that LEAP’s incentives clearly mattered: More young people
- completed school (or were still enrolled), went to work, and/or left welfare. The greater success in
Cleveland, moreover, suggests some strategies to improve on these results. But the report also -
reminds us that there are no easy answers. For the tougher group — those who were initially out of
school — LEAP produced no gains and repeated sanctions. Overall, too many teens returned to school
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only to leave agam wnhout gemng a dlploma And too many remamed on welfare and not employed

‘ " Earlier LEAP reports found that a troubhngly large number of teens described thelr schools
as dangerous and disorderly places where learning was difficult. This suggests that, for LEAP to
reach its full potential, something will have to change in the public schools, and not only in the welfare
department. This challenge takes on new urgency, since LEAP-like requnrements were mandated in’
the welfare reform leglslanon that passed Congress in 1995.

*This report does not tell the complete LEAP story. The ﬁnal report avallable in about a year,
" will track a-much larger sample of teens for a longer time in all 12 counties. While long follow-up ‘
s always mformatlve the youth“of many of the LEAP, teens makes this essential to reachmg a final
“conclusion on the program s achlevements '

] Multi-year evaluations hke this-one require the sustained commitment of staff in the agencies -
“that run the programs and that fund the study. This study benefited from an unusual’ public-private
partnership including staff in'the 12 Ohio counties, the state Department of Human Services, and-a
group- of additional funders. This report’s publication is a welcome opportnmty to express our -
appreciation for their support. - ' ‘ ‘ r ' :

Judith M. Gueron
President

i




This report presente the
Parenting (LEAP) Program, a

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

latest findings on the effectiveness of Ohio’s Learning, Earmng, and

statewide welfare initiative that uses financial incentives and penalties

to promote school attendance by pregnant and parenting teenagers on welfare, the group most likely

to become long-term welfare

I CClp ients.

LEAP requires these teens to stay in school and attend

regularly or, if they have drop;l)ed out, to return to school or enter a program to prepare for the GED

(General Educational Development, or high school equivalency) test.

The program thereby strives to

increase the proportion of teens who graduate from high school o1 receive a GED, find jobs, and
ultrmately achieve self-sufficiency.

Teens who meet LEAP| s requirements have their welfare checks increased — $62 for school
enrollment and an additional $62 each month they attend school regularly — and teens who do not

(without an acceptable reason)
comply with program rules.

have $62 deducted from their welfare grant every month until they

Those who exceed the allowed number of total absences in a month but

not the allowed number of unexcused absences qualify for neither a bonus nor a sanction. Teens may
be temporarily exempted from LEAP’s requirements for medical reasons, to care for an infant, or if
child care or transportation is unavailable, and they are no longer subject to the requirements when

.they reach the age of 20. During most of the period covered by this report, a teen living on her own

with one child — the most common situation — was eligible for a monthly. AFDC grant of $274.
Thus, a bonus raised her grant to $336 and a sanctron reduced it to $212.

Teens’ enrollment and attendance are monitored by case managers, who explain the program s
rules, offer guidance, and authorize assistance with child care and transportation teens may need to

attend school

LEAP itself prolvrdes no other services, although many Ohio high schools have special

© programs, called GRADS, which are designed to assist teen parents in managing their dual roles as

parents and students.

This is the fourth rep

ort from an evaluation of LEAP’s operations, results, and cost-

‘effectiveness, which the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) has been conducting

since the program began in 19
Department of Human 'Services
the Cleveland Foundation, BP

89.! The evaluation is being conducted under .contract to.the Ohio
(ODHS), with additional funding provided by the Ford Foundation,
America, the Treu-Mart Fund, the George Gund Foundation, the

Procter & Gamble Fund, and the U S. Department of Health and Human Services.

The report focuses on

the .experience of teens in seven' counties (with about half of the

statewide LEAP caseload) three years after they were found eligible for LEAP.2 These teens became
eligible during the program’s first two years of operation, and all of them encountered LEAP early
in its evolution. Given the program’s improvement since that time, the findings in this report may be

1MDRC § previous three reports on LEAP are: Dan Bloom, Hrlary Kopp, David Long, and Denise Polit,

LEAP: Implementing a Welfare ni
Bloom, Veronica Fellerath, David

tiative to Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parents (1991); Dan
Long, and Robert G. Wood, LEAP: Interim Findings on a Welfare Initiative

to Improve School Attendance Amlong Teenage Parents (1993); and David Long, Robert G. Wood, and Hilary
Kopp, LEAP: The Educational Effects of LEAP and Enhanced Services in Cleveland (1994).
2Sample members are referred!to as “teens” in this report, but at the three-year point, most were no longer

teenagers. |




ivconservatlve estlmates of LEAP’s effecnveness as a mature’ program

, . The report assesses the program’s effects on hrgh school graduanon and GED receipt, and on’
"teens’ college enrollment, employment and earnings, welfare receipt, and other outcomes. - In part.
because many of the teens were in school or 8 GED program at the three-year follow-up point, the .

fifth and final report will use a longer follow-up period — four and a half years — to capture the

program s longer-term results. Scheduled for publication in 1997, it w1ll also cover all 12 study»

. countres and will compare. LEAP’s benefits and costs.

LEAP is directed fo a crltlcally important segment of the Welfare populatlon can be operatcd

.-on a large scale -at a relatively low cost, and does not require establishing. new. agencies or

_organizations. Thus, policymakers outside Ohio may find the LEAP model an attractrve optlon if it
- is found to be effective. . :

‘ .An 0verwew of the Fmdmg N | “ _
LEAP’s mcennves were mtended to produce a cham of effects on teens’ behavxor stamng with

_ increased school enrollment ,.and attendance and culminating in reduced ‘welfare. dependence: and ..

- increased self-sufficiency. The program’s effectiveness is being evaluated using a research design in
which all teens in the study counties who were determined to be eligible for LEAP during its first two
- "years of operation were, at the‘same time, assigned at random to either a program group-(subject.to

LEAP) or a control group (not subject to LEAP). The measured average differences between the two .

-groups’ outcomes over time (e.g,, their differences in rates of high school graduation or GED
attainment, employment or welfare receipt). are the observed rtesults (or " impacts") of LEAP. Thus

- far, LEAP has been successful in 1mprovmg some outcomes in'the impact chain; its success has been

concentrated : among teens who had not dropped out of school at the time they were found: ehgrble for
. the program

Vrrtually all program group members .were reached by LEAP’ 1ncent1ve structure with 93

'percent qualrfymg for at least one bonus or "sanction” (grant reduction) during their first 18 months

©in the program. "Overall, the young mothers responded strongly to the incentives: The program had -

large impacts on school enrollment and attcndance as described in previous reports At the three-year

point examined in this report, LEAP’s lrnpacts on subsequent outcomes were both smaller and.

' sometimes less consrstent across locations and groups within the LEAP population. There were clear
impacts on school progress (completion of the ninth, tenth, and eleventh grades); however, LEAP
increased high school graduation and GED receipt in-some communities, -but not .in others. LEAP

" teens — ‘possibly as a result ‘of spending more time in school (even without graduating) and attaining "

GEDs — were more-likely to be working and less likely to be on welfare: At the three-year follow-up
- point, the program group’s employment rate (33 percent) was higher than-the control group’s (28
percent), and a larger percentage had left the welfare rolls (17 percent compared to 12 percent). - .

, LEAP’s success varied greatly for the two major groups within the LEAP ‘population. For
teens who were enrolled in high school or a GED program when they became eligible for LEAP
. (referred to as the "initially enrolled" teens), the program had significant effects on a combined
measure of high school graduation or GED receipt (primarily GED receipt) and on employment. High
~school graduatron!GED receipt. rose by close to 20 percent: ' 46 percent of initially enrolled teens in
the program ‘group received a high school diploma or GED within three years, compared to 39 percent
- of the control group. (The 1mpact was even larger for younger teens who started LEAP at or close

»n




to their age-for-grade level.) 'At the three-year point, 66 percent of the initially enrolled teens had
graduated or received a GED of were in some type of school program (compared to 57 percent of the
control group), although 83 percent were still on welfare. The initially enrolled teens’ employment
.rates increased by over 40 percent: 39 percent of the program group were working (mostly part time),
compared to 27 percent of the control group. This employment increase will be very 1mpresswe if
-it holds up for the final report’s longer follow-up period and much larger sample:

In contrast, although LEAP induced many dropouts to return to school or (more commonly)
to enter a GED program, it |did not have an appreciable effect on their rates of high school
graduatlom‘GED receipt or employment. The program did have some success working with dropouts
who were 17 or younger, most of whom had been out of school for less than a year. But it was
ineffective in altering the school behavior of older dropouts, who outnumber their younger
counterparts. Moreover, in its|largely futile effort to change their life course, the program imposed
numerous sanctions on many dropouts, who reported diminished spending on essentials for their
children as well as themselves. | At the three-year point, only a third of these teens had graduated from
" high school, had received a GED, or were in school or. a GED program, and 84 percent remained on
welfare. : :

LEAP’s impacts also varied across the study communities, with the most striking difference
being between the results in Cleveland — where there were more services to keep teens in school and
more restrictions on leaving hlgh school to enter a GED program — and the other areas. 3 First, in
Cleveland (where one in six LEAP-ehglble teen mothers in Ohio lived), the program’s effect on high
school graduation/GED rccelpt was significantly greater than in other large cities. Second, the
Cleveland impact, while followmg the statewide pattern of greater success for initially enrolled teens,
was driven mainly by an increase (relative to the control group) in high school graduations rather than
GEDs (which was the case m most other locations). Third, the increased rate of high school
graduation in Cleveland was followed by a significant increase in college enrollment, a link in the
impact chain that was not observed elsewhere. However, at the three-year point, possibly because
more teens were enrolled in collcge LEAP did not appear to generate larger employment gains in
Cleveland, or remove more teenls from the welfare rolls, than it did in other communities. Particularly
if the longer-term follow-up sllows that Cleveland’s greater education gains are translating into
substantial impacts on employment and welfare receipt, the differences in program implementation
across the counties will offer important lessons on strategies to improve LEAP’s overall effectiveness.

' LEAP uses welfare mcelntwes to try to change teen mothers’ school behavior, but it does not
- do anything to reform the schools where a large number of LEAP teens reported on a survey that they
did not feel safe, experienced frequent class disruptions by other students, and were "given a hard time
about being a parent” by both students and teachers. This report shows that financial incentives can-
‘make a difference: Teens responded, and this produced some employment and welfare gains. But the
limited size. of the gains points {to how difficult it is to change behavior.- Many teen mothers who
returned to high school did not graduate, instead dropping out and sometimes choosing the easier GED
route. The report also points to a policy trade-off: LEAP’s gains for initially enrolled youth came

3Except for the findings on bonus and sanction rates, all Cleveland results presented in this report cover
East Cleveland as well as Cleveland. The special services and restrictions (it is school district policy to
strictly enforce the Ohio rule that students under age 18 cannot leave high school to attend 2 GED program)
apply only to Cleveland. ' o »




.at' the cost of repeated sanctions for"the older. dropouts and their children. - Policymakers should
-consrder this trade-off; and the potential for 1mproved outcomes suggested by the Cleveland findings,
©in assess;ng the LEAP experrence » : :

Data Sources for:This Report.

Thrs report S analysrs of program operatlons — i.e., the application of LEAP’s incentive
structure — uses.bonus and sanction data obtained from LEAP casefrles (including those for some teens
too old to have had the full LEAP 'experience) from Ohio’s three largest counties: Cuyahoga
(Cleveland), Franklin (Columbus), and Hamilton (Cmcmnatl) The impact estimates that are the
* -report’s main focus come from comparing the experience of the program and control groups i in seven

‘counties: Cuyahoga Franklm Hamnlton Lawrence Lucas, Muskmgum and Stark. '

v - Most of the data for the report are from a survey administered approxrmately three years after
random assignment to 913 teens (446 in the program group and 467 in the control group), who are a
random subsample of all the teens in the seven counties who were randomly assigned between mid-
‘August 1990 and September 1991 and who were young enough to have been exposed to the full LEAP
’treatment Additional. data on school outcomes are from administrative records for all 4, 325 sample'
members who lived in five of the largest -urban. school districts in the seven counties (Cincinnati,
Cleveland, East Cleveland, Columbus, and Toledo) were randomly assigned between. July 1989 (when
" random assignment began) and June 1991, and were young enough to- have recewed the full LEAP‘
- treatment. : :

1yt

L ; ‘,The Teens’ School Status’ and Age as a Context for the Fmdmg§ '

It is important to keep in mmd the school status-and age of the teens when they first became

eligible for LEAP and the limited three-year period covered by this report’s follow-up. As discussed .

- above, all LEAP teens can be classified into two groups: those who were already -enrolled in high
school or a GED program when they became eligible for LEAP (1mtrally enrolled teens) and those who-

were not enrolled at the time (dropouts). For enrolled teens, LEAP’s job is to keep them in school

and attending regularly until they receive their diploma or GED. Presumably this job is easier for

teens who are at (or close to) therr age- for-grade level than for teens who are enrolled but have fallen )

T a grade or more behind their peers : : ‘

, “The program’s-task with the dropOuts is dtfferent to induce teens to return to htgh school or
enter a GED program and then keep them there until they eventually graduate or pass the GED test.
For most dropouts, this requires a major change in their lives (perhaps less so for those who have been
out of school a short tlme) Dropouts also face more barriers to succeeding (e.g., on average, they
have more chrldren) LEAP’s. task is especrally formrdable w1th older dropouts who have been out .
of school a long tlme e

_ In terms of age at random assrgnment 13 percent of the teens in the survey sample were 15 -
or under 44 percent were 16 or 17; and 43 percent were 18 or 19 Thus, for example three years.
later: . : t

N

e A teen who as 16 and in.School but behind age-for-grade’ at random




- assignment might still be in high school, not working, and on welfare. -

* A teen who was 17 and at age-for-grade at random assignfnent might have
" completed high school, gone to community college, and still be on welfare.

"~ A dropout who was 17 at random assignment might have subsequently |
‘ recelved a GED, gone to work, and left welfare.

¢ A dropout who wias 18 rmght have been in and out of school, frequently
. sanctioned, and remain on welfare.

As the first two examples illustrate, it can easily take more than three years for LEAP’s impact
chain to take shape, even if teens respond to the' LEAP treatment exactly as intended (it takes even
longer for teens who start LEAP at age 15 or younger). As a result, it is not possible to determine,
with three years of data, whether or not LEAP w:ll achxeve its full chain of effects on the teens’
_behavior..

Findings on Bonuses and Sanctions - _
‘ ¢  County LEAP pro’grams eﬁperienced difficulties in implementing LEAP’s

incentive structurie during the program’s first two to three years of-
operation, particularly in urban counties, but have eff’ clently carried out

 bonuses and sanctions since then.
_ As discussed in detail |in the 1993 report and summarized in this one, all seven counties
" covered in the present report successfully implemented LEAP’s incentive structure. Program
operations improved over time, which meant that most teens were exposed to a more efficient and
predictable LEAP program duriing the 1991-92 school year than the one they faced in the prior two
years. The key was full implementation of a sophisticated computer system that made tracking teens

easier and carrying out bonuses and sanctions largely automatic.

¢ Almost all eligible teens (93 percent) wefe touched by LEAP’s incenﬁves,
with 75 percent eaimmg at least one bonus and 56 percent qualifying for
, at least one sanction. - .

Fully 93 percent of teens earned at least one bonus or sanction, with the average teen
qualifying for six grant adjustments (3.5 bonus payments and 2.8 sanctions) during her first 18 months
_in LEAP. During this 18-month period, there were more bonuses than sanctions: 37 percent of teens
‘earned only bonuses; 18 percent qualified for only sanctions; and 38 percent earned at least one bonus
and one sanction. In other W(?rds, 75 percent of teens earned at least one bonus and 56 percent

qualified for at least one sanctlion " As time passed and the teens got older, those who were still
eligible for LEAP received many more sanctions than- bonuses, probably because teens who had
graduated or received a GED by month 18 (generally cooperative teens, who earned frequent bonuses)
were no longer subject to LEAP] leaving a higher proportion of frequently sanctioned teens still subject
to the program. ' :

* Bonus and sanction rates were strikingly different for teens who were
‘enrolled in school when they became eligible for LEAP and teens who
‘were not. - '




Based on Cleveland data covering most-teens’ entire period of eligibility for LEAP, bonus rates
~were higher, and sanction rates much lower, for. the initially enrolled teens. ‘Less than two-thirds of
them were ever referred for a sanction, ‘and only 4 percent were referred for nine or more sanctions
and no bonuses. In contrast, more than three-quarters of the dropouts quahﬁed for at least one
‘'sanction, and 22 percent quahfled for nine or more sanctions and no bonuses.

K The majority of teens with multlple sanctlons reported dimirished

~ spending on essentials for their families, - especially clothing and.food.
Most teens with multiple bonus payments reported spending a large share
- of the additional money on then' chlldren .

, Teens who were sanctioned at least four tlmes reported in the three-year LEAP survey that the o
resulting welfare grant reductions had a material effect on their families: 58 percent said that their
‘families had fewer essentials (most often clothing, food, and medicine) because of the grant reductions.
“Moreover, the sanctions reportedly affected the children at least as much as their teenage parents.
‘Teens. replaced part of the income ‘they lost to sanctions by borrowing money (usually from their -
parents), applying for other forms of public assistance (most frequently Food Stamps), and seeking
additional child support. In addmon two-thirds of teens postponed paying: bills, most often utllltles
- bxlls or rent. P g . .

Among teens who recelved at least four bonus payments, close to 90 percent reported usmg
the additional money on essentials, especially for their children. Almost a quarter also reported being
- able to pay for some "luxuries" such as new clothing and outings (e.g., to the movies or to. the zoo)
for their children. These teens also were better able to pay their bﬂls and to save some money, which
-'they said was later used-to obtain special itemns fer thelr chﬂdren buy household essentlals and-cover ‘
unexpected emergenc1es :

Fmdmgs on High School Graduatlon and GED Recemt - o

Full Sam ample

T . For the full sample of teens, LEAP substantlally increased hlgh school
enrollment, attendance, and progress through the eleventh grade, but did
not have a s1gmﬁcant impact on high school graduatmn.

, Accordmg to the three-year survey; LEAP increased .completion of the ninth, tenth and
eleventh grades but had no overall impact on high school graduation. (See the top panel of Table 1.)
LEAP teens’ GED completlon rate réached 11 percent by the end of three years, compared to 8
‘percent -for the control group, a difference. that also was not statistically ‘significant.* The school
records data (not shown in Table 1) indicate a GED receipt impact of almost ldentlcal size which,

probably because the sample was much-larger, was statistically significant. : o

. Also,. an exammauon of school records data for about two—thlrds of the teens (m fxve urban

4Statistical significance mears that one can be highly ‘confident that the difference was dué to the program,
. rather than to statistical chance. 'In Table 1 and other tables in this. report, one asterisk indicates a 90 percent
‘probability that a measured difference was due to the program and two or three asterisks indicate a 95 or 99
- percent probablhty, respectxvely - : :




TABLE 1
' LEAP’s THREE—|YEAR IMPACTS IN SEVEN COUNTIES FOR THE
' SURVEY SAMPLE, BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SUBGROUP
. Sample and Its Status 3 Years Program Control .
After Random Assignment Group Group Difference
All teens |
Completed grade 11 50.0 % - 45.4 % 46 *
Ever completed high school . 229 235 -0.6
Ever completed GED 11.1 8.4 2.7
Ever completed high school or GED 34.0 31.9 21
Currently enrolled in high school or a GED program 17.5 14.5 3.0
Ever completed high school or GED, or '
currently enrolled in high school or a GED program 51.6 46.5 51*
Ever employed in past 3 months 33.2 27.6 55*
Employed in past 3 months and has a
high school.diploma or GED 15.8 12.8 3.0
Currently receiving AFDC 83.3 87.6 -43*
Teens enro]]ed in school at random assignment
Completed grade 11 60.6 % 58.1 % 2.5
Ever completed high school 35.6 34.2 1.4
Ever completed GED 10.0 4.4 5.6 **
Ever completed high school or GED 45.6 38.6 7.0 *
Currently enrolled in high school or;a GED program 20.3 18.3 2.0
Ever compléted high school or'GED. or )
currently enrolled in high school orja GED program 65.9 56.9 9.0 **
Ever employed in past 3 months 38.9 27.4 11.5 ***
Employed in past 3 months and has|a
high school diploma or GED 22.6 14.5 8.1 **
Currently receiving AFDC 82.6 87.1 -4.6
Teens not enrolled in school at random assignment
Completed grade 11 358 % 280 % 78 *
! s .
Ever completed high school 6.7 1.8 -11
Ever completed GED 12.0 14.3 =23
Ever completed high school or GED _ 18.6 22.1 =34
Currently enrolled in high school or|a GED program 13.6 9.5 4.0
Ever completed high school or GED, or ‘ .
currently enrolled in high school orja GED program 322 316 0.6
Ever émplojed in past 3 months 26.3 26.5 =01
Employed in past 3 months and has a
high school diploma or GED 7.1 9.3 =22
o ) .
Currently receiving AFDC 83.6 89.1 -=5.5
NOTES: "Completed GED" refers to passing the GED test.
Estimates of the pr I)grz'am—ccl)ntrol group differences are regression—adjusted using ordinary
least squares, controlling for .prc—ra.lndom assignment background characteristics of sample members.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating differences.
. Atwo—tailed t—test was applied to the difference between the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
7



~ school districts) who did not respond:to-the survey suggests that their impacts were larger than those
. based on survey respondents, mdlcatmg that the survey -based impact ﬁndmgs may be conservative.

. Two-thirds of the teens did not receive a high school diploma or GED
_ within the three-year follow-up period. , .

A number of factors probably explam the low rate of school completlon mcludmg teens’
feelings about school and their own future. In an earlier survey, a large proportion of LEAP teens’
reported that their schools were unsafe, inflexible, and unsupportive. Some also viewed their
economic prospects as dim, with or without a diploma or GED (see Appendix Table D.1 in the full
report). Other studies have pointed to the situational and emotional problems that can make school
attendance difficult for teenage single mothers. Another factor is the teens’ youth. By the end of
. follow-up, approximately 30 percent of LEAP teens in the survey sample were under 20, and 18
percent (compared to 15 percent of control group members) were in high school or a GED program.
When school completion or enrollment are considered together, significantly more LEAP teens than
control group members (52 percent compared to 47 percent) had graduated from high school, received
. a GED, or were in high school or a GED program (mostly the latter). Thus, it is possible that, with
longer follow- -up, LEAP’s impacts on high school graduatlon and GED receipt may increase.

Finally, it is 1mportant to consider LEAP’s high school graduation impacts in the context of

. the overall graduation rates in the same locales. According to official data, the high school graduation

rates for all students in the five school districts where school records were collected ranged between
27 and 45 percent in 1994, L1ft1ng the graduation rates of LEAP teens to such levels would be a
noteworthy achievement.

Subggoups

e LEAP increased the combined high school/GED completion rate of teens
- who were enrolled in school when they became eligible for the program;
with most of the impact being on GED receipt. Within this initially
enrolled group, teens who had been under age 18 and at or close to their
age-for-grade level received diplomas or GEDs, or were enrolled in school |
at the three-year pomt to a far greater extent than those in the control

group.

Over half of the teens were enrolled in school or a GED program at the’ t1me they first became
ellglble for LEAP. The program induced more of these teens to stay in school than would have done
so without LEAP and, as shown in the middle panel of Table 1, this generated a substantial increase.

' ~ in school completion: 'According to the seven-county survey, after three years 46 percent of LEAP

teens completed school or a GED program, compared to 39 percent of .control group teens. - Most of

this impact was attributable to GED completions. (This impact may increase over time, since, as

shown in Table 1, 20 percent of LEAP teens were in high school or a-GED program at the end of
three years, a somewhat higher percentage than for the control group.) :

Dividing enrolled teens into the subgroups shown in Figure 1 helps 1dent1fy the teens for whom

LEAP has been most and least effective, although the results are not conclusive, given the small size
of the subgroup samples. The program’s impact on high school/GED completion was. particularly
“large for teens who were in school and had not turned age 18 or fallen substantially behind age-for-
grade level at the time their LEAP eligibility was determined. As indicated by the top two bars in the
figure, 46 percent of teens in the program group who had these characteristics received a diploma or
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FIGURE 1

- LEAP's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON SCHOOL OUTCOMES FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS

WITHIN THE SURVEY SAMPLE

- Teens Enrolled in S_chool at Random Assignment
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NOTES: "At or close to age-for-grade level™ applies to 17-year olds who have completed at least the tenth grade, 16-year-olds who have completed the ninth
grade, 15-year-olds who have completed at least the eighth grade, etc. All others are considered "behind age-for-grade level.” Asterisks indicate that a

difference is statistically significant (significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, **
discrepancies in calculating differences. '

=35 percent;:* = 10 percent). Rounding may cause slight



: GED within the three years, and. another 25 percent were ‘enrolled in hlgh school or a GED program -

at the three-year point. Thus, 71 percent of the LEAP teens had obtained a.high. schoo] diploma or
. GED, or were working on it, compared to only 57 percent of the control group — a large and
- statistically. significant d;fference The difference for other teens who were mmally enrolled in school
was much smaller and not statlstrcally significant. '

LEAP did not appear to increase school completnon for teens who were "
. dropouts at the time they became eligible for the program. . Only one m
five of these teens received a dlploma or GED

As shown in the bottom panel of Table 1, the program drd not mcrease school completlon by'

t dropouts, at least not by the end of the three-year period covered by the survey. Only 19 percent of

program group members and 22 percent of control group members received a diploma or GED, a -

difference that was not statistically significant. It.is noteworthy, however, that the program’s impact

»on eleventh-grade completion was sizable (8 percentage points) and statistically srgmﬁcant However,

. less than 20 percent of eleventh-grade completers went on to receive therr dlplomas within the three
years, and LEAP had no effect on the proportlon that did. : ,

Once again, different subgroups among teens who were out of school when they were
: determmed eligible for LEAP fared quite differently. As indicated in the bottom half of Figure 1 (and,
. again, remembering that this is based on small samples), LEAP appeared to be successful with
, dropouts who were under the age of 18 when they started the program. Thirteen percent of these

- LEAP teens graduated within three years — more than four times the raté for the control group — and |

18 percent were enrolled in high school or a GED program at that point, compared to 15 percent of
- the control group. Thus, although the rates of GED receipt were similar, significantly more (43

" percent) of the program group received a diploma or GED or were in school or a GED program at ° ‘
_the three- year pomt compared to only 29 percent of the control group In contrast, the results for

"-older dropouts were not at all encouraging: -

. » LEAP’s school impacts varied substantlally across geographic areas.. The
‘ program significantly increased high school graduations in Cleveland, .
produced no stgmﬁcant effects in Cincinnati, Columbus, and Toledo, and
. significantly increased GED recelpt outsnde these large urban areas.

Records data collected from five school dlStl’lCtS in four urban areas mdlcate that LEAP's
impact on high school and GED completion, as well as:the composition of this impact, was not

~ consistent across districts. The program effect in Cleveland was significantly larger than in Cincinnati,

* Columbus, and Toledo, and it included an increase in both high school diplomas and GEDs, neither
- of which increased in the other cities. The smialler survey sample, which covers more countres and .-

" ~non-urban areas, also shows that LEAP produced a significant increase in graduatlons in Cleveland
(see Table 2), but in this sample there were also positive impacts on GED recelpt outsxde Cleveland
. (due mamly to -an increase outsrde these large urban areas) :

Cleveland’s success in mcreasmg high school graduation was somewhat surprising: Cleveland
has the largest AFDC and LEAP population in Ohio and had the most difficulty initially implementing
the program. Its achievement appears to reflect three factors. First, partly through a special
demonstration program, about half of the program group teens in Cleveland were offered a range of
‘enhanced services (on-site day care, GRADS programs, on-site LEAP case managers, and teen-focused

GED programs) which the 1994 report found increased the proportlon of teens who once attendmg, -
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TABLE 2

LEAP’'s THREE-~YEAR IMPACTS IN SEVEN COUNTIES FOR THE SURVEY SAMPLE,
BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SUBGROUP AND AREA

_ g , .Cleveland - All Seven Counties (Excluding Cleveland)

Sample and Its Status 3 Years Program Control Program Control

After Random Assignment Group Group Difference Group Group Difference

All teens _ | (

Ever completed high school 25% 169 % 6.6 * 227 % 4 2713 % -4.6

Ever completed GED 6.6 9.7 -3.1 137 1.6 6.1 **

Ever completed high school or GED 30.1 26.6 35 364 349 1.5

Ever enrolled in college - ‘ 14.2 “114 28 11.2 124 o -13

Ever employed in past 3 months 298 275 23 35.4 273 8.1 *

Currently receiving AFDC 85.8 90.9 -50 816 86.1 -45

- ' Teens enrolled in school at random assignment

Ever completed high school 333 243 9.0 * 373 399 ~2.6

Ever completed GED 711 3.0 42 11.5 54 6.1 **

Ever completed hlgh school or GED 405 - 272 13.2 ** 48.8 453 35

Ever enrolled in college 20.6 118 88 * 173 186 —13

Ever employed in past 3 months . 332 284 438 '41.8_ . 272 145 ***
870 1908 -38 - 799 5.0

Currently receiving AFDC

84.9

NOTES: "Completed GED" refers to passmg the GED test.
Estimates of the program—control group differences are regression —adjusted using ordlnary least squares controllmg for pre—random
assxgnment background characteristics of sample members. -
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculatmg differences. . -
A two—tailed t—test was applied to the difference between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated

as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.



eventually received Ia high school diploma or GED. Second, Cleveland rigorously'enforced the state
rule that students under the age of 18 are -not allowed to-leave high school to prepare for or take the

GED test, while other districts, notably Columbus and Toledo, permitted many students to make this

switch. "Third, Cleveland teens might have been more willing to stay in school partly because
Cleveland has more alternatlve high schools than do the other. districts. :

. Findings on Employment,vWelTare" Receipt, and College Enrollmment
Full Sample R o

. Overall LEAP mcreased the hkehhood that teens would be workmg three
years after they became eligible for ‘the: program and reduced the
likelihood that they would be receiving AFDC benefits. . :

..As shown in the top panel of Table 1, 33 percent of program group teens worked (mostly part
time) durmg the three months 1mmedlately priof to the survey, compared to almost 28 percent of the
control-group, for an increase of 5.5 percentage points. This impact is comparable in magnitude to
that of successful mandatory welfare-to—work programs targeted to adult welfare recipients.

The program also significantly reduced AFDC receipt, although this impact did not emerge

qulckly LEAP had no effect-on welfare receipt during the first year following random assignment,
or even for the early months during the third year. However, by the time of the three-year survey,
83 percent of the program group were reeemng AFDC compared to 88 percent of the control group..

It wxll be important to. determine whether the employment and welfare - 1mpacts continue (o .
grow over time, given the youth of the sample and the fact that almost one- sntth of them were enrolled ‘,

~ in school or a GED program at the end of the three-year fo]low-up

Subgzoup

e The employment nnpact was entlrely attrlbntable to the program S effect
on teens who were initially enrolled in school. LEAP lifted their
employment rate by over 40 percent, while it had no effect on dropouts.

g

For the survey sample, the employment gains parallel the ‘education impacts: Both were
centered on teens who were enrolled in school when they first became eligible for LEAP. As shown
in Table 1, 39 percent -of initially enrolled teens were working three years later, compared to only 27
+ percent of the control group, for an increase of 12 percentage points, or 42 percent. If this result
holds up for the final report’s longer follow-up period and much larger sample, it will be a substantial
achnevement glven espec:ally the history of very limited program results for teen-parents on welfare

It appears that LEAP’s impact on school .completion by initially enrolled teens may have driven -

© this large effect on employment As. shown in Table 1, the increase in the share of teens who had

L completed school and were. workmg (8 -percentage points) was two—thlrds of the fotal increasé in”

employment (12 percentage poxnts) In'contrast, LEAP had no impact on the employment of dropouts

three years after they became eligible for LEAP." In other words, LEAP has produced 1mpacts on -

several outcomes for in-school teens, but not for dropouts:

" Interms of AFDC 1mpacts there was no similar subgroup varlatxon The measured reducnon
in recelpt was SImllar for both enrolled teens -and dropouts, although both fell just short of being
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statistically significant (probably because of the .small sample sizes).

¢ For initially enrolled teens in Cleveland, where LEAP increased high
school graduations, it also increased college enrollment; however, at the
three-year point, |LEAP had not raised employment rates. In the seven -
counties as a- whole (excluding Cleveland), LEAP increased GED
- attainment and substantially increased employment.

Given the superior high school completion findings in Cleveland, it is important to compare
subsequent results there to those in other locations. For Cleveland teens who were enrolled in high
school or a GED program at random assignment (see Table 2), LEAP produced a 9 percentage point
increase in both the likelihood|of receiving a high school diploma and the likelihood of enrolling in
college, but no significant increase in the employment rate. In contrast, outside of Cleveland, there

~ was no increase in high school| diplomas or college enrollment, but there was a large, 15 percentage

point increase in employment. | The increased college enrollment may be one explanation for the lack
of employment impacts in Cleveland for teens who were enrolled in school at random assignment.

As shown in Table 2) the GED receipt rate -almost doubled outside Cleveland, and the
employment rate increased from 27 percent to 35 percent, with  both impacts being driven by the
results for the initially enrolled teens (as shown in the bottom panel of Table 2). This is new evndence

that GED certificates earned b)'f teen parents may have positive labor market effects.

:

Conclusion

Results to date from the LEAP evaluation show that welfare incentives (coupled with case
management and support services) can change behavior and ultimately reduce AFDC receipt, but that
change is difficult and the incentives may produce some perverse effects. For teens who were in
school or a GED program when they became subject to LEAP’s mandates, the program substantially
increased school attendance (showing that teens aré able to combine school and parenthood), school
or GED completion, and subsequent employment. But it produced a higher rate of GED receipt rather
than high school graduation. For teens who were out of school when they became eligible for LEAP,
the program’s incentives were élearly not enough (especially for the older teens) to increase the very
low rate of school completion |or to increase employment LEAP’s multiple sanctions, however,
affected poor families. ‘

The findings suggest that LEAP can produce promising outcomes, particularly when it gets to
teen parents while they are young and still in school. As currently operated, LEAP reaches teens
sooner than it did during the perlod covered by this study. This is because the eligibility of teens for
LEAP is now determined auton}atlcally by computer as soon as a teen parent opens a welfare case or

a teenager on an existing welfare case becomes pregnant with (or gives birth to) her first child; and
because program actions, once !ehglblhty is established, are swifter than they were during the study
period. Thus, LEAP may be more effective as an ongoing program than the results indicate.

However, the findings also point to the limits on what incentives alone can do to increase high
school graduation. LEAP gets more young people to the schoolhouse door, but too many subsequently
walk back out before getting a diploma. The greater success in Cleveland suggests some strategies
for improving on these results. | But more far-reaching changes in the teens’ school experience will
likely be needed if LEAP is torealize its full potential. The study’s final report will explore these
issues further, present LEAP’s later impacts for teens in all 12 evaluation counties, and compare the
program’s benefits and costs. ‘
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Good mormng. One of my pmudest acmevemcnts was 1o ssgn the ¥ amﬂy and
This v"veek the biparman pane! Congress creates] to study it, reported

that the law has helped mo're than one in six American employees take time off because of a
serious family health problem without any danger of losing their job. And almost 90 percent
of businesses found that u)implymg with Pamﬂy and Medical Leave cost, them little or o

m)mmg
This is maKing American families stronger. We have fo do thal with welfare reform

00, Our job s to hxa w!elfare system that too often puus farniies apart, and rwm it into

Today's systermn traps t00 many people in a cyclc of

one that hclps tamilies .pull together
For the last three  years, we've been

acpendemy that ends up snaring their children as well.
working hard to turn that around. Even while action in C ongress has stalled, my

Admintstration has pressed forwdrd: o ’ ’;‘ﬂ)"‘

AL across Amert. wdtarc xoﬂs are down food stamp rotis are down. and een
S, ARGy rales are d(')wn} More and more people on weitare todwy are working as 4
‘ux.mn of recewmg wc’lfare A lof of this has happened becausc our Administration has -
worked overtime o free states from miles of red wape. We have slashed federal rules so 17
Mt uvi‘nng 75 percefit of all the people on welfare in Americs, can take steps
dercih Svaiem. Staie by|state we are building a wc!farc system that ﬂunandx work,

re ,*.m\xbmrx and protects children.

Tequiles

Now we necd to go all the way. The American people want a welfare system that
Chisors Amenican valuos, - work, family, responsibility. .In 1994, and agan this vear, 1 sent
‘ongress assweeping welfare reform plan that would impose strict time [imits on how long

;}Cuplt’ can stay on wvifzim: -and strict work requirements for people while they are on
wutauc My plan womd also provide more funding for child care s single parents can go to

work, and it would tmck down OW who skip out on their re: ;ponsxbxlm o pay child

PO,

i (_ongtess sends me a u.chare reform tuii that is mugh un work mxtcad of tough on
Cvhadren, ol gladly and proudly.sign it [ But I am not going 1o sit around and wait for
Congresy - [ am peorg o ixu:p moving ahcad 10 fix the welfare system by p,rdmf)‘img work

aed "rﬂ lﬂg Qui ff)l LR . ¢°du)‘v“£—ecw . .

. ! Today, Iam ncting w0 help wen mothus break free from 'hf; cycle of démndenéy for
~grnt The only way for teen mothers 1o escape the welfare twiap 5 20 live at hoime e, stay in -
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Ohio has used frecdom fmm fedcral rules to 1mplement a tzmﬁc program . they call
LEAP: Leaming, E.ducat.mgJ and Parenting, LEAP cuts welfare checks wh teen mothers

~ don't go to school, and rewards them when they do. And it works. A reporf released just

this week by the ManpowchDemonstrauon Research Corporation shows that [LEAP
sxgmﬁcantly increased the number of teen mothers who ﬁmshed school, got JObS and got off

wifarc ‘Every state should follow tms example

[

C That 8 why, today, i am announcing that every staw must put in place a plan to keep
‘teen mothers on welfare in school. We are gomg to audit the progress of every state.and
make the resulvts public, Second,, we are going to make teen mothers who drop out of- school
go back to school, and mgn‘% spell out cxactly how they're going to take - . .
responsibility for their lwesJ Third, we are giving states imimediate authority to provide
bonuses 10 teen mothers: who o to school and graduate, and cut back the checks of those

why won't.

: : Fmany. I'am challenging every state in the country to use s’ power o kez,p cmldrem
who-have-children at home where they bclong There should be no incentive to leave home
for a b:gger welfare check‘ Unfortunately, even though they can, most states don't require

teen mothers to live at horrfne That’s wrong. We have to make it clear that having a baby
and won't give you the money -- to teave home and, drop:out of -

_ doesn't give you the right I
WM M a M‘Ua‘#.) MM 5

school. /oaéaﬁ, we ad

‘The common-sense|steps I am taking today have bxpamsan support They will ‘help
teen parents escape the cycle of dependency and- start down (he path to a successful future for

themselves and their chddren

Now Congress needs to the next step, and welfare férm. " But Congress

should pndersmd You will nowhere¢ by tymg wetfare teforarto the elimination of health
care for poor children and«lderly who heed nurs; es;or by tying on a tax mke for 43 - )
. Million: worksng Ameri I do not take poj ifls; A veto them A

-]

© lam glad that 2 group of bipartisan iawmakers 18 workmg ou welfare reform It
Congress sends me a ciearlx welfare reform plan that demands work, demands responsibility,
protects’ ch:ldrcn and hclps families stay together, I will sign it. Until then, I w;u continue
- to do cverythmg in my power to reform welfare, step by step, and state by state, :

|

Thanks for hszenmg. ”
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PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON
RADIO ADDRESS TO THE NATION

THE WHITE HOUSE
MAY 4, 1996

Good morning. One of my proudest achievements was to sign the Family and
Medical Leave Act. This week, the brparnsan panel Congress created to study it, reported
that the law has helped more than one in six American employees take time off because of a

serious family health problem
of businesses found that comg
nothing.

Thls is making Americ

without any danger of losing their job. And almost 90 percent

lying with Family and Medical Leave cost them little or

an families stronger. We have to do that with welfare reform

too. Our job is to fix a welfare system that too often pulls families apart, and turn it into
one that helps families pull togcther Today’s system traps too many people in a cycle of

- dependency that ends up snan{ng their children as well. For the last three years, we’ve been
working hard to turn that aron|md Even while action in Congress has stalled my
Administration has pressed forward.

All across America, welfare rolls are down, food stamp rolls are down, and teen
pregnancy rates are down. More and more people on welfare today are working as a

condition of receiving welfare!
worked overtime to free states

states, covering 75 percent of
broken system. State by state

responsibility, and protects chi

Now we need to go all
honors American values -- wo

A lot.of this has happened because our Administration has’
from miles of red tape. We have slashed federal rules- so 37
all the people on welfare in America, can take steps to fix a
we are building a welfare system that demands work, requires
ldren : »

the way. The American people want a welfare systeﬁl that |
rk, family, responsibility. In 1994, and again this year, I sent

Congress a sweeping welfare 1eform plan that would impose strict time limits on how long
people can stay on welfare, and strict work requirements for people while they are on

welfare. My plan would also

prov1de more funding for child care so single parents can go to

work, and it would crack down on parents who skip out on their responsﬂnhty to pay child

support.

If Congress sends me a welfare reform bill that is tough on work instead of tough on
children, I will gladly and proudiy sign it. But I am not going to sit around and wait for
Congress -- I am going to keep moving ahead to fix the welfare system by promoting work

~and looking out for kids.

Today, I am acting to h

good. The only way for teen

school, and get the education t]
" system demands that teen moth

elp teen mothers break free from the cycle of dependency for .
mothers to escape the welfare trap is to live at home, stay in
hey need to get a good job. We must make sure the welfare
ers follow the responsible path ... to independence.
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Ohio has used freedon
LEAP: Learning, Educating,

don’t go to school, and rewar
this week by the Manpower I

significantly increased the nui

n from federal rules to implement a terrific program they call
and Parenting. LEAP. cuts welfare checks when teen mothers
ds them when they do. And it works. A report released just
Demonstration Research Corporation shows that LEAP

mber of teen mothers who finished school, got jobs, and got off

welfare. Every state should follow this example.

That’s why, today, I am announcing that every state must put in place-a plan to keep
teen mothers on welfare in school We are gomg to audit the progress of every state and
make the results public. Second we are going to make teen mothers who drop out of school
go back to school, and sign plans that spell out exactly how they re going to take
responsibility for their lives. |Third, we are giving states immediate authority to provide
bonuses to: teen mothers- who |go to school and graduate, and cut back the checks of those
who won’t. ’

Finally, I am challenging every state in the country to use its power to keep children-
‘who-have-children at home where they belong. There should be no incentive to leave home
for a bigger welfare check. Unfortunately, even though they can, most states don’t require
teen mothers to live at home.| That’s wrong We have to make it clear that having a baby
doesn’t give you the ngh -- and won’t gwe you the money --to leave home and drop out of
school.

The: common-sense. steps I am taking today have bipartisan support. They will help
teen parents escape the cycle of dependency and start down the path to a successful future for
themselves and their children.

Now Congress needs tlo take the next step, and pas$ welfare reform. But Congress
should understand: You will get nowhere by tylng welfare reform to the elimination of health
care for poor children and elderly who need nursmg homes, or by tying on a tax hike for 43

Million working Americans. I do not take poison pills; I veto them.

Iam glad that a group|of bipartisan lawmakers is working on welfare reform. If
Congress sends me a clean welfare reform plan that demands work, demands responsibility,
protects children, and helps families stay together, I will sign it. Until then, I will continue
to do everything in my power|to reform welfare, step by step, and state by state.

Thanks for listening.
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STATES*LDNIKIIVG ASSIS

Currently, 25 states are ltnkmg AFD
. waivers approved by the Clinton Adm:
' attendance programs operatmg acros*

California o
p l

,,,,,,,,

I‘ANCE ’I‘O SCHOOL A'I"I‘ENDANCE/PERFORMANCE
C beneflts to school attendance and/’or school performance 237dnder-

mlstratlon The followmg states are examples of the. mnovatlve school
S the country : L . ,

Calrforma ) "Work Pays. Demonstratton PI‘O_]eCt demonstratlon encourages teen age AFDC parents to‘f,

regularly attend school by paying them a $100.cash bonus for mamtatmng aC average and $500 for

ultimately graduating from high school Teen-age parents who fail to maintain a D average can have their o

AFDC payments reduced by up to $50 a month for two months (Approved March 1, 1994)

~ An addlttonal walver the "School Attendance Demonstratron PI’Q]CCt requrres ‘the dependent teen-age;.u
 children of AFDC recrptents 1n San Dtego County to attend school or parttctpate 1n ]Ob search and trammg o

(Approved Dec. 6 1995)

- --——-—Colorado ii L

Colorado s "Personal l{esponslbility

~‘~,

and Employment Program pays, ﬁnancral bonuses when part1c1pants "

- stay in school and graduate from a se condary (htgh school) or GED program (Approved Jan 13, 1994)

Delaware

o —

Under Delaware 5! "A Better Chanee"

[ RO

demonstratron teen parents ate reqmred to live in'an adult-supervrsed S

settmg, attend school; partrcrpate in parentrng and famlly plannmg education; -and i immunize their children.

Incentives include a $50 bonus. paid to teens who graduate from high school.  Gradual sanctrons can lead . -

to the family losmg benefrts 1f parttcrpants fatl to meet educatron and employment requtrements (Approved e

May 8, 1995)
Flornda - '; o

Under Flortda’s "Famrly Transrtton Pl ogram Expansron ' teen parent‘s are required. to stay in s'chool in order

. to receive as51stance (Approved September 6, 1995)

[
.

, Illmors ‘,

Ilhnors’ "School Attendance" pro;ect

» ;: Lk

Voo R
o3 R

operates in aréas that have contracted with socral service provrders to ;

‘help fatmhes with truant chtldren Recrptents must cooperate with efforts to nnprove therr children’s school L
-attendance, or face fiscal sanctions. (Any more detalls" ‘Who are these socral servrce provnders‘? What ;
_are the fiseal sanctlons") (Approved‘ 0ctober 2 1995) ” : d

. P
Loulslana L

e e
- .'

l

Loulslana s "Indmdual Responsrbthty pr()]ect encourages school attendance among chlldren of reetprents
- by putting children on probation who miss_ 15-days of school w1th1n any six-month ~period, without good

cause. Children who miss more than.

three days a'month thereafter will have their. benefits w1thheld (Are

beneﬁts wnthheld for the chlldren dr the parents"") (Approved Feb 5, 1996)

,‘1

i
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Ohio B

Ohio’s "Learning, Earning, and Parenting” (LEAP) program requires recipients who are pregnant or are
parents under the age of 20 to attend school or a program leading to a high school degree. As of September
1995, LEAP participants may -also meet this requirement through approved work or training activities. '
Teens who meet LEAP’s requirements will have their AFDC checks increased by $62 for school enrollment

and an additional $62 each month tthy attend school regularly. Teens who fail to attend school will have -
- $62 deducted from their AFDC grant|ever month until they comply with program rules. A $200 bonus will

be granted to those who. graduate from hlgh-school or obtain a GED

Pennsylvama - |
Anything intere‘st'.ing? Not on waiver fact sheet

'Seuth Carolina

who stay in school to keep the money they earn from part-time jobs, as well as any interest earned on
savings. The demonstration also requires teens to stay in school as a condition of receiving assistance.:

States Reguiring Teen Mothers to Live with a Parent, Guardian, or in ‘an Adillt S’upervised Setting A

Under current law states have the optlon to requlre teens to llve at home to receive assistance. Twenty- one
states currently have such requirements, 10 initiated under Clinton Administration-approved waivers.
Today, the Clinton Administration is urging all 50 states to put teen mothers on the right track by requiring
“minor mothers to 11ve at home or with a responsmle adult in order to receive assistance.

South Carolina’s most recent wawer approved by the Clinton Admlmstratlon on May 3, 1996 allows. teens,,.“ N



Talking Points for Radio Address
President Clinten’s Executive Action on Teen Parents

Over the past ‘three years, our Admlmstrauon has made real progress in reforming the welfare
system, even as Congressional action has stalled. Welfare rolls are down. Food Stamp rolls

are down. Teen birth rates are down. “Work participation rates are up. Child support

collections are up. And our Administration has freed 37 states from red tape so that they can
transform their own welfare systems to demand work, require responsibility, and protect
. children. '

In 1994 and again this year, I have presented a sweeping welfare reform bill that would promote
work, encourage parental responsibility, and protect children. My plan would impose tough
time limits and work requirements, provide more funding for child care, require teen parents
to live at home and stay in school, and crack down on child support enforcement -- while saving
bllllons of dollars for taxpayers.

We’ve uncovered a lot of common ground on welfare reform, and if Congress sends me a bill
that is tough on.work, rather than tough on children, I will sign it. In the meantime, we can
build on what states are already doing to promote work and protect children -- particularly when
it comes to teen parents. That’s why, today, I am challenging all states to send the strongest
possible message that staying in school and living at home are the right things to do. The

actions I am taking today are critical to helping teen mothers break the cycle of dependency and.

turn their lives around.

Currently, 26 states require jteen parents to stay in school to receive assistance, 23 through
welfare waivers granted by my Administration. Ohio, for example, runs a model program
called LEAP: Learning, Earning, and Parenting. LEAP reduces the checks of teen mothers
when they don’t go to school, and it pays them a bonus when they do. A report released this
week shows that the program| significantly increased the number of teen mothers who completed
school, went to work, and left welfare. Ohio’s program is working -- and states around the
country should follow its lead. That’s why today, I am directing the Department of Health and
Human Services to require [all states to submit plans to require school attendance for teen
mothers. To help in this effort, states can provide cash bonuses to every teen mother who
completes school and cut the|checks of those who won’t. I am also directing all 50 states to be
sure that teen mothers who drop out of school return to school and sign personal responsibility
- plans to help them plan for the future.

A child who has a child shoujld not get more money from the government for leaving home than
- for living with a parent or responsible adult. Under current law, states already have the option
to require minor mothers to live at home or with a responsible adult in order to receive

e

Pl -

RS

assistance -- but only twenty-one states have such requirements. Today, I am urging all 50

states to send the message that having a baby should not bring a teen the right and the money
to leave home and drop out of school. Instead, minor mothers should live at home, stay in
school, and take responsibility for turning their lives around.. :




i

The actions I'm taking today
dependency and become good

will help teens who already are parents Abreakv the cycle of
role models and providers for their children. But we all agree

that the main goal is stopping teen pregnancies from occurring in the first place. Our

Administration is tackling this

problem head-on. For example, my 1997 budget includes $30

million for a new Teen Pregnancy Prevention Initiative, to give help to areas with high teen
pregnancy rates. This new initiative will build on our existing grant programs which are helping
~ communities choose -- and use -- the teen pregnancy prevention strategies that best suit their -

local needs. And it will complement the work of the Natlonal Campalgn to Reduce Teen

.Prcgnancy, whlch I announced

in January.

I urge Congress to examine my welfare reform proposals, the plan drafted by the National
Governors’ Association, and the reforms already underway in the states. The steps I am taking
today already have bipartisan support.-- they are in the welfare bills adopted by the Congress
and the National Governors’ Association.* As I have said repeatedly, if Congress sends me a

national reform bill that reward

s work, demands personal responsibility and puts young mothers

on a path to self-sufficiency, I will sign it. But until they do, I will continue to reform welfare

one state at a time.

- * Note: ' Stay in school and
responsibility plans are not.

live at home provisions are included in these bills, personal



Questions and Answers on Executive Action -- Teen Parent Requirements

- Question:

What is the Administration announcing today?

i

Answer:

.We are announcing four new steps to encourage states to require-teen parents on welfare to stay in
school and live at home. These four measures include: requiring all states to submit plans for
requiring teen mothers to stay in school and prepare for employment; cutting through red tape to allow
states to pay cash bonuses to teen mothers who finish high school; requiring all states to have teen
‘mothers who have dropped out of school return to school and sign personal responsibility plans; and
challengmg all states to require minor mothers to live with a responsible adult.. With these actions,
we’re focusing on one of the key'1 components of welfare reform: parental responsibility. And we’re
putting young, mothers on the rlght path, toward employment and self-sufficiency.

Question:
Don’t states need waivers to do any of this?

Answer; .

The Family Support Act of 1988 required teen JOBS participants to stay in school as a condition of
assistance. States do not need waivers to strengthen their implementation of this provision -- this is
what we’re requiring by our actions today. However, states do need waivers to change sanctions, to
use incentives, or to make school attendance a condition of assistance for teen parents beyond those
participating in JOBS. Twenty-three states have received waivers from the Clinton Administration
to implement such reforms. Ohio’s LEAP program, for example, is a successful program that’s
increasing school attendance and employment among teen parents. Our actions today will enable states
to use mcentljves like LEAPs without a waiver. ~

The Family Support Act also gave states the option to require minor mothers to live at home or in a
supervised se'tting to receive benefits. Although states do not need a waiver to implement these
requirements, 11 states have included them within comprehensive welfare waivers, while 10 other
states have simply amended their state plans. We hope our use of the “bully pulpit" will encourage
all 50 states to adopt this approach. - - . '




Question:
What real effect will the President’s actions have?

- Answer:
Today’s action will have important results, because about half of all adult AFDC recipients (about
two million people) had their first child when they were 19 or younger. We also know that while 80
percent of children born to unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of
children born to married, older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Casey Foundation.) By
following the steps laid out by the President to require teen parents. to finish school, live at home, and
prepare for work, states will help ensure that teen parents become good role models and providers for -
their children:” . ‘ : Co

. Requiring teen mothers to finish|high school also increases the odds that young mothers will get off

welfare, and reduces the chances that they will later return. According to one recent study, AFDC
recipients without a high school diploma are twice as likely to stay on welfare for 10 years or more.
(Bane and Ellwood, Welfare Realities, p. 49). In addition, research by LaDonna Pavetti, now at the
Urban Institute, shows that even controlling for basic skills, women without a high school diploma
return to the welfare system at a rate that is 26 percent higher than women who have completed high
school. o '

Question:
How many people will be affected?
Answer:

It’s hard to estimate. According|to HHS, in 1994, there were 300,000 teen moms aged 19 and under
receiving AFDC. Unless these [teens are married? or have already graduated from high school, the
stay in school and personal responsibility plan conditions would apply to them. And, teens under 18
(about 65,000) would also be required to live at home. Today’s acfion will have important results
overtime, because about half of |all adult AFDC recipients (some two million people) had their first -
child when they were 19 or younger. We know that while 80 percent of children born to unmarried
teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of children born to married, older high

school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Casey Foundation).




Question: ‘ ' o ‘ . ‘
But if there are about 14 million|people on AFDC, and just 300,000 would be affected, isn’t this a
virtually meaningless action? o ‘

Answer;

Absolutely not The President’s actions today are directed to the group of welfare recipients we need
to target first: teen parents. Wwe need to ensure that teen parents become good role models and
providers for their. children, and| that means they must finish school, live at home, and prepare to
work. The sooner states put these requirements in place, the sooner the children of teen parents will
be able to grow up in mdependent working families. The MDRC study released this week confirmed
that Ohio’s LEAP program has produced very positive results for teen parents within the three years
surveyed. It increased school completion among high-school erirolled teens by almost 20 percent and
increased employment by over 40 percent. It also reduced welfare receipt among these participants.

It also increased school enrollment among teens who had dropped out.

Today’s action will have important results, because about half of all adult AFDC re01p1ents (some two
million people) had their first child when they were 19 or younger. We know that while 80 percent
" of children born to unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of children
born to married, older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Casey Foundation).

Question:

The Pres1dent said he’s encouragmg states to model their school attendance incentives and sanctions
on Ohio’s LEAP program. Dont these programs cost money‘? ’

¥

Answer:

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation’s (MDRC). 1994 study of the relatively service-
intensive Cleveland LEAP program estimated that LEAP cost less than $1,000 per teen -- for the
entire perlod. of program eligibility, which averaged less than two years. That study concluded
that LEAP was a "viable, low-cost policy approach that significantly improves school completion."

In other states, programs like LEAP cost no money at all, because funds used for bonuses are roughly
offset by benefit cuts for truants! ' - :

The MDRC study released this week confirmed that Ohio’s LEAP program has produced amazing
results within, the three years surveyed It increased school completion among high-school enrolled
teens by almost 20 percent and mcreased employment by over 40 percent. It also reduced welfare

recelpt among these pamclpants : '




Follow-up Question:
Where will staites get the funds to implement these school attendance programs?

Answer:

Although requiring teens to live [at: home and stay in school is not expensive, the funding would be
provided under the JOBS program, created by the 1988 Family Support Act. JOBS gives Federal
matching funds to states to provide education and training for welfare recipients. While the state
~ match rate varies (it ranges between 20 and 40 percent), all states would have access to Federal
matching funds to implement these teen parent requirements. Many states have not drawn down their
entire JOBS allocation, leaving Federal funds available for these programs. (Across all states, in FY
1995, only 78 percent of Federal JOBS funds were used by states). States may also use AFDC
administrative resources to fund tracking and case management activities, and IV-A child care funds
to pay for related child care costs. The Department of Health and Human Services will also provide
technical assistance to help states|run effective programs. In addition, with today’s action, states will
be able to receive a Federal rnatch for the money they use to pay bonuses to encourage teens to finish
school. ' ' '

Question: .

- The MDRC study also concluded that, in order for programs like LEAP to truly succeed, the public
school system in this country will need to be reformed. Doesn’t something need to changc in the
schools beforé you make school attendance a condmon of assistance nationwide? :

Answer:

One of the Administration’s primary goals is to revitalize our nation’s school systems. The President
has already taken action -- through initiatives such as ‘Goals 2000, Safe and Drug Free Schools, and
the School-to-Work program. But there’s still much more to do. As the President said last month
to the National Governors’ Association, we all need to join hands to improve schools in this country
so that every child gets the.educatlon they need to be productive adults.

Question:

Studies have shown that a large percentage of minor mothers have been abused by thc:1r caregivers --
is it wise to requ1rc minors to live in abusive hornes?

Answer:
This minor parent residency requirement would specifically protect minors from unsafe homes. States

would requlre minor parents to live either at home or in an alternative supervised hvmg arrangement,
if the home were unsafe. ‘




Question:

Are you doin‘g.'anything to encourage fathers to take responsibility for their families?

Answer:

We’re working to send the strongest possible message to young people -- both men and women -- that
they should not have children until they are prepared to care for them. In addition to the actions we’re
taking today, we’re encouraging states to provide education and training for unemployed fathers with
children on AFDC. Tough Chllld support enforcement is also critical, and the Administration has
increased collections by nearly 40 percent since taking office -- collecting a record $11 billion from
non-custodial parents in 1995. :

i
i
[




STATES LINKING ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE

Currently, 26 states -are linking AFDC benefits to school attendance and/or school performance, 23 under
waivers approved by the Clinton A?dmlmstratlon The following are examples of the innovative school
attendance programs operating in across the. country. ’

California .
California’s "Work Pays Demonstration Pl‘OjeCt encourages teen parents on welfare to regularly attend school
by paying them a $100 cash bonus for maintaining a C average, and $500 for ultimately graduating from high
school. Teen parents who fail to maintain a D average can have their AFDC payments reduced by up to $50
a month. (Approved March 1, 1994) : ~

Colorado - ; : , ‘ A
Colorado’s "Personal Responsxbxhty and Employment Program" pays financial bonuses when teen parents stay
in school and graduate from high school or a GED program. (Approved Jan. 13, 1994)

De¢laware - - : ‘
Under Delaware’s "A Better Chance' demonstr'ation, teen parents are required to live at home or in an adult-
supervised setting, attend school, participate in parenting and family planning education, and immunize their
- children. Incentives include a $50 bonus paid to teens who graduate from high school. Gradual sanctions can
lead to the family losing benefits if pamcipants fail to meet education and employment requirements. (Approved
May 8, 1995) ‘ ' '

Ohio \ , : ,

Ohio’s "Learning, Earning, and Parenting" (LEAP) program requires recipients who are pregnant or are parents
‘under the age of 20 to attend school|or a program leading to a high school degree. As of September 1995,
LEAP pamcxpants may also meet this requirement through approved work or training activities. Teens who

meet LEAP’s requirements will have their AFDC checks increased by $62 for school enrollment and an

additional $62 each month they attend
from their AFDC grant every month
those who graduate from high schoo

South Carolina |
South Carolina’s most recent waiver,

school regularly. Teens who fail to attend school will have $62 deducted
until they comply with program rules. A $200 bonus will be granted to
or obtain a GED. (September 6, 1995) .

approved by the Clinton Administration on May 3, 1996, Arequires teens

to stay in school as a condition of recleiving assistance. The demonstration also allows teens who stay in school
to keep the money they earn from part-time jobs, as well as any interest earned on savings.

H

Vermont :
Vermont’s "Family Independence Pr
setting and attend school. Minor pa
comply face gradual loss of benefits

States Regmrmg: Ml_nor Mothers te

rents may also be required to take parenting classes.

oject” requires minbr parents to live at home or in an adult-supervised
Those ‘who fail to
‘(Approved Apn] 12, 1993)

D lee with a Parent. Guardlan, or m an_Adult Supervised Setting

‘Under current law, states have the- optlon to require minor mothers to live at home -- 21 states have such
requirements, 10 initiated under Clinton Administration-approved waivers. Today, the Clinton Administration
1is urging all 50 states to put minor mothers on the right track by requlrmg minor parents to live at home or
with a responsible adult in order to receive assistance. «
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_STATES WITH SCHOOI
The following states link bene

Waiver approved under Clintor

L ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS

fits to either school attendance or performance or both.

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
Indiana
lowa ‘
Louisiana “
Massachusetts
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska

New York

North Carolina .
Ohio
Oklahoma -
Oregon

South Carolina
Texas i
Vermont '
Virginia

" Wyoming

1 Administration (23 states) -

Waiver approved under previous administrations (3 states)

Illinois
Maryland
Wisconsin




‘STATES REQUIRING MINO

R MOTHERS TO LIVE WITH A PARENT GUARDIAN, OR

IN AN ADULT SUPERVISED SETTING

Under the Family Support
mothers to live with a pare
States need only to amend
required. Nevertheless,
reqmrement

States with minor parent p

Act of 1988, states have the option to require minor
nt, guardian or in a supervised setting to receive benefits.
their state plans to implement this provision, no waiver is .
some states have used the waiver process for the

© Administration (11 ‘states)v 4

Arizona
Connecticut
Delaware -
lowa '
Maryland :
Massachusetts
Missouri

North Carolina
Oregon
Vermont ;
Virginia ‘
States Wlth ogtlonal minor
(10 states) :

Georgia

Indiana

Maine

Michigan :

Mississippi

New Hampshire:
. New York

Oklahoma

Tennessee

Wisconsin

'

rovision under waivers granted by the Clinton

parent provision tinder amended state plans*

* The following territories also have an optional minor parent provision: Guam, Puerto Riéo, Virgin Islands

k!
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Please Read the Follow

SONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN

ng Explanations of Your Personal Responsibilities Carefully

This Personal Responsxb:ilty Plan is an action

sufficiency.

MINOR PARENT LIVING AR G

-~ guardian for a period of at least | year b

If 1 am an unmarried minor parent under
legal guardian, or other adult relative, or

-You may be exempt from this requireme
no living parent or legal guardian allows

plan that includes objectives and activities designed to promote your long-term self-

EMENTS

the age of 18, caring for a dependent child. 1 will reside in the household of a parent,
in an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC.

nt if: {1) you have no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2)
you to live in his or her home; (3) you lived apart from your own parent or legal
efore either the birth of the dependent child or the parent’s having made application for

AFDC; (4) your physical or emotional health would be jeopardized if you reside in the same residence with your parent or legal
guardian: (5) there is otherwise good cause for you and your dependent child to receive assistance while living apart from your
parent, legal guardmn or other adult relative, or an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement.

COMPUL

i
.

participation, | will participate in educat

CHILD SUPPORT

Cot

® | agree to cooperate with child support r

OTHER .

I will attend parenting and life skills cl

» [ will not voluntarily quit a job without

If:1 am a custodial parent under 20 years

If1am 18 or 19, | may participate in trai

E

of age and have not completed high school (or its equivalent) and am not exempt from
onal activities directed toward the attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent.

ning or work activities, instead of educational activities.

equirements 1o establish paternity and help obtain child support for my child(ren).

asses, if requested to do so.

pood cause.

| acknowledge by my signature that | reviewed, undersiand, and received a copy of my Personal Responsibility Plan. 1 agree to fulfill

the requirements as outlined in the Plan and

i

icknowledge that my grant may be reduced for noncompliance with the terms of this Plan.

Signature of Parent

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES

The Agency will help you set up a plan for b
independence, including, but not limited to:
transportation; and help in establishing pater

Date Signature of Caretaker (if different from parent) Date

ecoming self-supporting and provide the services necessary 1o aliow you to move toward
education, employment and training programs; support services, such as child care and
nity, getting a support order and collecting child support.

Signature of Agency, Representative

Date




PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN

- Please Read the Following Explanations of Your Personal Responsibilities Carefully

This Personal Responsibility Plan is an action plan that includes objectives and activities designed to promote your long-term self-
sufficiency. ' ‘ '

MIANg )R PARENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

e If I am an unmarried minof parent under|the age of 18, caring for a dependent child, I will reside in the household of a parent,
legal guardian, or other adult relative, orin an aduit-supervised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC.

e Youmay be exempt from this requirement if: (1) you have no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2)
no living parent or legal guardian ailows you to live in his or her home; (3) you lived apart from your own parent or legal
guardian for a‘period of at least | year before either the birth of the dependent child or the parent’s having made application for
AFDC; (4) your physical or emotional»llaea]th would be jeopardized if you reside in the same residence with your parent or legal
guardian; (5) there is otherwise good cause for you and your dependent child to receive assistance while living apart from your

parent, legal guardian, or other adult relative, or an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement.

COMP!!!,SQR! SCHOOL ATTENDANCE

i
E

s If [ am a custodial parent under 20 years of age and have not completed high school (or its equivalent) and am not exempt from
participation, | will participate in educational activities directed toward the attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent.

e Iffam I8 or 19, I may participate in tra ning or work activities, instead of education%ﬂ activities.
CHILD Sup T
L agree to coobe?ate with child support requirements to establish paternity and help ob_tain' child support-for my child(ren).
OTH EVR | | |
+ | will attend plareming and life skills classes, if requested to do so. ‘

* ] will not volﬁntarily quit a job without igood cause.

I acknowledge by imy signature that | reviewed, understand, and received a copy of my Personal Responsibility Plan. | agree to fulfill
the requirements as outlined in the Plan and acknowledge that my grant may be reduced for noncompliance with the terms of this Plan.

Signature of Parent _ Date Signature of Caretaker (if different from parent) Date

P
AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES
The Agency will tielp you set up a plan for becoming self-supporting and provide the services necessary to allow you to move toward

independence, including, but not limited to:] education. employment and training programs; support services, such as child care and
transportation; and help in establishing paternity, getting a support order and collecting child support.
| .

|
'

Signature of Agency Representative Date




PERSONAL RESP

ONSIBILITY PLAN

Please Read the Foll{}wing Explanations of Your Personal Responsibilities Carefully

This Personal Responsibility Plan is an action plan that includes objectives and.activities designed to promote your long-term self-

sufficiency.

MINOR PARENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

e If I am an unmarried minor parent unde

legal guardian, or other adult relative, o

You may be exempt from this requirem

the age of 18, caring for a dependent child, 1 will reside in the household of a parent,
r in an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC.

ent ift (1) yop"havc no living ;ﬁarcnt or legal guardian whose whiereabouts is known; (2)

no living parent or legal guardian allow(s you to live in his or her home; (3) you lived apart from your own parent or legal’
guardian for a period of at least | year before either the birth of the dependent child or the parent’s having made application for

AFDC: (4) your physical or emotional
“guardian: (5) there is otherwise good ca
parent, legal guardian, or other adult rel

M RY SCHOOL ATTEND

s  Iflam a custodial parent under 20 year:

health would be jeopardized if you reside in the same residence with your parent or legal
use for you and your dependent child to receive assistance while living apart from your
ative, or an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement.

N .

s of age and have not completed high school (or its equivalent) and am not exempt from

participation, I will participate in educational activities directed toward the attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent.

* Ifiam 18 or 19, | may participate in training or work activities, instead of educational activities.

CHILD SUPPORT
® lagree to cooperate with child support

OTHER

» [ will attend parenting and life skills cla

e | will not voluntarily quit a job without

I acknowledge by my signature that | review
the requirements as outlined in the Plan and

i

equirements to establish paternity and help obtain child support for my child(ren). -

sses, if requested to do so.

good cause.

ed, understand. and received a copy of my Personal Responsibility Plan. | agree to fulfill
acknowledge that my grant may be reduced for noncompliance with the terms of this Plan.

Signature of Parent

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES

The Agency will help you set up a plan for
independence, including, but not limited to:
transportation; and help in establishing pate

- Date Signature of Caretaker (if different from parent) Date

becoming self-supporting and provide the services necessary to allow you to move toward

education, employment and training programs; support services, such as child care and

rnity, getting a support Qrdcr and qpllccting child support.

Signature of ' Agency Representative

Date

¥




PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN

Please Read the Following Explanations of Your Person@l Responsibilities Carefully

sufficiency.

guardian for a period of at least | year
AFDC; (4) your physical or emotional

parent, legal guardlan or other adultre

¢ | will attend parenting and life skills cl

» 1 will not voluntarily quit a job withou

1 acknowiedge by my signature that | reviev
the requirements as outlined in the Plan and

This Personal Responsibility Plan is an actio

I 1 ain an unmarried minor parent unde
legal guardian, or other adult relative, o

You may be exempt.from.this requirem »
no living parent or legal guardian allows you to live in his or her home; (3) you lived apart from your own parent or legal

COM LSORY CH L T

2

e Iflam 18or 19,1 may panicipatc in tra
CHILD SUPPORT

s lagreeto coéperate with child support
OTHER

n plan that includes objectives and activities designed to promote your long-term self-

MINOR PARENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

r the age of 18, caring for a dependent child, | will reside in the household of a parent,
rin an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC.

ent if: (1) you have no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2)

before either the birth of the dependent child or the parent’s having made application for
health would be jeopardized if-you reside in the same residence with your parent or legal

guardlan (5) there is otherwise good cause for you and your dependent child to receive assistance while lxvmg apart from your

ative, or an adult-supcrvnsed supportive living arrangement.

ANCE

Iflama custodaal parent under 20 years of age and have not completed hxgh school (orits equwalent) and am not exempt from
participation,, 1 will pammpate in educational activities directed toward the attainment of a high school dxploma or its cqunvalent.

ining or work activities, instead of educational activities,

requirements to establish paternity and help obtain child support for my child(ren).

asses, if requested to do so.

good cause.

ved, understand, and received a copy of my Personal Responsibility Plan. 1 agree to fulfill
acknowledge that my grant may be reduced fpr noncompliance with the terms of this Plan.

Signature of Parent,

¢

t

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES

The Agency wilt help you set up a'plan for
independence, mcludmg, but not limited to
transportation; and hel p in establishing pate

Date Signature of Caretaker (if different from parent) Date

becoming self-supporting and provide the services necessary to allow you to move toward
education, employment and training programs; support services, such as child care and
rnity, getting a support order and collecting child support. -

Signature of Agenqy Representative

‘Date




States Requiring Teen Mothers to Live With
Parent, Guardian, or in an Adult Supervised Setting
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States Requiring Teen Mothers to Live With
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employment and self-sufficiency and reduce reliance on public assistance.

This is the fourth in a|series of reports from a 12-county study, which MDRC is conducting
for the Ohio Deparument of Human Services. The first report showed that, after the expected start-up
problems, LEAP proved operationally feasible: Schools and the welfare department implemented the
reporting and data systems needed to operate the bonus and grant reduction system and manage the -
program. . The second report ff:und that LEAP prevented some in-school teens from dropping out and
brought some dropouts back to school. The third reporn, covenng only Cleveland, showed that the
increased school auendance. mmslated into a significant increase in school completion (primarily high
school graduation but also rec?lpt of a GED, a high school eqmvalency certificate) for teens who were
enrolled in school when they en:ered the program, but linde if any gain for teens who had dropped out
of school prior 1o their expwn'e to LEAP. The laner group often experienced repeated grant
reductions (sanctions) for faﬂmg to return to school or attend regularly. : :

, This report looks at LEAP's effects on school complet;om employment, welfare recen;:t,
other outcomes for a subsample of teens in 7 of the 12 counties three years after they were determined
to be eligible for LEAP. As in the last report, the results differ sharply for teens who were and were

not enrolled in school when they were found eligible for LEAP. :

* For initially enrolled teens, LEAP increased school completion (although
primarily GED complwon) by almost 20 percent and increased employment

by over 40 pement.
e For dropouts, there was no increase in schoal completion or employment, )
. despite high sanctioning. ‘ , , _
', Overall, fewer teens remained on welfare although the receipt rates were still
‘ vexy high.

e In Cleveland, but not in the other large cities, LEAP. substantially increased
high school graduanon rates,. suggesting the unpomnce of both providing
special services to keep teens in school and setting restrictions on leaving high
school to enter a) GED program.

These new findings |show that LEAP’s incentives clearly mattered: More young peoplé
_ completed school (or were still enrolled), went to work, and/or left welfare. The greater success in
Cleveland, moreover, suggests some Strategies (o improve on these results. But the report also
reminds us that there are no easy answers. For the tougher group — those who were initially out of
school — LEAP produced no/gains and repeated sanctions. Overall, 100 many teens returned to school
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only to leave again without gcﬁing a diploma. And too many remained on welfare and not cm;)loycd

Earlier LEAP reports found that a troublingly large number of teens described their schools
as dangerous and disorderly places where learning was difficult. This suggests that, for LEAP to
reach its full potential, somethmg will have to change in the public schools, and not only in the welfare
department. This challenge takcs on new urgency, since LEAP-like requirements were mandated in
the welfare reform 1egxslatzon that passed Congress in 1995,

- This report does not tell the complete LEAP story. The final report, available in about a year,
will track 3 much larger samplc of teens for a longer time in all 12 counties. While long follow-up
is always informative, the youth of many of the LEAP tcens makes this essential to reaching a final
conclusxon on the program’s achxevements ' A

Mulix-ycar evaluations I:kc :lus one requu'e the sustained commitment of staff in the agencies
that run the programs and lhat fund the study. This study benefited from an unusual public-private
partnership including staff in the 12 Ohio counties, the state Department of Human Services, and a
group of additional funders. | This report’s publication is a welcome opportunity to express our
appreciation for their support. ' » ‘ ‘

C I < - Judith M. Gueron
f ! R R . President
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IMDRC’s previous three reports on LEAP arc: Dan Bloom. Hilary Kopp, David !.ong and Denise Polit,
- LEAP: Implemeniing a We{fm Iniziative to Improve School Artendance Among Teenage Parerss (1991): Dan

Bloom, Veronica Fellerath, David Long, and Robert G. Wood, LEAP: Interim Findings on a Welfare Iniciative
10 Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parents (1993); and David Long, Robert G. Wood, and Hilary
Kopp, LEAP: The Educational Effects of LEAP and Enhanced Services in Cleveland (1994).

Sample members are referred to as “eens” in thxs repart, but at the three-year point, most were no longer
teenagers, :
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conservative estimates of LEAP’s effectiveness as a marure program.

The report assesses the jprogram's effects on high school graduation and GED receipt, and on
teens’ college enroliment, employment and earnings, welfare receipt, and other outcomes. In part
because many of the teens were in school or a GED program at the three-year follow-up point, the
fifth and fimal report will use a longer follow-up period — four and a half years — to capture the
program s longer-tetm results] Scheduled for publication in 1997 it wnll also cover all 12 study
coumes and will compare LEAP's benefits and costs. : N\ 4

.LEAP is directed to a cnucally important segment of t.he welfare population, can be operatcd
on a large. scale at a relauvely low cost, and does mot require establishing new agencxes or
organizations. Thus, pohcymakers outside Ohio may find the LEAP model an attractive option if it
is found to be effective.

An Overview of the Findings

LEAP’s incentives werle intended 1o produce a chain.of effects on teens’ behavior, starting with
increased school enrollment and attendance and culminating in reduced welfare dependence and
increased self-sufﬁclency ’l‘ne program’s effectiveness is being evaluated using a research design in
which all teens in the study cnuntles who were determined to be eligible for LEAP during its first two

.years of operation were, at the same time, assxgned ar random o either a program group (subject to
LEAP) or a control group (not| subject to LEAP). The measured average differences between the two
-groups’ outcomes over time |(e.g., their differences in rates of high school graduation or GED
atainment, employmeit, or welfare receipt) are the observed results (or “impacts") of LEAP. Thus
far, LEAP has been wccessml in improving some outcomes in the impact chain; its success has been
concentrated among teens who had nor dropped out of school at the time they were found eligible for

the program,

Virmaily all program gmup members were reached by LEAP (] mcemwe structure, with 93
percent qualifymg for at least one bomus or “sanction” (grant reduction) during their first 18 months
in the program. Overall, the young mothers responded strongly to the incentives: The program had
large impacts on school enro!lmcnt and attendance, as described in previous reports. At the three-year
poimt examined in this repml't, LEAP's impacts on subsequent outcomes were both smaller and
sometimes less consistent across locations and groups within the LEAP population. There were clear
impacts on school progress (complenon of the ninth, tenth, and eleventh grades); however, LEAP
increased high school graduatlnon and GED receipt in some communities, but not in others. LEAP
teens — possibly as a result of spending more time in schoal (even without graduating) and auaining
GEDs -~ were more likely to be working and less likely to be on welfare: At the three-year follow-up

~ point, the program group’s employmem rate (33 percent) was higher than the control group's (28
percent), and 2 larger perccntage had left the welfare rolls (17 percent compared to 12 percent).

: LEAP’s success varied greatly for the two ma,;or groups within the LEAP population. For
-teens who were enrolled in high school or a GED program when they became eligible for LEAP
(referred to as the mitially’ enrolled” teens), the program had significant effects on a combined
measure of high school gmduation or GED receipt (primarily GED receipt) and on employment. ngb
school graduation/GED recexpt rose by close to 20 percent: 46 percent of initially enrolied teens in
the program group received a!lugh school diploma or GED within three years, compared to 39 percent
of the control group (The smpact was even larger for younger teens who started LEAP at or close

4
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to their age-for-grade level.) At the three-year point, 66 percent of the initially enrolled teens had
graduated or received a GED or were in some type of school program (compared to 57 percent of the
control group), although 83 percent were still on welfare. The initiafly enrolled teens’ employment
rates increased by over 40 percent: 39 percent of the program group were working (mostly part time),
compared to 27 percent of the control group. This employment increase will be very impressive if
it holds up for the final report’s longer follow-up period and much la:ger sample.

In contrast, although LEAP induced many dropowss to return to school or (more commonly)

" to enmter a GED program, it|did not have an appreciable effect on their rates of high school
graduation/GED receipt or employment. The program did have some success working with dropouts -
who were 17 or younger, most of whom had been out of school for less than a year. But it was
ineffective in altering the school _behavior of older dropouts, who outnumber their younger -
counterpants. Moreover, in its largcly futile effort to change their life course, the program imposed
numerous sanctions on many dropouts, who reported diminished spending on essentials for their
children as well as themselves. | At the three-year point, only a third of these teens had graduated from
high school, had received a GED, or were in school or a GED program, and 84 percent remained on

- welfare.

LEAP’s 1mpacts also vaned across the study communities; with the most striking difference
. being between the results in Cle[veland — where there were more services to keep teens in school and .
more restrictions on leavmg high school to enter a2 GED program — and the other areas.? First, in
Cleveland (where one in six LEAP-ehgibIe teen mothers in Ohio lived), the program's effect on high
schoo! graduation/GED recenpt was significantly greater than in other large cities. Second. the
- Cleveland impact, while followlmg the statewide pattern of greater success for initially enrolled teens,
was driven mainly by an increase (relative to the comtrol group) in high school graduations rather than
GEDs (which was the case l!{l most other locations). Third, the increased rate of high school
graduauun in Cleveland was followed by a significant increase in college enrollment, a link in the
impact chain that was not observed elsewhere. However, at the three-year point, possibly because
more teens were enrolled in cclallege. LEAP did not appear to generate larger employmcm gains in
Cleveland, or remove more teens from the welfare rolls, than it did in other communities. Particularly
if the longer-term follow-up shows that Cleveland's greater education gains are translating. imo
substantial impacts on employmem and- welfare receipt, the differences in program implementation
across the counties will offer un'ponam lessons on strategies to improve LEAP’s overall effectiveness.

LEAP uses welfare mnentxves to try 1o change teen mothers’ school behavior, but it does not

do anything to-reform the schools, where a large nimber of LEAP tcens reported on a survey that they

- did not feel safe, experienced frequem class disruptions by other students, and were “given a hard time

about being a parent” by both s|tudems and teachers. This report shows that financial incentives can
make a difference: Teens respolnded, and this produced some employment and welfare gains. But the .

limited size of the gains points to how difficult it is to change behavior. Many teen mothers who

returned to high school did not graduare, instead dropping out and sometimes choosing the easier GED

route. The report also points to a policy trade-off: LEAP’s gains for initially enrolled youth came

3Except for the findings on bonus and sanction rates, all Cleveland results prescnted in this report cover
East Cleveland as well as Cleveland. The special services and restrictions (it is school district policy to
strictly enforce the Ohio rule that students under age 18 cannot leave bigh school to attend a GED program})
apply only to Cleveland. ‘ ‘ : ‘
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at the cost of repeated sahctio'xlis for the older (iropouts and their children. Policymakers should
consider this trade-off, and the potenual for improved ouicomes suggestcd by the Cleveland findings,
in assessmg the LEAP exper:enre. :

Data ' 'es 3

This report’s analysis of program operations — i.e., the application of LEAP’s incentive
structure — uses bonus and sanction data obtained from LEAP casefiles (including those for some teens
too old to have had the full I'.EAP experience) from Ohio’s three largest coumties: Cuyahoga
(Cleveland), Franklin (Columbus) and Hamilton (Cincinnati). The impact estimates that are the
report’s main focus come from companng the experience of the program and control groups in seven
cuunues Cuyahoga, Franklin, Harmlton, Lawrence, Lucas, Muskingum, and Stark.

Most of the data for the report are from a survey administered approximately three years after
random assignment to 913 teens (446 in the program group and 467 in the control group), who are a
random subsample of all the teens in the seven counties who were randomly assigned between mid-
August 1950 and September 1991 and who were young enough to have been exposed to the full LEAP
treatnent. Additional data on school cutcomes are from administrative records for all 4,325 sample
members who lived in five of tha largest urban school districts in the seven counties (Cincinnati,
Cleveland, East Cleveland, Columbus and Toledo), were randomly assigned between July 1989 (when
random assignment began) and June 1991, and were young enough to have received the full LEAP

Itis important 10 lceep msmind the school status and age of the teens when they first became
eligible for LEAP and the inmted three-year period covered by this report’s follow-up. As discussed
above, all LEAP teens can be class:ﬁed into two groups: those who were already enrolled in high
schoo! or a GED program when tllxey became eligible for LEAP (initially enrolled teens) and those who
were not enrolled at the time (dropouts). For enrolled teens, LEAP’s job is to keep them in school . -
and anending regularly until theyl receive their diploma or GED. Presumably this job is easier for
teens who are at (or close to) thexr age-for-grade level than for teens who are enrolled but have fallen

~ a grade or more behind their pcers

The program's task with rhe dropouts is different: to induce teens to return to high school or
enter 2 GED' program and then keep them there until they evemually graduarte or pass the GED test.
For most dropouts, this requires a major change in their lives (perhaps less so for those who have been
out of school a short time). Dropouts also face more barriers to succeeding (e.g., on average, they
have more children). LEAP's task is especially formidable with older dropouts who have been out
of school a long time. ' : : : ‘

In terms of age at mndom aséignment. 13 percent of the teens in the survey sample were 15
or under, 44 pemem were 16 or 17; and 43 percent were 18 or 19. Thus, for example, three years

e A ten who was 16 and in school but behind age-for-grade at random

4
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" assignment might s:lill be in high school, not working, and on welfare.
* A teen who was 17 and at age-for-grade at random assignment might have
- completed high school gone to community college, and still be on welfare.

e A dropout who was 17 ar random assignment might have mbsequenﬁy
received a GED, gone to work, and left welfare. .

s A dropout who was 18 might have been in and out of school, frequendy
: sanctioned, and remain on welfare.

- As the first two examples illustrate, it can easily takc more than three years for LEAP’s impact
chain to take shape, even if wens respond to the LEAP teeatment exactly as intended (it takes even
longer for teens who start LEAP at age 15 or younger). As a result, it is not possible to determine,
with three years of data, whether or not LEAP will achieve its full chain of effects on the teens’

. behavior. .

s County LEAP prolgrams experienced difficulties in implementing LEAP’

‘incentive structure during the program’s first two to three years of
operation, parﬂmlarly in urban counties, but have efficiently carried out
. bonuses and sanctions since then.

Asdxscussedmdcmifmﬂn 1993reponandsummaﬁzcdmthmonc. all seven counties
covered in the present report successfully implemented LEAP's incentive stucmre. Program
operations improved over ume which meant that most teens were exposed to a more efficient and
predictable LEAP program dunng the 1991-92 school year than the one they faced in the prior two
years. The key was full mplemenmmn of a sophisticated computer system that made tracking teens
mxerandcanymgombonusesandsancuons largely automatic.

. Almost all eliﬁble' teens (93 perceat) were touched by LEAP’s incentives,
with 78 percentmingatleastuebomands&pemntquhfying for
at least.one sanction.

Fully 93 percent of tLens earned at least one bonus or sanction, with the average teen

qualifying for gix g!amadjusmlents (3.5 bonus payments and 2.8 sanctions) during her first 18 months
in LEAP. During this 18~momhpen0d there were more bonuses than sanctions: 37 percent of teens

_earned only borses; 18 peu:ent qualified for only sanctions; and 38 percent earned at [east one bonus
and one sanction. Inotherwords 75percemofwemeamedatleastonebouusan656pemem

. qualified for at least one sancnon As time passed and the teens got older, those who were still

. eligible for LEAP received. many more sanctions than bonuses, probsbly because teens whe had
graduated or received a GED hy month 18 (generally cooperative teens, who camed frequent bonuses)
were no longer subject to LEAP, leaving a lugher proportion of frequently sanctioned teens still subject

to the program.

* Bonus and sanction rates were sttﬂdngly different for teens who were
enrolled in school when they became eligible for LEAP and teens who
were not. .




05/03/986 15:38 202 690 5873 HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI ‘ @009
_ '04/28/986 09:10  B2024585557 . . _ WEITE HOUSE +++ HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI [Z013/020

1

Based on Cleveland data covering most teens’ entire period of eligibility for LEAP, bonus rates
were higher, and sanction rates lmm:l\ lower, for the initially enrolled teens. Less than two-thirds of
them were ever referred for a sancuon. and only 4 percent were referred for nine or more sanctions
and no bonuses. In contrast, morc than three-quarters of the dropouts gualified for at least one

~ sanction, and 22 percent qualified for nine or more sanctions and no bonuses.

* The majority of teens with multiple sanctions reported diminicshed
‘spending on essentials for their families, especially clothing and food.

‘Most teens with mnlaple bonus payments reported spending a large share
. of the additional mmy on their children.

Teens who were saucnoned at least four times reponed in the three-year LEAP survey that the
resuliing welfare grant reducuons had a material effect on their families: 58 percent said that their -
families had fewer essentials (most often clothing, food, and medicine) because of the grant reductions.

Moreover, the sanctions repcmledly affected the children at least as much as their teenage parents.
Teens replaced part of the income they lost to sanctions by borrowing money (usually from their
parents), applying for other forms of public assistance (most frequently Food Stamps), and seeking
additional child suppon In addmon two—durds of teens postponed paying bills, most often wtilities -
- bills or rent.

Among teens who tecewed at least four bomxs payments, closc to 90 pcrcen: reported using
the additional money on esseminls. especially for their children. Almost a quarter also reported being
able to pay for some "luxuries) such as new clothing and outings (e.g., to the movies or to the z00)
for their children. These teens also were better able to pay their bills and to save some money, which
they said was later used to obtain special items for their children, buy household essentials, and cover
unexpected emergenmes

. Forthcfuﬂmphofteens,LEAPsubmuyincrewedhighachool
enroliment, attendance and progress through the eleventh grade, but did
" not have a sim!ﬁcmt impact on high school graduation.

According to the three-year survey, LEAP increased completion of the ninth, tenth, and
eleventh grades but had no ovcxall impact on high school graduation. (See the top panel of Table 1.)
LEAP teens’ GED complenon rate reached 11 percent by the end of three years, compared o 8
percent for the control group, a difference that also was not statistically signifi cant.* The school
records data (not shown in Table 1) indicate a GED receipt impact of almost idemca! size which,
probably because the sample was mnch larger, was statistically significant.

- Also, an examination of school records data for about two-thirds of the teens (in five urban

4§mﬁsiical significance mants that one can be highly confident that the differéncc was due to the program, -
rather than to smtistical chance. [In Table 1 and other tables in this report, one asterisk indicates a 90 percent
probability that a measured difference was due to the program, and two or three asterisks mdu:ate a95or99

percent probability, respectively
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TABLE 1

LEAP’s THREB-YE&R IMPACTS IN SEVEN COUNTIES FOR THE
SURVEY SAMPLE, BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SUBGROUP

Sample and Its Status 3 Years ‘ Program Control

Aftcr Random Assignment Group _ Group Difference
Completedgrade 11 . v S00% 00 454 % 46"
Ever completed high school 29 235 =0.6
EBver campleted QED S 111 84 )
Bver completed high school or GRD 340 ) 319 2.1
Curreatly enrolied in high school or 8 GED program 1S 4S5 - 3.0
Bver completed high school or GED. or

enrrently enrolled in high school or 3 GED program 51.6 465 51+
Ever employed in past 3months ' ' 332 216 55*
Employed in past 3 months and has a o ' :

high schoat diploma or GED : 158 128 k X0
Currently receiving AFDC C 833 B7.6 -4.3*
Completed grado 11 S T 6% . S81% 25
‘Bver completed high school . ' 35.6 H2 14
Ever completed GED ( 100 4.4 356"
Bver completed high schoal or GED 456 38.6 70°*
Currontly enrclied in high school or 2 GED p:ogram - 203 © 183 20
Ever completed high schoal or GED. - .

currently enrolled in high school or 4 GED progmn» 659 56.9 9.0 **
Bver employed to past 3 manths ‘ B 274 115 o
Employadmpm:imonthx andhx=a -

high schoo] diplorma or GED _ 26 14.5 N
Currently receiving AFDC £2.6 __m —46
Completedgrade 11 - : ‘ 35.8 % 280 % 78"
Ever completad high school _ 67 . 7.8 , -11
Ever completed OED - ‘120 143 o =-23
Ever completed high school or GED ' 18.8 : 21 -34
Currently enrolled in bigh school or 8 GED program . 136 9S40
Ever completed high school or GED, or

currently enrolled in high s¢hool or 8| GED program 22 316 0.6
Ever employed in past 3months | . 26.3 26.5 —0.1

- Employed in past 3 months and has a . o L o

high schodl diploma or GED 4 ‘ 7.1 9.3 - =22
Currently receiving AFDC » 836 8.1 -5.5
NOTES: *Completed GED" refm to passing the GED test,

Eatimates of the program-comrol group differences are regression—edjusted using ordms.ty
least squares, controlling for pre—random assignment background characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause]slight discrepancies in calculating differences. \

A two~talled t—test wax applied to the difference between the program and contrel groups,
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = S percent, and * = 10 percent.
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school dxstncts) who did not rcspond to the survey suggests that their xmpacxs were larger than those
based on survey respondents, md:cating that the survey-based impact findings may be consen'auve

e Two-thirds of the teens did not recelve a high school dlploma or GED
* within the three-yenr follow-up period. ,

A number of facmm»grohbly explain the low rate of school completion, including teens’
feelings about school and their own future. In an carlier survey, a large proportion of LEAP teens
reportcd that their schools were unsafe, inflexible, and unsupportive. Some also viewed their
economic prospects as dim, w;th or withour a diploma or GED (see Appendix Table D.1 in the full
report). Other studies have pommd to the situational and emotional problems that can make school
sttendance difficult for teenage single mothers. Another factor is the teens’ youth. By the end of
follow-up, approximately 30 percent of LEAP teens in the survey sample were under 20, and 18
percent (compared to 15 percem of control group members) were in high school or 2 GED program.
When school completion or enrollmenx are considered together, significantly more LEAP teens than
control group members (52 pcrcent compared to 47 percent) had graduated from h:gh school, received
a GED, or were in high school or & GED program (mostly the larter). Thus, it is possible that, with
longer follow-up, LEAP's xmpacts on-high school graduation and GED receipt may increase.

Finally. it is xmportant to consider LEAP’s ‘high school graduation nnpacts in the context of

the overall gnduauon rates in the same locales. According to official data, the high school graduation
_rates for all students in the fivc school districts where school records were collected ranged between
27 and 45 percent in 1994, L:fuug the graduation rates of LEAP teens to such levels would be a
omworthy achievement. .

Subgrenps

e LEAP increased the combined high school/GED completion rate of teens
who were em'olled in school when they became eligible for the program,

" with most of tke impact being on GED receipt. Within this initially
enrolled group, teenswhohadbeenunderage 18 and at or close to their
age-for-grade level received diplomas or GEDs, or were enrolled in school
at thethm-year point, to a far greaterextentthantkosemthecontrol
group.

* Over half of the teens/were enrolled in school or a GED program &t the time they first became
eligible for LEAP. The program induced more of these teens to stay in schoo! than would have done
so without LEAP and, as shown in the middle panel of Table 1, this generated a substantial increase
in school completion: Aocordmg to the seven-county survey, after three years 46 percent of LEAP
teens completed school or a GED program, compared to 39 percent of control group teens. Most of -

this 1mpac; was anributable w GED completions. (This impact may increase over time, since, as
shown in Table 1, 20 percem of LEAP teens were in high school or a GED program at the end of
three years, a somewhat higher percentage than for the control grovp.) -

Dmdmg enrolled teens into the subgroups shown in Figure 1 helps identify the teens for whom
LEAP has been most and leas: effective, although the results are not conclusive, given the small size
of the subgroup samples. The program’s impact on high school/GED completion was particularly
large for teens who were in [school and had not wrned age 18 or fallen substantislly behind age-for-
grade level at the time their LEAP eligibility was determined. As indicated by the top two bars in the
ﬁgurc‘ 46 pelcen! of teens in the program group who had these characteristics received a diploma or
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. GED within the three years, and‘ another 25 percent were enrolled in high school or 2 GED program

at the three-year point. 1 percent of the LEAP teens had obtained a high school diploma or
GED, or were working on n compared to only 57 percent of the control group — a large and
statistically significant dxffereme The difference for other teens who were mmally enrolled in school
wag much smaller and not smxisncally sigmﬂcam

e LEAP did pot appear to increase school completion for teens who were
dropontsatthenmetheybecameeugibleforthepmgnm Onlyaneln
five of these teens received a diploma or GED.

As shown in the bottom pane! of Table 1, the program did not increase school completion by
dropouts, at least not by the end of the three-ysar period covered by the survey. Only 19 percent of
program group members and 22 percent of control group members received a diploma or GED, a
difference that was not stausucallly significant. It is noteworthy, however, that the program’s impact
on eleventh-grade completion was sizable (8 percentage points) and statistically significant. However,
less than 20 percent of elevemh-grade completers went on t0 receive their diplomas within the three
years, and LEAP had po effect on the proportion that did.

Once again, different mbgnmps among teens who were out of school when they were
determined eligible for LEAP fared quite differently. As indicated in the bottom half of Figure 1 (and,
again, remembering that this xs based on small samples), LEAP appeared to be successful with
dropouts who were under the alge of 18 when they started the program. Thirieen percent of these
LEAP teens graduated within three years — more than four times the rate for the control group — and
18 percent were enrolled in high school or a GED program at that point, compared to 15 percent of
the control group. Thus, although the rates of GED receipt were similar, significantly more (43
percent) of the program group received 2 diploma or GED or were in school or 2 GED program at
the three-year point, compamd]to only 29 percent of the control group. In contrast, the results for
older dropouts were not at all encouraging.

e LEAP’sschool impacts varied substantially across geographic areas. The
program significantly incressed high school graduations in Cleveland,
produced no mlﬁcant effects in Cincinpati, Columbus, and Toledo, and
 significantly increased GED receipt outside these large urban areas.

Records data collected from five school districts in four urban areas indicate that LEAP’s
impact on high school and GED complerion, as well as the composition of this impact, was not
consistent across districts. The program effect in Cleveland was significantly larger than in Cincinnati,
Columbus, and Toledo, and it|included an increase in both high school diplomas and GEDs, neither
of which increased in the other cities. The smaller survey sample, which covers more counries and
non-urban areas, also shows tha: LEAP produced 2 significant increase in graduations in Cleveland
{see Table 2), but in this sample there were also positive impacts on GED receipt outside Cleveland
(due mainly to an increase outside these large urban areas).

Cleveland's success in|increasing high school graduation was somewhat surprising: Cleveland
has the largest AFDC and LEAP population in Ohio and had the most difficulty initially implementing
the program. Its achievernent appears 1 reflect three factors. First, partly through a speclal'
demonstration program, about) half of the program group teens in Cleveland were offered a range of
enhanced services (on-site day care, GRADS programs, on-site LEAP case managers, and teen-focused

- GED programs), which the 1994 report found increased the proportion of teens who once attendmg. o

10
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TABLE 2 S
-]
LEAP’s THREE—-YEAR IMPACTS IN SEVEN COUNTIES FOR THE SURVEY SAMPLE.
BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SUBGROUP AND AREA S
. Cleveland All Sevea Countics (Exctuding Cleweland) S
Sample and Its Status 3 Years ' S Program Coatrol * Program Coantrol :
Alter Random Assignment : Group Group  Difference __Group Group " Difference 9
Ever completed high school ‘ ' 85 % 169 % 66 ¢ 7% 213%  —-46 &
* Ever completed GED : 65 97 LAl 137 T 6.1 ** &
Evercompleted ligh sckoolor GED 101 2656 S 364 349 15 a
Ever enrolled in college - 142 - 114 2‘3 112 124 o -13
Ever employed in past 3 months . BB 218 23 . 384 - 23 B.1 *+*
Currently receiving AFDC - 8S8 509 -50 . 816 86.1 —-4.5
_Teens enrolled in school 8t random assignment , ' | =
Ever completed high school : A 333 243 90° 373 . 99, =28 =
Ever completed GED - oo 71 30 42 115 54 - 6.1 **
Ever completed high school or GED 40S. ‘2712 132 488 . 453 .35 g
Ever enrolled in college R T ns 88 ¢ 173 Bs - -13 &
Everemployed in past 3 montls B2 284 48 418 272 145
Currently recciving AFDC : C810 908 -38 B . 849 -5.0 .
. . . ¢
” i ¢
NOTES:  “Completed GED" refers lo passing the GED test. B
Estimates of the program—control group differeaces are regression—adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-raudom 1
assignment background characteristics of sample members. - g
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating differences. =
A two—tailed 1~ test was applied fo the difference between the pmgmm and control groups. Statistical significance teve!s are indicated a
ast*t = lpement," = § perceat, and * = 10 percent. 5
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eventually received a high school diploma or GED. Second, Cleveland rigorously enforced the state
. Tule that students under the age of 18 are not allowed to leave high school to prepare for or take the
“GED test, while other districts, notably Columbus and Toledo, permitted many students to make this
"switch. Third, Cleveland teens might have been more willing to stay in school, partly because
Cleveland has more alternative high schools than do the other districts.

¢  Overall, LEAP increased the likelihood that teens would be working three

years after they became eligible for the program and reduced the
likelihood that they would be receiving AFDC benefits.

As shown in the top paxiel of Table 1, 33 percent of program group teens worked (mostly part .
time) during the three months munedxately prior to the survey, compared to almost 28 percent of the
control group, for an increase of 5.5 percemiage points. This impact is comparable in magnitude to

- that of successful mandatory wclfare-to—work programs targeted to adult welfare recipients. -

The program also slgmﬁcaaﬂy reduced AFDC receipt, although this impact did not emerge ,
quickly: LEAP had no effect on welfare receipt during the first year following random assignment,
or even for the early months durmg the third year. However, by the time of the three-year survey,
83 percent of the program group were receiving AFDC, compared to 88 percent of the control group.

It will be important to]determme whether the employment and welfare impacts continue to
grow over time, given the youth of the sample and the fact that alinost one-sixth of them were enrolied
_in school or 8 GED program at the end of the three -year follow-up.

Subgroups

*  The employment mpactwasenﬁrelyam'ibmbh lsothe program’s effect
nntecnswhowerehim]lyenroﬂedinwhod. LEAP lifted their
employment rate by over 40 percent, while it had no effect on dropouts.

For the survey sample, the employmm gains parallel the education impacts: Both were
centered on teens who were enrolled in school when they first became eligible for LEAP. As shown
in Table 1, 39 percent of lnmally enrolled teens were working three years later, compared to only 27
percent of the control group, for an increase of 12 percentage points, or 42 percent. If this result
holds up for the final report’s longer follow-up period and much larger sample, it will be a substantial
achievement, given especially the history of very limited program results for teen parents on welfare.

[t appears that LEAP’s |impact on school completion by initially enrolled teens may have driven
this large effect on employment As shown in Table 1, the increase in the share of teens who had
completed school and were workmg (8 percentage points) was two-thirds of the total increase in
employment (12 percentage poims) In contrast, LEAP had no impact on the employment of dropouts
three years after they became |eligible for LEAP. In other words, LEAP has pmduced unpacts on
several outcomes for in-school teens, but not for dropouts. - .

Interms of AFDC impacts, there was no similar subgroup vanauon The measured reduction
in receipt was. similar for both enrolled teens and dropouts, although both fell just short of being

12
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- statistically significant (probably because of the small sample sizes). :
' e For initially enrolled teens in Cleveland, where LEAP increased high
school graduatiom, it also increased college enrollment; however, at the
three-year point, LEAP had not ralsed employment rates. In the seven
counties as a wlhole (excluding Cleveland), LEAP - increased GED
attainment and substantially increased emplo}ment
Given the superior lngh school completion findings in Cleveland, it is nnponant to compare
subscquent results there to those in other locations. For Cleveland teens who were enrolied in high -
* school or a GED program at random asstgnment (see Table 2), LEAP produced a 9 percentage pmm
.increase in both the likelihood jof receiving a high school diploma and the likelihood of enrolling in
college, but no signiﬁum increase in the employment rate. In contrast, outside of Cléeveland, there
was no increase in high school diplomas or college enrollment, but there was a large, 15 percentage
point increase in employmcm The increased college enrollment may be one explanation for the lack
: of cmploymem impacts in Cleveland for teens who were enrolled in school at random assignment.

.. As ghown in Table 2, the GED receipt rate almost doubled outside Cleveland, and the

employmem rate increased fmm 27 percent to 35 percent, with both impacts bemg driven by the

results for the initially enrolled teens (as shown in the bortom panel of Table 2). This is new evidence
-that GED cerﬂficates eamed by teen parents my have posltive labor markct effects

Results to date fmm the LEAP evaluation show that welfare incentives (couple.d with case
mnnagunent and support services) can change behavior and ultimately reduce AFDC receipt, but that
change is difficult and the mcennves may produce some perverse effects. For teens who were in
school or a2 GED program when they became subject to LEAP’s mandates, the program substantially .

- increased school attendance (showmg that teens are able.to combine school and parenthood), school
or GED completion, and snbsequeut employment. But it produced a higher rate of GED receipt rather
"than high school graduation. For teens who were out of school when they became ehgxble for LEAP,
the program’s incentives were clea:ly not enough (especizally for the older teens) to increase the very
. low rate of school compleuon or to increase employmen: LEAP s multiple sanctions, howaver.
- affected poor families. :

, The findings snggwtthart LEAP can produce promising outcomes, pamcularly when it gets w0
teen parents while they are young and still in school.. As currcmly operated, LEAP reaches teens-
sooner than it did during the pepod cavered by this sady. This is because the eligibility of teens for
LEAP is now determined autonmucally by computer as soon as a tcen parent opens a welfare case or
& teenager on an existing wclfarc case becomes pregnant with (or gives birth t0) her first child; and
because program actions, once Iehgxtmh!y is esnablished, are swifter than they were during the study
period. - Thus, LEAP may be u\mre effecnve as an ongomg program than the results indicate. -

, -However, the findings also point to the limnits on what incentives alone can do to increase high
school graduation. LEAP gets more young people to the schoolhouse door, but too many subsequently-
walk back out before getting a diploma.  The greater success in Cleveland suggests some strategies
for improving on these results. | But more far-reaching changes in the teens’ school experience will -
likely be needed if LEAP is to|realize its full potemial The smdy’s final report will explore these
{ssues further, present LEAP’s later i impacts for teens in all 12 evaluation counties, ami compare the
program’s benefits and costs.
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The Manpower Demonstmtion Research Corporation’s evalnation of Ohio’s Learning, Earning, and
Parenting (LEAP) Program is funded in part by a contract with the Ohio Dspartment of Human
Services and in part by the Ford Foundstion, the Cleveland Foundation, BP America, the Treu-
Mart Fund, the George Gund Foundation, the Procter & Gamble Fund, and the U.S. Department
ofHealthandHuman Services Thisisthefnmtb mport!ntheevaluation.

Disseminauon of MDRC pubucatiom is also supported by MDRC’s Public Policy Ouu'each mnders
the Ford Foundation, the Axnbmse Monell ?mdahon, the Alcoa Foundation, and the James Irvine
Foundation. A

The findings and conclusions presmted in this report do not necessarily represent the official positions
or. pohcnes of the funders.
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This report presents the latest findings on the effectiveness of Ohio's beammg. Earning, and
Parenting (LEAP) Program, a smtewxde welfare initiative that uses {inancial incentives and penalties
to promote school attendance by pregnant and parentmg teenagers on welfare, the group most likely
0 become long-term welfare recnpxents LEAP requires these teens to stay in school and attend -
regularly or, if they have dropped out, to return to school or enter a program to prepare for the GED
(General Educational Developmem or high school equivalency) test. The program thereby strives to
increase the proportion of teens who graduate from high school or recewe a GED, find jobs, and
ultimarely achieve self-suffi ciency.

Teens who meet LEAP's requirements have their welt‘are checks xmreased $62 for school
enroliment and an additional 362 each month they auend school regularly — and teens who do not
(without an acceptable reason)}have $62 deducted from their welfare grant every month unril they
comply with program rules, Tl{wse who exceed the allowed number of total absences in a month but
not the allowed number of unexcused absences qualify for neither a bonus nor a sanction. Teens may
be remporarily exempted from LEAP s requirements for medical reasons, to care for an infans, or if
child care or transportation is nnavaﬂable and they are no longer subject to the requirements when
they reach the age of 20. Duqng most of the period covered by this report, a teen living on her own
with one child — the most common situation — was eligible for 2 monthly AFDC grant of $274.
Thus, 2 bonus raised her grant/to $336 and a sanction reduced it to $212.

‘ Teens’ enrollment and attendance are monitored by case managers, who explain the pmgmm 3
rules, offer puidance, and amhonze assistance with child care and transportation teens may need to
attend school. LEAP itself pmvtdes no other semr.es. although many Ohio lugh schools have special
programs, called GRADS, which are designed to assist teen parents in managmg their dual roles as
parents and srudents. ;

This is the fourth report from an eveluation of LEAP's opetauons results, and cost-
effectiveness, which the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) has been conducting
since the program began in 1989 ! The evaluation is being conducted under contract to the Ohio
Depantment of Human Setvu:es (ODHS), with additional funding provided by the Ford Foundation,
the Clevéland Foundation, BP America, the Treu-Man Fund, the Georpe Gund Foundation, thc
‘Procter & Gamble Fund, and|the U.S. Deparmem of Health and Human Services.

The report focuses on the experience of teens in seven counties (with abour half of the
statewide LEAP caseload) three years after they were found eligible for LEAP.2 These teens became

- eligible during the program s} first two years of cperation, and all of them encountered LEAP early
in its evolution. Given the program’s improvement since that time, the findings in this report may be

TMDRC'’s previous three ra!pom on LEAP are: Dan Bloom Hi!nry Kopp. David Long, and Dcmse Polit,
LEAP: Implementing a We{fm,lninauve 1o Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parenss (1991); Dan.
Bloom, Veronica Fellerath, D;md Long, and Robert G. Wood., LEAP: Interim Findings on a Welfare Initiative
1o Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parenis (1993); and David Long, Robert G. Wood, and Hilary

Kopp, LEAP: The Educational Eﬁm of LEAP and Enhanced Services in Cleveland (1994).
2Samph: members are refemd to as "teens” in this report, but at the. thmyear point, most were no longer )
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EXECUTIVE ACTION ON WELFARE REFORM

Today, President Clinton announced measures to make responsibility the law of the land by ensuring that teen

parents on welfare stay in school and live at home in order to receive assistance. These executive actions

include: requiring all states to subm:t plans for requiring teen parents to stay in school and prepare for

employment; requiring all states to have teen mothers who have dropped out of school return to school and sign .
personal responsibility plans; cuttiﬂg through red tape to allow states to pay cash bonuses to teen parents who
finish high school; and‘c'hallenging} all states to require minor parents to live with a responsible adult. With

these actions, we’re focusing on one of the key components of welfare reform: parental responsibility. And

we’re putting young mothers on the right path, toward employment and self-sufficiency.

STRENGTHENING OUR PARTNERSHIP IN WELFARE REFORM ,

Under welfare reform waivers, we've already freed 37 states from red tape to pursue innovative welfare
reforms -- more than under any prewlnous administration. State welfare demonstrations approved by the Clinton
Administration now cover 78 perce'nt of all welfare recipients nationwide. We’ve already allowed 22 states
to require teen parents to stay in school and encouraged 21 to require them to live at home in order to receive
assistance.

REQUIRING TEEN PARENTS TO STAY IN SCHOOL

Today, we are announcing additional steps to challenge states to require teen mothers on welfare to stay in
school. Currently, 25 states are lmkmg benefits to school attendance and/or performance, 22 under waivers
approved by the Clinton Admlmstranon ‘Ohio, for example, has a model program called LEAP: Learning,
Earning, and Parenting. LEAP reduces checks of teen mothers when they don’t go to school, and pays them
a bonus when they do. A report released on May 1, 1996 by the Manpower Demonstratlon Research
Corporation shows that LEAP has [significantly increased theé number of teen parents completing school and
going to work. LEAP increased school completion-among high-school enrolled teens by almost 20 percent and
increased employment by over 40 percent LEAP also significantly increased school enrollment among teens
who had dropped out.

Other states are trying sumlar approaches with our support. For example, Delaware reduces beneflts for
truancy, and pays teen parents a $50 bonus when they graduate from high school. Colorado pays bonuses when
teen parents graduate from lngh school or receive a GED. ‘

These states are puttmg teen parems on the right path, toward employment and self-suff1c1ency -- and all 50
states around the country should follow their lead. That’s why the President is directing all states to submit
plans to increase school attendance among teens who receive welfare, to include benefit reductions for teen
parents who refuse. And we're cutting through red tape to let states provide cash bonuses to teen parents who
finish hlgh school. “ : ' ) '

" REQUIRING MINOR PARENTS TO LIVE AT HOME

Under current law, states have the |option to require minor parents to live at home -- but only 21 states have
such requirements, 11 initiated under waivers granted by the Clinton Administration and 10 adopted under the
state option. Today, the Clinton Admlmstrauon is challenging all 50 States to put minor mothers on the right
track by requiring them to live at Home or w1th a responsible adult in order to receive assistance.

ENDING EELFARE AS WE KNOW IT

The President’s goals for welfare reform are clear: requmng work, promoting responsibility, and protecting
children. With this new initiative, President Clinton underscores his commitment to helping welfare recipients
" become -- and stay -- seIf—sufﬁmenIt President Clinton continues to call for a national welfare reform bill.
But, if Congress fails to send the P'res1dent a bill that gets the priorities right, the Clinton Administration will
continue to reform welfare -- one state at a time.
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Taikmg Pomts for Radlo Address

Presuient Clmton s Executnve Action on Teen Parents

"Over the past three years our Adnnmstratlon has rnade real progress in reformmg the welfare

~ system, even as Congressio
are down, Teen birth rat
collections are up. And our
transform their own welfar
children:

In 1994 and again this year,
work, encourage parental e
time limits and work requir
to live at home and stay in sc
 billions of dollars for taxpa3

nal action has stalled. Welfare rolls are down. Food Stamp rolls
es are down. Work participation rates are up. Child support
Administration has freed 37 states from red tape so that they can
re systems to demand work, require responsibility, and protect

I have présénted a sweeping welfare reform bill that would promote

sponsibility, and protect children. My plan would impose tough
ements, provide more funding for child care, require teen parents
hool, and crack down on-child support enforcement -- while saving
ers. ' - B

41003

We’ ve)ﬁxcovered a lot: of common ground on welfare reform, and if Congress sends mie a bill
that is tough on work, rather than tough on children, I will sign it. In the meantime, we can
build on what states are already doing to promote work and protect children -- particularly when
it comes to teen parents. That’s why, today, I am encouraging all states to send the strongest
possible message that staying in school and living at home are the right things to do. The
~actions I am taking today are critical to helping teen mothers break the cycle of dependency and |
turn their lives around. - o

- Currently, 25 statés require| teen parents to stay in school to receive assistance, 22 through
welfare waivers granted by jmy Administration. Ohio, for example, runs a model program
called LEAP: Learning, Earning, and Parenting. LEAP reduces the checks .of teen mothers
when they don’t go to school, and it pays them a bonus when they do. A report released this
week shows that the program significantly increased the number of teen parents who completed
school, went to work, and left welfare. Ohio’s program is working -- and states around the
country should follow its lead. That's why today, I am d1rectmg the Department of Health and
Human Services to require ?11 states to submit plans for increasing school attendance among
teens participating in their JOBS programs. To help in this effort, we will provide cash bonuses
to every teen parent who completes school and. cut the checks of those that won’t. I am also

o d1rectmg all 50 states to be sure that these teen mothers are required to plan for their futures by
signing personal responsibility plans to help them plan for the future.

A child who has a child shou}d not get more money from the govemment for leaving home than
for hvmg with a parent or responsible adult. Under current law, states already have the option
to require teen parents to live at home or with a responsible adult in order to receive assistance -

- but only twenty-one states 1
the message that having a bal
and drop out of school. Inst
. responsibility for turning the

have such requirements. Today, I am urging all 50 states to send
by should not bring a teen the right and the money to leave home
ead, minor parents. should live at home stay in school and take
ir lives around :
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The actions I'm taking today will help teens who already are parents break the cycle of
dependency and become good role models and providers for their children. But we all agree
that the main goal is stopping teen pregnancies from occurring in the first place. Our
Administration is tackling this problem head-on. For example, my 1997 budget includes $30
million for a new Teen Pregnancy Prevention Initiative, to give help to areas' with high teen
pregnancy rates. This new initiative will build on our existing grant programs which are helping

' communities choose -- and use -- the teen pregnancy prevention strategies that best suit their
local needs. And it will complement the work of the National Campaign to Reduce Teen .
Pregnancy, which I announced in January

I urge Congress to examine my welfare reform pmposals, the plan drafted by the National
“Governors’ Association, and the reforms already underway in the states. The steps.I am taking
today already have bxpamsaZn support -- they are in the welfare bills adopted by the Congress
and the National Governors/ Association. As I have said repeatedly, if Congress sends me a
national reform bill that rewards work, demands personal responsibility and puts young mothers
on a path to self-sufficiency} I will sign it. But until they do, I will continue to reform welfare
one. state at a time. ’ ' - :




I . - *
05/02/96 15:38 © 202 690 5673 HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI S, 005

‘ ‘ - RAF?

Questions and Answers on Executive Action -- Teen Parent Requirements

Question:
What is the Administration announcing today?

-Answer:

We are announcing four new steps to encourage states to require teen parents on welfare to stay
in school and live at home. We are putting more teeth into current JOBS requirements that teen
pparents stay in school, by requiring states to submit plans for how they will require teen parents
to stay in school and prepare for employment: We’re requiring all states to have teen mothers
in JOBS sign personal respm}:sibility contracts to plan for the future. We’re cutting through red -
tape to allow states to pay cash bonuses to teen -parents who finish high school. And we’re
challenging all states to require minor parents to live at home or with a responsible adult.

Question:
Don't states need waivers to|do any of this?
Answer:

The Family Support Act of 1988 required teen JOBS participants to stay in school as a condition
of assistance. States do not need waivers to strengthen their implementation of this provision -

- this is what we’re requiring by our actions today. However, states do need waivers to change
sanctions, to use incentives,| or to make school attendance a condition of assistance for teen
parents beyond those participating in JOBS. Twenty-two states have received waivers from the
Clinton Administration to 1mp1ement such reforms. Ohio’s LEAP program, for example, is a
successful program that’s 1ncreasmg school attendance and employment among teen parents.
Our actions today will enablé states to use incentives like LEAPs without a waiver.

The Family Support Act also|gave states the option to require minor mothers to live at home or
in a supervised setting to receive benefits. Although states do not need a waiver to implement
these requirements, 11 states have included them within comprehensive welfare waivers, while
10 other states have simply amended their state plans. We hope our use of the "bully pu1p1t
will encourage all 50 states to adopt this approach
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What real effect will the Presuient s actions have?

Answer:

Today’s action will have important results, because about half of all adult AFDC recipients
(about two million people) Had their first child when they were 19 or younger. We also know

- that while 80 percent of chlldren born to unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only
eight percent of children bo‘m to married, older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie E.
Casey Foundation.) - By following the steps laid out by the President to require teen parents to
finish school, live at home, and prepare for work, states will help ensure that teen parents
become good role models and prov1ders for their children.

Requiring teen mothers to flIllSh high school also increases the odds that young mothers will get

off welfare, and reduces the chanees that they will later return. According to one recent study,

AFDC recipients without a hlgh school diploma are twice as likely to stay on welfare for 10

years or more. (Bane and Ellwood, Welfare Realities, p. 49). In addition, research by LaDonna . .
- Pavetti, now at the Urban Institute, shows that even controlling for basic skills, women without

a high school diploma return to the welfare system at a rate that is 26 percent higher than

women who have completed hxgh school. »

Question:
How many people will be affected?

Answer:

It’s hard to estimate. »Accordling to HHS, in 1994, there were 65,000 teen moms under age 19
receiving AFDC. Unless these teens are married, or have already graduated from high school,
these conditions would apply1 to them. Today’s action will have important results overtime,
because about half of all adult AFDC recipients (some two million people) had their first child
when they were 19 or youngelr. We know that while 80 percent of children born to unmarried
teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of children born to married, older high
school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Casey Foundation).
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Question:

‘But if there are about 14 million people on AFDC and just 65,000 would be affected, isn’t this
a virtually meaningless action?

Answer:

- Absolutely not. The President’s actions today are directed to the group of welfare recipients we
need to target first: teen parénts. We need to ensure that teen parents become good role models
and providers for their children, and that means they must finish school, live at home, and
prepare to work. The sooner states put these requirements in place, the sooner the children of
teen parents will be able tol grow up in independent, working families. The MDRC study
released this week confirmed that Ohio’s LEAP program has produced very positive results for
teen parents within the three years surveyed. It increased school completion among high-school
enrolled teens by almost 20| percent and increased employment by over 40 percent. It also
reduced welfare receipt among these participants. It also increased school enrollment among
teens who had dropped out. | - ‘ S

Today s action will have 1mportant results because about half of all adult AFDC recipients
(some two million people) had their first child when they were 19 or younger. We know that
while 80 percent of children born to unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight
percent of children born to married, older high-school graduatcs are poor. (Annie E. Casey
Foundation).

Question:

The President saxd he’s enccuragmg states to model their school attendance incentives and
sanctions on Ohio’s LEAP program Don’t these programs cost money?

Answer:

. The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation’s (MDRC) 1994 study of the relatively
service-intensive Cleveland LEAP program estimated that LEAP cost less than $1,000 per teen
-- for the entire period of program eligibility, which averaged less than two years. That
study concluded that LEAP was a "viable, low-cost policy approach that significantly improves
school completion.” In other states, programs like LEAP cost no money at all because funds
used for bonuses are roughly |offset by benefit cuts for truants.

The MDRC study released this week confirmed that Ohio’s‘ LEAP program has produced
amazing results within the three years surveyed. It increased school completion among high-
school enrolled teens by almost 20 percent and increased employment by over 40 percem It
also reduced welfare receipt a'mcng these participants.
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Follow-up Question:
Where will states get the fixnds to implement these school attendance programs?
Answer:

‘Although requiring teens to live at home and stay in school is not expensive, the funding would
be provided under the JOBS program, created by the 1988 Family Support Act. . JOBS gives
Federal matching funds to states to provide education and training for welfare recipients. While
the state match rate varies (u ranges between 20 and 40 percent); all states would have access
to Federal matching funds to| implement these teen parent requirements. Many states have not
drawn down their entire JOBS allocation, leaving Federal funds available for these programs.
(Across all states, in FY 1995, only 78 percent of Federal JOBS funds were used by states).

- States may also use AFDC |administrative resources to fund tracking and case management
activities, and the Department of Health and Human Services will also provide technical
assistance to help states run effective programs. In addmon with today’s action, states will be
able to receive a Federal match. for the money they use to pay bonuses to encourage teens to
finish school. ,

Questionv:
The MDRC study also concluded that, in order for programs like LEAP to truly succeed, the
public school system in this|country will need to be reformed. Doesn’t something need to
change in the schools before you make school attendance a condition of assistance nationwide? .

Answer:

One of the Administration’s primary goals is to revitalize our nation’s school systems.. The
President has already taken action -- through initiatives such as Goals 2000, Safe and Drug Free
Schools, and the School-to-Work program. But there’s still much more to do. As the President
said last month to the N atxonal Governors’ Association, we all ‘need to join hards to improve
schools in this country so that every child gets the education they need to be producuve adults.

Question:
Studies have shawn that a large percentage of minor mothers have been abused by their
careglvers -- is it wise to require minors to live in abusive homes‘?

Answer:

This minor parent residency requirement would specifically protect minors from unsafe homes.
States would require minor parents to live either at home or in an alternative superv1scd living
arrangement, if the home were unsafe. :
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STATES REQUIRING TEEN MOTHERS TO LIVE WITH A PARENT, GUARDIAN, OR
- IN AN ADULT SUPERVISED SETTING

Under the Family Support Act of 1988, states have the option to require minor

mothers to live with a pa
States need only to amen
required. Nevertheless
requirement.

States with minor parent

rent, guardian or in a supervised setting to receive benefits.

d their state plans to implement this provision, no waiver is

, some states have ‘used the waiver process for the

provision under waivers granted by the Clinton

Administration {11 states)

Arizona
Connecticut
Delaware

lowa

Maryland
Massachusetts
Missouri
North Carolina
Oregon
Vermont ‘
Virginia : -

States with optional minor parent provision under amended state plans*

(10 states)

Georgia

Indiana

Maine

Michigan
Mississippi
New: Hampshnre
New York
Oklahoma
Tennessee
Wisconsin

* The following territories also have an optional minor parent provision: Guam, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands
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STATES WITH SCHOOL 'ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANGE REQUIREMENTS

The following states link benefits to either school attendencs or performance or both.

Waiver approved under Clinton Administration (22 states)

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Delaware
Florida

Mlinois

Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska
New York
North Carolina
Ohio .
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Vermont
Virginia
Wyoming

Waiver approved un\def‘p,
Maryland

Missouri
Wisconsin

revious administrations (3 states)




B i

ido11

DRAFT

STATES LINKING ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE
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Currently, 25 states are linking AFDC benefits to school attendance and/or school performance, 22 under
waivers approved by the Clinton Administration. The following states are examples of the innovative school
attendance programs operatmg across the country.

California

California’s "Work Pays Demonstration Project” encourages teen AFDC recipients to regularly attend school
by paying them a $100 cash bonus for maintaining a C average, and $500 for ultimately graduating from high
school. Teen-age parents who fail to maintain a D average can have their AFDC payments reduced by up to
$50 a month for two months. (Approved March 1, 1994) An additional waiver, the "School Attendance
Demonstration Project,"” requires the dependent teen-age children of AFDC recipients in San Diego County to
attend school or participate in job search and training. (Approved Dec. 6, 1995) '

Colorado : ‘
Colorado’s "Personal Responsibility!
in school and graduate from high sc

and Employmént Program” Vpays financial bonuses when participants stay
hool or a GED program. (Approved Jan. 13, 1994)

Delaware
Under Delaware’s "A Better Chanr:c" demonstration, teen parents are required to live in an adult supervised

setting, attend school, participate in parenting and family planning education, and immunize their children.
* Incentives include a $50 bonus paid to teens who graduate from high school. Gradual sanctions can lead to
the family losing benefits if participants fail to meet educauon and employment requirements. (Approved May
8, 1995) : '
Ilinois '
Illinois” "School Attendance" project
to help families with truant children.
attendance or face loss of benefits.

operates in areas that have contracted with local social service providers
Recipients must cooperate with efforts to improve their children’s school
(Approved October 2, 1995)

Ohio . . . |
Ohio’s "Learning, Earning, and Parenting" (LEAP) program requires recipients who are pregnant or are parents
under the-age of 20 to attend school or a program leading to a high school degree. As of September 1995,
LEAP participants may also meet this requirement through approved work or training activities. Teens who
meet LEAP’s requirements will have their ARDC checks increased by $62 for school enrollment and an
additional $62 each month they attend school regularly. Teens who fail to attend school will have $62 deducted
from their AFDC grant ever month until they comply with program rules. A $200 bonus will be granted to
those who graduate from high-school or obtain a GED. ~ '

South Carolina

South Carolina’s most recent waiver,

to stay in school as a condition of rece

to keep the money they earn from pa

approved by the Clinton Administration on May 3, 1996, requires teens
iving assistance. The demonstration also allows teens who stay in school
rt-time jobs, as well as any interest earned on savings.

States Requiring Teen Mothers to Live with a Parent, Guardian, or in an Adult Supervised Setting

Under current law, states have the option to require minors to live at home -- 21 states have such requirements
10 initiated under Clinton Administration-approved waivers. Today, the Clinton Administration is urging all
50 states to put minor mothers on the right track by requiring minor mothers to live at home or with a

]
responsible adult in order to receive assistance.





