
I i \-.:> ~"- "'" Ui\ <i s.. 

c.~ is,,, '-" I \Zo ~ 
, 

" 
March 9, 1994 

\J?-# t-A ,:-ort\o\LIncome Maintenance Branch 
Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the President 
Washington, DC 20503 

Please route to: 

Keith Fontenot V-'\\(\,~
Barbara Selfridge ~'t 
Belle Sawhill 

Subject: 

From: 

"Minor Moms" Saver for Welfare 
Reform 

Chris Ellertson eft;;; 

[)ecision needed -L 
Please comment 
For your information 
Fer your request 
Take necessary action 

With informational copies for: 

BS, Il, KP, RB, LC, SD, MR, CE 

Phone: 
Fax; 

Room: 


2Q2/395-4686 
202/395-3910 
#7026 

Attached, per your request is a description of how the minor moms proposal would 
work, an estimate 01 the caseload aflected, and a brief discussion of some 01 the 
assumptions behind the proposal. 



Require AFDC Mothers under 18 To Live With Tbeir Parents 

Savings from 
Baseline 1995 

Annual Savings 
(MiniODS af Dollars) 

1996 1991 1998 1999 

Cumulative 
five·Year 
Savings 

Outlays 0 -45 ·SO ·SO -SO -195 

Tbis option would require AFDC 
parents that are minors (#,Iminor 
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 separale 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 
dependency, About half of all mothers 
receiving AFDC at a point in time began 
child 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 Dption 

Restricting beneH ts 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 ~not be required 
to participate in programs for AFDC 
caretakers (such as job training and 
education) that could make them more 
self-sufficient, 

CoIlateral Effects 

If teenage mothers were unwilling to 
return 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 :s-:>""tJ.'" 
1/2 of aJl minor moms at:LljSumed to _ \\~ 
'receive a "good cause" exemp.tipn and ~\P-­
the remaining 1/4, who maintained a .('\P'\y".,;)f\ 

separate household, would lose their ~"'­
benefit, In all, 37% of the minor mom 
popula lion 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 B<fore? 

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

The House Republican's 1993 welfare 
reform bill, H.R. 3500, proposes that, up 
through age 19, teenage mothers eligible 
for AFDC be required to live in the 
horne. 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 &: Means, 
Senate Finance. 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 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 home. 

DATE: May 17, 1994 

MAINE 

I interviewed Rose Masure, the AFDC program Director. 
Maine implemented a program beginning in August 1991 requiring 
teenage mothers to remain in the household of their parents in 
order to continue receiving AFDC benefits+ This policy applies 
to those individuals applying for the first time. and those 
reapplying for benefits, The state has conducted no official 
evaluation or study, simply because it does not possess the 
necessary records/data. Apparently, the state owns an outd~ted 
computer system, unable to store all data~ 

However~ the teen parent population in Maine is quite small. 
less than 1000 in total. The state also grants a liberal "good 
cause 11 policy# under which minors meet certain cri teria in order 
to remain independent (e.g. the parents don't want the child 
backr he/she has been living on their own for one year, etc.). 
AccordinglY$ the state grants a fair share of exemptions. In 
terms of costs, the program entails no additional administrative 
costs for the state; the welfare agency only needs to look at one 
more condition of eligibility in recipient applications~ 
However, Ms. Masure did note the potentia1 ramifications of 
adding to the financial 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 Comei-Reison Page, a policy analyst 
in the Michigan Department of Social Services. With Governor 
John Engler leading the way, Michigan passed a comprehensive 
welfare reform package, including a provision requiring minor 
parents to live at home~ Since the provision was implemented in 
October 1992¥ howevers there has only been an incremental change 
in the number of minors living in parental households. Whereas 
in September 1992~ the month before implementation, 1487 minors 
on AFDC lived outside their parents' household, 1406 minors were 
independent in April 1994. The state estimates that only roughly' 
5% of minor parents have return to their parents' household in 



response to the new regulations. In almost all cases where 
independent minors received "good cause" to remain independentf 
the state determined that the parents' household did not provide 
a suitable environment for the minor to live in. In addition I 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 permission·"""to live 
independently. 

The minor parent pool in Michigan makes up a very small 
percentage of the overall AFDC recipient population: there are an 
overall 220,000 cases. In cases where the minor parent petitions 
for "good cause" to remain independent,. a social worker wil.l. 
evaluate the situation {visit the home of the teenager, the home 
of the parents, etc.) and make a final determination. The minor 
can appeal this deciSion through the administrative process, and 
if necessary, through the courts. Ms. Page declared the 
administrative costs were pretty negligible; most minors live at 
homar an~RY. . 

The state has signed a contract with ABT Associates to 
evaluate Michigan's overall welfare reform initiative. It is 
clear that the program has done little to move minors back into 
their parents' households; the vast majority already live at 
home, and many independent minors have valid reasons for living 
outside of the home. While the state considers the 
administrative costs meager (Ms. page was unable to give a 
specific figure). it is certainly questionable if 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 of the Division of 
Family Development, Department of Human Services. In August. 
1993, New Jersey began enforcing a plan whereby additional AFDC 
cash benefits are denied to AFDC recipients who bear any 
additional children. Accordingly, whether a woman has one or 
five children when she qualifies for AFDC, she cannot obtain any 
additional benefits for additional children. While the child 
will receive Medicaid coverage and is eligible for 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 law officially went· into effect in October 1992, 
ita enforcement was delayed by nine months 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 
statefs three largest counties_are participating in the program; 
the rest O£····thii" state is to go on-line by 1995. 

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



with such unusual situations; Ms. Reitz indicated that the state 
is looking at possible modifications. She also noted that the 
adrninistrat~ve costs of the program are negligible. 

The state has not initiated any education or birth control 
programs,to complement this "stick" approach. Hence, the program 
is a rather punitive approach; 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 initial five-year phase of the 
program, Rutgers will commission an official evaluation. Until 
then, it will be difficult to obtain substantial data/statistics 
on the program. However, a preliminary report is scheduled to be 
released next yea..E. m 

CALIFORNIA 

Governor Pete Wilson, as part of his comprehensive welfare 
reform initiative, has proposed the Maximum Family Grant l 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 equivalent of the cash benefits for which 
the additional child would have rendered the family eligible. 
The program has not been passed by the state legislature yet; the 
above proposal has never been implemented in a demonstration 
project in the state. 

GEORGIA 

I interviewed Kathryn Jett~ an AFOC/Food Stamp Policy 
Consultant with the Department of Human Resources. Georgia had 
requested and received a waiver from the federal government to 
beg1n a statewide program whereby mothers receiving AFOC benefits 
cannot receive additional AFDC cash benefits for additional 
children. The Georgia program went into effect on January 1994; 
the state sent out information to all welfare recipients and 
initiated a public relations program informing individuals on the 
new restrictions. Any mother who will have received AFDC 
benefits for 24 out of the past 36 months will not be permitted 
to receive AFDC benefIls for additional children born. However, 
the child must have been conceived during a month in which the 
mother was on welfare; if the baby was conceived while the mother 
was "off the rolls", then she is eligible to go back on welfare 
and receive the additional benef1ts. 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 food stamps. It is important to note that Georgia
is a traditionally low-benefit state. 

GeorgIa. does include a number of except10ns in its program. 
First, if the child is sent to another household (i.e~ the 
grandparents), this new household will still be eligible for any 
additional AFDC benefits. Second, m1nors are granted the 
opportunity to have one additional child and still be eligible 
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for additional AFDC payments; only when minors have a second 
additional child will the restrictions apply. Third, the 
restrictions will have no bearing in the case of rape or incest. ~ 

In contrast to New Jersey~ the state of Georgia is taking 
proactive i preventive actions to help AFDC mothers avoid 
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 
sanctions go into effect. 

WISCONSIN 

I interviewed Gene Cussart~ the Executive Assistant to the 
Secretary of Health and Soclal Services. The Department of 
Health and Social Services is establishing a five-year welfare 
demonstration project, called the Parental and Family 
Responsibility Initiative. Under the plan, set to begin in four 
counties on June 1st. the state would cut AFOC benefits by 50% 
for the second child borne by teenage mothers on welfare and 
eliminate it altogether for the third~ But the state would also 
lift the requirement that one member of a low-income married 
couple have a work history to get AFOC payments, and would allow 
recipients to keep more of their earnings from regular jobs. 
Accordingly, families would have more incentive to remain intact. 
Teenagers on welfare would also be required to attend sex­
education and parenting classes to encourage them to stay in 
school and delay pregnancy~ Wisconsin had attempted to start the 
program earlier, but difficulties in obtaining the necessary 
federal waivers created delays. 

CONNECTiCUT 

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 
eligibility for AFDC benefits, a teenager must remain at home~ or 
live in an alternative adult situation. Exceptions are provided 
for cases of neglect or abuse problems in the parental household. 
When a minor applies for an exception, a caseworker completes an 
evaluation (which usually doesn't include a home visit, unless 
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 evaluat~on ~n the future. 
Ms. Rowe'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 to contact Nancy 
Wiggett. a policy analyst in the commissioner's office, at (203) 
566-4019~ I have been unable to get in contact with her. 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Bruce 

FROM: Jofi 

DATE: May 17, 1994 

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

In my report on Sen. Moynihan's views on welfare reform 
(your copy is attached), I referred to a citation in his 1986 
book, Family and Nation l of a study concluding that AFDC payments 
encourage the creation of new households; teenage parents are 
much more likely to live independently in high-benefit states 
than low-benefit states~ You requested more 1nformation on this 
particular study. 

Interestingly enough, the two authors of the study are David 
Ellwood and Mary 30 Bane. In U 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, if any, impact AFDC 
benefits had upon these changes. In the enclosed study, the 
authors indicate that for every $100 increase in the monthly 
benefits for a family of four, the likelihood that a non-white 
single mother aged 20 would live independently might increase 
from 22% to 43%. Overall, the study estimates that a $100 
benefit increase would cause the fraction of single mothers who 
live in sub-families to decline by 25-30% (P.3). Even without 
controlling for unmeasured state differences, the researchers 
discovered a strong association between AFDC benefit levels and 
living arrangements (P.62) 

The authors utilize state-by-state comparisons in yielding 
their conclusions. However, they needed to account for largely 
unmeasurable attitudes. values, and expectations likely to 
influence family structures and welfare benefit levels, which 
certainly differ from state to state. For example, in MLnnesota~ 
welfare benefits are high but the rate of unmarried births is 
low; in contrast, Mississippi offers low benefLts, but its number 
of single mothers is proportionally much greater. These 
differences are attributable to different social conditions, not 
the disparity in welfare benefits. 

Consequently~ the authors rely on three control 
methodologies which help reveal the likely behavior in a 
particular 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) 	Eligibles vs. Non-eligibles Comparisons: Comparisons of 
the behavior 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 am enclosing the actual study for your perusal. 



• 
DANIEL PATEttCK MOYNIHAN 

harder yet to modifY. In this sense Losing Ground is not at 
all a break with the past. 1t merely continut:$ the ptactke 
in Washington of making large assertions with no foun­
d;nions, HEW Sccretary Joseph Califano knew that welfare 

"breaks up families"; so does Dr. Murray. I don't. f wish 
we knew morej t fear we don '(, 

In response to various criticisms, including some of the 
above, Murray in the Fall 1985 issue of the Political Sdma 
Quaruriy wrote thut he had examined the experience of 
the last thirty years ofsocial policy and had found "a variety 

of phenomena that demand cxplanation." He had put forth 

explanations consistent with what is .known (i.e., hy~ 

pothes.es). "But to prove that 1 was right or wrong, or 
partly-right, or to demomtrate wh,u the alternative 'truth' 

is, social science will have to explore questions tha~ it has 
neglected." Agreed. Peace. 

Still, th~re is nQ need to forget what we did know. in 

1985 Murray told ,a symposium calIed "Lessons from the 
Great Society" that the "turns for the worse" which his 

book describes "were more pronounced than we had any 

rcason W expect chey should be." There was "no basis 

his.torically/' he continued•."to predict the kinds of dra~ 

maric changes for the worse that did, in fact, occur." This 

is simply not so. Murray's work is concerned primarily 

with the growth of an urban minority underdass. But thot 
is precisay what I did predict in 1965, willg data smes tltot 
("tIded in 1964 Wore any of the efJNltJ that he ~ts hafl~ 
brought about these "turns for Jh~ worse." I t could wei) be 
that the predictions made in t96S were not warranted, that 

saw trends which did not as yet exist and only subse· 
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/,tI yfp~~ b./i)­Common Ground? 

~ 
quently 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 Nation in 1965 s.tated that 

I had made "stupefying" assertions about minority crime 
nlte$. The rates were trUC; it was the Nation's reviewer, 

William Ryan, who was stupefied. In a paper presented to 
a 198;1 colloquium sponsored by the School of Welfare of 

the Umversity of California at Berkeley and by the Bay 
Area Black United Fund, JeweHe'Taylor Gibbs reported 

that in 1980 "black youth commlned 51% of the violent 
juvenile crime in the U.S." and that the previous year "15% 

of aU bia('.k adolescents in the I5-19 age group were ar­

rested.. , ." These are grim numbers and can be disorient~ 
mg. 

If the responS<' ofthose such as Ryan in 1965 to the data 

was essentially nonrationat, I bdiev~ if can be shown thaf 

in Murray's case the response is nonlinear. Once agaioJ ~t 
comes co this: Losing Gmufld amibut(:s devdopm(:nt5 that 

trouble the author to government a.;;tions that mostly began 

after these devdnpm(:nts had commenced as ckarly rC"c~ 

ognizable statistical trellds. It may be argued that these 

gov~rnment actions intensified the$(: developments, but the 

data arC" not at aIL conclusive. 
There are things we have learned. In "Family SttUi::rure 

and Living Arrangements. Research: Summary of FimJ~ 
ings" (March 1984), Mary }o Bane and David Ellwood 
present an exhaustive series of cross corr('Jations examining 
various family patterns and the impaet qf the APDC pro­
gram. The existing welfare program provides in this regard 
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DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAI 

a kind of natural experiment. Each of the fifty state~.Ej 
a somewhat. different program, as do Puerto 
Guam. Benefits vary enormously. At middecade a, 
of four can now collect $120 -a month in Mississipp,i;;@ 

other states 5600 or more. And the effects?- With on.e 
c::xception, they could find no effects: 

Differences in welfare benefit levels do not appe~rft.9): 
be the primary cause of variation in family 
across states, or over time. Largely unmeasurable 
ferences in culture, attitudes or expectations seem, t!~·;:, 
account for most of the differences in birth rates 
unmarried women and in divorce and separation 

terns among families with children. 

In Minnesota, benefits are high; divorce rates and unmar­
ried births are low. It is the other way around in Mississippi. 
And so their analyses go, taking us back rather in the 
direction of William Graham Sumner's on the power. of 

folkways over stateways. 
rhe one "dramat~c impact" they de~ermine is that 
:benefit levels on living arrangements. In low-benefit states, 

young mother not living with a husband is very likely 
live in the home of a parent. In high-benefit states, such 

women are more likely to live independently. They suggest 

between 1960 and 1982 about one-third of the increase 
female-headed households resulted from an increase in 
number of single mothers who live independently. Thus 

statistical trends may appear more troubling than is 
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f;_Ellwood and Bane find an increase in the proportion of 

women between age eighteen and forty-four who 

never married: from 27 percent in 1970 to 44 percent 
White proportions increase also. They note: "The 

~rcentage employed of young black men has been dete­" .~riorating rapidly in the past decade, at the same time that 
~&t'arriage rates have been falling." They sugge"st it is "quite 

phi~sible" that the one influences the other. But: "As an 
explanation for the dramatic changes in family structure, 
;~elfare benefits are largely impotent." 

> Th~ Pand Study of Incom~ Dynamics, a sample of five 
~thousand American families conducted by the Survey Re­
rsearch Center at the University of Michigan, has produced 
~~idtportant findings. As analyzed by Greg J. Duncan and 

.., his associates (1984), in the decade 1969-78 a quarter (24'4 
, percent) of American families were poor for one or mor.e 

years, but only 2.6 percent v.:ere "persistently poor," which 
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 
(]2'5 percent) of American families would have been poor 
sometime during this ten-year period. As to welfare, Dun­
can concludes "the syste.m 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 
welfare as "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 

'37 

http:state~.Ej


DANIEL PATRICK Mn':~¥i 

years earlier is the Bible translation; Duncan used 
English Bible, while Congressman William H. Avres-' 
quoted the King James Version. 

It may be that the Michigan group 
doggedness of dependency. Ellwood and Bane.hnd~tha 
most women who go on AFDC do ~o for short spells, 
the bulk of AFDC expenditures "are accounte~' 
women who have spells of eight years or more." A .__ 
of women who end one spell of AFDC "return for anothei . - ...~ 
spell." Most importantly, "three-fol,1rths of all spells 
began with a relationship change whereby a female-hea.deq 
family with children was created." Only a 

percent, could be traced to earnings decreases. Again_sg':i 
the thesis of 1965,' the ,previous relationship between 
pendency and income and employme,nt just isn't quite ther~ 
any longer. ... ~:~•

One of the persistent difficulties in assessing the imp~_c.~ 
of the Great Society period is that for all the sound and 
fury-not all that much happened. In the study by James. 

,. 	T. Patterson cited previously, it is estimated that in ~tS· 
period of greatest independence and activity, the late 1960s,· 
total expenditures by the Office of Economic Opportunity 

came to about S50 to 570 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 
system 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 Medicare 
and M·edicaid. These large innovations in social policy too,," 
place quite independently of the hullabaloo at OEO. They 

, 
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the main the work of a small group of public 

e-ivants-Wilbur J. Cohen, Robert M. Ball, and others­
had been involved with the establishment of Social 

in 1935 and were still at it three decades tater. 
insurance had been on their agenda for years. In 

months following the assassination of John F. Kennedy 
saw their opportunity, and they took it. The legisla­

'clon-Titles XVIII and XIX of the Social Security Act­
adopted with little exertion and less analysis. This is 

fo'l.· 	 . 
. that the cost estimates were absurdly low, done .more 

less on the back of an envelope. The genius of the 
~sponsors of Medicare and Medicaid was that having quietly 

-c waited thirty years for their "moment" to come again, they 

'seized it. 
The report to President Roosevelt of the Committee on 

Economic Security was transmitted by Secretary of Labor 
Frances 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 
~enate 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 1¢S, 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 antipoverty program 
getting along from year to year on the annual appropria­

tions. 
With respect to welfare dependency·, Medicaid posed a 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH III. HUMAN SERVICES 	 Office of the SeCnlt81Y 

Washington, D.C. 20201 . . 

Attached are the document(s) that you requested from the 
Policy Information Center~ 

(] 	The document you requested is not available from the Policy 
Information Center~ (We have requested this item from 
another source and will forward it to you later.) 

[J 	The document is available from: 

National Technical Information Services 
u.s~ Department of Commerce 
5285 Port Royal Road 
Springfield, VA 22161 
(703) 487-4650 

NTIS Accession 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., sw 

Room 438F - IIHH Building 

Washington, DC 2020~ 


""') ".-om. (1 '<IlL ,M 

P01Z:Y Information Center 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 

for Planning &.Evaluation 



, EXECtITlVE ACTION ON \VELFARE REFORM f'R'I1il"!\fI{'., F,!':"j!!" 
, 

Today t 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 10 
receive assistance. With these actions, we're focusing on one of the key components of welfare refonn: 
parental responsibility. We're also putting young mothers on the right path, toward employment and 
self~suffjciency, by requiring those in the JOBS program to sign personal responsibility contracts. 

A DOWNPAYMENT ON OUR PARTNERSHIP IN WELFARE REFOR,1;1 ,'I ",,~....s :' 
" ~J-\ , "r~~")<".!·

Under welfare refonn waivers. we've freed 37 states from red tape to pursue innovative welfare reforms 
-- more than under any previous administration. State, weJfare demonstrations approved by the CHmon 
Administration now cover 75 percent of all welfare recipients nationwide, and we've already aHowed 
22 states to require teen parents to s.tay 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 encourage states to require teen mothers on welfare [0 stay 
in school. Currently, 25 states are linking benefits to school attendance andlor performance. 22 under 
waivers approved by tile Clinton' Administration, Ohio, for example. has a mode! 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 reporl released on May 1, 1996 by the Manpower 
Development Research Corporation shows that LEAP has significantly increased the number of parents 
completing school aod 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 similar approaches. For example, Delaware gradually reduces benefits for 
truancy, and pays teens a $50 bonus when they graduate from high school. Colorado pays bonuses for 
good school attendance. graduation. andlor OED completion, 

Tbese 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 is-directing all states to 
submit plans for Increasing school attendance among teens who receive welfare. 

REQUIRING TEEN PARENTS TO LIVE AT HOME . 
cl..\~ 

Under current 1aw. states have the ption to 'req~"irJ teens to live at home -- but only 21 states have such 
requirements, II initiated u he Clinton Administration and 10 adopted independently. Today. the 
Clinton Administration is rgin all 50 States to put teen mothers on the right track by requiring minor 
mothers to live at home Of'Wlth a responsible adult in order to receive assistance. 

ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT 

The President's goals for welfare refonn are clear: requiring work, promoting responsibility, and 
protecting children. With this new iniliative, President Clinton underscores his commitment to helping 
welfare recipients become ~- and stay -- self-sufficient. President Clinton continues to call for a national 
welfare refonn hill. But. if Congress fails to scnd the President a bill Uta< gets the priorities right, the 
Clinton Administration will continue [0 refoon welfare -- one state at a time. 



Talking Points for Radio Address 
President Clinton~s Executive Action on Teen Parents 

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

As you know, earlier this ye vetoed a welfare refo 1lill drafted by the Congressional 
majority because it woul 0 too little to move pea rom welfare to work and too much that 
CQuid hurt poor childr . , While I am comrnitt 0 enacting national welfare reform legislation, 
I will not sign bil1 that gets the fInes wrong. The nation's 50 governors, by 

------recommendin cifie revisions of till! vetoed. have shown that they agree with my action. 

In 1994 and again this year, J have presented a sweeping welfare refonn 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 
$40 billion over seven years. ". 

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 encouraging all states to send the strongest 
possible message that staying in school and living al home are the right things to do, 

Currently, 25 states require teen parents to stay in school to receive assistance, 23 through 
welfare waivers granted by my Administrarion. 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 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 its lead. That's why tooay. I:un directing the Depanment of 
Health and Human Services to require aU states to submit plans for increasing school attendance 
among teens particpating in their JOBS programs. I am alsQ directing all 50 states to be sure 
that these teen momers are required to plan for their futures by signing personal responsibility 
contracts, 

rt;nder curre~t 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 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 set up a new household and lengthen. rather than 
hOI1en, the period of dependence on welfare. ~,'tl + 

~ I ( h ..-. ~ J...~ 4.1;,:""""" L~{( i- ~(L~v"'-f 
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The actions I'm taking today wil1 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, OUf Adminlstr3lion 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 wiU complement the work 
of the National Campaign to Reduce Teen Pregnancy, which I announced in January. 

n urge Congress 10 examine my welfare refoon proposals. the plan drafted by the National 
r ~overnors' Association, and the reforms already undefWay in the states, As I have said 

repeatedly I if Congress sends me a national reform bill that rewards work, demands personal 
responsibility and puts young mothers on a path 10 self-sufficiency, I will sign il. But until they 
do, I will continue to reform welfare one state at a rime. 



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 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 
parents stay in school, by requiring states to submit plans for how they will require minor 
parents to stay in schooJ and, prepare for employment 

While states currently have the option to require teen parents to live at home or with a 
__. ___ responsiblc 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 states to have all teen parents in JOBS (?) sign personal responsibility 
contracts, so that they are planning for a future of work and self-sufficiency, 

Question: 

Don't Mates need waivers to do any of this? 

Answer: 

The Family Support Act of 1988 required teen JOBS participants to stay in schoQI as a condition 
of assistance, States do no! need waivers to strengthen their implementalion of this provision ­
- this is what welre 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 t9 implement such refonus, Ohio's LEAP program; for example. 
is a successful program that's increasing school attendance and employment among teen parents. 
Our fast-track waiver process will make waivers like these easier to get. 

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. only 11 states 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 action 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 percent of children born to 
unmarried teenage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of children horn to married, 
older high-school graduates are poor, (Annie R Casey Foundation,) By following the steps laid 
out by the PreSident to require teen parents to finish school, live at horne, 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 that young mothers will 
return to wei fare after they leave the rolls. According to one recent srudy. AFDC recipients 
without a high school diploma are twice as likely to stay on weUare for 10 years or more, (Bane 
aod Ellwood, Welfare Realities, p. 49). In addition, researeh by LaDonna Pavetti, 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 
completed high schooL 

Question: 

How many people will be .ffocted'i 

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 win have 4nportant results, because 
Slightly more than half of all AFDC recipients (some" mimon people with - million children 
.. ACF?) 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 [0 married, older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie 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 no1. The President's actions today are direcred to the group of welfare recipients we 



need to target first: teen parents. 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 chUdren of 
teen parents will be able to grow up in independent, working families. The MDRC study 
released this week confinned that Ohio's LEAP program has produced amazing 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. 

Today's action wiU have important results, because 40 percent of all AFDC 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 10 married, older high-school graduates 
are poor. (Annie E. Casey Foundation.) 

Question: 

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

Answer: 

The Manpower Development Research Corporation's 1994 study of the relatively service~ 

intensive Cleveland LEAP program estimated that LEAP cos! less than $1,000 per teen - for 
Ihe entire period of program eligibility, which averaged less th.n two years. That study 
concluded that LEAP was a Hviable. low-cost policy approach that significantly improves school 
completion, " 

The MDRC study released this week confinned 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 percent. It 
also reduced welfare receipt among these participants. 

Follow-up Question: 

Where will states get the funds to implement these school attendance programs? 

Answer: 

Tile funding would he 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 
recipjents. While lhe 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. 



Question: 

The MDRe study also concluded thaI, in order for programs like LEAP 10 uuly succeed, the 
public school system in this country will need to 'be refonned. Doesn't something need to 
change in the schools before you make school attetldance a condition of assistance nationwide? 

Answer: 

One of the Administration's primary goals is to revitalize Qur nation's school systern~. The 
President has already taken action -- through initiatives such as Goals 2000, Safe and Drug Free 
Schools, and the Schaol-lo-Work program. But there'sstill much more to do. As the President 
said last month (0 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. 

Question: 

Studies have shown that a large percentage of mioor mothers have been abused by their 
caregivers -- is it wise to require teens to live in abusive homes? 

Answer: 

This teen parent residency req~irement would specifically protect minors from unsafe homes. 
States would require minor parents to live either at home or in an alternatIve supervised Hving 
arrangement, if the horne were unsafe . . 



" . 

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 parent, guardian or in a supervised setting to receive benefits. 
States need only to amend their state plans to implement this provision, no waiver IS 
required. Nevertheless, some states have used the waiver process for the 
requirement. 

States with minor parent provision under waivers granted by the Clinton 

Administration (11 states) 


Arizona 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Iowa 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Missouri 

North Carolina 

Oregon 

Vermont 

Virginia 

States with optional minor parent provision under amended state plans· 

(10 slates) 


Georgia 
Indiana 
Maine 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

New Hampshire 

New York 

Oklahoma 

Tennessee 
Wisconsin 

• The following tetritories also have OPtional minor parent provision under amended state plan: Guam, Pueno 
Rico, Virgin Islands 
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STATES WITH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The following states link benefits to either school attendance or performance or both, 

Waiver approved under Clinton Administration i22 states} 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Delaware 

Florida 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Louisiana 

Massachusetts 

Mississippi 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New York 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 

South Carolina 

Vermont 

Virginia 
Wyoming 

Waiver approved under previous administrations (3 states) 

Maryland 
'Missouri 
Wisconsin 
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E X E CUT I V E OFFICE o F THE PRE S rOE N T 

29-Apr-1996 lO:31am 

TO: reed b 

FROM: Mary 30 Bane 

SU6JECT: Executive action on minor moms 

A few more people may have 
aft~~ I hear from them. 

;!~', ,
". 

" ,\ 

TO: ;"., Bruce Reed 

Mary Jo Bane 

Executive action on minor moms 
.' . 

Executive action re minor moms could have 
'I', 

0(>'· A president~al statement or radio address on the need to take action 
with regard to minor moms on welfare and a directive ta HHS to communicate 
with states on what they should do. The statment could perhaps refer to the 
newM'lDRC evaluation of LEAP and to the numbers of states that ,have chosen to 
require minor mothers to live at home and have received waivers for Learnfare 
demonstrations, and also to the fact that preliminary reviews by HHS indicate 
tha'~ not all states are making sure that teens are in fact in school. It 
could a~so note that both the Administration's proposed legislation and the 
con'ference bill include live-at-home-and-staY-in-school requirements.

: " 
eo., 

0.\, A letter from the Secretary to Governors 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 be issuing a policy interpretation that 
under current law all teens (with a few narrow exceptions; having a young 
chi,ld, is not grounds for an eJ(ception) are required to be JOBS participants. 
have"perscnal responsibility/ employabi.lity plans in place¥ and have 
education as their JOBS activ-ity~ The letter can also announce that HHS will 
be ~nitiat1ng revi.ews of state programs around this requirement and will be 
providing technical assistance to help states run effective programs~ Either 
the~,:letter or the follow-up action transmitals could remind states that they 
canSdraw down AFDC administrative funds to do the tracking and case 
ma~~~ement that seem to be important for effective programs.. I 

c(;' Action transmittals from ACF that do the. above. - J,y.h. ~ f',v r'l 
·h.· . 
"..,. , 

If<,this seems like the right approach, we can work with you and HHS Public 
Aff~irs cn the language for the radio address, and draft a letter to 
gov~rnors that would go out early in the week following the radio address. 
Th~~·)jasic AT could go out shortly after that: the technical assistance 
pac~age and the initia'tion of monitoring would take a bi t longer .., . 

.,,~!... ' 
,::,' 
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Regional Office: 
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San Francisco, CA 94108 
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Aptil 18, 1996 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Deputy AssIstant for Domestic Policy 
The White House 
Old Executive Office Building, Rm" 216 
!7th Street & Penn, Ave., N.W, 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Bruce: 

Today, more than 20 states require teen parents on welfare to attend school ~~ an approach heavily 
influenced by Ohio's statewide Learning, Earning. and Parenting (LEAP) Program. LEAP is a statc\'>'ide 
welfare initiative that uses tinancial incentives (monthly increases or reductions in APDe grants, tied to 
school attendance) and some case management and support services to keep teen mothers on AFDC in 
schooL with the ultimate goal of increasing their se[f~sufficiency. 

On May 1, MDRe will be releasing new findings from its mllltj~year evaluation of LEAP's etf-:ctiveness. 
These interim findings (based on a portion of the research sample in seven counties) show that LEAP's 
incentives dearly mattered: MQre young people completed school, went to 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 results also point 
to the continuing challenge of improving the llfe prospects of young people who have already dropped 
out of school. Many of these teens were repeatedly penalized hy LEAP for non-attendance in school, 
with a loss. of income for their children and themselves. 

I thought you would 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. 

Sincerely, 

, 
Ju I •. Gueron 
President 

JMGIIl 

Enclosure 
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PREFACE 


This repo.rt provides' timely new info.rmatio.n o.n the success o.f an impo.rtant approach to. 
I 

addressing· two. critical do.mestic po.licy co.ncerns: the lo.ng perio.d that teen mo.thers o.n welfare o.ften 
spend o.n public assistance and ~the high rate at which po.o.r teenager~ drop o.ut o.f scho.o.l. In 1989, the 
state o.f Ohio. so.ught to. addresslbo.th issues, and to. do. so. o.n a large scale.' Targeting all o.f the state's 
teen mo.thers o.n welfare who. had no.t co.mpleted high scho.o.l,Ohio.'s LEAP program uses financial 
incentives and penalties, co.mbihed with case management and suppo.rt services, as a means to. promo.te 
scho.o.l atte,ndance. In effect, REAP ties the size o.f the welfare grantto. whether a teen mo.ther go.es 
to. scho.o.l. Thro.ugh this, the Ipro.gram seeks to. fo.ster schoo.l co.mpletio.n and, ultimately, increase 
emplo.yment and self-sufficiency and reduce reliance o.n public assistance. 

This is the·fo.urth in a ~eries o.f reports from a 12-co.unty st~dy, which MDRC' is co.nducting 
fo.r the Ohio. Departme'nt o.f Huhtan Services. The first repo.rt sho.wed that, after the expected start-up 
problems, LEAP proved o.peratio.nally feasible: Scho.o.ls and the welfare department implemented the 
repo.rting ~nd data systems ne9ded to. o.perate the ·bo.nus and grant reduction system and manage the 
pro.gram. The seco.nd repo.rt fo.und that LEAP prevented so.me in-scho.o.l teens fro.m dropping o.ut and 
brought so.me dro.po.uts back td scho.o.l. The third repo.rt, co.vering o.nly Cleveland, sho.wed thauhe 
increased ~cho.o.l attendance trapslated into. a significant increase in scho.o.l co.mpletio.n (primarily. high 
scho.o.l graduatio.n but also. receipt o.f a GED, a high scho.o.l equivalency certificate) fo.r teens who. were 
enrolled in scho.o.l when they erttered the pro.gram, but little if any gain fo.r teens who. had dropped out 
o.f scho.o.l prio.r to. their expo.~ure to. LEAP. The latter group o.ften experienced repeated grant 
reductio.ns (sanctio.ns) fo.r failirig to. return to. scho.o.l o.r attend regularly. .,I 	 . 

This repo.rt lo.o.ks at LEAP's effects o.n scho.o.l co.mpletio.n, emplo.yment, welfare receipt, and 
o.ther o.utco.mes fo.r a subsampl~ o.f teens in 7 o.f the 12 co.unties three years after they were determined 
to. be eligible fo.r LEAP. As id the last repo.rt, the results differ sharply fo.r teens who. were and were 
no.t enro.lled in scho.o.l when thiy were fo.und eligible fo.r LEAP. 

• 	 Fo.r initially enro.lled teens, LEAP increased scho.o.l co.mpletio.n (altho.ugh 
primarily GED co.fupletio.n) by almo.st 20 percent and increased emplo.yment 
by o.ver 40 percent. I . . . 

• 	 Fo.r dro.po.uts, therb was no. increase in school' co.mpletio.n o.r emplo.yment, 
despite high sancti6ning. 

• 	 . Overall, fewer tee~ remained o.n welfare, altho.ugh the receipt rates were still 
very high. I 

.' I In Cleveland, but no.t in the o.ther large cities, LEAP substantially increased 
high scho.o.l gradu~tio.n rates, suggesting the impo.rtance o.f bo.th pro.viding

. I 

special services to. feep teens in scho.o.l and setting restrictio.ns o.n leaving high 
scho.o.l to. enter a GED program. 

. . These new findings s~o.w that LEAP's incentives clearly mattered: Mo.re yo.ung peo.ple 
co.mpleted scho.o.l (o.r were stilll enro.lled), went to. wo.rk, and/o.r left welfare. The greater success in 
Cleveland, mo.reo.ver, suggests so.me strategies to. improve o.n these results. But the repo.rt also. 
reminds us that there are no. eaFY answers. Fo.r the to.ugher group - tho.se who. were initially o.ut o.f 
scho.o.l - LEAP produced no. gains and repeated sanctio.ns. Overall, to.o. many teens returned to. scho.o.l 

v 
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oriIy to leave ag~in without getting a diploma. And too many remained on welfare and not ,employed. 

Eatlier LEAP reports found that a troublingly large number of teens described their schools 
as dangerous and 'disorderly places where learning was difficuit. This suggests that, for LEAP to 
rea<;h 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 requirements were mandated in . 
the' welfare reform legislation that passed Congress in 1995, 

. This report does not tell the complete LEAP story, . The fiIUlI report, -available in about a year, 
'will track a:'mO~h larger sample of teens for a' longer time in all 12 counties", While long follo~-up , 
is always,informative, theyouth'of many of the ~EAP_teens makes this essential to reaching aflnal 

. conclusion on the program's achievements, ' . 

Multi-year evaluations like this·one require the sustained commitme,nt of staff in the agencies. 
, that run the programs and,that fund the study, This study benefited from an unusual' public::-pr~vate 
partnership including staff in'the 12 Ohio counties,thestate Department' of Human Servi~es, ~nd·a ' 
group. of additional funders. This report's publication is a welcome opportunity to express our' 
appreciation for their support. ' . ..' , . , ' 

Judith M. Gueron 
President 

, '.' 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


This report presents the latest findings on the effectiveness of Ohio's Learning, Earning, and 
Parenting (LEAP) Program, a Istatewide welfare initiative that uses 'financial incentives and penalties 
to promote school attend~nce by pregriant and parenting teenagers on welfare, the group most likely 
to become long-term welfare recipients. LEAP requires these tt:ens to stay in school and attend 
regularly qr, if they have dropped out, to return to school or enter a program to prepare for the GED 
(General E;ducational Developdtent, or high school equivalency) test. The program thereby strives to 
increase the proportion of teeds who graduate from high school ,or receive aGED, find jobs, and 
ultimately achieve self-sufficie~cy... : . 

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) I have $62 deducted from their welfare grant every month until they 
comply with program rules. Those who exceed the allowed number of total absences in a month but 

, . I· 	 .'
not the allowed number of une~cused 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 bnavailable, and they are no longer subject to the requirements when 
they reach ,the age of 20. Durihg most of the period covered by this report, a teen living on her own 
with one child - the most cobon situation - was eligible for amonthiy, AFDC grant of $274. 
Thus, a bonus raised her grant Ito $336 and a san~tion reduced it to $212. . '. . 

Teens' enrollment and attendance are mqmtored by case ml:l,nagets, who explamthe program's 
rules, offer guidance, and authbrize assistance with child care and transportation teens may need to 
attend schqol. LEAP itself prorides no other services, although many Ohio high schools have sp~cial 
programs; 'called GRADS,' which are designed to assist teen parents in managing their dual roles as 
parents and students. I . . .' . .' 

. This is the fourth re~ort from an evaluation of LEAP's operations, results, and cost­
.	effectiveness~ which the Manpofer Demonstration Research Corporation{MDRC) has been conduCting 
since the program began in 1~89. I The evaluation is being conducted under. contract to· the Ohio 
Department of Human 'Services (ODHS), with additional funding provided by the Ford Foundation, 
the Cleveland Foundation, BPi A,nerica, the Treu-Mart Fund, the George Gund Foundation, the 
Procter & Gamble Fund, and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

Th~ report focuses on I 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 

l 

eligible during the program's first two years of operation, and all of them encountered LEAP early 
in its evolution. Given the program's imp~ovement since that time, the findings in this report may be 

. 	 . 
IMDRC's previous three reports on LEAP are: Dan Bloom, Hilary Kopp, David Long, and Denise Polit, 

I 

LEAP:lmplementing a Welfare Initiative to Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parents (1991); Dan 
Bloom, Veronica Fellerath, DavidlLong, and Robert G. Wood, LEAP: Interim Findings on a Welfare Initiative 
to Improve S~hool Attendance Among Teenage Parents (1993); and David, Long, Robert G. Wood, and Hilary 
Kopp, LEAP: The Educational Effe~ts of LEAP and Enhanced Services in Cleveland (1994).. 

2Sample members are referredi to as "teens" in this report, but at the three-year point, most we~e no longer 
teenagers. I, 



conservative ' estimates of LEAP's effectiveness as, a matUre'program. 

, The report assesses the pr9gram's effects on high school graduation'anp GED receipt, and on 
, teens'collegeenrollment, employment and earnings, welfare receipt,ax:td other outcomes. ' In part 
because many of the teens 'were in' school or Ii GED program at the three-year follow-up poin~, the, 
fiftH, and fipal report will use a longer follow-up period ~ four and a half years .:- tocaptur~ the 
program's longer:.term results. Scheduled for publication in 1997, it wili also cover all 12 study 
counties and will compare LEAP's benefits and costs. ' 

LEAP 'is directed to a critically important segment of the welfare popuhltion, can be operated 
, on a large scale ,at a relatively low, cost, and does not require establishing new agencies' or ' 
• organizations. Thus, policymakers outside Ohio' ml'lY find the LEAP mOdel an attractive, option if it 
is found to pe effective. ' 

" 
.~ ,. 

An Overriew of, the Findings ,,' . .. . .' 

LEAP's inceritives were intended to produce a chain of effects on teens' behavior, s~rting with 
increased school enrollment, and attend3nce, and culminating in reduced ,welfare, ~ependence 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 de"termined 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 

,grpups' outcomes over time (e.g., their differences in rates of high school graduation or GED 
attainment, employment, or welfare receipt),are the observed results {or "impacts") of LEAP., Thus 
far,LEAP has been successful in improving some outcomes in the impact chain; ,its success has been 
concentrated among teens who had noi dropped ,out of school at the time they were found eligible for 

, the program. .,: , ' , ' , 

" Virtually' all program group members :were reached 'by LE,AP's i,ncentive structure,\\.tith, 93 
percent qualifying for at"least one bonus or "sanction" (grant reduction) during their first 18 months 
iii the program. 'Overall" the young 'mothers' responded strongly to the incentives: The program had 
large impacts on school 'enrollment and attendance, as described in previous reports. Atthe three:..year 
point examiI)ed in this report, LEAP's impacts on subsequent outcomes' were both smaller and 

, sometimes less consistent across locations and groups within the LEAP population. There were dear 
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 oth~rs. , LEAP 

, teens ..:....possibly as a result 'of spending more time in school (even without 'graduating) and attairung , 
GEDs,- 'were more , likely to be working and less likely to be on welfare: Atthe 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 aGED prograrii when they became eligible for LEAP 
(referred to as the "initially enrolled". teens),' the program had' significant effeCts on a co~b~ned 
measure of high school 'graduation or GED receipt (primarily GED receipt) and on employment. . High 
school graduationiGED receipt rose 'by close to 20 percent:' 46 percent of initially enrolled teenS in 

'the program group received a highschool diploma or 6ED within three years', , compared to 39 percent 
of the control group. (The iinpact was 'even larger for younger teens who started LEAI> at OF close 

" ' 
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to their age-for-grade level.) IAt the three-year point,'66 percent of the initially enrolled teens had 
graduated or received aGED dr were in some type ,of school program, (compared to 57 percent of the 
control group), although 83 petcent were still on welfare. The initially enrolled teens' employment 

,rates incre~sed by over 40 perc~nt: 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 larger sample: .', ' , ' I 

In contrast, although LEAP induced many dropouts' to return to school or (more commonly) 
to enter a GED program, it I did not have an appreciable effect Qn their rates of high school 

• I '
graduationl.GED receipt or employment. The program did have some success working with dropouts 
who were '17 or younger, mos~ of whom had been 'out of school for less than a year. But it was 
ineffective' in altering the school be~vior of older dropouts, who outnumber their younger 
counterparts. Moreover, in itsllargelY 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. IAt the three-year point, only a third of these teens had graduated from 
high school, had received a GED, or were in school or. aGED 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 Cldveland - where there were more services to keep teens in school and 
more restrictions on leaving high ,school to enter a GED program - and the other areas. 3 First, in 
Cleveland (where one in six LEAP-eligible teen mothers in Ohio lived), the program's effect on high 
school graduation/GED receip~ was significantly greater, than in other large cities. Second, the 
Cleveland impact, while following the statewide pattern of greater success for initially enrolled teens, 
was driven mainly by an increa~e (relative to the control group) in high school graduations rather than 
GEDs (which was the case irl most other locations). Third, the increased rate of high school 

I 
graduation ,in Cleveland was followed by a significant increase in college enrollment, a link in the 
impact chain that was not obsekred elsewhere. However, at the three-year point, possibly because 

, I 

more teens were enrolled in college, LEAP did not appear to generate larger employment gains in 
Cleveland, or remove mor~ teen~ 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 into 
substantial impacts on employrrlent and welfare receipt, the differences in program implementation 
across the counties will offer imponant lessons on strategies to improve LEAP's overall effectiveness. 

I 
, LEAP uses welfare incentives to try to change teen mothers' school behavior, but it does not 

do anything to reform the school~, where a large number of LEAP teens reported on a survey that they 
did not feel safe, experienced frJquent class disruptions by other students, and were "given a hard time 
about being a parent" by both students and teachers. This ieportshows that financial incentives can' 
make a difference: Teens respohded, and this produced some employment and welfare gains. But the 
limited size: of the gains points Ito 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 t6 a policy trade-off: LEAP's gains for initially enrolled youth carne 

3Except for t;he findings on bonus and sanction rates, all Cleveland results presented in this repQrt cover 
East Cleveland as well as Clevel:fud. The special services and restrictions (it is school district policy to 
strictly enforce the Ohio rule that ~tudents under age 18 cannot leave high school to attend a GED program) 
apply only to Cleveland. 

3 
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· at the cost of repeated sanctions for the older dropouts and their children.' Policymakers· should 
·consider this trade-'off; and th~ potential for improved outcomes suggested by the Cleveland findings, 
in assessing the. l£AP experience. .' 

; , 

Data Sourcesfor· This Report 

. This rep~rt's analysis of program operations - i.e. ': the application o'f LEAP's incentive 
structure";:'" uses.bonus and sandion data obtained froinLEAP casefiles(including those. for some teens 
too old to have had the ,full LEAP"e~perience)' from Ohio's three largest cOUllties: ,Cuyahoga 
(Cleveland), FranklIn (Columbus), and Hamilton (Cindnnati). ,The impact estimates that an! the 
report's ma'in focus come from comparing the exper~ence' 'of the program and co~trol groups ~nseven 
counties: Cuyahoga, Franklin,' Hamilton, Lawrenc;e, Lucas, Muskingum, and Stark.' . . 

" Most of ' the data f~r the 'report are from' asurvey· admirtistered 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 1990 and September 1991 and who were young enough to ,haye been exposed to the full LEAP 

· treatment. Additional. cJata 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 betwee~July 1989 (when 
random assignment began)'and June 1991, ,and were young enough to'have received,the full LEAP' 

. treatment. 

The Teens' School St~tus'~dAge as' a ~ontext for the Findings 

It is important ·to keep in mind the school status and age of the teenS when they fir~t became 
eligible for LEAP and the limited three-year period covered .by this report's follow-up. As discussed' 

· above, all LEAP teens c,an be classified into two groups: . those who were already enrolled in high 
school or a GED program wh~n they became eligible for LEAP (initially enrolled teens} and those. who' 
were not enrolled at the time (dropo~ts). For enrolled teens, LEAP's, job is to keep them in school 
and attending regularly untiI'they receive their diploma or GED. Presumably this job is easier for 
teens who are at (or close to) their ~ge-for-grade level than for teens who are enrolled but have fallen 

.. a graae: or more behind their' peers. . '" ' ' ',,'. 
. , . . 

:·The program's·task with the dropouts is.different: to induce teens toretutn to higHschool 'or 
enter a GED program and then keep them there until they eventually graduate or pass the GED test. 
For most dropouts, this' requires amajor 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 random assignment, 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: . 

• . A teen who was 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 ~7 and at age-for-grade at random assignment might have 
completed high school, gone to community college, .and still be on welfare. 

• A dropout who ~as 17 at random assi~nment might· have subsequently 
, I·'received a GED, gone to work, and left welfare. . .I 	 . . 

• 	 A "ropout who was 18 might have been in and out of school, frequently 
, sanctioned, and refuain on welfare.. . 

As the first two exampI~s illustrate, it ~an easily take more th~n th~ee years for LEAP's impact 
chain to take shape, even if te~ns 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 da'ta, , whether or not. LEAP will achieve its: full chain of effects on the teens' 
behavior.. . 

Findings 'on Bonuses and Sanctions . 

• 	 . County LEAP prJgrams experienced difficulties in imph~mentmgLEAP's 
incentive structu~e during the program's first two to three years of 
operation, particularly in urban counties, but have efficiently carried out 

I bonuses and sanc~ions 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 duting the 1991-92 school year than the one they faced in the prior two 
years. The key was full implerhentation of a sophisticated computer system that made tracking teens 
easier and carrying out bonuse~ and sanctions largely automatic. 

• " Almost all eligible Iteens (93 percent) ~ere touched by LEAP's incentives, 
with 75 percent earning at leaSt one bonus and 56 percent qualifying for 

, at least one sanctibn. 

Fully 93 percent of tebns earned. at least one bonus or. sanction,with the average teen 
qualifying for six grant adjustmJnts (3.5 bonus payments and 2.8 sanctions) during her first 18 months 

"in LEA.P. During this 18-mon~ period', there were more bonuses than sanctions: 37 percent of teens 
earned only bonuses; 18 percen~ qualified for only sanctions; and 38 percent earned at least one bonus 
and one sanction. In other w6rds, 75 percent of teens earned at least one bonus and 56 percent , 
qualified fQr at least one sanction. 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 b~1 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. I .... 

• I Bonus and sanction ra~es were strikingly different for teens who were 
: enrolled in school when they became eligible for LEAP and teens who 
i were not. 



Based on Cleveland data covering most teens' entire peri'od '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 oruy4 percent wete referred for nine or more sanctions 
and no bonuses. In contrast, more than three-quarters ,of the dropouts qualified for at least one, 
'sanction, and 22 percent qualified for nine or ~ore sanctio~ and no bonuses. ' 

• 	 The majority of teens with m~ltiple sanctions . reported dimiIiished ' 
spending on essentials for their families,' especially clothing ,and, food .• 
Most teens with mUltiple bonUs payments reported spending a large share 

, of the additional ~oney on their children. 

Teens' who were sanctioned at 1east four times reported in the three-year LEAP survey that the, ' 
resulting welfare grant reductions had a material effect on their families: 58 percent said' that their 
families had fewer essenti;lls (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 freque,ntly food Stamps), and seeking 
additional child support. In addition, two-thirds of teens postponed paying: bills, most often utilities 
bills or rent.. , ' 	 , 

Among, teens who receh:ed at least four bonus payments, close to 90 percent reported using 
the additional money on essentials, 'especially for their children. Almost a q~arter also reported being 
able to pay for some "IQxuries" such as new clothing and outing~ (e.g."to the movies or to. the 'zoo) 
for their children. These teens also were better able to pay their bills and to save some ~oney, which 
'they said was later, used to obtain special items for their children, buy household essentials, and cover 
unexpecte~, emergencies. 

Findings on High School Graduation and GED Receipt 	
., 

Full Sample 

• 	 'For the full sample' of teens, LEAP substantially increased high school 
,.,' 

enrollment, attendance, and progress through the eleventh grade, but did 
not have a significant' impact on high school graduation. . 

" According to the three,.year surveyi LEAP increased', completion of the ninth, tenth,' and 
eleventh grades but had no overall impact on high school graduation. (See the top panel ofTable 1.) 
LEAP teens' GED completion rate reached 11 percent by the end of three yea~s, comp~red to 8 
percent, for the control group, a difference that, also was not statisti~al~y significant.4 The school 
records data (not shown in Table 1) indicate a GED receipt impact of almost identical size which, 

, "probably because the sample was much, 'larger, was' statistically' significant: 

, Also,'an examination of school records .data for about two-thirds of the teens (in five urban 
, \ . ~ 	 " 

4Statistical significance means that one ~an be highly 'confident that the difference was due 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 probability, respectiv,ely. ' 
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TABLE 1 


LEAP's THREE-IYEAR IMPACTS IN SEVEN COUNTIES FOR THE 

SURVEY SAMPLE, BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SUBGROUP 
, I 

Sample and Its Status 3 Years Program Control 
After Random Assignment Group Group Difference 

All teens: 

50.0 % 45.4 % 4.6 • Completed,grade 11 

Ever completed high school 22.9 23.5 -0.6 
Ever completed GED 11.1 8.4 2.7 
Ever completed high school or GED 34.0 31.9 2.1 

Currently enrolled in high school ot a GED program 17.5 14.5 3.0 
, .' I,

Ever completed high school or GED. or , 

currently errolled in high school ot a GED program 51.6 46.5 5.1 • 


Ever emplo;yed in past 3 months I 33.2 27.6 5.5 • 


Employed in past 3 months and has a 
high scho~ldiploma or GED 15.8 12.8 3.0 

Currently receiving AFDC 
I 

Teens enrolIed in schoo] at random assignment 

83.3 87.6 -4.3 ". 

Completed grade 11 60.6 % 58.1 % 2.5 

Ever completed high school 35.6 34.2 1.4 
5.6 ••Ever completed GED 10.0 4.4 

Ever completed high school or GElD 45.6 38.6 7.0 • 

Currently enrolled in high school 01 a GED program 20.3 18.3 2.0 

Ever completed high school or'GEID, or 
currently enrolled in high school oi'! a GED program 65.9 56.9 9.0 •• 

Ever employed in past 3 months 38.9 27.4 11.5 ••• 

Employed ir past 3 months and has a 
high school diploma orGED 22.6 14.5 8.1 •• 

Currently receiving AFDC 82.6 87.1 -4.6 

Teens not ~nrolled in school at Jandom assignment 

Completed grade 11 35.8 % 28.0 % 7.8 • 
I 

Ever completed high school 6.7 7.8 -1.1 
Ever completed GED 12.0 14.3 -2.3 
Ever completed high school or GED ' 18.6 22.1 -3.4 

Currently enrolled in high school or \a QED program 13.6 9.5 4.0 

Ever completed high school or GED, or 
currently enrolled in high school or a GED program 32.2 31.6 0.6 

Ever emplo~ed in past 3 months 

Employed in,Past 3 months and has a 
high school diploma or GED 

26.3 

7.1 

26.5 

9.3 

-0.1 

-2.2 

Currently receiving AFDC " 83.6 

NOTES: "Completed GED" ~efers to passing the GED test. ". 

89.1 

' 

' - 5.5 

Estimates ofthe pr6gram -control group differences are regression - adjusted using ordinary 
least squares, controlling for pre-rahdom assignment background characteristics of sample mem bers. 

Rounding may cau~e slight discrepancies in caJculating differences. "" 
A two-tailed t-te~t was applied to the difference between the program and control groups. 

StatisticaJ significance levels are indibated as ••• = 1 percent; •• = 5 percent, and • = 10 percent. 
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schoof districts) who did n~t respond to 'the ~urVey suggests that their impacts were larger than those 
, based on survey respondents, indiCating that the survey-based impact findings may be conservative. 

, 	 ," • p'. 

,. 	 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 explain the' low rate of school completion; including teens' 
feelings about school and their own futur~. 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.l 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 aGED prqgram (mostly the latter). Thus, it is possible that, with 
longer follow-up, LEAP's impacts on high school graduation and GED receipt may increase. 

Finally, it is important to consider LEAP's high school graduation impacts inthe contextof 
, , 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. Lifting the graduation rates of LEAP teelis to such levels would be a 
noteworthy achievement. 

Subgroups 

• 	 LEAP increased the combined high schoollGED 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 point, 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'time they first became 
eligible for LEAP. T~e program induced more ofthese teens to stay in school than would have done 
so without LEAP and, as shown in the middle panel of Table' I, this generated a substantial increase, 
in school completion: According to the seven-county survey, after three years 46 percent of LEAP 
teeQs 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 I, 20 percent of LEAP teens were in high school or a' GED program at the en~ of 
three years, a somewhat higher percentage than for the 'control group.)' , 

Dividing enrolled teens into the subgroups shown in Figure 1 helps identify the teens for whom 
LEAP lias been most and least effective,although the results are not conclusive, given the small si~e 
of the subgroup samples. The program's impact on high schoollGED 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 

WITIDN THE SURVEY SAMPLE 


___ ~._ Teens Enrolled ill S~hool a(Random Assignm_ent 
Under 18 and at or 

close to age-for-grade 
level when they became 

eligible for LEAP 
- (32% of the survey sample) 

18 or 1~/n~/or:e~i": 
age or gra e e 
. when they became 

eligible for LEAP 
(26% of the survey sample) 

\0 Under 18 
when they 

became eligible 
. for LEAP 

(17% of the survey sample) 

18 or 19 
when they became 
eligible for LEAP 

(25% of the survey sample) 

14 percentage pointpr~~~ I:~:~:II::::::::::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::I:::I:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::i::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::r::j~:'%.:::1:1 10% ** ~ffi0/ffi 257~{j 71 % increase in teens
'who have received a
high school diploma
or GED or are currentlyC~~~~~ ~:~:~:~:~::::::::::::::::::I::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::U~::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::U::::::::::::uUUU:Ir32'"~r:~ 3%[0000/& ~{%J 57% 
enrolled in school** 

erog~~:-I::::::::::::::::I:i:i:i:i:i:::::iii:i:::::::::::::::::::::::;i:::::::::::::::::::i:i:::;i:iii:iMIii:i:IiI!~Mi;1:j:i:i:::::::i:::::i:i:::I~3~%':il 9% ~ffT5-r~1 59.% -f~~;~:::gt:~:Sint
.' . who have received a 

- -highschool diploma
C~~~~~ I::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::i::::~:::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::I::iii;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::{~1:%:::::1 7% ~d {4%1 57% or .~~~ ~~ ~~~~lrrentlY 

. . enr 

Teens Not Enrolled in School at Random Assignment 

14 percentage pointprogramp !::::::::::::::::::t:::::;:::::::::IU:W~'~:1 12 % r0j////////=71,87 %7 j 43%grou ........... 
 increase in teens
who have received a
high school diplomaControl !:i:::iIII ' 11 % ~MJ{~::j 29% ·or GED or are currently.group ...~... 
enrolled in school* 3% 
9percentage pointpr~~:'I:::~::::::1 12% Wl,O%J 25% decrease in teens

3% who have received a
high school diploma

C~~~~~ liIiiiiiiiiiiii:i::ii::ii::ii:If2'%':*';] 17% ~ 6%135% or GED or are currently
enrolled in school 

" , D' ~ Currently enrolled in highReceIved ahIgh school dIploma Received aGED h I GED .sc 00 or a program 
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 *** = I percent, ** = 5 percent; *= 10 percent), Rounding may cause slight
discrepancies in calculating differences, 



GED within the three 'years, and another 25 percent were' enrolfed in high School or a GED program 
at the three-year point. Thus, 71 perce'nt ~f the LEAP teens had obtained 'a"high, school diploma or 
GED, or were working op it" compared~to only 57" percent of, the control group .:....' a large and 
statistically. significant difference. The difference for other teens who were initially enrolled in school 
was much smaller and not statistically significant. 

4!' LEAP did, not appear to increase school completion for teens who were : 
dropouts at the time they became eligible for the program. ' .only one in 

, five of these teens received a diploma or GED. " 
, , ' 

As 'shown in the bottom panel of Table 1, the' program did not increase school completion by' 
: dropouts, at least not by the end of the three-year period covered by the survey. Only 19 percerit 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 significant. However, 
less than 20 percent of eleventh-grade completers went on to receive their d,iplomas within the three 
years, apd LEAP had no effect on the proportion that did. 

Once again, different subgroups 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 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 rate for the control' group, ,'and, 
18 pertent 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 point, compared to only 29 percent of the control group. In contrast, the results for 
'old~r dropouts were not at all encouraging; " " ,. 

• 	 LEAP's school impacts varied substantially across geographic areas. The' 
program significalltly increased high school graduations in Clevel~d, ' " 
produced no signific~lDt' effects in Cincinnati, Columbus, and Toledo; and 
significantly increased GED receipt outside these large urban areas. 

Records data collect~d 'from' five s~hool districts in four urban ar~as indicate that LEAP'~ 
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 alld QEDs, neither 

. of which incr~ased in the other cities. The, smaller suryey ~ampl¢, which covers more counties and 
"non-urbanareas, also shows that LEAP produced a significant increase in gnlduationS in Cleveland 

(see Table 2),.but in this sample there were also positive impacts on GED receipt'outside Cleveland 
, (due mainly to an increase out~ide these large urban areas).' , , ~' 

Cleveland's succ~ss in increasing high school graduatiqn was somewhat surprising: Cleveland 
has the largest AFDC and LEAP population in Ohio arid had tJte 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,GRADSprograms, on-s~te LEAP case managers, and teen-focused 
GED programs), which the 1994 report found increased ~e proportion of teens who, once attending, ' 
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TABLE 2 

LEAP's.TIIREE-YEAR IMPACfS IN SEVEN COUI\lTIES FOR THE SURVEY SAMPLE, 
BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SUBGROUP AND AREA 

All Seven Coutlti~~ (Excluding Cleveland) 
Sample and Its Status 3 Years Program Program Control 
After Random Assignment Grou}2 Difference Grou}2 Grou}2 Difference 

All teens 

Ever completed high school 23.5 % 16.9 % - 6.6 * 22.7 % 27.3 % -4.6 
** 

Ever completed high school or OED 30.1 26.6 3.5 36.4 34.9 1.5 

Ever enrolled in college 14.2 11.4 2.8 11.2 12.4 -1.3 

Ever employed in past 3 months 29.8 27.5 2.3 35.4 27.3 8.1 ** 

Currently receiving AFDC 85.8 90.9 -5.0 81.6 86.1 -4.5 

...... 

...... Teens enrolled in school at random assignment 

Ever completed high school 33.3 24.3 9.0 * 37.3 39.9 -2.6 
Ever completed GED 7.1 3.0 4.2 11.5 5.4 6.1 ** 
Ever completed high school or GED 40.5 27.2 13.2 ** 48.8 45.3 3.5 

Ever enrolled in college 20.6 11.8 8.8 * 17.3 ' 18.(i .-1.3 

Ever employed iii past 3 months 33.2 28.4 4.8 41.8 27.2 14.5 **.* 

Currently receiving AFOC 87.0 90.8 -3.8 79.9 84.9 -5.0 

NOTES: 	 "Completed GED" refers to passing the GED test. 
Estimates of the program - control group differences are regression -adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre - random 

assignment background characteristics of sample members. 
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating 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 



" ' 

eventuaily received a high school diploma or GED. Second, Cleveland rigorous,ly enforced the state 
rule that students under the age of 18 are ,not allowed to, leave high schoo.l to prepare for or take the 
GED test, while other districts, notably Columbus and Toledo, permitted manystude,nts 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. " 

," 

, ,Findings on Employment, Welfare· Receipt, an~ College Enrollment 

Full Sample 

• 	 Overall, LEAP iricreased the likelihood that teens would be workmg three 
years after they' became' eli~ble 'for 'the' program' 'and' reduced the 
likelihood that they ,:,"oUld be receiving AFDC benefits. ' 

. ,.,:As shown in the top panel of Table 1, 33 percent of program group teens worked (mostly part 
time) during'the three months immediately prior to the survey, compared to almost 28 percent of the 
controFgroup, 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 
quickly: LEAP had no effect ,on welfare receipt during the first year followiil'g random assignment, 
or even for the early months during the third year. However, by the tillie of the three-:-year survey, 
83 percent of the program g~oup were receiving AFDC, compared to 88 percent of the control group., 

It will be important to,detennine whether the employment and welfare :imp~cts con~inue to , 
:, 	 ~ grow over time, giveri the youth of the sample and the fact that almost one;.sixth of them were' enrolled 

in school or a ,GED program at the end ofthe three-year follow-up; '., , 

Subgroups 

• 	 The employment impact was entirely aitribtitable to t~e program;s eff~t 
on teens who were imtiaIly 'enrolled in school. LEAP lifted their: 
employment rate by over 40 percent, while it had no effect on dropouts. 

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 
achievement, given especially the history of very limited program results for teenparellts on welfare. 

Itappears that LEAP's impact on schooJ.Completion by initially enrolled teensI1).ay have driven 
this large' effect on emp.1oymerit'. As, shown in Table 1, the increase in the sruue of teens who had 
completed school and 'were ,working (8' 'percentage points) was two-third& of the total increase in" 
employment (12 percentage pOints)': In' contrast, LEAP had no impa'ct on the employment of dropouts

f. 

three years after they became eligible for LEAP. In other words, LEAP has prOduced impacts on 
several outcomes for in-school teens,but not for dropouts; 

'., . 
" ' 

In tenns of AFD~ impacts, there was no similar subgroup variati.on. The measured reduction 
in receipt was similar, for bot4 '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 enrJlled teens in Cleveland, where LEAP increased high 
school graduation's; it also increased college enrollment; however, at the 
three~year point; ILEAP had not raised employment rates. In the seven 
counties as a· 'lhole ,(excluding Cleveland), LEAP increased GED 

, attainment and substantially increased employment. 
, 	 I ' " . 

Given the superior high school completion findings in Cleveland, it is important to compare 
subsequent results there to tho~e in other locations: For Cleveland teens who were enrolled in high 
school or a GED program at d.ndom assignment (see Table 2), LEAP produced a 9 percentage point 
increase in both the likelihood Iof 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 inc;rease in high school diplomas or college enrollment, but there was a large, 15 percentage 
point increase in employment. The incrl:!ased 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 frdm 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 evidence 
that GED certificates earned by teen parents may have positive labor market effects. ' 

Conclusion 

Results to date from ttie LEAP evaluation show that welfare incentives (coupled with case 
management and support servicbs) can change behaVIor and ultimately reduce AFDC receipt, but that 
change is difficult and the incJntives may produce some perverse effects. For teens who were in 
school or al GED program whe6 they became subject to LEAP's mandates, the program substantially 
increased school attendance (sHowing that teens are 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. F0r teens who were out of school when they became eligible for LEAP, 
the program's incentives were Jlearly not enough (especially for the older teens) to increase the very 
low rate of school completion or to increase employment. LEAP's multiple sanctions, llowever, 
affected poor families. 

I 

The findings suggest that LEAP can produce promising outcomes, particularly when it gets to 
teen parents while they are yo~ng and still in school. As currently operated, LEAP reaches teens 
sooner than it did during the petiod covered by this study; This is because theeiigibility of teens for 
LEAP is now determined autorrlatically by computer as soon as a teen parent opens a welfare case or 
a teenager on an existing welfate case becomes pregnant with (or gives birth to) her first child; and 
because program actions, once \eligibility is established, are swifter than they were during the study 
period. Thus, LEAP may be iore ~ffective as an ongoing program than the results indicate. 

However, the'findings a~so 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 o.ut before getting a IIdiploma. The greater success in Cleveland suggests some strategies 
for improving on these results. But more far-reaching changes in the teens' school experience will 

,I 

likely be needed if LEAP is to realize 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. I ' . 

13 



,.f 
f 

I 

I 

I 

! 

c 

'1' • "- ••. 
-,,:,- ..~~ ­

5/3/96 ~:OOpm 

trRESJDENT WILLIAM" J. CLINTON 
RADIO ADDRESS TO THE NATION . .'.. THE WOO'E ROUSE . . .' 

\ 
), 

. MAY 4, 1996 '.' .' 

,. Good morning. One(;[I my 'proudest achievemcIlt'j was 10 ~Ig(\ tht: Family ~ld' 
I\Hxlical Leave Act. This iveek, the biparti.san pane.l Congress crr.aled to study it, reported 
that the iaw has helped mote than one in six Amencan employees take time off bo:auseof a 
serious family health probibm without any danger of 10!iirig' their job. And almost 90 .percent 
of businesses found thac' cdmplying .with FamHy and Medical Leave ~ostthem littl.~o.r 
""thing: ' I ' , ", ' 

. '~'hiS is n~aking American familjes stronger. We hav'e to do that with welt~are rdorm 
(00. Our job 1:-; ~.) f,~: a wl~l[ar~ system that too often pulis families ;>;pan, a!1~ (un: irinto 
nne tha.l h~lps t'anuliespuU together. Today's system traps too many people m a cycle of 
(tept~nd~ncy thai ends up ~naririg their children as well. For the last three ye.ar~. we've been 
workmg hard [() turn that /around. Even while action ill.Congress ha.()'staUed. my 
:\l1!1Il1I1:Hratlon has p'res~ for~a.rd: " .. ' . \~, . " " 

~\ li.1U())~ Alm~n., . wdfan: rolls are dO~, fo(»<1 stamp roll'-) Mcdow:!. find teen 
., :tncy ral.c:S 31:e d()wn.' More and more people on,¥t::ifare today art-working as a 

,.\lildl:J,Oli 01 recelvin~ w41fare. A lot of thi.s has happened because our Administration has 
wl)rk~'(~ overtIme to tree ~t.ates from mtles of red tape. We have SL1Shed fed<!ra! niles ~~\ 17 
:,1'1;': ,. overing 75 percetil t;lf all the people on welfare in ArncriC<l. can tak~~ steps \. 
Lkr.,'!l S;' ,;e.ffi: Sta:e by/state.wt: are bllilding a welfare system ll;~H d~lnand~ '.York, :c~Ulres 
n: :l~;",'n~l hi IIfv ,<H,d proCeGls chlldren. ' . . 

'1. . " ..,: . 
No\!. we need logo all the way. The American people wam a weJfare system that 

I.i.'!.()r~. ~~cncan values I~' work, family, reSPQnSibility. .in 199~, and .lga.m this year, I sent 
~. !) I1 /'l.ftSS '1swe~pmg .....·91fare rdonn plaJ\ that would lmpose stnc: .tIme 11l11tts on how long 
i>eoplf~ call Stay on wdfare, and strict work requirements for people' while they lilli on 
welfare. M y 'pla~wOlll~ also provide more funding Jor child care so single parent'; can go to 
::'j~:l~:r;nd If WOUl(i <"-rilCk downo~ whoskip out. on their: re:.ponsibility to pay child 

. i i r C\mgress sen~s me a' w~lt'are reform blU lhat IS lOugh un worl<ulstead of t0ll.gh on 
'·!tlidr~f!. I wdl gl:idly and proudly. sign if mUI f am not going to :;ir around and wait for 
"\\flijr,:s~, [am /'(' v.!to keep moving ahead to fIX the wdfarc sys!cm by promotmg work 
.'.~id i,t(lKing Out f•.)! " •. ' . t-tf1w'7e~ 

. ~ 

. _ .l~odaY " J.am a~ ljll1 g to help k"'eB mothers brc~tk fr~e lrorn Iii.,} cyclc of 'd6P"~'ndency for. I 

g:h'(: lh(> onlY,way for teen !noetlcls 10 e!K:.ape the welfart',i.rar' i:, ~o live at t:orne, stay in 
:"I.:"_:(~I. and .g~~, the edUr'<lllon lh(~y need to get a g()(>d Job.· We rnu;,!. ma..ke !.lJre the welfare 
~) _,k ill dem,;n(;-; rhat teen mothers follow the res;'X'n' bit". palll . 10 indt'pe.ndence . 

.., 
! 

! 

PRES~RVATIO~' ~HOTOCOPY 

http:by/state.wt
http:for~a.rd


.c- A.~ ;~~A_*,i ~P~~$ 

I' 
I Ohio has used freedom 'from federal rules to implement a terrific prog ,they call 

LEAP: Learning, Ed9catingl and Parenting. LEAP cutS welfare checks wh teen mothers 
don't go to school, and rewL-ds them when they do. And it, works.' A repo rel~ just 
this week by the Manpower/Demonstration Research Corporation shows that LEAI' .. ' 
~j.gi:tificantly increased the number of teen mothers who finished school, got Jobs,' and got off 

. l ' I. 

w~lfare. :Every state should follow this 'example. " " ' . , 'I .,'. ,, ..', !. ,> .". ., '; •• 

That's 'why; today, II am announcing thatevery state must putin place a plan '0 keep, .' I ' ,. 
teen mothers on 'welfareinschooL Weare going to audit the progress of every state and 
make the resulL$ public.. S~ar;e going to make teen mothers~ho drop out of'school 
go back to school. and slgnlpums mat spell out exactly. how they're, gOlngto take ',' ,. 
responsibility for theIr liveJ. Third, weare giving states immediate authority to provide 
bonuses to ~n mothers' wHo go to school and gtaduate, and cut back the checks of those 
who' .\\<011'1. ,,'. . . I ~ 

; Finally;.1 am challenging every : state in the country to use its power ,to ~p children­
who-have-children at homeII 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 requir(. 
teen mothers (0 live at ho~e. That's wrong. We have to make it clear' that having a baby 
doesn '( .~e you the right t- and won:t give you the rylon~y ;~ to leave home'~d, drOp;'pl;It of .. 

school ,/~1.~~.~,~,a.~t~..)~~~ 
" The cOmmon-,sense steps I am taking tOday have biparusan support. The~~il1' help 

. teeh parents escape the cY'Fle of dependency and start down the .path to a successful future for 
themselves and their children. . ' '. . .' . 

" . " 1 .' ." .
i· . .' .' .' . " ..' 

, Now Congress n~s to the next step, and welfare form. But Congress , 
should unders~d: You will nowhere by tying 5arrefo . to the elimination of h.ealth 
care for poor chtldren andl ded)' who need nurs' . e. or by eying on a tax hike for 43 
MIllion' workl~g Amen ( I do ,not ~e po n. 1,; velD Ih~m .' .• . . 

, ' 1 am glad that a gr~up of blpartlsan lawmaket-S is working on welfare: reform. If 
Congress ~nds.me a cl~ welf~ reform plan that demands work,' demands respol!sibllity. 
protects chlld~n., and he1~s famdles s.tay together, I will sign it. Until then, I will continue 
to do everythmg In mypc:>wer t9 reform welfare,. step by step; ~I1d state by state. ' " 

Thanks for Iisr.eniJg. . . 

2 
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PRESIDENT wn.LIAM J. CLINTON 

I 

RADIO ADDRFSS 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 w~k, the bipartisan 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 probleJ without any danger of losing their job. And almost 90 Percent 
of businesses found that com~lying with Family and Medical Leave cost them little or 
nothing. : 

, 
. This is making American families,stronger. We have to do that with welfare reform 

too. Our job is to fix a welfalre system that too often pulls families apart, and tum it into 
one that helps families pull tokether. Today's system traps too many people in a cycle of 
dependency that ends up sna.r.mg their children as well. For the last'three years, we've been 
working hard to tum that aroJnd. Even while action in Congress has stalled, my '. 
Administration has pressed fotward. 

. I·" ," 
All1across America; wrlfare rolls are down, food stamp rolls are down, and teen 

pregnancy rates are down. More and mote people on welfare today are working as a 
condition of receiving welfarel A lot of this has happened because. our Administration has' 
worked ov~rtime to free statd from miles of red tape. We have slashed. federal rules· so 37 
states, covering 75 percent of all the people ori welfare in America,' can take steps to fix a 
broken system. State by state we are building a welfare system that demands work, requires 
responsibility, and protects children. . . . 

I ' 

Now we need to go alll the way. The American people want a welfare system that , 
honors American values -- work, family, responsibility. In 1994, and agairi this year, I sent 
Congress a sweeping welfare teform plan that would impose strict time limits on how long 
people can stay on welfare, arid strict work requirements for people while they are on 
welfare. My plan would also ~rovide more funding for child care so single parents can go to 
work, and ~t would crack dowh on parents who skip out on their responsibility to pay child 
support. J • • 

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

. and looking out for kids. . 

Today, I am acting to help teen mothers break free from the cycle of dependency for 
good. The only way for teen ~others to escape the welfare trap is to live at home, stay in 
school, and get the education they need to get a good job. We must make sure the welfare 
system demands that teen mot~ers follow the responsible path ... to independence. 

I 


http:sna.r.mg


,.'.! .• \ 

, 

ohio has used freedom from federal rules' to implement a terrific program they call 
LEAP': Learning, Educating, land Parenting.. LEAP_ cuts w~lfare checks when teen mo~ers, 
don't go to school, and rew3ljds them when they do. And It works. A report released Just 
this week by' the Manpower lDemonstrati()n Research Corporation shows that LEAP 
significantly increased the nutnber of teen mothers who finished school, got jobs, and got off 

. I 

welfare. Every state should follow this example . 

. That's why, today, I ~ announcing that every stale must put in place·a plan to keep 
teen mothers on welfare in school. We are going to audit the progress of every state and 
make the ~ults public. S~nd, we are going to make teen t;I1others who drop out of school 
go back to school, and sign ~lans 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
. I ' 

. who-have-children at home wpere they belong. There should be no incenti~e to leave home 
for a bigger welfare check. Nnfortunately, even though they can, most states don't require 
teen mothers to live at home. IThat's wrong. We have to make it clear that having a baby 
doesn't give you the right -- and won't give 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 to take the next step, and pass welfare reform. But Congress 
should understand: You will get nowhere by tying welfare reform to the elimination of heaith 
care for poor children and el~er1y who need nursing homes, or by tying on a tax hike for 43 
Million working Americans. [do not take poison pills; I veto them. ' 

I arh 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 fdmilies 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!LIN~IN~>~~SIS[~~E-T6SCHOOL ATrENDANCE/~ERFORMANCE 1-' 

. CUfI"ently, 25 states are 'l~ngAF9~ .b~ne~~ts. to school at~ndanc~,anq/or:school perfo~ance,. 2~ u~der 
· waIvers approvedpy-the Clmton AdmmlstratlOn. The followmg states'are examples ofthe.mnovattve school 

. ." " I 	 ,. " 
attendance ,programs' operating' across the country;' 

, ,I",'" ,1.' .., 
'i' ,.' 

California 
'. .. ~.; " I 

. t.. ' '!", ~ . 	 t, '," • • ", , 

California's "Work Pays. Demonstration Projec(' demonstration' en<.:ourages teen-age AFDCparents to' 
regularly attend school by paying them a $100 : cash bonus for mairitaining a Caverage, and $500 for 
ultimately graduating frcm. high SChoPl. Teen'-age p~ents who' fail' tc maintain,a Daverage 'can havetheir 
AFDC payments reduced by up t6 $.§Oamonth,:for,twd'nionths. (Approved March 1,'1994) , 

.' . .' 1'., '.' " ·1'", ,.': . ":: ',' " ' ",' , .. .... .' " . 
~n ad~itional waiver, the ,'1' School ,tttendanc~, Demoris~aticn Project, ~': requires the' dependep.t teen-age; 

· children .of AfDqrecipients. in Ban'Diegc Ccunty to att(!nd schcol crparticipaie injob search and training. 
(Approved Dec. 6, 1995) :' . , "," 	 ' . , 
. 	, l ' , . 

" ~ 	 , t,£"~l " d': ' j.
'--'-'U ora 0 .. ,.."",-.:",

• , I 

,. .,! , .,.' >'." . ,..' ,.~ " " '. . ' .• 
, C9lorado' s '. "Personal Responsibilityrnd . Employment Prcgram" pays,!,finiU'lcial bon.use~ when participailts . 
· stay in school and:graduatefrcrri a secondary (high school) .or GED program. (Approved Jan., 13, 1994) . 

, , 	 . , , " '" • ' , " e', ~ .' 

, 	 I 

I .: ' 


I .Delaware : 	 .~ 

, , , I ~. !' " , 1 ".. " ,.' .' " I,,','," ' ; .. ,' , '. " I ,.'. , .' " , 

· :Under Oelaware's;"A Better Chance" demonstration,'teen'parents are required,to live in an adult-supervised 
.. setting; attend schocl; .'paiticip~te in parent~ngalld Jamily plamung educaticn;and immunize their children. 

. .Incentives include : a $50 bonus, paJdtc teens who graduate from high schocl. . Gradual sanctions can' lead 
. , to the family losing:b~nefits if participants fail to meet educatioIj and emplcyment requirements. (Approved 
• May,8, 1995) ..:' ... ' " '. ~, 	 ,i. '" . . .. . 	 . 

, 	 .. ' 
, 

.' . 
I •· Florida I 

, ' , 	 " 
, 	 " f : .' .'.. : .. " 

Under Florid~'~ "~amiiy ',T~ansition'Prcgram Exp~~ion;i' teert pareri~s ~rer~quired tt> stay in schcol in order , , ' I " . " 	 " . , ' " ,
to receive assistan~e .. (Approved September, 6, 1~5) '" . ' ' . 

. , ',I ~ 1 ' ' '"" . , ,,' ,,i 'i, ~ , 

. I . . , '. '~., .~ 


IllinoiS f . ; '~ \; . ~ .. ' 

' .. 1',' 
 "j.." ,.f 

, Illinois~' ''',Sch()ol Atteridance" proje~t ft)erate~ in ~eas that have·ccntradedwith socialserviceprcvidefs to . 
. help families with ~ruant children. ,Recipients must ~ccperate with efforts to improve their chil,dren's school 
attendance, Of face fiscalS~i).ctions. '(lAny mQre details'i-Who'~e these social service providers? What· 

, are the fiscal saitctions7)~~pprovedIOcto?,et :t" 199~) " ,.:'. .' . .' " '.' " .... :' ".,' 
I 
 .' 


. ~ 

. LOuisiana' t 
i,' .. '.', 

f 


.. t", • : •• " • '1, ' . ' " " " ' ' . 

'Louisiana's "IIidiv~dual 
>. 

Responsibility" project encourages, school attend,qlce amcng children of recipients 
by putting children' on probation whd miss)5days of schocl within any ,siX,-mcnth,period, ,without good '" . 	 I',"" , ,,,.. . , ." . . 
cause. Children 'Y;homiss, mcrethaJ;lfhree days a:month thereafter v.:ill haye their,benefits w~thheld. (Are, 
benefits ,Withheld Ifor the children orthe·parent,s??)(App.roved"Fe~:5, 1996) '.',,' 

.1 

.'1 • 
" 

, 	 I 
, 	 *': 



Ohio 

Ohio's "Learning, Earning, and Parrnting". (LEAP)' program requires recipients who are pregnant or are 
parents under the age of 20 to. attend school or aprogram leading to a· high school d~gree. As of September' 
1995, LEAP· participants may· also feet 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 thby. attend school .regularly. Teen~ who fail to attend school will pave . 
$62 deducted from their AFDC grantlever month until they comply with program rules. A $200 bonus will 
be granted to those who.graduate from high-school or obtain aGED. . 

Pennsylvania " i 

Anything' intereSting~ Not on waiver 'fact sheet,'·' 
, ' t 	 • 

! , 

'South Carolina 

.___. ___	S~:uttLCarolin~'s ~ost recent waiver, rPprovedby the Clinton Admifiistration on May 3, 1996, allows. teens" 
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 req~ires teens to staY.in school asa condition of receiving assistance., 

". j " 	 i I' 

States Requiring Teen Mothers to Live with a Parent. Guardian. or in an Adult Supervised Setting. 
. ,": .'I' , , ' 	 " . 

Under current law,' states have the option to require teens .to: live at home to receive assistance. Twenty-one 
states currently have such requirem~nts, 10 initiated under Clinton Administration-approved waivers. 
Today, the Clinton Administration is~rging il1l50states tO,put teen mothers on the right track by requiring 

I 	 ., I. " 
, minor mothers to live at home or with a responsiple adult in order to receive assistance. 

, . 	 ,i· 

. : .' 

.. 


i -, 

.­



Talking Points for Radio Address 

. : President flinton's Executive Action on Teen Parents . 


Over the past three years, our Administration has made real progress in reforming the welfare 
, I . 

system, even as Congressional action has stalled. Welfare rolls are down. Food Stamp rolls 
are down.: Teen birth rate~ are down. Work participation rates are up. Child 'support 
collections are up. And our ~aministratioir ~as freed 37 states from red tape so that they can· 
transform their own welfarel systems to demand work, require responsibility , and protect 
children. I 

In 1994 and again this year, I Ihave .p:~sented a sweeping ~elfare reform bill that w.ould promote 
work, encourage parental responsIbIlIty, and protect chIldren. My plan would Impose tough 
ti~e limits and work requiretnents, provide more funding for child .care, require teen parents 
to live at home and stay in scliool, and crack down on child support enforcement -- while saving 
billions of dollars for taxpayJrs. . . . . . I . 
We've um~overed a lot of C01illIIlon ground on welfare reform, and if Congress sends me a bill 
that is tough on work, rathe~ 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. Ttlat's why, today, I am challenging all states to send the strongest 
possible message that stayin~ in school and living at home are the right things to do. The 
actions I ~m taking today are critical to helping teen mothers break the cycle of dependency and. 
turn their lives around·. 

Currently; 26 states require teen 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, EarWng,. and Parenting. LEAP reduces the checks of teen mothers 

I 

when they don't go to school, and it pays them a bonus when they do. A report released this 
week shows that the programl significantly increased the number of teen mothers who completed 
school, w:ent to work, and Ibft w~lfare. 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 
I:Iuman S¢rvices 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 thel 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 

J

plans to help them plan for the future. 

A child who has a child shoJld not get more money from the government for leaving ·home than 

. for living; with a parent or rdsponsible adult. Under current law, states already have the option 


to require minor mothers t6 live at home or with a responsible adult in order to receive
I . . . 
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 ou~ of school. Instead, minor mothers should live at home, stay in 
school, and take .responsibility for turning their lives around .. 



The actions I'm taking tOdaYl· will help teens who already are parents. break the cycle of 
jdependency: 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 thi~ 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 ini~iative will build on our existing grant programs which are helping 

communities choose -:. and usb -- the teen pregnancy prevention strategies that best suit their 


.. local needs. And it will coxhplement the work of the National Campaign to Reduce Teen· 

.. I . 

. Pregnancy, which I announced in January. 

I urge CO~gress to examine ~y 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 N a,tional Governors' tssociation. * As I have sajd repeatedly, if Congress sends me a 
national reform bill that rewarfIs 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 ata time. 

* Note:· Stay in school and live at home provisions are included in these bills, personal 
responsibility plans are not. 



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 liye at home. TheSe f~ur measures include: requiring all'states to submit plans for 
requiring teen mothers to stay in ~chool and prepare for employment; cutting through red tape to allow 
states to pay cash bonuses to tedn mothers who finish high school; requiring all states to have teen 

I 

mothers who have dropped out of school return to school and sign personal responsibility plans; and 
challenging all states to require thinor mothers to live with a responsibie adult., With these actions, 
we're focusing on one of the ke~ components of welfare refonn: parental responsibility. And we're 
putting young! mothers on the rilht 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 Jaivers to strengthen their implementation of this provision -- this is 
what we're requiring by our actibns today. However, states do need waivers to change sanctions, to 
use incentives, or to make schodl attendance a condition of assistance for teen parents beyond those 
participating In JOBS. Twenty-three states have received waivers from the Clinton Administration 

I ' , , 

to imple~ent such refonns. Ohio's LEAP program, for example, is a successful program that's 
increasing scqool attendance and~mployment among teen parents. ' Our actions today will enable states 
to use incentives like LEAPs without a waiver. . 

The Family Support Act also ga~e 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 intluded them within comprehensive welfare waivers, while 10 other 

I • 

states have simply amended their state plans. We hope our use of the "bully pUlpit" will encourage 
, 'I ' 

all 50 states to adopt this approach. 



Question: 

What real effect will the President's actions have? 

Answer: 

Today's action will have import3int results, because about half of all adult AFDC recipients (about 
two million people) had their fir~t child when they were 19 or younger. We also know that while 80 
percent of children born to unm~rried 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 ~teps laid out by thb 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:'" 

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 tliploma are twice as likely to stay on welfare for 10 years or more. 
(Bane and Ell~ood, Welfare ReJIities, 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.' . " . ' 

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 resp6nsibility plan conditions would apply to them. And, teens under 18 
(about 65,000) would also be re~uired to live at home. Today's action will have important results 
overtime, bec:ause 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 arF poor, only eight percent of children born to married, older high 
school graduates are popr. (Annie E. Casey Foundation). 

; , 



Question: 

But if there are about 14 million 
people on AFDC, and just 300,000 would be affected, isn't this a 
virtually meaningless action? 

Answer: 

Absolutely no~ .. The President's fctions today are directed to the group pf welfare recipients we need 
to target first: teen parents. We need to ensure that teen parents become good role models and 
providers for their children,andl 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 independen~, working families. The MDRC study released this week confirmed 
that Ohio's L~AP program has p1roduced very positive results for teen parents within the three years 
surveyed. It increased school corhpletion among high-school enrolled teens by almost 20 percent and 

, . I , 

increased employment by over 40 percent. It also reduced welfare receipt among these participants. 
It also increased school enrollmeht among teens who had dropped out. ' 

Today's action will haveimportat results, because about halfof all adult AFDC recipients (some two 
I • 

million people) had their first child when they were 19 or younger. We know that while 80 percent 
, of chiidren born to unmarried te~nage high school dropouts are poor, only eight percent of children 

born to marritrd, older high-schobl graduate~ are poor. (AnnieE. Casey Foundation). . 

Question: 

The President: said he's encouraging states to model their school attendance incentives and sanctions 
on Ohio's LEAP program, Don1tthese programs cost money? , 

Answer: 

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's (MDRC) 1994 ~tudy of the relatively service­
intensive Cle'yeland LEAP progtam estimated that LEAP cost less than $1,000 per teen -- for the . 
entire period: of program eligUhlity; which averaged less than two years. That study concluded· 
that LEAP was a "viable, low-cbst policy approach that significantly improves school completion." 
In other states, programs like LE1\P cost no money at all, because funds used for bonuses are roughly 
offset by benefit cuts for truantsJ, . , . 

The MDRe study released this ~eekCOnflfDled that Ohio's LEAP pro~r3m has prod~ced amazing 
results within: the three years surveyed. It increased school completion among high-school enrolled 
teens by alm<?st 20' percent and increased employment by over 40 percent. It also reduced welfare 
receipt among these participantsJ ' ., , . 



Follow-up Question: 

Where will states 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 prograin, created by the 1988 Family Support Act. JOBS gives Federal 
matching funds to states to prov~de education and training for welfare recipients. While the state 
match rate varies (it ranges bet~een 20 and 40 percent), all states would have access to Federal 
matching funds to implement the~e teen parent requirements. Many states have not drawn down their 
entire JOBS allocation, leaving FFderal funds available for these programs.' (Across all states, in FY 
1995, only 7~ 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 costJ: 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 match for the money they use to pay bonuses to encourage teens to finish 
school. 

Question: ' 

, The MDRC study also conc1udeq 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 ~ttendance 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 -- throu~h 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 Nationt;tl Governors' Assobation, we all need to join hands to improve schools in this country 
so that every child gets the. educ~tion they need to be productive adults. . 

Question: 


Studies have shown that a large percentage of minor mothers have been abused by their caregivers -­
is it wise to require minors to live in abusive homes? ! 

Answer: 

This minor parent residency req~irement would specifically protect minors,from unsafe homes. States 
would require minor parents to live either at home or in an alternative supervised living arrangement, 
if the home were unsafe. 



Question: 

Are you doiri~ 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 
I . 

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 ~tates to provide education and training for unemployed fathers with' 
children on AFDC. Tough chil~ 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 . 



STATES LINKING ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE 
. .I . 

Currently, 26 statys ·are linking AFDC benefits to school attendance and/or school perfonnance, 23 under 
waivers approved by the Clinton Atlministration. The following are examples of the innovative school 
attendance programs operating in acr6ss the. country. 

California 
California's "Work Pays Demonstration Project" encourages teen parents on welfare to regularly attend school 
by paying them a$100 cash bonus fot 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 

Colorado's "Personal Responsibility and Employment Program" pays financial bonuses when teen parents stay 

in school and graduate from high sctiool or aGED program. (Approved Jan. 13, 1994) 


Delaware' 

Under Delaware's "A Better Chance'[ demonstration, teen parents are required to live at home or in an adult­

supervised setting, attend school, paficipate in parenting and family planning education, and immunize their. 

children. Incentiv.es include a $50 bonus paid to teens who graduate from high school. Gradual sanctions can 

lead to the family losing benefits if pahicipants fail to meet education and employment requirements. (Approved 

May 8, 1995) . 

Ohio 
Ohio's "Learning, Earning, and Parenting" (LE~P) program requires recipients who are pregnant or are parents 
under the age of 40 to attend SChoollor 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 reCJ.uirements will ha~e their AFDC 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 every monthluntil they comply with program rules. A $200 bonus will be granted to 
those who graduate from high school or obtain a GED. (September 6, 1995) 

, . 

South Carolina ! 


South Carolina's most recent waiver, approved by the Clinton Administration on May 3, 1996, requires teens 

to stay in school as a condition of recbiving assistance. The demonstration also allows teens who stay in school 

to keep the money they earn from pk-time jobs, as well as any interest earned on savings. 


Vermont 

Vennont's "Family Independence Project" requires minor parents to live at home or in an adult-supervised 

setting and attend school. Minor p~rents may also be required to take parenting classes. Those 'who fail to 

comply face gradual loss or'benefits! '(Approved April 12, 1993) . . 


States Requiring Minor Mothers t1 Live with a Parent, Guardian, or i~ an Adult Supervised Setting 

Under current laL, states have the '~Ption to require minor mothers 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 bothers on the right track by requiring minor parents to live at home or 
with a responsible adult in order to teceive assistance.' 

http:Incentiv.es


· STATES'WITH SCHO.OL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The following states link beni~its to either school attendance or performance or both. 

Waiver approved under Clinton Administration (23 states) . 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

'_....Delaware 
Florida 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
Mississippi 
Montana 
Nebraska 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon ,

I 

South Carolina 
Texas I • 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Wyoming 

Waiver approved under previous administrations (3 states) 

Illinois 
Maryland 
Wisconsin 



,STATES REQUIRING MINOiR 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 parent, guardian or in a supervised setting to receive benefits. 
States need only to amend their state plans to implement this provision, no waiver is 
required. Nevertheless, some states have used the waiver process for the 
requirement. 

States with minor parent provision under waivers granted by the Clinton 
Administration (11 states) 

Arizona 

Connecticl!t 

.Delaware: 
Iowa ' 
Maryland: 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
North Carolina 
Oregon 
Vermont 
Virginia 

States with optional minor 
(10 states) 

Georgia 

Indiana 

Maine 

Michigan: 

Mississippi 

New Hampshire 


. New York 
Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
Wisconsin 

parent provision under amended state' plans * 

.. The following territories also have an optional minor parent provision: Guam, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands 
~ 
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PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN 

I 
Please Read the Following Explanations of Your Personal Responsibilities Carefully 
, ' I 

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

sufficiency.' ' 

MINOR PARENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 

• If I am an unmarried minor 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, or in an adult-super~ised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC. 

, 
• 	 . You may be exempt from this requirement if: (I) you have no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2) 

no living pare~t or legal guardian allowslyOU to live in his or her home; (3) you lived apart from your own parent or legal . 
" guardian for a period of at least I year before 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 caJse for you and your dependent child to receive assistance while living apart from your 
parent, legal guardian, or other adult rel~tive, or an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement.

! I 	 '. 
COMPULSORY :SCHUUL ATTEND, lNCE . 

• 	 If I am a custodial parent under 20 years 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. 

• If) am 18 or 1,9, I may participate in trailing or work activities, instead of educational activities: 

CHILD SUPPORT 
I 

• I agree to cooperate with child support requirements to establish paternity and help obtain child support for my child(ren). 

OTHER 

• 	 I will attend parenting and life skills classes, if requested to do so. 

• 	 I will not voluntarily quit ajob without LOd cause, 

I acknowledge by my signature that I.reviewed, understand, and received a copy of my Personal Responsibility Plan. I agree to fulfill 
the requirem~nts as outlined in the Plan and ~cknowledge that my grant inay be reduced for noncompliance with the terms of this Plan. 

I 

Signature of Parent Date Signature ofCaretaker (ifdifferent trom parent) Date 

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 
i 

The Agency will help you set up a plan for ilecoming self-supporting and provide the services necessary to allow you to move toward 
independence, induding, but not limited to: leducation, 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 
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, PER,SONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN 

~Iease Read the FOllOWing Explanations of Your Personal Re~ponsibilities Carefully 

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

suffiCienCY.. I . . 
MINOR PARENT LIVING ARRANr.F.MENTS . 

-If I am an un~arried minor 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, ofl in an adult-superv)sed supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC. 

- You may be exempt from this requirement if: (I) you have no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2) 
no Jiving parent or legal guardian allow~ 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 I year bbfore either the birth of the dependent child or the parent's having made application for 
AFDC; (4) your physical or emotional~ealth would be jeopardized if you reside in the same residence with your parent or legal 
guardian; (5) there is otherwise good ca~se 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. 

.' I· . 
COMPULSORY SCHOOL ATTENDANCE , 

- If I am a cust~dial parent under 20 yearJ 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. 

. I . 
• If I am 18 or 19, I may participate in training or work activities, instead of educational activities. 

CHILD SUPPORT 

• I agree to cooperate ~ith child support requirements to establish paternity and help obtain' child support for my child{ren). 

OTHER 


- . I will attend parenting and life skills classes, if requested to do so. 


• . I will not vOI~ntarilY quit ajob without igOOd cause" 

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

Signature of Parent Date Signature of Caretaker (if differ,ent from parent) Date 

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 

The Agency wililieip 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:1 education, employment and training programs; suppo~ services, such as child care and 
transportation; and help in establishing paternity, getting a support order and collecting chi,ld support, 

I 

Signature of Agency Representative Dale 



PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN 

, ~Iease Read the FOIIO~IDg Explanations ofVour Personal Responsibilities Carefully 

This Personal Resp,onsibility Plan is an actio~ plan that includes o~iectives and activities designed to promote your long-term self-
sufficiency. I . I . . 
MINOR PARENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 

• 	 If I am an un~arried minor p;rent undJ the age of 18, caring for ~ depende~t child. )' will reside in the household of a parent, 
legal guardian. or other adult relative, o~ in an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC. 

• 	 You may be exe~pt from this' requiremlnt if: (I) you hav~ no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2) 
no living parent or legal guardian allowk you to. live in his or her home; (3) you lived apart from your own parent or legal' 
guardian for a periodofat least) year ~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 ca~se for you and your dependent child to receive assistance while living apart from'your 
parent, legal guardian, or other adult relhtive, or an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement. 

COMPULSOR~ SCHOOL A~T~NDlNCE . . 	 ..' 

• 	 If I am a custodial parent under 20 yearl of age and have not completed high school (or its equivalent) and am not exempt fro~ 
participation, I will participate in educahonal activities directed toward the attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent. 

• 	 If I am 18 or .19, I may partici~ate in tJning or wor~ acti~ities, instead of educational a~tivities. . '. 

CHILD SUPPORT 

• 	 I agree to cooperate with child sUPJlort requirements to establish paternity and help obtain child support for my child(ren).. 

OTHER 

• 	 I will attend parenting and life skills classes, ifrequested to do so. 

• 	 I will not voluntarily quit ajob without good cause. 

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

i 

Signature of Parent Date Signature ofCaretaker (if different from parent) Date 

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 
, 

The Agency will help 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:1 education, employment and :raining programs; support services, such as child care and 
transportation; and help in establishing paternity, getting a support order and <;ollecting child support. 

. . . 

DateSignature of Agencr Representative 
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I PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY PLAN 

Please Read the FOlloJing Explanations of Your Person~1 Responsibilities Carefully I 	 . 
This Personal Responsibility Plan is an action plan that includes objectives and activities designed to promote your long-term self-

sufficiency. , : 'I. . ' , . , 
MINOR PARENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 

• 	 If f am im unmarried minor parent undJ the age of 18, caring for a dependent child, I will reside 'in the household of a parent, 
lega'i guardian, or other adult relative, o~ in an adult-supervised supportive living arrangement in order to receive AFDC. 

• 	 You may be ~xempt.from this requiremLt if: (I) you hav~ no living parent or legal guardian whose whereabouts is known; (2) 
no living parent or legal guardian allow~ 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 I year tiefore either the birth of the dependent child or the parent's having made application for 
AFDC; (4) your physical or emotionallhealth would be jeopardized if-you reside in the same residence with your parent or legal 
guardian; (5) ,there is otherwise good c~use 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. 

COMPULSOR~ SCHOOL ATTENdANCE ' , 

• 	 If I am a custodial parent under 20 yea1 of age and have not completed high scho~1 (or its equivalent) and am not exempt from 
participation,~ I will participate in educa~ional activities directed toward the attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent. 

• 	 If I am 18 or '19, I may participate in trlning or work activities, instead of educational activities, 

CHILD SUPPORT 

• 	 I agree to c06perate with child support requirements to establish paternity and help obtain child support for my child(ren), 

OTHER 

• 	 I will attend parenting and life skills classes, if requested to do so. 

• 	 I will not vofuntarilY quit ajob WithOul good cause, .' 

I acknowledge 'by: my signature that I revic\yed, understand, and received ,a copy of my Personal ResponsibiI ity Plan. I agree to fu Iti II 
the requirements ~s outlined in the Plan and acknowledge that my grant may be reduced ~or noncompliance with the terms of this Plan, 

Signature of Parent, Date Signatur~ ofCaretaker (if different from p~lrent) Date 
I 

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 

The Agency wilf help 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 tm education. employment and training programs; support services, such as child care and 
transportation; mid help in establishing pat~rnity, getting a support order and collecting child support. ' 

Signature of Agen9Y Representative 'Date 

I 
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employment and self-sufficiency and reduce. reliance on public assisrance. . 

This is the fourth ina!series of reports from a ll-coumy srudy, which MORe is conducting 
for the' Ohio Department of Human Services. The fIrst report showed that, after the expected stan-up 
problems, LEAP proved opedtionaJly feasible: Schools and the welfare department impJemented the 
reporting and clara systems nef;ded 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 tb school. The third repent covering only Cleveland, showed that the 
increased school auendance ttinslated into a significant increase in school completion (primarily high 
school graduation but also recJipr of a GED. a high school equivalency certificate) for teens who were 
enrDlied in school when they ~ntered lhe program. but little if any gain for teens who had. dropped out 
of schoo1 prior to their ~ to LEAP. The latter group often experienced repeated grant 
reductions (sanctions) for fai1~ to l'Ctum to school or attend regularly. .

I 	 . . . 
. This report looks at LFAP's effects on school completion.. employment. welfare receipt. and 

other outcomes for a subsamp~e of teens in 7 of the 12 Counties three y~rs afrer they were detennined 
to be eligible for LEAP. As in the last report. the results differ sharply for teens who were and were 
not emoUed in school when they were found eligible for LEAP. . 

e' 	For initially eJUed teens. LEAP iDcreasecl school completion (although 
primarily GED dmpledon) by almost 20 percent and increased employment

I 	 ' 
by over 40 percent. 	 . 

. I.,' 	 , 
e; 	 For dropouts, there was no increase in school completion or employment. 

despite high sanctioning. ' . . . . . 

• 	 Overall. fewer Jus remained OD welfare, although tbe receipt rates were 11m 

ve~bigh. I 	 ,' . 
•, 	 In Cleveland. buf not in the other large cities, LBAPsubstantially increased 

high school sn4uatirin rates" suggesting the importance of both· providing 
special services t~ keep teens in school and setting restrictions on leaving high 
school to enter a OED program. 

These new findings show that LEAP's incentives clearly mattered: More young people 
cOJDP.leted school (or were still enrolled). went to work. and/or left welfare. The greater success in 
Cleveland. moreover. sugge'sts some stfategies to improve on these results. But the repor:t also 
reminds us that there are no buy ansWers. For the toUgher group - those who were initiaJly out of 
school - LEAP produced gains and repeated sanctions. Overall. too many Ie811S returned to school 

v 
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only to leave again without gening a diploma: And too many remained on welfare andnol employed. 

Earlier LEAP reports fbund that a uoublingly large number of·teens described their schools 
as dangerous and disorderly plJt.ces where learning was difficulL This sullesu that, for LEAP. to 
reach its full potential. somethirig will have to change in the public schools, and not only in the welfare 
department,. This challenge wfcs on new urgency,' since LBAP·like requirements were mandated in . 
the welfare reform legislation that passed Congress in 1995. , 

. . This report does not teU' me complete LEAP story. The final report, available in aboul a year, 
will track a much larger samplF of teens for a 10l1let time in all 12 counties. While long follow-up 
is always informative. the youth of many of the LEAP teens makes this essentiaJ to reaching a (mal 
conclusion on the program's ~evements. ' . :, I, 

Multi-year evaluations like Ibis one require the sustained commitment of staff in the agencies 
that run the programs and tha~ fund the study. This StUdy beDefited frOm an unusual public-private 
pannership including staff in the 12 Ohio counties, the Slate Department of Human Services. and a 
group of additional funders. . This report"s publication is a welcome opponunity to express our 
,appreciation for rheir support. 

Judith M. Gueron 
President 
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I~RC" previaua duee i""" OIl LEAP ...; JlaII Bloom. Hilary 1Copp. David Long. and ~ Polu, 
LEAP: 11!lplemtmllng fl WeVmJ lniliDli", ItJ Improw School A"~ Among TS8WJg~ Pflrsms (1991): Dan 
Bloom. VeroDica Fel1erath. Da'vid Loag. aDd Robert G. Wood. LEAP: Inlerim. Findings on fl Weffizn IniriatiW 
10 Improve School Alttndant's/A.mong TUMge Ptvenrs (1993); aDd David Long, RObenO. Wood, aad Hilary 
KOI1' Ll!.4.P: The Educt.'llit1lUJl fIItas oJLEAl'tINl En/IImced SDviw III Clevelallll (1994). 

Sample members are refetr= CO 8$ -teeDS" in dlis repen. bUE at the tJuce.year point" most were no longer 
teeDagers. I 
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conservauve estimates of LEAP's effectiveness as a marure program. 

The rapoR assesses me /program'S effeclS on bigh scbool graduation and OED receipt, and on 

teens' college enrollment, e~loyment and earnings, welfare receipt, and oIher OUIComCS. In part 

because many of me teens we+ in school or a GED program. at me dlrec-year follow-up point. the 

fifth and final repon wUl use a longer follow-up period - four and a balf years - (0 captUre the 

program's longer-tenn results./ Scheduled for publication in 1991, it will also cover all 12 study 

counties ~ will compateL~P'S benefits and costs. '. . . \ .' 


. LEAP is direcled to a critically imponant segment of me welfare population, can be operated 
on a large. scale at a relatiJely low cost.. and does DOt re:qui.re establishing new agencies or 
organizations. Thus. polic~kers culSicle Ohio .may fiDd the LEAP model an attractive option if it 
is found to be effective. 

An OVm1,ew o!' the FindiDa " . 
LEAP's incentives wJ intended to produce a chain.of effects on teens' behalJior, staRing with 

increased. school enrollment ~ attendance and culminating in reduced welfare dependence and 
increased self·sufficiency.· Th~ program's effectiveness is being evaluated using:i research design in 
which alIreens in the study co&uies who were determined to be eligible for LEAP during its first two 

,years of operation were~at mJ: same lime, assigned at random EO either a program group (subject to 
LEAP) or. a contrOl JfOUP (not subject to LEAP). The measured average differences between the ,two 

groups' outcomeS over time (e.I., meir differences in rates of high school graduation or OED 
attainment, employment, or ~elfare receipt) are d1e observed results (or "impaC15 I1 

) of LEAP. Thus. 
far. LEAP bas been successful in improving some outcomes in the impact chain; its success has been 
concentrated among teens wM had nor dropped out of school at the time they were found eligible for 
the program. . 

V~lly all program group members were reached by LEAP's incentive structure, with 93 
percent ~ifyiDg for at least one bonus or -sanctionS (Jrant reduction) during their first 18 momhs 
i~ the p~gram. OVerall, thC Iyoung mothers respolld.ed strongly to the incemives: The program had 
large impacts on school enrol1ineDt and attendance, as descn"bed in previous reportS. At lhe three.ycar 
point eXamined in this report, LEAP's impacts on subsequent outcomes were both smaller and 
sometimes less consisteDt ~slocations and groups wilbin the LEAP populadon. There were clear 
impacts on school progress (~tetion of the ninth, lenth. and eleventh grades); however. LEAP 
increased high school ~on and GED receipt in some communides, but DOl in others. LEAP 
teens - possibly as a result qf,spending more time in school (even without graduating) and· attaining 
GEDs -,were nsore likely to be working and less likely to be on welfare: At the three-year follow·up 
point, the programgr:oup~s ~mployment me (33 porcent) 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 Vari~d greatly for the two nuVor groups Within the LEAP population. For 
.tee~ who were tnmlled in bigh school or a GED piogram when they became eliiible for LEAP 
(referred to as the -initiallyIenrolle4" teeDS). the program bad significant effeets on a combined. 
measure of high school graduation or OED receipt (primarily om receipt) and on employment. Hip 
school gi'a.duationfGED receiPt rose by close to 20 percent: 46 percent of InitiaUy enrolled teens in 
the program group received a1high school diploma or OED within three years, compared to 39 percept 
of the control group. (The i~ was even larger for younger teeDS who srarted LEAP at or close 
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to their age· for-grade level.) At ~ Ihree-year point. 66 percent of the initially enrolled teens bad 
graduated or received a OED dr were in some l}'pe of school program (compared to 57 percent of me 
control group), althougb 83 petcent were stiJI on welfare. The initially enrolled teens' employment 
rates increased by over 40 pe~nt; 39 percent of the program group were working (mostly pan time). 
compared to 27 percent of thelcolllrOl group. This employment increase will be very impressive if 
it holds up for the final report'j longer fonow-up period and much larger Ample. 

In contrast. although LEAP induced many dropouzs to retUm to school or (more commonly) 
. to erner a GED program, it Idid DOl have an appreciable effect on meir rates of high school 

graduation(GEDreceipt or employment. The program did have some success working with dropouts 
who were 17 or younger.mo~t of whom had been out of school' for less'than a year. But it was 
ineffective in altering the ~ooJ, bebavior of older dropouts" who outnumber their younger 
counterpans. Moreover, in itsllargely futile effort to cbange their life course, lhe program imposed 
numerous ,sanctions on many Clropouts. who report~ diminished spending on essentials for their 
children as well as themselves. IAt the three-year point, only a third of these teens had p-aduated from 
high school, bad received a GED, or were in school or a GED,program, and 84 percent remained'on 
welfare. ' I ' 

. LEAP's impactS also varied ~ss the study commUDities. wilh dIe most strikiol differenc:e 
, .being between the results in Cltveland - where there were more services w keep teens in school and 

more restrictions OIl leaving hilb school to enter a GED program. - and tbe other areas.3 First, in 
Cleveland (wbere one in six. LEAP-e1igible teen mothers in Ohio lived). the program's effect on high 
school graduatio~OED rec.eipf was siguificantly grearer than in other large c:ities. Second. the 
Cleveland impact. while following the stateWide pattern of greater success for i:nilially enrolled teens. 
was driven mainly by an iucreJe (relative to the control group) in high school gradWllions rather than 
OEDs (which was the case i~ inost other locations). Third. the increased rate of high school 
graduation; in Cleveland was f6110wed by a significant increase in college enrollment, a link in the 
impact' chain dlat was not obsdrved elsewhere. However, at the three-year pOint, possibly because 
more teens were enrolled in ~llege. LEAP did DOl appear to generate larger employment gains in 
Cleveland. or remove more teertsftom the welfare rolls, man it did in Olher communities. Panicularly 
if the longer-tenn foUow·up ~hows that Cleveland's greater eclucalion gains are translating, intO 
subswuial impactS on emplo>'lhent and· welfare receipt. the differences in program implementation 
across the counties will offer urlponam lessons on sU3tegies to improve LEAP's overall effectiveness. 

LEAP uses welfare ~ntives to cry to chango UIeD mothers' school behavior. but it does not 
do anything to-reform the schools, where a large nUmber of LEAP leens reponed on a survey that they 

, did not feel safe, experienced ~ class disruptiODS by othersbldents. and were "given a hard time 
about being a parem- by both ~tudentsand teachers. This report shows tbat financial incentives can 
make a difference: Teens responded. and this produced some employmeDt and welfare piUS. But the . 
limited size of the gains poi~ to how difflCUlt it, is to change behavior. Many teen mothers who 
returned to high schoo1 did not baduare. instead dropping out and sometimes choosing the easier OED 
route.. 'I'bc report also points to a policy trac»-off: LEAP's gains for initially enrolled youth came 

3Exccpt for rho findings OD bOnus aDd SaDCtioD rares. all Cleveland results presenred in this report cover 
East Clevel.$nd as well as. ClevcJtmct. The special services aad restrictions (it is school district policy to 
strictly enforce the Ohio rule that slUdents under age 18 cannot leave high school to attend a GED program) 
apply only to Cleveland. 

3 
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. ., 
at the cost of repeated sanctions for the older dropoulS and their children. Policymakers should 
consider this trade-off, and the potential for improved oulcomes suggested by the .Cleveland findings, 
in assessing the LEAP experienCe. . 

Data Sgurces for this Rem 

This report's analysis of program operations - i.e., the application of LEAP's incentive 
8tlUcture - uses bonus and sanction data obtained from LEAP casetiles (including those for some leens 
too old to have bad the full IlEAp experience) from Ohio's three largest counties; cUyahoga 
(C1eveland). Franklin (ColumbJs). and HamU~ (Cincinnati). The. impact estimares that are the 
report's main focus come from domparing the experience of the program ancl control groups in seven

I . . 

counties: Cuyahoga. Franklin. Hamilton, Lawrence, Lucas. Muskingum, and Stark. 

. MoSt of the dam. for the ~rtare from a survey adminislered approximately three years after 
random assignment to 913 teens 1(446 in the program group and 467 in die conuol group)~ who are a 
randGm subSample of aU the teens in the seven coumies who were randomly assigned between mid-

I ' 

August 1990 and September 199~ and. who were young enough to have been exposed to the full LEAP . 
tmlunent. Additional data on School outcomes BIC fmmadminisr.rative records for all 4,32S sample

. I .

members who lived in five of me lll",est urban school districts in me seven counties (Cincinnati. 1 -0 . 

Clevelaad, East Clevelandi CoIUIflbus. and Toledo),were randomly assiJned between July 1989 (wben 
random asSignment bepn) and June 1991. and were young enough to have received the· full LEAP . 
treatment. ' " 

The TeeDS' School Status and Age as a Context' for the FhldiDp 

It is important to keep in!mind the sthool status and age of the teens when they first became 
eligible for LEAP and the limited three-year period covered by thisreport·s follow-up. As discussed 
above. all LEAP, ,.ns can be cl~sified iDlo two groups: those who were already enrolled in high 
school or a OED program whenl11ey became eligible for LEAP (initiaJly enrolled teens) and those who 
were not enrolled at the time (d~). Por enrOJled teens, LEAP'sjob is,to bep them in school 
and attending regularly until the~ receive their. diploma or OED. Presumably this job is easier for 
teens who are at (or close to) their age-for.grade level than for teeDS who are enrolled but ha~ fallen 
a grade or more bebind their peer- . 

The program's task with the dropouts is different: to induce teeDS to rerum to high school or 
1 . . 

enter a OED' program and then I¢ep them there untUlbey evemually graduate or passdle OED tesI, 
For most dropours. this requires a!major change in their lives (pcrbaps less so for those who have been 
OUt of school a short time). Dropouts also face mcm: baniers 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. . I·..· . . 

In terms of age at randoni assigmnent. 13 perce:nt of lbe.teeDS in the survey sample were IS, . 
or under: 44 percent were 16 or 17; and 43 percent were 18 or 19. Thus. for example. three years 
laler:' . ' . '. I·' . . 

• A cecn who was 161 and in school but behind.' age-for·pde at random 

4 
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, assignment might still be in high sc:hool. DOl working. ancl on welfare. 
I. 	 . 

• 	 A teen who was 17 and at age-for-grade at random assignmem might have 
, completed high scbbol. lone to community college, and still be on welfare. 

• 	 A diopoul who w~ 17 at random assignment migbl have subsequently 
received a OED, B~nc to work, and left welfare.. . 

, I ' • 	 A dropout who was 18 might have been in aDd out of school, frequendy 
sanctioned. aDd restmin on welfare. . 

, As therJ1'SllWO examPl~il1usuate, it can easily take more dian three yea'rs for LEAp·s impact 
chain to lakE shape. even if ~ns .respond to the LEAP ueauncnt exactly as imendec1 (it takes even 
longer for teens who sran LEAr at age .15 or younger). As a result, it is not possible to derermine. 
wiIh three years of data, wbethcr or DOl LEAP will achieve lis full chain of effects on Ihe teeDS' 
behavior. ' . . 

FJadlna em Bonuses an' figS'ODS .I . . 	 . 
• 	 Coaty LEAP PI'OII'8111S experienced dlfftcuJties iD bpi_tine LEAP'. 

'mceatift ~ during tbe program's tint two to three years of 
operation, ~Iy in IJI"ban comrtles, bat bave etBeiently carried out 

, boausa an. I8IIdions IIID.ce theD. 

As ~ussecI' in detaJlj iii the 1993 report aDd IUIDIDIrlzed ill this one, all seven counties 
covered in the pmscill report successfully implemented LEAP', iacentive saucmre. Propam 
operations improved over timel which meant tbat most teens were exposed to a more efficient and 
predicrable LEAP program cJu:tiug the 1991-92 school year than the one they faced in the prior two 
years. 1bc key was tun impletnentation of a sophisticated computer system 1bat made uacking teens 
easier and carrying out bonuse$ and sanctions largely automadc. 

• 	 Almost aU eIigIh~ teeDs (93 percent) wereteuched by LEAP'. iaceutiVe61. 
with 15 pen:eat e$rDIDI at least ODe boaas and 56 percent qlllllifJiDB for 
at 1eIst.GDe I8DCtioL . . 

Fully 93 pen:cmt of Jem earned at least one bonus or sanctiOn. with the avemge teen 
qualifying for six gram. ~rs (3.S bonus paymems and 2.1 sanctions) duriDg her tirst 18 months 
in LEAP. DuriDg Ibis IS-month period, there were more bonuses tban sanctions: 37 pen:ent of teens 

, eanied only bormses; 18'pe_ qualified for only saDCtions; UKl38 percent earned al least one bonus 
aDd ODe SIDClioD. In adler words. 75 percent of ieens eamed a.l least one bonus and 56 percent 

. qualified for at least one sandtion. As time passed and the lMIIS lot older. mose who were slill 
, eligible for LEAP receiVed, o!um.y more sanctions rban bonuses. probably because teens wbo bad 

graduated or ieceived a QED tiy month 18 (generally cooperative teens. who earned frequent bpnuses) 
were no longer subject to LEAP. leaving a higher proportion of frequentlY sanctioned teens still &1lbject 
to 1be progIIDI. I ' , 

• B01I1II ad ~OJI rates were strikingly different for teeDs who were 
earoUed ill school w~n they became eUgihle for LEAP aDd teeDs who 
were not. 

s 
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Based on Cleveland data pwerlng most teens' entire period ofeligibility for LEAP. bonus rates 

were bieber. and sanction rates much lower,· tor the initiallyenroned leeDS. Less than two-thirds of 

Ihem were ever referred for a ~lI1cdon•. and only 4 percent were referred for nine or more sanctions 

and no bonuses. In· contrast, more than mree..quaners of the dropouts qualified for at least one 

unction. and 2l percenr Quali4d for nine or more, sanctions and no bonuses. 


• .Tbe -.iority ot iteeas with multiple &8.IlCtioDs reported dbnlnished 
speDdiDg on esse~ for their families, especially dothing uad food• 
. Most teeas with mlJldpJe boIIus payments reported spendiDg a large Ibare 
•of the additioJlal a'umey OIl their cldJdna. . 

Teens who were sanctiokd at least four dmes reponed in the three-year LEAP survey that the 
resulting welfare grant reductiobs had a material effect on their families: S8 percent said that their. 
families had fewer essentials (mbs! often c~othing, food. and medicine).because of Ihe gnml reductions. 
Moreover•.me sanctions repo~dly affected me children at least as much as their teenage parents. 
~T~ns replaced part of the incbme they lost to saoctions by borrowing money (usual1y from their 
parents). applying for other fotms of public assisCmce (most frequently Food Stamps), and seeking 
additional child 8Uppon. In addition. lWo-thirds of teens pOstponed paying bills, most often utilities 

. bills or rent. ,.. I· .. . '..'. 	 . . . 
Among reens who received at least four bonua payments, close to 90 percent reported using 


me additio.ftaJ money on essenti~s, especiaUy for their children. A1mosr a· quarter.also reponed being 

able to pay for some "lUXUriesj such as new clothiDg and ouriDp (e.g., to the movies or to the zoo) 

for their children. Tbese teens;atso were better able to pay !heir bills and to save some DlO11e)'. which 

mey said was later used to obtain special items for their children. buy household essentials, and cover 

unexpected emergencies.· . 


f.iDdinp 91 Rich School Graflu8tigD and G£P Receipt 	 , 

FpIl Supple I· 	 . . .' '. 
• 	 For tile fall sam~ or teeDs, LEAP substgntiaDy Iacreased high &cbool 

eurollmeDt, atteD~, ad progress &hrough the eleveath grade, bat did 
DOt bave a IipifiCant impad OD hIIh school graduation. 

According to the IbrJ.year survey. LEAP increased completion of the ninth,· tenth, and 

eleventh grades but bad DC ove~ll impact on high school graduation. (Seo the top panel of Table 1.) 


'. 	 . I
LEAP teens' GED completion rate reached 11 percent by the CDd of three years, compared to 8 

percent for me contrOl group" a difference lhat 81$0 was DOl statistically significant.4 1b.e school 

records dam (DOt shown in Table 1) indicate a GBO receipt impact of almost idCDtical size which. 

probably because the sample v!ras mw:h targCr. was statistically significant. . . 


. Also. an examination ~f school records data for about twCHhirds of the leens (in five urban 
. ., I . ' . . . , . . 


- ~icaJ .igoificaD<e .....!. that ODe ...b. highly <aDM••,,),.. ;.,. difforeooc .... due to !be program. ... 
rather than to statistical clwlce. jlD Table 1 and other tables in this report. one asterislc indicateS a 90 percent 
probability that a measured difference was due II) the program. and two or three asterisks inclic:ate a 9S or 99 
pen:eut probability. respectivelyJ '.. .. , 
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TA.BLB 1 

LEAP"s n1RBB-YBAR IMPACTS IN SEVBN cotJM'1'lEs POR mE 
. suaVBY SAMPLE. BY SCHOOL ENIlot I KENT SUBGR.OUP 

. I 

Sample and 11.S Sllltus 3 Yean Program 
Afler Random Assjgnmen~ \ Group DiHcrcpce 

All 'HDI 
"'ICOIIlpJetod 81'8<10 11 SO.O fI> 45.4 % 4.6 .. 

Ever completed blgh school 22.9 23.5 -0.6 
Byer campleted Gao 8.4 . 1.7 
Bver completed bigb school or QEDI 34.0 31.9 2.1 

lLl 

Cuneatly emoJled in hiSb .cbool or' GEO pl'OJl'am 11.S 14.5 ~tO . I 
Ever completed bllb school or OED. or 
currentlyearolled in higb ICbooi CIt it QED pt'08I'llti SI.6 46.5 S.l • 

Evil' emplo,.,:l in p.3manlhs I 33.2 '21.6 S.S • 
Empl0)'8d in pas, 3 months and bas a 
bigb sc:bool dJploma or OED 15.8 12.8 3.0 

OIrrcnd~ rccoivmS AFDC 83.3 87.6 -4.~ • 

TOM. eurgJlocl ill IclaODl II I:!R. llliam.1 

tiO.69ft 2.5Completed srado 11 S8.1 '" 
35,6 34,2 1.4.Ever completed hilb schc;d 
10.0 4.4 5.6··EverClOlllpletecl GED 

Ever completed bt.bachool CIt OED 45..6 3$.6 1.0 • 

Cummtly cmrolled 1ft high school or a GBO prq:ram 20.3 1&.3 2.0 

Ever completed hip aebod or GED.lor . . 
currentlyenroUed in hish $Cbool or ~OED prounm. 65.!) 56.9 9.0 •• 

", IEYer employed lD past :1 Danw '. 38.9 27.4 11.S ••• 

EmpJoyed in p.t 3 !Dontu aad bas a ' 
8.1 ••14.Sblah sclIoo1 dipJOtQa or O~D I ' 22.6 

Curnad~roc:oiYiDILAFDC !l::6 81·1 -4.6 
. . I ' 

III!!! gollamllml i!! &!!001 al r.edaPl !!!1G!!!Dat , 

Compleced srade 11 35.8 fA 28.0 ~ 7.8 • 

Bver oomplelad high school 6.7 7.8 -1.1 
' 12.0 -2.,Ever oomph:1Cd OED 14.3 

Ever compieted.bJa:b ac:bool or GEl) 18.6 22.1 -3.4 

Cumutl)' omolled in bigb school or a QED prosram 13.6 9" 4.0 

Ever completed high school or GEl)., ~ 
c:urrcmtlyearolJed in bigh aeboo1 or a om prosram 32.2 3L6 0.6 

26.3 26.5 -0.1 

EaaplO1"d in paR l month. and bas a 
hisb lCboat diploma or OED 

BYer employed in p8St 3 moadu 

1.1 9.3 ";2.2 

CUmtDdyrec:eiYlDgfeFDC 83.6 89.1 -S.5 . 

NOTES: ·CCJllllploted GED" rlfon to passiDC Ibo GED test. 
Eatimatcs or cho proiram-can\rol JI'O\Ip diffcrencos aro rq:rcssion-a4justc4 usiag ordinuy 

leut lquares. cODualling for pre-r8D~om aulgpment ba4ground characterlsucs of sample membors. 
Rounding may cauI"llIigbt dilcrepaDCies in ca1cuJauDI differeDC88. , 

, A two-tailed t-lut ~ applted 10 the difference betweeD the program aDd ccmtrol groups, 
Statistical siGDtftc:ance levela aTe indicated as ••• "'" 1 pel\::eD~ •• 1:11 Spercent. IIISd • 1:11 10 percent. 
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school districts) who did not rc~ond to the survey suggeSlS that their impacts were larger than.those 
based on survey respondents, ibciicating that the survey-based impact findings may be conservative_ 

• 	 , Two-thirds of the! teens did 1IOt receive a high scbool diploma or GED ' 
withlD the three-~ foDow·up period. . 

A number of factors· JrObablY explain the low rate of school completion. including teens' 
f~lings about school and their! own future. In an earlier survey. a large proportion of LEAP leeDS 
reported that their schools wFre unsafe, inflexible. and unsupponive. Some also viewed their 
economic prospects as dim, with or without a diploma or GED (see Appendix Table D.l in the full 
report). Other stUdies hav~ ~inted to Ihe simational and emotiooal problems thai. can make ,school 
attendance difficult for teena,. single· mothers. Another factor is the teens· youth. By the end of 
foUow-up~ approximately 30 Percent of LEAP teens in the survey sample were under 20. and 18 
percent (compared to IS percem of conuolSroup members) were in high school or a OED program. 
When school completion or erlrollmem are considered rogedler. signifJ.Cantly more LEAP teens dum 
control group members (52 pericent compared 10 47 percent) bad graduated from high school, received 
a QED, or were in high school or a OED program (mostly me latter). Thus. jt is possible that. 'wim 
longer follow-up, LEAP's imPacts on-high scbool graduation and OED receipI may increase. 

Finally. il is im~ to consider LEAP's high school graduation impa~ta iD me context of 
dIe ovcralJ graduation rates in the same locales. According 10 official data. lhe high school paduation 
rates for aU srodents in the fi~ school districts where school recOrd$ were collected ~ between 
27 and 45 percent in 1994. Lifting the gradualion· rates of LEAP teens to such levels would be a 
nOleworday achievement. 

SubJrouP& 

• 	 LEAP iaereased ~ combined Idgh schoollGED completion rare of leens 
who were eDl'oll8d in school wbe~ tbey becaJoe eligible for the prOgram, 

, with most of thF Impact being on GEo receipt. Wltbin this iaitiaUy 
euroUed p'oup,~eellS who bad beea UDder .. ,11 ad at or close to their , 
age-for-grade leVel received diplomas or GEDs. or were ePI'OIlediu school 
at the tJIree.,....t paiDt, to .• far greater dteIIt thaD those in the coatrol 
group • . 

Over balf of the teens were enrolled in school or a GED progtam at the time they first became 
eligible for LEAP. The program induced more of these mens 10 stay in school than would have done 
so withOut LEAP arid, as sb6wa in the middle panel of Table 1. this genemted a substantial increase 
in school cOmpletion; ~ to the seven<OUnty survey. after three years 46 percent of LEAP 
teeDS completed school or a GED program. compared 10 39 pen:ent of control group teens. Most of 
this impact was attributable to GED completions.. (This impact may increase. over time, since. as 
shown in Table i. 20 percerit of LEAP teens were in high school or a GED program at the end of 
du'ee years, a somewhat hi~er percemage than for the control group.) , . ' 

Dividing enrolled tee~ into the sub~ps ~own in Pigure 1 helps identify the teens for whom· 
LEAP h8s been most and I~ effecdve, allhough the results are not conclusive. given the small size 
of the subgroup samples. The program's impact on high school/GEl> completion was panicu1arly 
large for teens who were in /school and had not tumed age, 18 or fallen substantially behind age·for­
grade Jevel at the lime their LEAP e1iJibUity was cierermined. As indicated by the top t'NO bars in the 
figure. 46 pen:ent of teens itt the program group who had these characteristics received a diploma or 

8 
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LEAP'. TllJlBE..YEAR IMPACI'S ON SCHOOL OVTCOMBS I'OR SELECI'ED stJIIGROVPS 


Untler 1Band til Dr Prugram
close 10 age-!or-gTfJlle group 

revel when they beCfJRJe 
eligible/or I.E4P 

{J2" of1M mrvq mmpIe) . 
c=~ 

dind-Program-. 
age-for-grtJde level 

when they bectU1U! 

eUgible1M' LEA.P 


(26" ofdJe SIlTYI)' somple) 

.Under 18 Proamm 
'5eEn. ' --.- ~'e<'«'«c-d-;-4 43"when they group 


became eUgible 

/OrLEA.P CODIIO'1II II" Wff4J'JJ.z,.,.

group \(17" oJthe survey .rampl" 
31 . 

18 or 19 Program e 12~ 120\01) 25% 
group \when they became lS 

eligible for LEAP Control 
• .. .".. ,« _ .. '" ,_ 35'"(2j1 ollhe~lamplt' JI'Oup 

Recelved a high sehool41p1oma D Recetved a OBO 

WITHIN TIlE SURVEY SAMPI..E 

Teen. Enrolle4ln. Sthool. BIIndo.. AAign",ent 
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OED within the three yean, and 
l 
another 2S percent we~ enroJled in high school or a OED program 

at the three-year point. Thus, 711 percent of the LEAP leens had obtained a high school diploma or 
OED, or ,were working on il. compared to only 57 percent of the control group - a large and 
statistically significam differe~. The difference for other teens·who were initially cJ'lJ'OlJed in school 
wu muc:h smaller and not statistically significant. 

. ~LEAP did Dot 8,,~ to increaie sebool. compledoD for teeDS who were 
dropouts at the ~e they became ellgtble for t ... program. OnIY.ODe In 
DYe of· these teeDs received 8 diploma or GED. 

As sh~ in the bottom ipanel of Table 1. the program did DOl increase school completion by 
dropouts. at least not by the e~ of the three-year period. covered by me survey. Only ·19 percem of 
progl'31'D group memben and ~ percent of control group memben received a diploma or OED. a 
difference that was not swisticaJly siJDifitant. It is noteWorthy, however, that the program's impact 
on eleventh-grade completion w~ sizable (S.percentage points) and statistically significant. However.' 
less than 20 percem of eleventhLgrade compleren went on to receive· their diplomas wimin the dlree 
years. and LEAP bad no effect/on tbc. proportion rhaI did. . 

. Ora again. different subgroups among teens who were out of school when they were 
determined eligible for LEAP fabtquite differently. As indicated in the bottom half of Figure 1 (and, 

. I 

apin. remembering that this is based on small samples), LEAP appeared. to be successful with 
dropouts who were under the *ge of 18 wlten they started the program. Thirteen percent of these 
LEAP teens graduated within ~ years - more Iban four times the rate for the cOntrol group - and 
IS percent were eDroUed in high school or a GED program at that point, compared to IS percent of 
!he conttol group. Thus, althOugh dlc rates of OED receipt were similar, signifacantly more (43 
percent) of the program. group bceived a diploma or QED or were in school or a OED program at 
the Ihree-year poim, compared/ to only 29 pereentof the control group. In contrast, the results for 
older dropoutS were not at all encou:aging. . 

• 	 LEAP'. schaal iJD~ varied suhstaDtIaDy auOSl geographie areas. The 
program sfgDUkaptly IDenased biIh sdIeol graduatloDs In CleveJaDd, 
produced DO sigDQlcaDt effedS in CiDdDnatI, Columbus, ..d Toledo, ad 

. stcaIfIcantly baelued CED receipt oumde these large urbaD areas. 

Records dara COJlectcd/ from five ~bool districts in four urban areasiDdicate maE LEAP's 
impact on high school aDd OED tomplction, as well as the tomposition of Ibis impact, was DOl 
c:ollSistelllacross districr.s. The pmpam effect in Cleveland was significantly larger !han in Cincinnati. 
Columbus, and Toledo. and it included aD increaSe in both hip .scbool diplomas and OEDs,neimer 
of whicb increased in the orher cities. The smaller survey sample, which tOvers more counties and 
non-Ulban areas, iJso shows that LEAP produced a sipificant incn:ase in paduarions in Cleveland 
(see Table 2). but in lids samPle dleIe were also positive impacts onGEn receipt ouuide Cleveland 
(due mainly to an increase omlride these large urban areas) •. 

Cleveland's suttess inllncreasing high &Choo) graduadon was somewhal surprising: Cleveland 
has.the largest AFDC and LEAP population in Ohio and. bad the most difficulty initially implementing 
me program. Its acbievemebt· appean to reflect three fattors. First. partly through a special· 
demonstration propa8l, aboutl half of the program group teeDS in Cleveland were offered a range of 
enhanced services (on-sire day care. GRADS programs, on-sire LEAP case managers, and teen--focused

I. • . 

OED programs), wbich the 1994 repon found increased ~e proportion of teens who. once attending. . 

. . 
10 
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evcmual1y received a high school diploma or GED. Second. Cleveland rigorously enforced the state· 
. rule that students under the aae of 18 are not allowed 10 leave high scbDol to prepare for or take the' 

·OED test, while other districts, no~bly Columbus and Toledo~ penn.iaed many students to make this 

· switch. Third. Cleveland reeqs might have been more williag to my in school. panly because 

Cleveland bas more alternative high schools than do lbeother districts. . 

1 	 . 

!lDdlna on Employment. Welfare Receipt. ad CgJJep EDI'Ollment 

FRll Sample. . ··1 ' ' ' , .., 


• 	 Overall, LEAP iDereased the likelihood tbat teeDS would be workiDg three ' 
yean after tIIey lbeeame eligible lor the program aad reduced the 
IJkeUhaod that theY would be rec:eiting AIDe benefits.I .' 	 ' , 

As shown in the,op pa!!el of Table 1. 33 percent of program &rOup ,reens worked (mosdy' pan ' 
rime) during the r.hree months tinmediately prior to the swvey, compared to almost 28 percent of the ' 
camrollfOUP, for an increase bf '.S percentage poinrs~ This impact is comparable in magniwdeto 
rhat of successful mandatory wblfare-tO-work programs rarseted. to adult welfare recipients. , 

The program also Signi~y reduced AFDC .receipt. 8lthough this iJDpact did not emerge 

quickly: LEAP had no effect bn welfare receipt during the first year following random assignment. 

or even for ~ early months dbring the third year. However. by the time of the three·year 511I'Vey. 

83 perccmt of the program grouP were receiviag AFDC, c:ompared to 88 percent of the control group. 


. It will be important col deteJ:JniQe whcdler the employrneut and welfare impacts conEinue to 

grOw over rime, given the youth of the sample and the fact that a1inost onc-sixth of them were enrolled 


· in school or a QED program at the end of the three.year follow-up. 


SulllD'Ol!JI ' ,1 .,:. . ... ' . 

• 	 Tbe employmeut ~pact was madrel, attributable to the pngram's effect 
OD teeDI who, ",re iDftiaIIy tmOIIed ID srhooL LEAP lifted their 
emplo)'ment rate r' over ,40 perceJU, willie it bad DO effect on dropouts. 

For the survey sample. the employmem gains parallel the edu.t.ation impacts: Both were 

C8Dtered on teeDS who were ent.,ned in school when they first became eligible for LEAP. As shown 


I 

in Table 1. 39 percem of initiapy elD'olled teeDS ~e working three years later. compared to only 27 

percent of the control group. for aD increase of 12 percenrap points. or 42 perceDt. If this result 

holds up for the final repen's I~r follow-up period and much larger sample, it will be a substantial 

achievement, given especially the NStoJ)' of very limited program results for teen parents ~n welfafe. 


It appears that LEAP's /impact on sch~l complerh?n by initially ~ed teens may have driven 
rhis large effect on employment. As &bown m Table 1. the Increase lD the sbare of teens who had 
complete4 school tmd were ~orking (8 pen:emage points) was' lWcHhirds o( t!le total increase in 
employment (12 perce_ge points). In comrut. LEAP bad 00 impaer on the employment ,of dropouts 
three years after they became Ieligible' for LEAP. In other words. LEAP has produced impaclS on 
several outcomes for in-school teeRS. but not for dropouIs. . '. , . , 

In renns of AFDC im,JaClS; there was no similar subgroup variation. The measured reduction 
, I 

in receipt was· similar for both enrolled reens and dropouts. although borh fell just short of being 

12 
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'statistically signifi~t (probably because of the lman sample sizes). 
, ' \ I 

• 	 For Inltlally ~ed teeDS In Cle""....d, where LEAP increased high 
ICbooJ eraduatl~, It also IDcreased coDe,e earoDmut; however, at the 
three-year point, ;LEAP bad DDt raised employment rates. 10 the seven 
cOUlldes ,_ a ~~ (exdll.ldiag ClevelaDd), LEAP 'Increased GED 
attaiDmeat rmd subltaatiallJ ID.creased empJo)'IDeDt. 	 , 

Given the superior hiJ sdlool completion findings in Cleveland. it is' important to compare 
subsequent results thm to tb~ in other locations. For Cleveland ,reeDS who were enrolled in high , 

'. school or a OED program at nindom. assignmcm (see Table 2). LEAP produced a 9 percentage point 
,lncRUe iD boIh the likelihood lot receiving a high scliool dipJoma and tile likelihood of euroUing in 
collep, but DO significant increase in the employment me. In contrast, outside of Cleveland. there 
was DO increase in JUab scboollctiplomas or college enrollment. but mere was a )arae. 15 percemage ' 
point incrcasa in employnicnt. The increaSed coJJege enrollment may be one explanation. for the lack 

'of emplO)'lnCnt impactS in Clev.elland for teens wbo wereenrollcc1 in school at: random assignment. " 

, , ' , ,'As abown in Table 2, rbe ,OED receipt rate almost doubted outside Cleveland. and dle 
, employmcnc rate increasecl ~ '27 percem to 3' percent. with bOth,impacIs being driven by the 
, results for the initially enrolled teens (as shown in the, bottOm panel ,of Table 2). This is new evide~ 
,that OED, cenitiCires earned by teeD' parents may have positive labor market effects. , 

CopdusIog 

Results to date from the LEAP evaluation show that' welfara inCentives .(coupled with case 
management and support servtces) can change behavior and ultimately redUce, AFDC receipt. but Ibat 
change is' difficult and the i~lltives may produce some perverse effecrs., For reens who were in 
school or a OED' progi1lm whe~ they became subjec:c to LEAP's mandates. dte program substantially 
increased scbool auendancc (sh~tbat teens are able.to com~ine school and parenchood). s~hool 
or OED completion. and subseqUem: employment. But it, produced a higher rate of GED receipt lather 

.than, high school graduadon. FOr reens who were out of school when Ibey became eligible for LEAP. 
tbe program's inCentives were~learly DOt enough (especially for die olderreens) to increase me very 
low rare of school completion or to IDcre~ employment. LEAP's multiple sanctions, however, 
affected poor fBmnies. ' 	 , 

, The findings sugesl1b¥ LEAP can produce promising 0UlC0IDeS. particularly wlien it getS to 
teeD parentS while they are ~ and still in school.' As currendy operated. LEAP reaches teens' 
sooner than it did during the period covered by this scudy. This is because the eligibility of reens for 
LEAP is nOw de~nniDed autouLatica1ly by 'computer as soon as a teen parent opens a welfare case or 
a teenager on an existing wclf~' case becomes pregnam with (or gives birth 10) her flISt child; aDd 
because program actions, once ~ligibilil)' is established, are swifter than they were d.Uring the study 
period. Thus. LEAP may be r effeaive 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 .hare young people ro rheschoolhousc door, but too many subsequently 
:walk back out before gelling a ,~ploina. ' The greater success in Cleveland suggestS some strategies 
for improving on these results. \ But more far-teaching changes in the teens" school experience will 
likely be needed if LEAP is'to realize itS ruu poteDIiaI. 1be study's final report will explore these 
issues further, present LEAP's later impaCts for teeDS in all 12 evaluation counties, and compare the 
program's benefits and costs." . 	 , 

13 
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The Manpower DemoDStratioia Research Corporation's evaiuadoD of Obio's Learoinc,Eamiaa, and 
Paren.dDg (LEAP) Program jsl funded in part bya contract with the Ohio Department of Hwnan 

1

Senices and In part by the FOrd Fo_datlon, the OevelaDd Foundatioa.'BP America, the Treu-
Mart Fund, the George GuDd IFoundatioD. tbe Procter It Gamble Fund, ad the U.s. Department 
of Health aDd BomaD Semces. Tbis is the fouitb report In the evaluatiOD. ' 

, , ,I ' 
', 
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FouadadOD. 
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This report presents the latesE findings on me effectiveness of Obio's Learning. Earning. and 

Paremina (LEAP) Program. a statewide welfare initiative Ihat uses financial incentives and penalties


I ' to promote scbool attendance bY. pregnant and parenting teenagers on welfare. me group most likely 

to become lana-term welfare rkipients. LEAP 'requires these teellS to stay in school and attend ' 
,I' , ­
reaularly or. if they bave ~ out, 10 return to school or enler a program to prepare for me GED 

(General Educational Devel~. or high school equivalency) test. 1be,program thereby strives to 

increase the propordon of teenJ who graduarc from high school or receive a GED. find jobs, and 

ultimately achieve self-sufficie~.

,I , 

Teens who meet LEAPjs requiremeDCS bave their welfare checks increased - $62 for school 

enrollment and an additional 562 each month they auend school regul8rly - and teens who do not 

(without an acceptable reason) Ihave $62 deducted from, tbeirwelfare 'grant every month umit they 

compty with program rules. Those who.cx.cee4 the allowed number of total absences in a month but 

not tho allowed number of ~cused absences qualify for neither a bonus nor a sancEion. Teens may 

be temporarily exempted from l.EAP's rcquiremems for medical reasons, to care for an infant. or if 

chUd care or uamporwion is ~vailable, and they are no IOOFr subject to the requirements when 

they reach the age of 20. ~ most of the period 'covered by this repen. a teen living on ber own 

with one child - rbe most common situation - was eligible for a lIlOIIthly AFDC grant of $274. 

'Ibus. a bonus raised ber grant/ to 5336 aDd a sanction n:duced it toS212. , 


. Teens' enrollment and auendaDce are monitored by case DllDl&c;.rs. who explain the program's 

nales, offer guidance, and ~orize assiarantc \Vim child care and tranSportation teens may nee4 to 

attend school. LEAP itself pnkides no adler services, although many Ohio high schools have special 

programs, called GRADS. w!6ch are designed to assist teen parents in managing their dual roles as 

parenrs and stUdents.' ... / ' ., ' . , 


, Thil is the fourth ~ ftom an evaluation of LEAP's operations. results. and cost­
effectiveness,which the ~erDcmoosuation ~esearch Corporation (MORe) has been conducting 

since Ihe proJI3D1 began in 1989.1 The evaluation is heina conducted ttnder contract 10 the Ohio 

Depamnent of Human Servic:~ (ODHS), with additional funding provided by me Ford Foundation, 

the Cleveland Foundation, BP America. ,me Treu-Man. FUDd, the George Guod Foundation. the 

Procter" Gamble :Fund. and/the U.S. Deparanent of Health ~ Human Services. '. 


The report focuses on die experience of reens in seven counties (with aboUI balf of the 
5tatewide LEAP caseload) lhri:e years after they were found eligible for LEAP.2 These teens beeame 


, eligible during the program'sl first two years of Operation, and altof them encountered LEAP early 

in its e.volll1ion. Gmndle r'B~ sioce dIat time, die lindiugs lutbis leport may be 


lMDRC-s previOWl three ~ons on LEAP arc: D~ Bloom. H~Kopp. David Long. and Denise Polit, 
,LEAP: Implemsuing G WeVantilntliGtiyt to Impro'Vff School Alttmdance A.mo1l8 Temag~ PfJ.R1US (1991); Dan, 

Bloom, VeroDic.a Felleratb. DaVid 1mlg. and Roben G. Wood. LEAP: Ime!im Findillgs 011 Q Welfare IlIilIarive 

10 Jmpl"OW School Allrndanc8 Jtmong Tee""gt PtlTems (1993); aDd David Long. Roben O. Wood, aDd HiJIl')' 

1Copp. l.E..4P: 71Ir EdrlauitRl41 irJlClS of iJ!.AP II1fIl EnJumad S,m", ;11 OlfVeland (1994). 


2Sample members are referked 10 as "teeDS" in dlis repon. bul at tbethJ:ee.year point. most were no longer 
\

reeugerl. ' 
1 
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. EXECUTIVE ACTION ON WELFARE REFORM 


Today, President Clinton announcel measures to make responsibility the law of the land, by ensuring that teen 
patents on welfare stay in school ~nd live at home in order to receive assistance. These executive actions 

I 
include: requiring all states to su~mit 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; cu~ through red tape to allow states to pay cash bonuses to teen parents who' 
finish high school; and' challengingl 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 refonn: parental responsibility. And 
we're putting young mothers on thb right path, toward employment and self-sufficiency. ," ;, 

" .I 
STRENGTHENING OUR PARTNERSHIP IN WELFARE REFORM . 
Under welfare refonn waivers, we've already freed 37 states from red tape to pursue, innovative welfare 
reforms •• more than under any pre~ious administration. State welfare demonstrations approved by the Clinton 
Administration now cover 75 perc~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 a~ home in order to receive 
assistance. 

REQUIRING TEEN PARENTS TO STAY IN SCHOOL , . 
Today, we are announcing additional steps to challenge states to require t~en mothers on welfare to stay' in 
school. Currently, 25 states are liMang benefits to school attendance and/or perfonnance, 22 under waivers 
approved by ,the Clinton Administr~tion. 'Ohio, for example, has' a mod~l program calied 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 reporl released on May I, 1996 by the Manpower DemonstratioI,l Research 
Corporation shows that LEAP has Isignificantly increased the 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 itlso significantly increased school emollment among teens 
who had dropped out. 

Other states, are trying similar ap~roaches with our support. For example, Delaware reduces benefits for 
truancy, and pays teen parents a $5q bonus when they graduate from high school. Colorado pays bonuses when 
teen parents graduate from high school or receive aGED. . . . . 

These states are putting teenp~~enls OIl: ~h~ right path. toward employment and self-sufficiency,.· and all 50 
states around the country should fdllow their lead. That's why the President is directing all states to submit 
plans to increase school attendaric~ 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 high school. ' 

REQUIRING MINOR PARENTS TO LIVE AT HOME 
Under current law. states have the loption 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 Ad.rn.inistration is challenging all 50 States to put minor mothers on the right 
track by requiring them to live at Itome or with a responsible adult in order to receive assistance. , I . ' 
ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT . 
The President's goals for welfare rFfonn are clear: requiring work, promoting responsibility, and protecting 
children. With this new initiative, President Clinton underscores his commitment to helping welfare recipients 
become -- and stay -- self-sufficierlt. President Clinton continues to call for a national welfare reform bilL 
But, if Congress fails to send the President a bill that gets .the priorities right, the Clinton Administration will 
continue to refonn welfare -- one state at a time. 
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. . Tatking Points for Radio Address . 
. President Clinton's Executive Action on Teen Parents 

~ver the past three years, 9lr 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 ·rallis. are down. Work participation rates are up. Child support 
collections' are up. And out Administration has freed 37 states from red tape so that they can 
transform their ownwelfate 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'rJsponsibillty, and protect children. My plan would impose tough 
time limits and work requii~inents, provide more funding for child care. require teen parents 
to live at home and stay in sclhool, and crack down on·child support enforcement -- while saving 

. billions ofdollars for taxpa1ers.. . . ... ... .. 

We've"lltlcovered a lot 'of common ground on welfare reform, and if Congress sends'me a bill 
that is 'tough on work, rath~r than tough on children, I will sign it. In the meantime, we can 
build on what states are alrea~y doing to promote work and protect cp.ildren -- particularly when . 
it comes to teen,parents .. That's why, today, I am encouraging all states to sendthe strongest 

. po~sible messag~ that stay~g ~n. school an~ living at home are the right things to do. The . 
. actIOns I am takmg today are cntlcal to helpmg teen mothers break the cycle of dependency and 
turn their lives around. 

Currently, 25 'state~ require· teen parerits to stay in school to receive assistance, 22 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 sch091, 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 Ibft welfare. Ohio's program is working -- and states around the 
country should follow its leaa. That's why today, I am directing the Department of Health and 
Human Services to require ~1l states to submit plans for increasing 'school attendance among 

I 
teens participating in their J9BS programs. To help in this effort, Vfe will provide cash bonuses 
to every teen parent who completes school and. cut the checks of those that won't. I am also 
directing all 59 states to be sbre that these teen mothers are required to plan for their futures by 

.. signing personal responsibilif plans to help them plan for the future. 

A child who has a child should not get more money from the government for leaving home than 
for livirig with a parentorre~ponsible adult. Under current law, states already have the option 
to require teen parents to live: at home or willi a responsible adult in order to receive assistance ­
- but only twenty-one states have such requirements. Today, I am urging all 50 states to send 

. I . . 

the message that having a ~apy should not bring a teen the right and the money to leave home 
and drop out of school~ Ins~ead, minor parents should live at home, stay in school. and take 
responsibility for turning their 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 gobd role models and providers for their children. But we all agree 
that the main goal is sto~ping teen pregnancies from occurring in the first place. Our 
Administration is tackling this problem head-on. For example. my 1997 budget includes $30 
~llion for a new Teen PrJgnancy Prevention Initiative, to give help to areas' with high teen 
pregnancy rates. This new ihitiative will build on our existing grant programs which.are helping 
communities choose -- and luse -- 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 announted in January. 

I urge' Congress to examini my welfare reform proposals, the plan drafted by the National 
. Governors' Association, and the reforms already underway in the states .. Thesteps.I am taking 
today already have bipartis~n support -- they are in the welfare bills adopted by the Congress 
and the National GovernorsI' 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-sufficiencyl I will sign it. But until they do, I will continue to reform welfare 
one. state at a time. 

" 
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Questions and Answers on Executive Action -- Teen Parent RequireiDents 

Question: 

What is the Administration announcing today? 

,Answer: 

We are announting four neVf steps to encourage states to re.quire teen parents on welfare to stay 
in school and live at hqme. re are putting more teeth into current JOBS requirements that teen 
,parents 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 respobsibility contracts to plan for the future. We're cutting through red 
tape to allow states to pay bash bonuses to teen'parents who fmish high school. And We're 
challenging all states to reqJire minor parents to live at home or with a responsible adult. 

Que~tion: 

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 heed waivers to strengthen their implementation of this provision ­
- this is what we're requfrin~ by our actions today. However, states do need waivers to change, 
sanctions, to use incentives, Ior 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 im~lement such reforms. Ohio's LEAP program, for example, is a 

, t I' , . , 

successful program that's increasing school attendance and employment among teen parents. 
Our actions today will enabl6 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 horne or 
in a supervised setting to receive benefits. Although states do not need a 'Waiver to'implement 
these requirements, 11 statesl 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 tb adopt this approach. ' 
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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) l¥td 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 bdm to married, older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie E. 
Casey Foundation.) . By foll~wingthe steps laid out by the President to require teen parents to 
fInish school, live at home,l and prepare for work, states will help, ensure that teen parents 
become good role models and providers for their children. ' . 

. Requiring teen mothers to flsh high school also increases the odds that young mothers will get 
off welfare, and reduces the fhances' 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 
ye~rs or more. (Bane arid ElI*.rood, Welfare Realities, p. 49). In addition, research by LaDonna 
Pavetti, now at the Urban In.Jtitute, shows that even controlling for basic skills, women without 
a high school. diploma retur.h to the welfare system at' a rat~ that is 26 percent higher than 
women who have completed 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 the~e teens are married, or have already graduated from high school, 
these conditions woUld applyl 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 younge~. We know that while 80 percent of children born touIlIilarried 
teenage high school dropouts ~re poor, only eight percent of children born to married, older high 
school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Ca~ey Foundation). 

~ . I ' • 
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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 acti6n? 	 . , 

Answer: 

Absolutely not. The President's actions today are directed to the group of welfare recipients we 
Ineed to target first: teen parents. We need to ensure that teen parents become good role models 

and providers for their chilbren. arid that means they must finish school, live at home, and 
prepare to work. The soon~r states put these requirements in place, the sooner the children of 
teen parents will be able tq grow up in independent, working families; The MDRC study 
released this week confinued that Ohio's LEAP program has produced very positive results for 
teen parents within the three &ears surveyed. It increased schopl completion among high-school 
enrolled teens by almost 201 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 recipients 
(some two million people) ~d 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 fuarried. older high-school graduates are poor. (Annie E. Casey 
Foundation) . 

Question: 

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

Answer: 

.. 	The Manpower Demonstratiqn 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 ~rogram eligibility, which averaged less than two years. That 
study concluded that LEAP ,as a "viable, iow-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 t.btee years surveyed. It increased school completion among high-

I 	 .
school enrolled teens by almost 20 percent and increased employment by over 40 percent. It 
also reduced welfare re"eipt ~mong these participants. 	 \ 
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Follow-up Question: 


Where will states 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 
, ,I , 

be provided under the JOBS program,created by the 1988 Family Support Act. , JOBS gives 
Federal matching funds t~ s4tes to provide education and training for welfare recipients. While 
the state match tate varies (it ranges between 20 and 40 percent); all states would have access 
to Federal matching funds t~ implement these, teen parent requirements. Many states have not 
drawn down, their entire JOBS allocation, leaving Federal funds available for these programs. 

. I ' 

(Across all states, in FY 1995, only 78 percent of Federal JOBS funds were used by states). 
. States may also use AFDC Iadministrative 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 Jffective programs. In addition, with today's action, states will be 
able to receive a Federal m~tch 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 thislcountry 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 ta~en ac1tion -- 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 ationk.l 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. 

Question: 

Studies have shown that a large perce~tage of minor mothers have been abused by their 
caregivers -.:. is it wise to reqJire minors to live in abusive homes? . 

Answer: 

This minor p~ent residency requirement would specifically protect minors from unsafe homes. 
States would require minor pJents to live either at home or in an alternative supervised living I . . 
arrangement, if the home were unsafe. 
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STATES REQUIRING TEEN MOTHERS TO LIVE WITH APARENT, GUARDIAN, ORI . . 

. IN AN ADULT SUPERVISED SETTING 

Under the Family suPPJt Act of 1988, states have the option to require minor 
mothers to live with a pa~ent, guardian or in a supervised setting to receive' benefits. 
State~ need only to amerid their state 'plans to implement this provision, no waiver is 
required. Neverthelessl some states have used. the waiver process for the 
requirement. 

States with minor parent provision under waivers granted by the Clinton 
Administration (11 states) . 

Arizona 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Iowa 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
North Carolina 
Oregon 
Vermont 
Virginia 

States with optional minor parent provision under amended state plans* 
(10 states) 

Georgia 
Indiana 
Maine 
Michig«:ln 
Mississippi 
New Hampshire 
New York 
Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
Wisconsin 

.. The foliowin!;J territories also have an optiona.1 minor parent provision: Guam, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands . 
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STATES WITH SCHC!>OLATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The following states link ~enefits to either school attendence or performance or both. 
I ~ 

Waiver approved under C!:linton Administration (22 states) 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Florida 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
Mississippi 
Montana 
Nebraska 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Wyoming 

Waiver approved under previous administrations (3 states) 

Maryland 
Missouri 
Wisconsin 
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STATES LINKING ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL ATTENDANCE/PERFORMANCE 

. . . I . 
Currently, . 25 states are linking AFDc; benefits to school attendance and/or school perfonnance, 22 under 
waivers approved by the Clinton Aaministration. The following states are examples of the innovative school 
attendance programs operating acrdss the country. . . 

California 
California's "Work Pays Demonstration Project" encourages teen AFDC recipients to regularly attend school 

I 

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 I, 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 s~arch and training. (Approved Dec. 6, 1995) .' . 

Colorado 
Colorado's "Personal Responsibility and Employment Program" pays financial bonuses when participants stay 
in school and graduate from high school or a GED program. (Approved Jan. 13, 1994) 

Delaware 
Under Delaware's "A Better Chance" demonstration, teen parents are required to live in. an adult supervised 
setting, attend school, participate irl parenting and family planning education, and immunize their children. 
Incentives include a $50 bonus paidl to teens who graduate from high school. Gradual sanctions can lead to 
the family losing benefits if participants fail to meet education and employment requirements. (Approved May 
8, 1995) 

fllinoi5 
Illinois' "School Attendance" project operates in areas that have contracted with local social service providers 
to help families with truant children. IRecipients must cooperate with efforts to improve their children's school 
attendance or face loss of benefits. (Approved October 2, 1995). . 

Qbin . 
Ohio's !'Learning, Earning, and Parenting" (LEAP) program requires recipients who are pregnant or are parents 
under the age of 20 to attend schooli or a program leading to a high school degree. As of September 1995, 

I . 

LEAP participants may also meet this requirement through approved work or training activities. Teens who 
meet LEAP's requiremeI)ts will ha~e their AFDC 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 ~ntil they comply with program rules. A $200 bonus will be granted to 
those who graduate from high-school or obtain aGED. 


South Carolina 

South Carolina's most recent waiver, 
approved by the Clinton Administration on May 3, 1996, requires teens 
to stay in school as a condition of receiving assistance. The demonstration also allows teens who stay in school 
to keep the money they earn from pJrt-time jobs, as well as any interest earned on savings. 

. I 
States Reguirina Teen Mothers to Live with a Parent. Guardian. or in an Adult Supervised Setting 

Under current law. states have the opJion to require minors to live at home -- 21 states have such requirements, 
10 initiated under Clinton Administdtion-approved waivers. Today, the Clinton Administration is urging all 

I . 

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 ~ssistance. . 




