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Dear Dr. B c: 

~S J~ to Worm you that we are m~ oUr p~ declIiOD r.O·~eet'tbdraft TeRns, 
and Qmdidons crIlCs) for lhe M'axinilim Family OrlDt OOInpOnant of'cur CalifoniiaWodc Pays .' 

DerDCft~n Project fbrwarded b)' yoU! sta!'OIl FebNaQt 1, 1_. l'bis mrxIi.5cuicrl is " " 
QOnsi~~ the Secnt.ary'slettar orIuly 1t, 1996 to GaYemor Wilsgn. wherein sb8 indica2el 
chIa; the Ile ast IUnds toady to actOD ks.1at.est oflrlhould the ate daire to do so. WhiJ.e 
our politims t ~ the tlr.Cht1ct ofal".NIidina witJJ 1ft aided parenl iI ' , 

,~ eare re1UC111ntJy aGCepdni die draft Tats II '" forth by the Departme.m. af'l:Icidlh 
, and Human elYiceI. . . 

Ci~WiI.e" has Imta been GOmmlUid to apolicy afremoviha i!lceftfi\lu ill the " 

welfitre ~if'B!'R for womeR to 'haw additional cht1c1ren in Ofdel' ~ recoivc higher .,anu. NOW 

that Call;'I 8CftftQmy Is tul"Jllftg the ecmer, it is partTa.darly impOttlftc to reward wort '11IOI'a 

lhan wei .nd tG tab apprapri&t. stepi to inlUfl that Clilt CiMIoa41ftd GO$' inOIUIU do IIG1 

JClft\ to Ell firevicu.a 1cvd!. Ollt declsioa to accept thcr;e TIcC. DOW is made pgI'IiI'bIo by tbe&c 

consi4cralio,. .. well AI the cnac.trnllnt ofseI/II'II major new initiadYel in the 1~ _Dad to 


COtftblt te;' pragna.ftey. AI., you know. t,he 'ptewn,,t1ori orteen PI'1I"IaftC1, con,tinuet to b,e one 

of'lhe J.b&1'I8 priorities oCtN Wi1scm AdminiI'tratiOR. .nee 1pproximate1y halfoftbe mothers 

QltRJ'J;ly , '...ma aid had meir int ~4 aa a teen8get. Thi. it why we requeRed 1Iw the 

Maximum I'fWY Or_ waiver mdwfe teefta;trs U"'lIIlt home. . ,. . . 


In Jd41dem ID requesting this WIiwr. GoYemOr WilsOn pl'1!.lllll1ted a Illllnber oraihia1ive:s to 
!he CaTearlier IIIf. yoIttoCDlllllll'-prepuioy. ",.. reouIt ofblpalllao 
IUppMt. the, ' ,contsS. major fteW ilndln& forclUs purpose, indudiae,120 miIlicft (or the 

. ~r's ofDftNftily ChasDcrIaD Grant Jnk~~wiD AJppan,1ceaIly spoRsored 
puOllclprl cc11aboradve efIbn& w ~ tl1enumblr otunv.red ........ J'ftIIP'ancies, .. ,,' 

$10.6 nullio 10 8(paftd lhe ftUm_ ofmenlOrS 1VOI1dn.a with at-ri.sk childrea ami JQ.ltlL In 
;:i 

Iddi_ budacr. contains 513.25 miDiorl for. media arnpaip to ralac publlc.IWUBneas ahoia, 
. the problem GtUftwed teenage pnpancy anc1 chanee iocietallUilUdes anr:l behavior. The budpt 

alSO c S8.4 millicn for RIIlUtc;ny rape prosaaudeIt, • S6 milflOlJ au,pnentaiorl that 'WiD 
pmvide the IIIOW'C8t ftlCWll')' to prosecut.e aatutoty.llfle starftlide. To provide greaoraccess 
to ~ .~ servl_ the budget pt"O\'idla an additional $20.2 miUitm 10 expand IQ:;C$s to 
family ~ servica to '"dividuafs With incomes ~p to 200 perw:nt afth!! hIetaJ ~ 18IIel 
IhrouSh t"" '-..ell ProIram. , 

P.ra. 
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i'These fINI tundl.; cOlMliaed fMIft iJa i situation 01SL".IIROe 1'CS0UfCes. pIaoo \IS in. ab. 
posiJion to. tII:!ae., by D••1Ag YYeral new eBarts to ~bat~ preenanc:1Y• 

. Newrr'heI_ we co.ntlmlc ao reQUtSt that you reetWider)OUf decisiOD mlimit tM ape ofthe 
,.MDimum Fa ily 0tvII add to 1"el'mWe the. requirement,bat M accmpt tile 6rSt IKmI chUd or 

teer1Ige Ellivin& in Yt"IIlfiIns houIehcld.. DeIetiag t1WJ p~Oft would anable CaJifOmia co . 
conlillua its alJ.._ eff'O" to deal with th8 critical I!SUI ofteenAae prepancy. and to com" 
pnetatio~ GepeMency.Such •.,,, ~~ alae» be amsll'tent with Presjd8nt Clintvn'l 
recent statim lit aacl aariOlll with re.spea to prmniinS...PI'I8IIinCY. 

III )'OUt ~'" we would MpeOttuUy point GUl that)'OUt dePaftment 
had our bull waiver.."est tor OWl' _ montJts befbrB..raisinl tbe 'SlUe DfpoulOly 

eampMa ~t=aaer~ at home.. Since the AdrNnistr&don has pledged to appnwe rc.. 

waivers w.itN 120 ia,s. we would Jr_lY. appraciate 111 expeditioua rtSJ'0ftII'to aur request tor 

nt~ftstdcratl ft aryour decision to rU'ftlt tn, scope ofthe MMimull\ FllDiEy Gnuat. tberDby

aUcnWna: us impl8!1U:Dt the ~ famUy Gmftt propolll d~W in our wai~ 

appDat\on. i . 


If)'flu bave .,4IIestioDs l'9fdinalhe imp1ementatlolt af'thls pt"Djcct. pI.euo ccmtai:i 
Bruce W Deputy Dire=r. We1fite Pragnuns DMaiGn It (916) 6S7.JS4S. 

. Sincerely. . 
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E.LOISE: ANDERSON . 
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Wylfare Ro.lls for State, L.A. County Begin to Plummet http://www.latimes.com/HOMEINEWS/FRONT/leadstory.html 

Thursday, October 9, 1997 

Welfare Rolls for State, L.A. County Begin to Plummet 
• Aid: Officials credit sharp three-month drop to surging economy and 
the Jan. 1 deadline for moving more people into work force. L.A. posts 
lowest figures in five years. 
By VIRGINIA ELLIS. Times StqrfWriter 

ACRAMENTO--After lagging behind other states, 
California's welfare rolls have suddenly begun to plummet, 

NEXT declining by nearly. 140,000 in a three-month period. 
State officials said Wednesday that a booming economy and the 

RELATED prospect of stiff new time limits under welfare refonns have 
encouraged recipients to leavepublic assistance in record numbers. 

Even in Los Angeles, where job losses were especially severe ~ U.S. Welfare 
during the recession, welfare caseloads have plunged to the lowest Case loads Information 
level in five years as 36,000 recipieIlts left the rolls, 

California's welfare rolls had been showing a modest decrease . 
for months but the rate ofdecline rapidly accelerated if! May, June . " 

and July to nearly 2%'a month--more than double what it had been 
previously. In the last year, the rolls declined more than 11 %. 

"This is huge," said Ted Gibson, chief economist for the state 
Department of Finance. "For California to see monthly declines of 
over 1 % is just amazing. And for Los Angeles, the only 
metropolitan county that hasn't regained its pre-recession peak in 
employment, to see the welfare rolls decline is pretty remarkable." 

Officials believe that fonner welfare recipients have moved into 
jobs. Although the question has not yet been researched, they cite 
indications that many onetime recipients have entered the 
workplace. . 

National figures show a rise in the number ofjobs going to 
single mothers, manyof whom are believed to be fonner welfare 
recipients. 

In California, officials have noted that an increasing number of 
welfare recipients also have jobs, causing their aid payments to go 
down. . 

Spending on \'velfare grants has dropped nearly 23% in the last 
year, according to Eloise AIiderson, the state's Social Services 

. Department director. 
nWhat that says to me is that I've got two things going on here," 

Anderson said. "I've got a whole group of people who are working 
and getting offwelfare, and I've got a whole group of people who 
are working but th~y haven't made enough money yet to get off 
welfare." . 

The sudden decline in recipients, Gibson said, is particularly 
significant because California rolls have remained high during the 
last year when other states were experiencing sharp drops. 
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The president anllounced in July that 1.2 million recipients 
nationwide had moved off public assistanc~ since he signed a 
massive federal welfare reform law in August 1996. In the last year, 
welfare rolls dropped 19% in Florida, 16% in Pennsylvania, 26% in 
Wisconsin and 23% in Oregon. 

Gibson attributesCalifotnia's decline to what he calls the 
"mmouncement effect." As the Legislature debated and passed a 
welfare refonn plan in May, June and July, the attendant pUblicity 
forced a realization by recipients, he said, that welfare refonn with 
its strict time limits and stiff work requirements was finally coming 
to California. .. . . 

"People are beginning to realize that the progrm11 is changing 
and that the kind of behavior that perhaps had been going on for 
decades literally may not be acceptable anymore," he said. 

Although other states had already implemented their reform 
plans, California's was delayed by partisan wrangling in the 
Legislature. It still will not go into effect until Jan. 1, allowing 
recipients to remain on the rolls more than year longer than in some 
states. . . 

Anderson said she expects the rolls to continue to shrink as 
county welfare agencies increasingly shift their emphasis to moving 
recipients into jobs, rathei' than maintaining them on welfare. 

Although counties have not completed reports on their August 
figures, officials said a preliminary examination shows the decline 
is continuing although at q. somewhat slower rate. 

With its revamped welfare-to-work programs, Los Angeles 
County has played a key role in reducing the state's welfare rolls, 
Anderson said. . 

"You can't move the number of people that Los Angeles is 
moving into the work force and not affect what we're doing 
statewide," she said. "Los Angeles is like an elephm1t; when it 
moves, we all move." 

Ann Jankowski, chief of the budget and management services 
division of the county's Department of Public Social Services, said 
officials have no conclusive explanation but believe the improving 
economy and the specter of welfare reforn1 have driven down the 
rolls. . 

"We're getting more people into jobs," she said. "They might not 
all be able to leave welfare completely but certainly they are getting 
less welfare." 

Mary Daly, a researcher for the Federal Reserve Bank in San 
Francisco, said national statistics show the number of women 
entering the job market who head families is skyrocketing. She said 
that factor coupled with the falling unemployment rate would 
indicate that many welfare recipients moe entering the work force. 

Gibson said that although the improving economy has helped 
provide jobs for welfare recipients, he believes the motivation for 
them to leave the rolls was probably created by welfare refonl1. 

What is happening i10W to the welfare rolls, he said, is new for 
California, because in the past an improving economy has not 
always caused the number of recipients to decline. 

Until 1995, when the rolls began a modest decline, he said the 
last time California's welfare caseload had dropped was in 1972. 

"Our history, our experience tells us that the effect the economy 
has had on welfare caseload is to slow its growth down but not to 
make it decline," he said. "I think what has happened is that we 
have taken some measures to make welfare perhaps a little bit less 
attractive. " 
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Anderson said the huge govemment investment in child care has 

made it easier to leave welfare, for those who, are the most 
. employable. . 

. "I think you have some parents out there who . are pretty 
sophisticated," she said. "I think they looked up and said, 'Five year 
time limits, I'm out of here.''' . . 

* * * 

'97 Welfare Numbers 
Through July, the number of people on welfare declined each 

monththis year in Los Angeles County and statewide. 

Month ll.A. % change Statewide % change 
January 837,106 -0.5% 2,472, 72 -0.6% 
February 831,976 -0.6% 2,464,251 -0.3% 
[VJarch 827,414 -0.5% 2,444,275 -0.8% 
April 822,043 -0.6% 2,424,344 -0..8% 
May 809,107 -1.6% 2,380,478 -1.8% 
June 791,775 -2.1% 2,329,877 -2.1% 
July 785,641 -0.8% 2,284,541 -1.9% 

. Sources: California Department ofSocial Services, Los 
Angeles Department of Public Social Services 

* * * 

Welfare Decline 
In recent years, the number of welfare recipients in Califomia 

. has been rising steadily. Since federal refonns were adopted a year 
ago, the rest of the country has seen a downtum in the number of 
recipients. Califomia's decline has been modest until recent months, 
when it began to accelerate. 

1980: 1.36 
1995: 2.68 
1997: 2.48 
Source: California Department ojSocial Services 

~) Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for similar stories. You will not 
be charged to look for stories, only to retrieve one. 
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The Association for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc. 

May 21, 1997 

Bruce Reed, Domestic Policy Council 

The White House 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington D.C., 20500 


Re: California's Federal Waiver Request-Oppose 
Dear Mr. Reed, 

California's $300 million computer, the Statewide Automated Child Support System, (SACSS), 
has been plagued by many problems such as not being able to disperse payments to families and 
not able to connect to the State Parent Locator. It is unlikely that SACSS will make the deadline 
of October 1, 1997 for federal certification. 

. ' 	 ' >, 

It has come to our attention that your department is considering giving a waiver to California's 
Department of Social Services, Office ofChild Support Enforcement to allow each county to. 
have their own separate automated computer system rather than a statewide system. ACES is 
fully opposed to this waiver because this would further fragment the child support system in 
California. Currently with California's county-run system, each county develops different policies 
based on·state and federal law. The.result is that there is no uniformity of procedure across the 
state. SACSS (or it's equivalent) needs to be functioning as quickly as possible, with costs kept at 
a minimum to work for the 5 million children owed $5 billion. 

Clearly, Los Angeles County's computer system, ARS, which has barely functioned since it was 
put in place in February 1995, is not the answer to California's debacle. ACES members in Los 
Angeles County have reported serious defects in the system. For example, ACES member Karin 
Carter received only a partial payment recently and was told that the rest of the payment went to 
reimburse welfare as well as pay support for other children. Ms. Carter has never been on aid and 
the non-custodial parent has no other children. Other defects that have been revealed are: 
payments on interstate cases were received in Los. Angeles County but could not be distributed to 
.	families for over nine months because the interstate case information would not be accepted by 
the computer , . and it's accounting system so inaccurate that one case was $100,000 delinquent 
fl.ctually showed an overpayment of$600.00. Lockheed Martin IMS was the contractor for both 
the Los Angeles and California computers in addition to other states that are experiencing major 
difficulties with implementation. Why give credit to Lockheed Martin IMS when they have failed 
so miserably to produce a computer that will help children ? 
. 	 , 

ACES REGIONAL OFFICE, 926 J STREET, SUITE 615, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
916-448-2004 FAX 916-448-2117 

.. 



," 
T. 

Please contact us if you have any questions, we would be happy to provide assistance. We look 
forward to hearing from you regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Nora O'Brien 
ACES California State Director 

cc: 	 Los Angeles County District Attorney Gil Garcetti 
Representative Clay Shaw, House Ways and Means Committee 
Donna Shalala, Secretary Health and Human Services Department 
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE
GILL LOCKYER RICHARD KATZ 

STATE CAPITOL?RESIOENT PRO TEMPORE ASSEMBLY 

,)F THE SENATE 	 SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814 DEMOCRATlC.LEADER 

March 27, 1996 
r 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 

The White House 

Washingto~ D.C. 20500 


Dear President Clinton: 

During the last few months, we ot other members of the Legislature have communicated 
, 

with you regarding major concerns raised by proposed social services reform legislation. 
The purpose of this letter is to provide recommendations for staff-level negotiations 
regarding the details ofthis legislation. If there is to be an agreement. we ask that these 
primarily technical issues be addressed. in ways that will make implementation easier in 
,California (and other' states) as well as protect the health and welfare ofchildren. 

In this letter we address nine issues in a variety. ofareas: child welfare, Supplemerital 

Security Income (SSij, child care, AFDe-work participation rates, benefits eligibility, and 

implementation dates. 


M..aintain Entitlement ofTitIeIV-E Administratiru:tand Training Costs 

.	While we commend maintaining the entitlement to Adoptions Assistance and Foster Care 
Maintenance payments, we think it is critical to maintain the entitlement for administration 
and training as well. "Administration" dollars support caseworkers essential to providing' 
emergency response and other services,necessary to place and maintain children safely in , 
foster care and adoptive homes. We must, at a minimum, assure meaningful protection for 
chil.dren from abuse and neglect during welfare restructuring. TitIeIV-E "administration" . 
is actually part and parcel ofthe foster ~e-and adoption assistance network; together 
they provide child welfare services. 

.~ 



Page -- 2 

SSI for Older Non-Citizens 

There were 292,000 non-citizen legal immigrants receiving SSI in California as of 
December 1993, a figure that undoubtedly has grown in the two years since then. This aid 
is provided to the aged, blind and disabled, most ofwhom could not support themsel~es 
by going to work if their SSI benefits ended. Under HR 4, SSI would be denied to non
citizens. Current recipients who are non-citizens would lose their SSI in 14 months. 

The House version of·HR 4 exempted from-the SSI b8J' non-citizenswho·are at least 75 
and have lived in the U.S. for five years, and those too disabled to become citizens. Your 
December budget proposal also would exempt from an SSI ban those who become 

. disabled after they enter this country. 

The costs of the proposed congressional bar on SSI to ·non-citizens are estimated in the 
billions of dollars for California's counties~ which would have to provide for aged, blind 
and disabled non-citizens turned down elsewhere. At a minimum, the very elderly, those 
too disabled to become citizens and those who find themselves disabled after they arrive in 
this country should be exempted from the prohibition on SSI -- if for no other reason than 
to lessen to counties the indefensible cost ofshifting care for a needy popUlation admitted 
under U.S. immigration laws. 

Ad$Xluate Funding for Child Care: 

The funds provided for child care are inadequate to meet the needs of parents entering the 
work force while on aid and leaving aid as their earnings increase. For California to meet 
required participation rates, about 400,000 parents would have to enter the work force 
and an additional 100,000 would have to increase their hours of work. Even ifonly 15 
percent of these parents need a paid, form3J child care arrangement, we will need nearly 
$300'ITilllion peryesr in.additionmchildcare funds. Funding provided in section 802 of 
the Conference Report should increase in FFY 1998 and each year thereafter. 

. I _. 
Real Flexibilit;y for Child Care: 

California has years ofexperience utilizing a range ofchild care options. The more 

flexibility states have to design high-quality, cost-effective options, the more families can 

be served and the better will be children's child care experience. While the Conference 

Report makes state flexibility the first goal ofthe Child Care title (see section 802), it 

leaves limits and strictures in current federal law that stand in the.way of such flexibility. 

Section 6S8D(c)(2)(A) of the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 1990 should 

direct states to provide parental-choice between a certificate and a space in a contract 
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE
SILL LOCKYER RICHARD KATZ 

STATE CAPITOL~RESIDENT PRO TEMPORE ASSEMBLY 

.)F THE SENATE SACRAMENTO. C;ALlFORNIA 95814 DEMOCRATIC,LEADER 

March27, 1996 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

During the last few months, we ot other members ofthe Legislatw:'e have communicate9 
with you regarding major concents raised by proposed social services reform legislation. 
The purpose of this letter is to provide recommendations for staff-level negotiations 
regarding the details of this legislation. If there is to be an agreement, we ask that these 
primarily technical issues be addressed.in ways that will make implementation easier in 

.California (and other states) as well as protect the health and welfare ofchildren. 

In this letter we address nine issues in a variety,ofareas: chlld welfare, Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI), child care, AFDC-work participation rates, benefits eligibility, and 
implementation dates. 

Maintain Entitlement ofTitle IV..,E Admiriistration and Trainin2 Costs 

While we commend maintaining the entitlement to Adoptions Assistance and Foster Care 
Maintenance payments, we think it is critical to maintain the entitlement for administration 
and training as well. "Administration" dollars sUpport caseworkers essential to providing 
emergency response and other services.necessary to place and maintairi children safely in 
foster care and adoptive homes. We must, at a minimum, assure meaningful protectionfor 
children from abuse and neglect- during welfare restructuring. Title.IV -E "administration" 
is actually part and parcel ofthe foster ~e-and adoption assistance network; together 
they provide child welfare services. 

http:Title.IV
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SSI for Older Non-Citizens 

There were 292,000 non-citizen legal immigrants receiving SSI in California as of 
December 1993, a figure'th8t undoubtedly has grown in the two years since then. This aid 
is .provided to the aged, blind and disabled, most ofwhom could not support themselves 
by going to work if their SSI benefits ended. Under HR 4, SSI would be denied to non
citizens. Current recipients who are non-citizens would lose their SSI in 14 months. 

.The House version otHR 4 exempted from-the SSI ban non-citizenswhoa(e at leaSt 75 
and have lived in the U.S. for five years, and those too diSabled to become citizens. Your 
December budget proposal also would exempt from an SSI ban those who become 

.. disabled after they enter this country. 

The costs of the proposed congressional bar on SSI to 'non-citizens are estimated in the 
billions ofdollars for California's counties, which would have to provide for aged, blind 
and disabled non-citizens turned down elsewhere. At a minimum, the very elderly, those 
too disabled to become citizens and those who find themselves disabled after they arrive in 
this country should be exempted from the prohibition on SSI -- if for no other reason than 
to lessen to counties the indefensible cost ofshifting care for a needy popUlation admitted 
under U. S. immigration laws. 

Ad~uate Funding for Child Care: 

The funds provided for child care are inadequate to meet the needs of parents entering the 
work force while on aid and leaving aid as their earnings increase. For California to meet 

. required participation rates, about 400,000 parents would have to enter the work force 
and anadditiona1100,OOO would have to increase their hours ofwork. Even ifonly 15 
percent of these parents need a paid, fofll'Uil child care arrangement, we will need nearly 
$300 million per.year inadditicnm child care funds. Funding provided in section 802 of 
the Conference Report should increase in FFY 1998 and each yeat therCafter. 

. I .. 
Real Flexibility for Child Care: 

California has years ofexperience utilizing a range ofchild care options. The more 

flexibility states have to design high-quality, cost-effective options. the more families can 

be served and the better will be children's child care experience. While the Conference 

Report makes state flexibility the first goal ofthe Child Care title (see section 802), it 

leaves limits and strictures in current federal law that stand in the way of such flexibility. 

Section 658D(c)(2)(A) of the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 1990 should 

direct states to provide parental-choice between a certificate and a space in a contract 
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program at the time parents establish eligibilitY for care rather than at the time services are 
offered -- because there is no guarantee thal both a certificate and a space in a contract 
program would be open on the same day. This change would provide true choice rather 
than the false choice in current Jaw. A similar provision should be amended into part A of 
Title IV ofthe Social Security Act, in or near section 418 -- allowing states to design a 
mix of certificates and contract programs to ensure access and quality in all communities. 

Valuing Part-Time Work for Parents:· . 
;> 

Congress and the President can strike an important blow for children and single parents by 
recognizing that part-time work is. often the best way for a parent to mix family 
.responsibilities and earnings. Recognizing the value of part-time work also decreases the 
need for child care funds -- either from a parent's earnings or from government subsidies. 
In this spirit, any single parent who has a child 15 years ofage or yoonger should be 
credited with being in the work force and meeting a state's participation rates if he or she 
is working 20 hours per week or more. This change should also assist parents to keep 
their young adolescents safe from, high-risk behavior that can lead to 'crime, drug and 
alcohol use, and teen pregnancy. Such a change would also recognize the reality of 
today's economy -- in which California and other states have more new part-time jobs than 
fuU-time jobs. . 

Calculating Participation Rates: 

When someone is exempted from any work requirement imposed, either temporarily or 
permanently, they should not remain in the denominator ofthe calculation of participation 
rates. For example, persons exempted from work with a young child, persons exempted. 
because they or a dependent are disabled, and persons exempted due to the fact that they 
are already working in the private sector should be excluded from the denominator as well 

. as the numerator in this calculation. .' . 

State Flexibility for Transition Benefits:' 

States should be provided the'ability to design their own benefits package, including 
transitional Medicaid and transitional child care, for those transitioning from AFDC to 
private sector employment. For example, a state that currently provides up to a year of 
Medicaid benefits to a family that is moving Q.ffaid should not be prohibited from making 
that a two-year transition. 
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Maintain the Link Between Eligibility for AFDt and for Medicaid: 

States should be permitted to retain for the Medicaid program categorical eligibility 'of 
children and parents on AFDC. This policy saves state and county administrative costs 
(families do not have to apply separately), and ,it helps us ensure that low-income children 
get coverage. 

Set Implementation "Start Date" Realistically: 
f' 

The states and counties need adequate time to enact statutory changes in state 
law, notify recipients of program changes, train caseworkers, and reprogram 
computers. Given the magnitude of the proposed changes and the size of 
California's caseload, any ~easure enacted by Congress this year could not 
reasonably be implemented until July 1, 1997, the beginning ofour next fiscal 
year, or January 1, 1997 at the very earliest. ,Moreover, we believe that the , 
date for the state implementation ofprogram changes should correspond with the 
date set for, changes in federal funding. 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. Ifyour staff have any questions 
about these issues, they can contact Tim Gage, at (916) 324-0341. 

-t:~J 

BILLL~ 
President Pro Tempore Democratic Floor Leader 
California Senate California Assembly 
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Over 100,000 legal immigrants age. 65 and over in ·Los . 
Ang~JesCounty receive Supplemental Security Income 
(SSI), Medicaid, and/or In-Home Supportive Services 
(IHSS). The Conference version of the Congressional 
Welfare Reform bill would deny one or more·of these 
benefits to most elderly legal immigrants. 

The following, true stories provide a glimpse of the 
human devastation ,which would result from the 
termination of these life-sustaining benefits to elderly 
legal immigrants. The immigrants whose stories follow 

. have 'come to Los Angeles ,from every corner of the 
globe, including Mexico, the former Soviet Union,' 
Honduras, Laos, China, Guatemala, Vietnam, Iran, 
Nicaragua, and the Philippines. Most have been in the 
United States for more than fifteen years. All are here 
legally. Some are recent political refugees. All would 
have their survival severely threatened· if the 
Conference version of the Congressional . welfare 
reform bill were to become- law. For each of them, 
there are over 2,000 elderly legal immigrants in Los 
Angeles County alone who stand to suffer a similar 
fate. ' 



Garegin G., 92. from Armenia and Iran' 

Mr. G. entered the United States as a political refugee in 1990 when he was 87 years old. 
He is Qf _Armenian origin and fled the Islamic' Republic of Iran. 

SSI is his only source of income. H~ receives In-Home Supportive ~ervices (IHSS) to assist 
with the tasks of daily living. 

Under the CongressionaL bill, Mr. G. would Lose his SST benefits because he arrived in the 
United States as a refugee more than five years 'ago. Under California Law, he would also Lose 
IHSS benefits, as a resuLt of becoming ineligible for SSL 

Maria G.,' 84, from 'Mexico 

Maria came to the United States in' 1973 when she was 62 years old to live with her 
daughter. In 1984, her daughter had a stroke at work which resulted in two cerebral 
aneurysms. Following the stroke, her daughter was unable to work and therefore unable 
to support Maria as she had done for the preceding eleven years. Maria receives both SSI 
and Medicaid. Neither Maria nor her daughter would be able to survive on her daughter's 
disability income alone. 

Under the CongressionaL bill, Sophia would Lose her SSI benefits. 

Leonid G., 68 and Irina G;, 73, from former Soviet Union 

Leonid (age 68) and Irina (age 73) emigrated to this country.as refugees in April 1991 from 
the former Soviet Union, to escape political persecution. Irina has Parkinson's disease and 
needs personal care assistance which is provided by the IHSS program. She and her 
husband are both receiving SSI, MediCal and In-Home Supportive Services. If their 
benefits were cut off, they would lack financial resources'to maintain their independence 
in their apartment, they would be unable to access necessary medical care and medication 
and they would lose their IHSS provider, thus leaving Leonid without the ability to care for 
his wife at home. 

Under the CongressionaL bill, Leonid and Irina would Lose SSL Under California Law, they 
would Lose IHSS benefits, as a resuLt of becoming ineligible for SSL Under Governor Wilson's 
proposed, budget, they would also Lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the CongressionaL 
welfare reform bill permits states to exclude legaL immigrants from Medicaid coverage. 
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Sophia'S., 86, from Iran 

S~phia s: was granted political asylum from Iran in 1985 when she was 76 years old. She 
receives SSl and Medicaid.' . She has a raJlge of medical problem~ including enlarged heart 
and clogged arteries, a stroke in 1992, high. blood pressure, and respiratory ailments. 
Because of her age, medical condition, and limited knowledge of English, Sophia S. could 
not pass the citizenship exam. Because of ·her poor eyesight, she can no longer read or 
write even in her own language.· 

.. Under t~ Congressional bill, Sophia:would lose SSL 

Solomon F., 76, from Russia 

Solomon F., age 76, emigrated ·from Russia in 1991, when he was 72 to escape religious 
persecution.. He receives SS~ Medicaid, and In-Home Supportive Services Solomon 
resides with his son who is emotionally disturbed, but who provides for his physical care. 
Solomon is totally dependent and wheelchair bound, folloWing a stroke in February 1995. 
His son has been known to be :verbally and physically abusive, but Solomon is enrolled in 
an Adult Day Health Car~ facility, covered by MediCal, so that his son receives respite and 
Solomon receives- inedic3~' rehabilitative, and socialization services, Solomon is 3.ls0 
enrolled in a MSSP intensive case management program, for 'elderly persons on MediCal, 

.at risk for institutionalization, so that his home situation can be monitored and he will be 
more secure and protected. Any curtailment of benefits would put this senior totally' at risk. 
He would no longer be able to receive any services, he would need to be'institutionalized, 
and his son's emotional distlubance:wouldbe greatly ex~cerbated. 

Under the Congressional bill, Solomon would lose SSL Governor Wdfon has also proposed to 
terminate hiS non-emergency Medicaid benefits, pUrsuant to authority which would be granted 
by the Congressionlil welfare reform.bilJ. Under California law, Solomon· would also lose IHSS, 
as a result of becoming ineligible for SSL 
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Supote S .. 67. from Laos 

Supote S. is 67 years old. He came to the United States from Laos in 1978 due to the 
communist takeover in Laos. While in Laos, he worked for the CIA-sponsored Special 
Police. 

This person needs SSI/IHSS/Medicaid to survive in this country because of his age, language 
and inability to find work .. Ifbenefits were cut o~ this person would be helpless, hopeless 
and may end up in the street and become homeless. ' 

Under the Congressional bill, Supote would.Iose his SSI benefits because he arrived as a refugee 
more than five years ago. Governor Wdson hils also proposed to terminate his non-emergency 
Medicaid benefits, pursuant to authority which would be granted by the Congressional welfare 
reform biN. Under California law, Supote would also lose IHSS, as a result of becoming 
ineligible for SSl 

Tomasa G.,· 80, from Mexico 

Tomasa G. immigrated to the United States in 1951. She worked as a housewife. She 
receives SSI and in-home supportive services. Her'late husband' is a veteran of the U. S. 
Army, while her son is a veteran of the U. S. Air Force . 

.	Under the Congressional bill, Tomasa would be cut offSSl Under California law, she would 
also lose in-home supportive services (IHSS), as a resuh ofbecoming ineligible for SSl If her 
husband were still alive, she would remain eligible because he was a U.S. veteran. 
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Concepcion L., 70, from the Philippines 

I come from a little town in the Philippine Islands. I came to join my husband here in the 
U.S. I. ~W 70 years old and my name is Concepcion L. My husband is one of the Filipino 
War Veteranswho served under the U.S. military cominand in the Philippines. My husband· 
and I now live in a small rental bachelor apartment Both my husband and I cannot find 
any gainful employment because of our health problems. My husband has arthritis of the 
backbone and I have hypertension and heart problems. We do not have any children here 
to help us. 

When we heard about the government's plan to take away SSl and Medicaid benefits, we 
, got very worried. What will happen to us if this plan will go through? ,Where will we go 

to live? 'How can we buy our foOd? What can we do without medications? If the ' 
government will pass this dreadful law we will be like stray dogs in the street with no place , , 
to live - no home to shelter our frail old bodies, no clothes to protect us from the cold or 
hot weather, no food to nourish our old and weak bodies. If you go ahead and cut off SSI 
and other aid from 'us elderly" you might just as' well round-up the legal immigrants 
receiving these benefits and 'squeeze our necks,because it means a death sentence for us. 

So please do not do this to us. Have pity on us·poor old seniors who depend on the help 

,of the government to ~elp us live a little longer. Please! ' 


Under the Congressional bill, ConcePcion L. would be denied SSI, because her husband does 
not have status as a U.S. veteran, despite serving under U. S. miJitllry' command in the 
Philippines during World War II. Governor Wilson has also proposed to terminate her non
emergency Medicaid benefitspursuant to authority which would be granted by the CongreSSional 
welfare reform biN..· . 

Julia V., 75, from Chile 

Julia.V. immigrated from Chile in 1981. She became seriously ill in 1990, and has been in 
a vegetative state since then which requires 24-hour care. She receives SSI and in-home 
supportive services '(IHSS). She is totally dependent upon others to survive. She cannot 
walk or speak, and has a feeding tube. 

Under the Congressional bill, she would be cut off SSI and, as a result, IHSS. Under Governor 
Wilson's proposa' she would also become ineligible for non-emergency Medicaid benefits and 
would therefore not even be able to go to a nursing home. . 
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Gabriella S., 79. from Columbia 

Gabriella emigrated to the United States in 1982. In 1984, she was paralysed by an 
automobile accident, and has required total care since then. She receives SSI and IHSS. 
She WQu-Id like to become a U. S. citizen, but is unable to pass the exam. 

Under the Congressional bill, Gabriellil would be cut off SSI and, as a result, IHSS benefits. 

Shendlya K .. 71, from former Soviet Union 

Shendlya, age 71, emigrated to Los Angeles as apolitical refugee from the former Soviet 
Union, in 1990. She is widowed and has also lost her only daughter. She receives SSI 
which allows her to pay rent and purchase food. While in this country, Shendlya's diabetes 
worsened and she is now on weeldy dialysis for renal failure. Cutting off her Medicaid 
benefits would deny her access to critical medical care. 

Under the Congressional bill, Shendlya would be cut offSSI, because she has exhausted the five
year eligibility periOd for refugees. Governor Wilson has also proposed to terminate her non
emergency Medicaid benefits pursuant to authority which would be granted by the Congressional 
welfare reform bin. 

. Encarnacion L .• 70. from the Philippines 

My name is Encarnacion L I came from the province of Pamapanga in the Philippine 
Islands to join my husban~ a veteran of the Filipino military, who served under the U.S. 
military command. He is 70 years old now a~d is not in good physical condition. 

I worked at odd jobs upon my arrival in this country as a housekeeper, companion and 
babysitter to supplement my husband's meager income, until arthritis started crippling my 
hands and I could not work as much any more. That was the time that I applied for SSI 
to help us rent Qur room, for that is all we can afford, to buy food, buy second-hand clothes 
and buy medicine. 

If the government cuts off SSI from the legal immigrants, 'it would spell a slow, a'gonizing 
death sentence for us elderly. So please have pity on us and spare us the cut on our lives. 

Thank you for listening to our supplication. 

Under the Congressional bill, Encarnacion L. would be denied SSI, because her husband does 
not have status as a U.S. veteran, despite serving under U. S. military command in the 
Philippines during World War II. 
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Maria A .. 86. from MexiCo 

I am a.~ _~6-year old Hispanic woman who has lived for many· years in this country. I am 
a legal resident· and have always been a law abiding resident. . . . 

Currently, I suffer from a vast array of illnesses that prevent me' from doing some of the 
things I enjoyed doing best. I have severe limitations, but I continue to do my best to make 
things better for myself. . 

However, with new legislation (H.R. 4) that will take away my SSI, I will lose the benefits 

. that keep me alive. Without these benefits. I will have no means of support and therefore 


become homeless and di~. My survival.~ become dim and sad without these services. 


Under the Congressional bill, Maria would lose her SSI benefits. 

Khiem N~, .64, from Vietnam 

My name is Khiem N. I am 64 years old arid came to the United States from Vietnam as 
a refugee in May 1991. I cannot work because my arm was paralyzed in the war. I need 

. SSI to .survive. 

Under ihe Congressional bill,. Khiem would lose his SSI benefits, because refugees would only 
remain eligible for SSI for five years after entering the United States.' 

Fu. 77; from China 

My name IS Fu. lam77·years old. I am Chinese and came to the United States nine years 
ago. I got stomach disease and gall stones, and also hernia, and prostate trouble, headaches 
all the time. On the 13 J1Jne in 1994 I was in an accident hit by a motor car. The lawyer 
is investigating, but they had no insuranCe to pay the medical bill.' Only the government 
would help me. I had to stay in the hospital two and a half months. Because I have SSI 
I can support my life. Also, the' government gives me IHSS, family help. Suppose the 
government cancels all these kinds of benefits , .. I can only wait to die. Just ask for all the 
Senators to give kindness, gentlene~ to old people. Thank you." 

Under the Congressional bill, Fu would 1)e cut off SSL Under California. Law, he would also 
lose In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS). as a result of becoming ineligible for SSL 
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Chu. 78. from China and Bolivia 

My name is Chu. I was bom in 1917. I was bom in Suchow in IGngsu Province, China. 
I am (~I!!ale. I was an immigrant from Bolivia to the United States in 1986. Now I am 
happy with a Green Card and permanent resident. I came here with help from childhood 
friend my age. He is my only friend in the United States. But he already died a long time 
ago. Now I am a lonely old senior. I am only ~g because of the SSI benefits. Now'I 
heard the Senators and Congress will suggest canceling SSI benefits system. H it is true, I 
don't know how I can live. But to prote~t myself, I hope that,all t1;lese Senators and 
Congressmen give much thinking about very poor people. Don't suggest this. I will be 
appreciative. ' 

Under the Congressional bill, Chu would lose SSL 

Leonid M .. 65. from former Soviet Union 

Leonid M., age 65, arrived as a political refugee'in Los Angeles in October 1991 from the 

former Soviet Union. Leonid suffers from ALS; a progressive neurological disease. He' 

receives SSI, Medicaid and IHSS in order to be maintained in the community, because he 

cannot care for himself. He has been connected with the UClA Department of Neurology 

and would not be able to access this medical care without his Medicaid benefits. A visiting 


, nurse provides him with a weekly bath, which would also no longer be available. Although 

his daughter assists with his daily care, he requires IHSS to meet his basic needs of 

shopping, meal preparation, laundry, etc . 

• 

Under the Congressional bill, Leonid would lose eligibility for SSI five years after his arrival in 
the United States as a political refugee. Under Governor Wdson' proposed budget, he would 
lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the Congressional welfare reform bill permits states to 
exclude legal immigrants form Medicaid coverage. Under California /aw, he would lose IHSS,' 
as a result of becomingineligible for SSL 

Chang, 75, from China 
, 

My name is Cha~g. I was bom in 1920 in Ningpo in Cheking, China. I was the mayor. I, 
came to the United States in 1985 as a legal immigrant. I have my Green Card and am a 
permanent resident. I came to the United States to live with my daughter. My daughter's 
income is very low and can only support the minimum living. Now with the economic 
situ~tion very bad in the United States, my daughter was laid off from her office. Now I 
am living in very difficult situation, dependent for my living on SSI benefits. And now I 
heard Senators and Congress will cancel the SSI and benefit system. This is not only about 
my life. This is pressure threatening my life. I write this letter to complain--do not cancel 
the SSI and benefit system. That will be much appreciated, and thanks to all the Senators 
and Congressmen. 

Under the Congressional bil~ Chang would lose SSL 
, ' 
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Chen, 78, from Taiwan 

My name is Chen. lam 78 years old. My wife is 72.. We are living together. Both of us 
w,ere born in China. Nine years ago we immigrated from Taiwan to the United States. We 
already· receive the government SSI and. Medicaid. .We receive assistance· from the 
A..Dterican government and are very appreciative to the government for this kind of system. 
If the American government changes the benefit policies and cancels all the benefits of SSI 
and Medicaid, we will lose everything. Ifwe become sick we cannot get Medicaid. This will 
put us in a very difficultposition. At the same time, many old people will lose government 
help and make society unsafe. I really hope the government doesn't take such steps. Don't 
make any changes in supporting this good benefit system. Please continue to treat senior 
citizens by protecting them. Keep society safe. Keep the benefit system. 

Under the Congressional bill, Chen arid his wife would both lose SSL Governor Wdson has 
proposed to tenninate their non-emergency Medicaid benefits as well; the Congressional welfare 
refonn biB pennits states to exclude legalimmigrants from Medicaid coverage. 

, Char1es S., 66, from Laos 


Charles S. is 66 years old. He came to'the United States from Laos in 1978 in response to 

the communist takeover there. In Laos, he worked at the U.S.-funded Operation 
Brotherhood Hospital. 

. . 

This person needs SSI, IHSS and Medicaid to survive in this country because of his age, 
language and inability to find work; If benefits were cut off, this person would be helpless, 
hopeless and may end up, in the street and become homeless. 

. . 

Under the Congressional bill, Charles would lose his SSI benefits because he arrived as a refugee 
more than five years ago. ' Under California law, he would lose IHSS, as a reSult of becoming 
ineligible for SSL Under Governor Wdson ~proposed budget, he would also 'lose non-emergency 
Medicaid benefits; the Congressional welfare refonn bin pennits states. to exclude legal 
immigrants from Medicaid coverage. 

Yu Yung C., 87, from Taiwan 

Yu Yu~g immigrated from Taiwan in 1980. He worked as a volunteer English teacher at 
apublic housing project from 1983-88 when he was already in his seventies. .He was 
sponsored by his daughter, who was subsequently divorced' and left by herself to care for 
two young children. Mr. C. receives both SSI and IHSS: 

'Under the Congressional bill, Yu Yung would be cut off SSI and, as a result, he would also lose 
IHSS. 
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Mrs. N .. 65. from Nicaragua 

Mrs. N. is it 65 year old woman from Nicaragua who has lived in the United States since 
1980. 'Mi-"s. N. worked as a maid for nine years and was paid in cash. Now her only source 
of income is SSI. ' , 

Six or seven years ago, Mrs. N. fell and injured her knee. She required a complete knee 
reconstruction. Since her injury, she has been unable to work. Mrs. N. is in severe pain, 
has limited use of her left leg and, suffers from depression. She lives alone and has no 
family to help her. She depends on IHSS for assistance with routine tasks of daily living 
such as,housekeeping and laundry, and for personal care tasks such as. bathing and 
grooming. 

Under the Congressional bill, Mrs. N. would lose SSL She would lose her SSI eligibility because 
she has only nine years work history in the United States rather than the'10 years (40 quarters) . 
required by the Congressional biD. Under California law, she would also lose IHSS, as a result 
ofbecoming ineligible for SSL 

. Emestina B., 76. from Mexico 

Emestina, age 76, immigrated from Mexico many years ago. She lived with her husband 
until his death in April 1995. She is wheelchair bound and has multiple medical problems, 
including diabetes, inability to walk, and a pacemaker. ' 

Mrs. B. receives SS!, IHSS and Medicaid. H her benefits were terminated, she would be 
unable to live at home because she is totally dependent on her ,lHSS provider for personal 
care, bathing, dressi~g, and meal preparation. Without Medicaid, she would be unable to 
secure medical attention. Without SSI, she would have no money for food or other 
necessities. " 

Under the Congressional bill, Ernestina would lflse SSI and, as a result, she would also lose 
IHS£ ' 
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0'Chin-Chen W .. 85 and Man-Ju W .. 82 from Taiwan 

We are Chin-Chen W. and Man-JuW, of Chinese nationality, and were admitted as legal 

immigrants 'to this country from Taiwan in 1977 and 1988 respectively. Chin-Chen is now 

eighty-five, Man-Ju 82. Being old and in poor health, we depend on SSI to maintain a 

living. We also need Medi-Cal to provide medical services. If SSI and medical services 

were suspended, we could hardly earn a living by ourselves. For this reason, we urgently 

appeal to you to make every effort to <?ontiDlie to give us such benefits. We wish to express 

to you our heartfelt thanks for your help and attention. ,) 


U1uler the, ,Congressional bill, Chin-Chen and Man-Iu would ,both lose SSl ' Under Governor 
Wilson's proposed budget, he would, also lose niJn-emergency Medicaid benefits; the 

, Congressional welfare reform bill permits states' to exclude legal immigrants from Medicaid 
coverage. 

Mark V .. 75 and Mrs. V .. 72. from Laos 

My name is Mr. Mark V. ' I am 75 years old. I was born in Laos and came to the United 
States in 1980. I live with my wife who is 72; she also receives SSI. Neither wife and I can 
speak a little bit of English. 

Because both of us are elderly, we cannot work. Only SSI helps us survive. The SSI money 
,pays for rent, food, utilities, and clothes for us. With the SSI money, it still isn't enough to 
use at the end of our age, so we make sure we use it carefully so that we survive 'each 
month. 'My wife and I cannot travel, a long way on this money, cannot use money for 
happiness like having parties. It is for our liVes each month. 

With no SSI, we will faU downlike drowning in water. Without food, without anything. 
The most important needs for our lives would' be lost.' If the government still wants to do 
this, you will see, within a month how many elderly will be killed or die. Because what we 
depend on is this-~there would be no food, no plaCe to live. , ' 

This is incomparable to our country, Laos. There we can grow food on our land, vegetables, 
but here we have no place to do'that. The system and culture is so different. How can we 

'survive? We cannot' go back to Laos. It's too late for us because of our age, and we would 
suffer' a lot from the government., ' 

If the government and officials do this, can you place yourselves in my position and think 
,about what my wife and I will have to do.' Language is different, age'is 75, we do not know 

the system working here. Everything must be bought in this country. Everyone needs 
money. We feel that it is not that you are trying to save the money. You 'must be 
punishing us for something else. If you have respect to the elderly who used to work but 
not in this country, who used to work for the whole world to make peace, to make 
joyfulness, we don't ask f()r'much. ' 

Please don't take the SSI. To do this would be a sentence of death. 

Under the Congressional bill, Mr. and Mrs. V. would both lose their SSl 
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Natasha, 73 and Boris, 74 from Russia 

Natasha and Boris immigrated from. Russia four years ago. Natasha is 73 and Boris is 74. 
They a~~ very proud to be living in the United States and had been taking English classes, 
until their health prevented them from leaving the house to go to school. Natasha has had 
bilateral hip replacements and Boris has kidney failure requiring dialysis three times a week. 
Boris' multiple illnesses are a result of bullet wounds suffered as a soldier during World 
War II, when he fought with the Allies. 

Natasha and Boris rely on their support from SSI, Medicaid and IHSS in order to remain 
independent in their own home. Without medical treatment, Boris would go into renal 
failure, costing more dollars in emergency medical treatment. Without SSI, this couple 
would not have money for 'rent, food or medication, and it is impossible to imagine the 
situation in which they would find themselves. 

Under the Congressional biB, Natasha and Boris would lose their SSl benefits. Under California 
law~ they would also lose 1HSS, as a result of becoming ineligible for SSL Under Governor 
Wilson's proposed budget, they would al~o' lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the 
Congressional welfare reforin bill permits states to exclude legal immigrants from Medicaid 
coverage. 

profnaco.dc 
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IMPACTS OF IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS OF SENATE-PASSED WELFARE REFORM BILL 

ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

.• - Its provisions to bar S51 benefrts to most legal non-cltizens would cut off SSt benefits 
to . an estimated 93.000 immigrants in the County who would remain eligible for 
general assistance (GA) under current State law. If all Immigrants who are denied S51 
benefits apply for GA, the annual increased cost to the COunty would total an 
estimated $317 million (note: in Galifomia, counties finance 100% of GA costs). 

Under current Slate law, the loss of sst eligibility also would result In an estimated 
37,000 aged, blind, or disabled Immigrants in the County losing eligibility for in-home 
supportive services (IHSS), which allow them to live safely in their homes, avoiding 
much more costly institutional"care. 

-. 	 Its provisions to bar future legal immigrants (except for refugees and asylees) from 
receiving non-emergency Medlcaid services during their first 5 years in the country 
would result in an estimated Medicaid revenue loss to the County's public 

. hospital/health system of over $100 million a year when its full impact is felt 5 years 
after the bill's enactment. 

•• 	 The denial of non-emergency Medicaid services to legal immigrants also would result 
in e major shift in health costs from the private sector to the COunty. which Is tile 
health provider Of lest resort for Indigent and uninsured persons. Without Medicaid 
coverage, many private health providers no longer would be willing to, serve legal 
immigrants. 

_. 	 The adverse impact on the County's health care system would be even worse if the 
State exercised Its option to deny non-emergency Medicaid services to most legal 
non-citizens, Including those who currently are in the country. This is because an 
estimated 35 percent of all patients at the County's Department of· Health Services 
facilities are legal non-citizens. 
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DESCRIPTION: 

Personal Care Services Program/Residual. HSS 

Basic Costs 


In-Home Supportive Services (lHSS) enables eligible persons to remain in their 
own homes as an,altemative to out-of-home care. Eligible persons are aged, blind 
or disabled recipients of public assistance and similar persons with low incomes. 
Services include: domestic services such as meal preparation, laundry, shopping 
and errands; non-rnedical personal care services; assistance while traveling to 
medical appointments or to other sources of supportive services; protective 
supervision; teaching and demonstration directed at reducing the need for 

, supportive services; and certain paramedical services ordered bya physician: 

The existing IHSS Program is now split between Personal Care Services Program 
(PCSP) and ResiduallHSS. All recipients eligible under the IHSS Program are 
eligible for PCSP except fpr the follOWing: domestic services only cases, 
protective supervision tasks, spousal providers, parent providers, parent providers 
of minor children, income eligibles, advance pay recipients, and recipients 
covered by third party insurance. These recipients receive services under the 
ResiduallHSS Program. 

Personal Care Services PrOlram (PCSP) 

Chapter 939, Statutes of 1992 (AS 1773) required the Califomia Department of 
•Health Services to submit a Medicaid State Plan Amendment to the federal Health 
Care 'Financing Administration to include a portion of the IHSS Program as a 
covered service. Federal approval was received on November 2, 1992, and the 
Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) was implemented beginning April 1, 
1993. 

Services under PCSP are eligible for 50 percent federal financial participation. 
The remaining 50 percent is shared 32.5 percentl17.5 percent statelc:ounty. 
Currently, PCSP makes up 60 percent of the IHSS caseload and 63.5 percent of 
the IHSS expenditures. 

Residual IHSS 

The Residual program provides services to those recipients not PCSP eligible. 

Services not eligible for PCSP are listed above. Costs are shared 65 percentl35 

perc~nt state/county. 
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Personal Care Services ProgramlResiduallHSS (Continued - 2) 

METHODOLOGY: 	 The basic estimate includes the costs of the three delivery modes: Individual 
Providers (lP), Contract Mode and Welfare Staff. Based on 1994-95 actuals, the 
IP mode constitutes 94.45 percent of the caseload (174,867 for 1995-96 and 
180,824 for 1996-97.. Of the remaining 5.55 percent, (10,276 for 1995-96 and 
10,626 for 1996-97) the welfare staff mode makes up less than 3 percent (the 
1994-95 average caseload ~290). Due to the small percentage of recipients 
served by the contract and welfare staff modes, these two modes have been 
combined for estimating purposes. 

The estimate for the Individual Provider and ContractlWelfare Staff Mode is based 
on caseload, cost per hour, and average hours. 

Hour Per Case: 

The average hours per case are baSed on 1994-95 actuals, adjusted for year over 
growth between 1993-94 and 1994-95. 

In the IP mode the estimated hours per case 'are 77.34 for 1995-96, and 78.27 for 
1996-97. The actual 1994-95 hours were 76.42,' with a'year over growth of 1.012 
percent 

The contract/welfare staff mode hours per case are 33 hours per case in both 
1995-96 and 1996-97. The 19.94-95 actual hours per case were 33 hours per case 
with no discernible year, over growth. The total actual hours for the contract 
mode and the welfare staff mode were added together and divided by the total 
actual caseload in both modes.. The resulting number of hours per case (33) 
represents a weighted average of the total of both modes. 

Cost Per Hour; 

The average cost per hour is based on 1994-95 actuals. 

For IP mode, the cost per hour is adjusted to reflect the effect of Share of Cost 
'. 	 (SOq. This resu Its in an average net IP hourly rate of $4.12 per hour over the last 

two fiscal years. This rate is expected to continue; therefore the IP hourly rate of 
$4.12 is used in both 1995-96 and 1996-:97. 

For the combined contract/welfare staff mode, the hourly rate for 1995-96 and 
1996-97 has been adjusted to reflect year over growth. The 1994-95 actual total 
hours and actual total cost of those hours for both the contract and welfare staff 
modes were added together and the total cost waS divided by the total hours to 
produce a weighted average cost per hour forthe combined modes. The average 
cost per hour for 1994-95 was $11.11. The year over growth from '1993-94 to 
1994-95 was 1.027 percent. After adjusting the 1994-95 actuals for year over 
growth, the estimated cost per hour is $11.41 for 1995-96 and $11.71 for 
1996-97.. 
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Personal Care Services ProgramlResiduallHSS (Continued - 3) 

Contract Expenditures and Other Costs 

The IP mode has the following additional costs not reflected in the average cost 
per hour: employer taxes, workers compensation" the payrolling contracts and the 
restaurant meal allowance. 

Employer Taxes: Although the IHSS recipients are the employers of their 
respective service providers, the employer taxes are paid by the state. The cost 
estimate for IP employer taxes is based on the cost of IP wages. Prior fiscal year 
actuals are used to estimate employer taxes. The actual percentage of taxes to 
actual wages for the 1994-95 fiscal year is calculated. The percentage is then 
adjusted for SOc. The adjusted percentage is then applied to estimated wages for 
1995-96 and 1996-97 to ~rrive at the estimated employer taxes. 

Workers Compensation: The estimated costs for workers' compensation for 1995
96 and 1996-97 are fixe9 contract costs based on 1994-95 actual billing amounts 
provided by the Office of Insurance and Risk Management. The contract amount 
is the same in both 1995-96 and 1996-97. The workers compensation contract is 
held by the State Compensation Insurance Fund (SCIA. 

The Department of General Services (DGS), under contract, acts as agent for CDSS 
in the management and supervision of SCIF. DGS also monitors high cost cases 
($50,000 and over in paid costs) on a quarterfy basis .. 

Payrolling Contracts: The 1995-96 costs for the contracts with the State 
Controller'S Office, the Office of the State Treasurer, and . Electron ic Data Systems 
(EDS) are based on the actual amounts of the contracts. The contract amounts for 
1996-97 were adjust~ for caseload growth. 

Restaurant Meal Allowance: The estimate of the restaurant meal allowance (RMA) 
cases was derived by multiplying the ratio of restaurant meal cases to total 
caseload for 1994-95. The resulting percentage of RMA cases to total caseload 
was then applied to the projected case load for 1995-96 and 1996-97. The 
resulting estimated RMA case load for both years was then multiplied by the 

. 1994-95 actual cost per case of $62.00. The average cost per case of $62.00 has 
been constant over the last two fiscal years. 

Case Management Information Payrolling System CCMIPS) Consultant: The data 
processing contract, currently held by EDS, will be up for bid in the 1995-96 
fiscal year. A private outside consultant will be hired to help with the CMIPS 
contract procurement process. The total cost for the consultant is estimated to be 
$181 ,500 for both years. 

\, 
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A, .. 
~..Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS (Continued - 4) 
\;.~j.;: 

.1995-96 1996-97 

TotallP Basic $760,472,123 $794,800,770 

IPWages 
Employer Taxes 
Workers' Compensation 
Dept G~neral Services 

668,639,284 
62,473,297 
19,809,269 

.110,000 

699,731,023 
65,378,307 
19,809,269 

113,740 

Payrolling Contracts 
Treasurer 
Controllers 
EDS 

251,261 
2,000,000 
7:189,012 

259,804 
2,068,000 

, 7,440,627 

, CMIPS Consultant 96,659 84,841 

RMA ,995,254 1,029,158 

FUNDING: For the Personal Care Services Program, the federal (fitle XIX reimbursements) 
amount represents 50 percent of the total cost and the nonfederal share is split 
65 percent/35 percent state/county. Based on 'Iatest data, 63.5 percent of the total 
IHSS expenditures will be PCSP eligible and will receive Title XIX funding. In 
addition, 60 percent of the cases are assumed to be PCSP eligible. 

~~~"~l' 
-:.:..•' 

For the Residual IHSS Program, the state share represents 65 percent of ,the total, 
and the county share represents 35 percent of the total. 

In 1995-96 the Title XX amount for the ResiduallHSS Program is $171,081,000 ' 
and in 1996-97 the amount will be $120,081,000. ,(See separate premise on' Title 
XX fun~ing). 

CHANGE FROM 

PRIOR SUBVENTION: , The estimate has been revised to reflect the most recent trends in caseload and 
, average hours. 

. . 
i~': 
"'{"'N~' 
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"" 
\' 
l . Personal.care Services Program/Residual IHSS (Continued -5) 
<'.' ...' 

CAsEMONTHS: 

ExPENDITURES 
(IN OOO'S): 

IHSS Total 

PCSPTotal 
Federal 

State 
County 

Reimbursements 

ResiduallHSS Total 

Federal 
State 

County 
Reimbursements 

1995-96 

2,221,714 

$ 807,993 

$ 512,444 
0 

166,544 
89,678 

256,222 
~ 

$295,549 

0 
192,107 
103,442 

0 

1996-97 

2,297,399 

$845,186 

$536,040 
0 

173,513 
93,447 

269,080 

$309,146 

0 
200,945 
108,201 

0 
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The President's. Welfare Reform Proposal: 

. Fiscal. Effect on Califorriia 


. SUMMARY' 

On June 14, 1994, President Clinton fonnally te/~ his waifs". refonn proposal, gMerally 
. . deslgtuJd to faollitStIJ employment for AFDC recipients. iris/or ohsnges Inolude: . 

• Making the cunantJOBS Progtam (GAIN in CBllfomiaJ mOl8."pIOFIfII1t-ot1en~andphasing. 
In its partft:lpstlon starting with AFDC parents bom· sfter191.1.. . 

• Estab"shing a twtJ..yeartime limit on JOBS and requiring those who ffJIIdt thls·tJme limit . 
. toparticipate in a new WORK Program, which would plat». indiViduals In Jobs psylng wages • 
. . subsidized"In whole orpart by the gOW1mment . . 

• Maklng.other AFDC program changes, includlnglnt:tNSIng the·resource limits forAFDC . 
·"'/glb/lffy. . 

-Adopting vsrious changes in the t:hild·supPort enforcement prognrm. . .~. 

. This pOlicy brief sssssses the proposal's tlscallmpsct oft.Callfomi& We ~noludB·ihst: 


, . . .'.,. ' 

legislative Analyst's Office July 7,1994 
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"...the changes. 
in the JOBS 

Program , 
would result 
in savings to 
the state of 
approximately 
$150 million 
during the 
first five, years 
. of implemen
tation" 

On June 14" 1994" President 
Clinton presented his proposal to 
, reform the nation's weifaresystem . 
(58 7224 and. HR 481;). The propoSal 
focuses on facilitating employment 
for AFOC redpienf:!J, providing . 
support serviceS for AFOC'teen 
, parents, andlrla'easingchild. support 
enforcement. ' . 

In this policy brief, we sw:nmarize 
the key.features of the plan and its 
potential effects ori state and local 
governments in California.. ' 

EMPLOYMENT AND ' , 

TRAINING PROGRAMS 

JOBS (Gain) Program, , 

In 1988, the federal' government 
, establish~ ~, Job ,~rtunities 
, and Basic ~kills T~ a~l 
~~ 10 provideeduca- , 
tion... training.. and ~~oym~" 
servIces, to AFDC reapenfs. In 
Califo~·this prognull:is known· 
as theGreals' Avenues for ~ , 
dence (GAIN) Program: : 

The President's proposal ~ouId· 
modify theJOIlS program inseveral ' 
key waytL Figure 1 summarizes 'the 
major. proposed changes, and com

fhent with the existing ra:iuire~ 	 , , 

ments-of the GAIN Program. " 

Several of theSe d1arlgeScue Worth, . 
, highlighting because they illustrate 

adi.fferenc:e in approach to'4!Il'lpIay

ment and .training""'between. the . 
President's plan and the current 
GAIN Program. Specifically, the 

.'Pt'esident's plan places. a greater 
," emphasis on (1) moving participants 


through the progr,am in a specified 

. period oftime (two-year time limit) 


and (2) COMeCting participants as 

'qUicklyas posst"ble to the job market 


(job search 'before basic educa!i0n; 

employment-oriented education 


. instead of basic/remedial education; 
reqUiring acceptance of a job if 
offered). 

'Anothersfgnificant change in the ' 
President's proposal is that manda
tory participa~on is limited' to thOse . 
born aftef 1971 (initially, those under 
age 25).· Thus, with each passing 
year,' the 8&'i! limit for those required 
to participate in the program will 

, increase~ thereby resulting in an 
inaeasingpetCelltlge ofmandatory 
participants.' , 

' 
FisalIEff«t. Weestim.atetMtfor 

, Cal.ifornia, the'dIa!1ges in the,}OBS 
Program would result insavings to, 

, the state of approximately 
$150 million during the first five 

, years of implementation. This esti· 
mate assumes that the state would 

, ~e voluntary participants (from 
the non-mandatory group) up to the 
point wherE! the state reaches, the, 

., 	 federal funding cap on JOBS, as 
,required, by the proposal' " 

Page 2 
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PresIdent's Proposed Changes in the JOBS (GAIN) Program 
-


PartICipation Standards 	 Penalizes states for not servif,g . PE!naJize$ states for nat serving, 
. 20 'percent of aflmandatory par1jci SOypercent of mandatory participants 
pants and 50 pie;centof AF.OC-U ra-
dpi,ents (faderalliscal YEW' [FFYJ 
1995) 

Targeting of Services' . 	 Targets services by giving priority to Eliminates target groups for receiving 
certain groups-:-teen parents. Iong-· serviCes. 
term recipients . . , 

No requirement· tf1;If deterred·persOrts:Requires.!hat·a!1 P&l'SOIlSdeferred 
participate in. any en'tP1Oyment actiVity ~. JOB$- (due to t~ disabil
'. ity·Q(.chlld'1It'fder one), engage in 

,", some pi'ePatatIon, far JOBS .. 

TIme LimIts .No time limit 	 Establishes two-year limit (followed 
by the WORK Program) 

.., . 

Job se8i'ch 8ter.baSIc edUcatidn;.if ~res job s9areh immeciately " 
needed' ' . ' ~~ntation 

Education Services 	 Requires basic and.remedial educa- Replaces requirement for ba
tion. if needed Sic/remedial education With employ-:

rnent-oriented ec1ucation 
Job Accieptance ,. ; .... i ,Participants can refuse jobs'lfwages, Requires participants to.acoeptjob If 

are below specified ,levels . " . offered, and increases sanction on 
. . patticipants for noncoOperation 

. Funding 	 . Provides SO percent federal funding Establishes 65 percent federal 'fund
for most program components 	 ing in FFY 1996, increasing to 70 

percent by FFY 2000., Increases the 
nationWide federal funding cap 

http:edUcatidn;.if
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·"...the WORK 

Program in 
CaUfornia 
would result 
in a state 
cost of $210 


million in the 

. first five. years 

·ofwelfare 
. reform." 

The proposal results in a savings 
to the state primarily because of the 

. .. increase in the. federal· share of 
program costs, including the costof 
case management for teen parents 
in the state's Cal Learn Program. 

WORK Program-
The President proposes to estab-

fish a new WORK Program, which 
would be required . for the new 
mandatory 8fC:l\1p of JOBS partici-: 
pants Cbomafter 1971) once they . 
have been on aid for two years 
(exduding~e inpre-JOBSand tUne 

·	in which an individual worked at . 
least 20 hours per week). . 

Under the WORK Program, per •. 
· sons who are not already working 
· more. ~ an average ~f 20 hours. 
·per week. would be placed in.a . 
. subsidized private- or public"'5ector 
pbi with.the gove::nment sUbsidizing· 
part or aU of thewages. (For private-· 
SEdor pbS, theemploye.r would bave· 
to pay fOr P,Ut of the wags) The 
govemmentwouId pmvide supple
mental cash beMfits ifnecessary to 
augment wages so that the family. 
is no worse off than it nonworking 
family on AFOC. 

Participants would receive child . 
·care, transportation,. and other· 
· support set"YiCes ifneeded. IfWORK . 

assignments are not availabie~ the 
family would receive regular AFDC 
benefits and would engage in ·job 
search activities. while waiting for 

.··a WORt< slot. 

Federal financial participation for. 
the WORK Program would be the 
same· as for the JOBS Program (65 
to 70 percent), and the amount of 
federal funds for these programs 
would be capped nationwide~ except 
that funding for wages would be 
matched at the state's regular AFOC 
rate (SO per~t in California) and 
would not be capped. 

Fisazl Effect. We estimate that the 
WORK Program inCalifornia would 
result inastate cost of5210 million 
in the· first five years . of . welfare 
reform. It is important to note that 
thiS·repfesents onlr three years of . 

. operation of the WORK Program.. 
and that the cost would .increase 
significantly in subsequent years as . 
more AFOC recipients are phased 
into the two--year time limit for the 
JOBS Program. The state cost in the 
sixth year of welfare reform, for 
example, is estimated to be 
$130 million. ' 

We also note that state costs 

would behigher if the cap on federal 
funds is not sufficient to meet man
dated costs for the WORK Program. 

I 

I 
I 

i , 
. ; 

i 
~ 
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The President's Welfare Reform Proposal: 
'Fiscal Effect on Califorriia 

SUMMARY! ' 

On June 14, 1994, President Clinton formally rele;JS«J his Welfare refoim proposal. gtH1enllly 
designed to facilitate employment for, AFDC recipients. MaJor changes Include: , ' 

• Nlalcing the currentJOBSPIogtam (GAINin CallfrJmiaJ, tnOI'&emplOymenf..«fen~ andphBSlng. , 
, In its partlclpstlon starting with AFDC parents bom' a~er191.1. ". . ' 

• EStBbllsfling ~ two-yeartime limit on JOBS and requiring those who IUch thlfHJmelimlt 
to participate in a new WORK Program, which wouldplace individuals In Jobs paying wsges 
subsidized'In whole or part by the govemmsnt. . 

• Maklng.other AFDC program changes, including InClTJ!lslng the'resource limits lor AFDC 
eligibility. ' ' " 

,. Adopting vsrious changes in the child'supPort enfotcem""tprogram. 

This policy brl.f..SSM tIr. proposal~ fiscallmpsct.on.. Caillomis. We conclude'that: , 

Legislative Analyst's OffICe July 7, 1994 
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On June 14, 1994" President ment and training"'"between the, 
Clinton presented his proposal to President's plan and the, current 
refonn the nation's welfare system , GAIN Program. Specifically, the 
(SB 2224 and HR46(5). The propoSal , 'President's plan places a greater 
focuses on facilitating employment ." emphasis on (1) moving participants "...the changes 
for AFOC recipients, providing through the program in a specified.


in the JOBS support services for AFOC' 'teen 'period. of time (lwe>-year time limit) 

parents, and iIaeasing,child support and (2) conneCting participants as
Program enforcement ' . . ejuicldyas possible to the job market 

, (job search before basiceduca~on;would result 
In this policy brief, we summarize employment-oriented. ' education 

in savings to the key features of the plan and. its , instead of basic/remedial education; 
potential effects on state and l~al requiring acceptance of a job' ifthe state of governments in California. ' offered). ' , ' 

approximately 
,Anothersfgnificant change in the ' EMPLOYMENT AND

$150 m#lion 	 President's proposal is that mandaTRAINING PROGRAMS tory participat:ion is limited to thOse ' 
during the ' 'JOBS (Gain) Program, ' 	 born after 1971 (initially, those under 

age 25). Thus, with each passing first five years In 1988, the federal' government year,' the age limit for those required
established Ute, Job ,Opportunities ', of impl~en.- ' 	 , to participate in the program will 
and Basic Skills Training (J~)- increase, thereby resulting in antation" , Program, designed to provide tduca- , 

increasing percentage of mandatory
tiOIlr trainiI\g,' and emp1oym~, , participants.
services, to 'AFOC recipiertfs. In 
Califomi~ ,this progrmn:is ~. Eisad E{fuL We estimate that for 
as the Greaft:lr Avenues for Ind~ , . California, the,changes in the'jOBS
dence (GAIN) Program. : Program would result in savings to, 

'the state of approximately
The President's proposal ~ouId' , $150 million during the' first five

modifY theJOas PrOgram in several ' 'years of implementation. This esti
key W8y& Figure 1 summarizes 'the mate assumes'that the state would 
major proposed changes, and com , serve voluntary participants (from , themwith 'the existingreqwre.pan5, " 	 the non-mandatary,group) 'up to the 
menls-of the GAIN Program., ' ' 

point where the state reaches, the 
, federal' funding cap on JOBS, asSeveral of these changes are worth, 

,required by the proposal', highlighting because they illustrate 
a difference in approach to'~pIOy-

Page 2 
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PresIdent's Proposed Changes in the JOBS (GAIN) Program 

'. 

Pa'~:elpation Requirements Mandatory participation unless child' Mandatory participation by all AFDC 
. under three. if funding Is sufficient parents born afte,r. 1911, unless child 

under one year, and all volunteers 
.(from the nonmandatory grouP)'up to 
t~e federal funding cap. . . 

Penalizes statei. fer not seMi1g , 'f'enaJize$ states for not serving 
.20 'percent of aU'mandatory partiei 50y petCent of mandatory participants 
pantaand 50 Percent of AF.OC-U ra
cipi~ts (federal fiscal year' [FFYJ 
1995} . 

Targeting of Services .' Targets services. by giving priority to Elimmates target groups for receiving 
certain. gro~ps.:-teen parents. long serviCes 
teim recipients . . . 

Limits No time limit 	 Establishes two-yaar limit (fonowed 
by the WORK Program) 

Educ8tfon Services Requires basic and. remedial educa- Replaces requirement for ba
tion· if needed . SiC/remedial, education with employ

rnent-oriented eauc:ation 
Job AcciDptance ,- ;:,., , ... ' . Participants eanrefuse jobs ifwages . Requires participants to. accept job If 

are below specified.levels ,. , offered, and increases sanction on 
. 	 , , . . participants for nonc:oOperation 

. Fund1ng 	 . Provides 50 percent federal fundi'ng .Establishes 65 percent federal 'fund
for most program components 	 ing in FFY 1996, increasing to 70 

percent by FFY 2000., Increases the 
nationwide ffd!raI funding cap 
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'It •••the WORK, 

Program in 
California 
would result 
in a state. 
cost of $210 

million in the 
, first five, years 
'of welfare 
reform." 

Page 4 

, The proposal results in a savings 
to the state primarily 'becauSe of the 

. 	increase in the, federal share of 
program costs, including the cost of 
case management for teen parents, 
in the state's Cal Learn Program. 

WORK Program,. 
The President proposes toestab

Ush a new WORK Program, which 
would be required for the new 
mandatory 8n,'ttP of JOBS partid~ 
pants (bom after 1971) once they , 
have been on aid for two years 
(excluding time inpre-IOBSand time 
in which an individual worked at ' 
least 20 haws per week). ' 

Under the WORK Program, per
sons who are not already working 

. more,tharl an average of 20 hours, 
per week would bep]~~ in,a . 
su'bSidizai private- or public"'SE!dor 
pb; with,thegovernment: subsidizing' 
part orall of thew8ges. (Forprivate-' 
se:torpbs, theetnployet would have 
to pay for ~ of the wages.) The 
govemmentwould provid~ supple
mental cash berai!fits ifnecessary to 
augment wages so that the family 
is no worse off than anonworking 
family on AFOC. 

Partidpants would receive child " 
'care, transportation, and other . 
support serviCes ifneeded. IfWORI< , 

assignments are not availabie~ the, 
family would receive regular AFDC 
benefits and would engage in ,job 
search activities. while waiting for 

.··a WORt< slot. 

. Federal financial partidpanon for. 
the WORK Program would be the 
same as for the JOBS Program (65 
to 70 percent), and the amount of 
federal funds fw these programs 
would be capped nationwide, except 
that funding for wages would be 
matched at the state's regular A.FOC 
rate (SO per~t in California) and 
would not be capped. 

Fisc41 Effect. We estimate that the 
WORK Program inCalifornia would 
result in is state cost of5210 million 
in the .first five years of. welfare 
reform. It is important to note tha,t 
thiS'represents only three years of . 

. operation of the WORK Program, 
and that the cost would .increase 
significantly in subsequent years as . 
more AFOC recipients are phased 
into the two-year time limit for the 
JOBS Program. The state cost in the 
sixth year of welfare reform, for 
example, is estimated to be 
$130 million. 

We also note that state costs 

would be higher ifa,ecap on federal 
funds is not sufficient to meet man
dated. rosts for the WORK Program. 

I 

I 
I 

I 
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JOBS/WORK~educed 
Dependency Impact 

, [ The presi,dent's proposal, ,s are 
, likely to increase the proportion of 

,../ ,AFIX rocipients who obtain'e:mp1oy-
, ' ment, for Several reasons. FU'St of aU, 

, the lOBS program would be ex
panded (on a phase-in basis) and 
made more employment-oriented. 
Secondly, the two-year time umi~ 
and the establishment of the WORK. 
Program mean that eventually most , 
recipients will have an obligation to 
work in a subsidized job if they are 
not employed in a nonsubsidized 
job. In other words, not working 
would nO' longer:be,an alternative. 

, Th.i'S change, in conjunction with the 
fact that nonsubsidized jobs gener-:- , 
ally will provide more income to 
recipients than will WORK slots (due 
largely' to differences in how the 
income disregard-discussed. be-, 

Iow-and the Earned Income Tax 
Credit aR treated)~ could lead 'to a," 
significant inaease in the incentive 

,for recipients to obtain 
nonsubsidizai jobs; ~ the 
experi~ 'gained in the ,WORK ' 
Program'should make participants 
better qualified for employment. 

Consequently, it is reasonab~e to 
assume that the provisions relating , 
to the JOBS and WORK prOgrams' , 
will result in an ina-ease in' 
nonsubsidized employment and 
associated sav:i:nWJ due to a rw.uction 

, in AFOC caseload and lower grants. 
,'(These savingS would be partly offset 
by additional T~tional auId Care 

'and Transitional Medi<al costs.) , 
Additional savir1g9 could resu1tfrom 
the provisiON to make more strin
gent the sanctions on recipients for 
ii\Suffident cooperation in the JOBS 
Program.,' ' , 

'Sufficient data are not available 
, ~ estimate these savings; but they , 
am potentially significant. Based on 
the federal administration's nation

,wide estimate, the five-year savings 
to the state and counties in Califor
nia would be roughly $50' million. " 
We, note: that this is less tharl 

,1 percent of the state's AFOC grant 

' 


expeuditures over this period. In our] , 
judgment., the ad.m.frtistration's , ,'v", .' 
estimate appears to be conservative, 

, :' pai1icularly in light of the June 1994 
. GAIN evaluation ~ngs for River· " 
side County (which has adopted an , 
employment-opented. approach that 
beat'S some similarity to'JOBS as 
envisioned 'in the proposal) as wen 
'as the potential effects of the WORK ' 
Program. ,The GAIN evaluation 
showed'that the program in Rivero. 

,SIde County'reduced AFOC grant' 
"payments by an average of 

15 percent over a three-year period. , 

, OTHER AFDC·RELATED 

PROGRAM CHANGES 


,AFDC ResaurceLimi.
The proposal would inaease from . 


$1,(m to $2,CXX) the maximum 
amount of reSources (with certain 
itemsexduded) that a family can.' 
have and be eligible for AFOC. . 

Page,S 

http:94567028P.06


--4 JUL;-l:9-1994 12: 18 FROM TO 9456712128 P.12I7 

Legislative Analysfs Office 

"...the 
(proposed) 
increase in 
resource 
limits~ ..would 
inCrease the. 
MDe case
load and 
result ,in' 
additional 
state costs of 
about $245 
million over 
the first five 
years." 

Under current state law, the resoun:e 
limit for applicants is$1,000 but the 
state is operating ~er a federal 
waiver that provides for recipients 
a $2,000 limit (the IUgher limit is. 
opera,~le once a pe,rson is on aid). 

The proposal also provides that ' 
the automobile .resource lbnitbe 
increased from $1,500· to $3,500. 

, Under current state law, the limit 
is Sl,soo for applicantsbut fwsu3nt 
to a waiver, $4.500 for recipients. 

. Because the inCrease in iesoun:e 

limits would apply to applicants as 

well as redpjents, these provisions 


. would increase the AFOC Case10ad 

and result in addib"onaI state cOsts 

of about $245 million over the ~ 


five years. These costs'" woUld be' 

partly offset by uitknown savings 

to CountiES due'to teduced Caseload$ 

in theGeneral Assistance-program. 


AFDC Teen Parents' 

Residence, ' 


, . This proposal-requiring' teen 

parents to live. with their parents or 
other responsible adult in order to 
receive AFOC-is the same as pr0
posed ,by the- Governor in the 
1994-95 budget. The budget esti
mates that~pIoposaI would result. 
in no net costs or savings. (The 
Governor's· propOsal was not 
;adopted by the LegislatureJ 

AFDC Grant 
Determination' Rules, 


This proposal would replace'the 
." existing r.ules for incomedisregards 

(in calculating AFDC grants) with 
a flat $120 income disregard, but' 
would allow states to adopt highef 
disregards of up to 50 percent of 
earned income. CalifOrriia is cur-' 
rently 'operating under a federal 

-waiver to apply the "S30 and one
. third" income' disregard withOut 
regard to time in employment. We 
assume that the state will cnntinue 
its CUr:rent policy for the AFDC 
Program, but will apply the flat $120 
disregard to eamirtgs in the WORK 
Program. The fiscal effect is sub
sumed'in our estimates for the 

. WORK Program. 

Child Care for the 

Working. Poor, . 


The proposal Vo!ouId, expand 
funding for the At-Risk Child Care . 
Program for low-income: working 
families not on AFOC. This program 
is designed to prevent participants . 
from going on public assistance. 

..Based on the administration's . 
projected five--year Costs fat the 
nation, ,we estimate that California 
could ' r~ve an additional 
$280 ridllion in federal funds. The 
net increase in state c:osts.(to provide 
the required match) would be·about 
$20 Iriillion when considered in 
conjunction 'with the existing furding 
level for the At-Risk program. The 

i 
i 

. j 

! 

i' 
~ 
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, 
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relatively lo:w~et· cost is due to Financing ProvlslonS"-' 

savings that wOUld tJe realized in the 


The three Bnand.ng provisiOns that . 'existing· program due to the· pro
would have the most siSnmcant·posed increase in the federal share 
fiscal effects are (1) the federal matchof costs (corresponding to the JOBS 
of administrative costs,.' (2) the'Program match). We also. note that 
performance incentives, and (3) thethe additional child care could result 
mainterlan~ of effort provisiOn.in unknown /Icost-avoidance'" in the 


AFOC and Medi<al Programs. . 

The proposal would change the 

federal matclring requirements forCHILO SUPPORT .'. the child support enforcement' 
ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM program. Under the current system, 

the federal government pays forThe President propOses nw;nerous 
66 percent of most administrative. changes to the financing and opa:a

. costs and a variable' . per
tion of the child supporten.foI'Cement 

cent-generally 6 to '6.5 percent in program. Figure 2 summarizes the. 
Califomia-of child support coHee- financing changes and Figure 3 

. tions. Under thePn!sident's proposal,summarizes the changes in prograri:t 
all federal financial partidpation

'. operations. 

• Federal Match of Admlnlatrarfve Coats. Increases from.56 percent to 69 percent in 
· federal fiscal ,year (F~ '996. 72 percent in FFY 1997, and 75 percent annuallythereafter~ 
• Performance-Based' Incentives.. Repfaces the"existing ~ incentive payments. based 

on child support conections, .Withperformance incentives of up to 15 percent of·administra* 
live costs, effective FFY t998. 

• Malntenance-of.Effort.Requires states to maintain totaL program expenditures for each 
year. at a leyel determined by a specified formufa. 

• Patemlty Establishment Penalizes states for riot establishing paternity:in aspecifted 
percentage of cases within one year. : 

• Distribution of Arrearag4t Collections. R~ujres that collections for AFDC arrearages·for 
custodial parents who were formerly on. AFOC be paid directly to "the custodial parent .. 

· rather than used to offset prior govemment costs·for the grants, effective FFY 1998. ' 
• Patemlty Outreach. Provides enhanced (90 percent) federal'funding for these activities. 

• $SO Pass-Through. Requires inflation adjustments to .the "pass-through" of collections to 
the custodial parent " 

. 


Page 7 
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.. Contral Registry. Requires establish'ment of an automated registry of ~Il cases. 
'. Eiiforcementof Non--AFDC cases. Requires states to enforce all non-AFDC cases except 

under specified circumstances. rather than only upon requeSt ' 
-Non-AFDC Awards. Requires periodic upciating of awards (for exampfe, reviewing 

, changes in parent's income) unless requested otherwise, rather than only on request. 


• HospHal-Based Paternity Establishments. Strengthens existing requirements am:I 

requires paternity outreach efforts. ; 


• Admfnlstrath'8 Procedures. Facilitates greater use of these procedures to reduce me 

reliance oncour1& ' 


• Noncooper8tion by Cu~I~1 Parent Strengthens existing penalties for not cooperating " 
with state child support agencies. 

, • Suspension, of Licenses. Requires suspensiOl"l of drivers' and professional licenSes for ' 
,persons with spedfled levets of delinquency in Child support obligatiOns. ' , " , " 

• Enforcement TooIs.:Estabilshes and strenglherurvarious enforcement tools, such 'as use 
of administrative liens and providing access to credit reports and financiaJ and other 


, " records to locate absent parents. , 

• 'F8derallmerstate Enforcement. Strengthens federal actMties. such as the federal parent

locator service. ' 

.. Directory, of New HIm. Establishes a directory at the ~ederallev~1 to assist'states in, 

,tocating'noncustodi~ parents. ' , 


. would be based on'administrative 
. 'Costs and could reach 95 percent; 

with (1) the base percentage inaeas
iJ'g annually to 75 percent in FFY 

,1998, (2) an additi0n3I perfor,::nanc~ 
based amount up to 15 percent, and 
(3) an additional 5 percent for states 
with a state-operated child suPPort 
enforcementprogram, beginning in 
FFY 1'1')8. Also, enhanced funding 
at 90 percent wouldbe proyided for 
development and implementation' 
of automated central registries and 
for paternity outreach (and genetic 
testing, as currently authorized). 

The proposal also includes a' 
maintenance of effort provision for 

, total program spending; effective in 
FFY 1996. This prOvision, however, 
would' require the state to do mote 
than simply maintain its existing' 
expenditure effOrt. histead, it would 
have the effect of requiring the state 

. to inc:rmse its CI.11Tent level of spend
ing, With the amount varying .~. 
versely with the amount of the 

, federal matching funds. In other 
words, if the state quallfies for a 
relatively high federal match in 

, performance-based' incentives, its 
maintenance of effort require:m.ent 

i 

! 
,i 

t 
I
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I 
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I 
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will be lower than jf the state does Second, ·the propasci.T"p.:ovides' 
not do well on the performance that, effective FFY 19981 collections . 
measurES. Thus, the maintenance of for AFDC arrearages for cUstodial 
effort provisiOn would have the parentS wm were formerly On AFOC 
effectof magnifying the importance ' be paid to the custodial parent rather . 

. ', of the performance incentives. 	 than used to reimbu~ the govern
ment for the costs. of the grant, as . 

Fiscal Effect. We estimate that .. currently authorized. We estimate 
these three financing provisiOns win. that.this provision would result in 
increase total spending (federal and, costs to the state and counties of 
state) for the child support enforce; about 520 million over' the first five. 
ment program in California bY yeats ofwelfare reform, offset by an 
$235 million oYer thefitst five years. unknown amount to the extent that' 
ThlS consists of an increase in ~eral' the additional. income results' in 
funds ~g from $70 million to ,families not returning to ¥OCor· 
$200 m'iJIion and: additional, . 'using other public assistance . 
.state/county speilding.ranging from . 

- '$35 million to "$165 million. The Changes'ln
. federal share will be proportio~tely 

P~'~,m Operationshigher, and the state share prop6r-, 
, Some or all of the additionaltionately lower, depenaing on how 

, well the state does in theperfor- spending resulting from the financ

, mance-based incentives. These five ing pro\lisions (discussed above), 

year cost increases. represent about wOuld be appued towan:l the variouS 


. a 13 percent increase above the·. program changes required by the 


amount projectEd under current law r proposal. If.the actual costsof man

• 

dated program changes exceed the 
. In addition to these three ~~jor . i~ in spending pursuant to the., . 

financing proVisions, there 'aJ;e two financing proVisions, the state would 
other financing proVisions with fiscal ..' irtc;::ur additional .costs beyond the 
implications for the state. First, we expenditures resulting' &om the 
estimate that the state would save ',financi,ng provisions. 
about $20 million annually, begin~ 

"Fiscal Effect. The fiscal effect of. ning no earlier than FFY 1998, from 
the propoSed program changes onadditional federal matching funds 
the state would faU into three basic·if the state converted to a . state. 
categories: additionaladmiitistrativeoperated, rather than the existing 

county-operated,system. (This is an costs, resulting from various proyi
. sions; potential penalties from notoption that we recommended in our 

. report or-thechild support enforce- meeting paternity establishment 

. ment program in The 1992-93 Budget: , standards; and savings from m:iuced 

Perspectives and Issues.) AFOC expenditures; resulting pri
, 	 ," 
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marily from varioUs' provisions Finally, the child supPOrt enforce. 
designed to increase collections. ment F.Oposals could result in state 

,savings to the extent that. child , 
BB:ause of data limitations, we are sUpportcollections increase, thereby 

unable to estimate the net increase ." reducingAFOC grantexpenditures.."Combining 
, 

all compoproposals. We note, however, that fiscal effect. As a point of reference, .. 

many of theproposed changes do however, we note that a 1 percent 

in costs resulting from "the various It is not possible to estimate this 

nentsof the 
not vary significantly from current ir1crease in AFDC collections would 

(President's) federal or state law and therefore are result in state and county saving of 

not Iikelyto have 'a major ~ about $1.5 million. Some Ucost~ 

.p~oposal,...it 	 impact. Current state law, for eXam- . avoidance" would also, result from . 

,pie, requires development of ,,a' . increases in non-AFDC COllecti~NIwould result 
statewide automation system,coop-' to the extent that' this prevents 

,in five-year ,. eration bycustodiaJ .parents. in . . families from going on AFOC. ' 

providing information to county
costs ranging district attorneYs, an in-bospital Summary of the .Enect of the 

paternity estabUslunent progrcnn; a Cblld Support Provisions ..from $3S0' 
neW hire registry (with some Umits,

The net effect of the Presid'ent'smillion to 	 tions), periodic updating of .non
· proposals for child support enfofceAFOC awards on request, inclusiOn$510 million 	 ment depends ,on a number ' ofof nrin-AFDC cases on request, and 
metalS. As indicated abOve, weprohibitions cigainst issuance ofto the state...'" estimate that the finan,cing' provicertain . professional , licenses "to- ' 

· sions would increase stateexpendiindividuals who are delinquent in 
lures over the' first five years by anchild support payments. 
am~unt ranging. from SSS-million to 

, $185 millio~ ,depending' on , the On theother.hand, several provi
'performance incentives~ Costs,sions could significantlyinc:rease , l
how~er/ could be higher if the.: costs. For example, the requirement, 

I'·program changes result in costs that'that tUl non-AFDC child support Iexceed these minimum expenditures cases beenforced by the state (ex~ 
requlred by the finand.ng provisiQIlS.under certain circumsta,nces) could 
In general, we believe that the cost·increaSe administrative costs sub
of the program changes probably canstantially. State costs could also 

. be ,accommodated. Within 'theseincrease sigruflCantly due to the 
, amounts.provision requiring states to meet 

specified paternity establishment 
It is not possible to ~timate the

standards. 
effect of the proposed ,changes in ibringing about a higtter level ofdilld 
support collections.' Clearly th~ 

\ 
I 

""_ ,. ...... ~~__________________. iiiiii"··'·iiiii·_·-iiiriiiiI-··,_......... -. ,.. 
 1I .. 
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program changes and the additional 
spending would have some effect 
on increasing collections. This, in 
tum. would result in savings from 
reduced AFDC grant expenditures. 
We note, however, that if a large 
share of the additional resources 
goes into the enforcement of no,n- " 
AFDC child support cases, the 
savings' to government will be 
relatively low because there is no 

, 'direct offset to grants in these cases. 

PROPOSALS FOR FINANCING 
THE FEDERAL COST OF 
WELFARE REFORM 

The Clinton administratiOn esti
mates' that if its welfare reform,. -,' 

propOsal is adopted, it would result 
in costs of59.3 billion to the federal . .
government over the fust five years.. 
The' President'~ proposal includes ' 

. various provisions designed to save 
funds at the federal level. in order 
to finance these new federal costs. 
The 'major financing componen~ 
include (1) placing a cap on federal 
Emergency AssiStance ~. allo-' 
cated to states, (2) extending the 
period for deemingaliens' spo!1SO!S' 
mcome from three to five years in· 
the AFDC Prpgram, (3leliminating 
SSI/SSP and AFOC eligibility for 
aliens whose sponsors' incomes are 
above the U.s. median, (4) coriform.
illgeligIbility, for cer:tain immigrants, 
for'SSI/SSP, Medicaid, and AFDC 
to the more restrictive criteria in the 
Food Stamps Program and (5) limit
ing to three years SSI/SSP eligibility 

Policy Brief 

for drug-
recipients. 

and ak~hol:iddic:ted: 

Due to a lack ofsu£tkientinforma- ; 
tipn, it is not possible at this time . 
to .estimate the net fiscal effect of' 
these financing provisions on Cali- . 
fomia. Some provSors would result 
in state savings while others :would 
result in costs.,Of the majOr provi
sions noted above, the cap on federal 
Emergency hsistance funds would 
·result in costs to the state, and the 
other provisions would result· in 
savings. The restrictions on eligrbility 
for aliens and immigrants to receive 
AFOC,SSI/SSP, and Medicaid;' 

. however, could result in state costs 
rather than.savings if' the . state . 
decided to continue to provide' . 
assistance to those. individuals 
,affected. ' 

The neteffea could De costs or' 
.savings. depending primarily on 
how the administration applies the, 
Emergency Asslstance cap to the 
state. 

. 

SUMMARY OF 
FISC,Al EfFECT 

.Figure 4su:mmar:izes the estimated . 
fiscal effect of the President's pr~ , 
posal on California. Combining all' 
components, of the proposal, we' 
estimate that it would result in five-- . 
year costs-ranging from'S380 million 

., 
i 
'r; 

to $510 million to the state (com
, bined state GeneralFund and county 

funds), offset at !~ in part, by 
u.nknown savings from reduced 
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dependerq onAFOCand inaeased . into the· new JOBS~~ WORK 
child support collections.. We a1so programs. For example, the state cost 

'note that costs would increase for the WORK Program in the sixth 
sigiUficantly in subsequent years as year of. welfare reform would, be 
more AFOC recipients are phased . ," 5130 million. 

, , 

I' 
\ 

\ 

. 	 I 
; 

. ; 

: 
.1, 
I 
!, 
I 

I 
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Policy Brief 

President's Welfare Refonn PropoSal 
Fiscal Effect On Callfomia 

Si.::nmary: Estimated five-year IXIsts ranging flTJm $380 million to $510 mnfjon to the state General Fund and 
c;oc;nQ' funds, offset at leasUn patf by unknown savings from reduced dependency on AFOC due prfmBn7y to 
increases ,in emp/Oyrnllnt and child support collections. Costs in subsequent years woukUncresse significantly 
due to phase-in of mandatory pstficipation in the JOSS and WORK programs, , 

~~~ 
JOBS (GAIN) SavIngs. $150 million. due primarily to increased federal funding match for: 

. JOBS, including case management far teen parents. Additional unknown, 
, but'poientiany significant. savings from reduced AFDC dependency; de

pending on, the expanded program's effect on increasing the level of ' 
employment by participants' , , . 

represents three full years WORK Program 
costs because no eoSts wouJdbe ineurrecl'in the first two years of 
welfare refofTTI.) Casts would increase 'sign1facantly in subsequent years as 
mOre AFOC recipientS are:phased inte) the two--year lifnitfor JOBS. ' 

WORK 

SavIngs. Unknown, but poten~alIy,signlflcant, savings" from reduced 'AFOC 
dependency. depending on the program's, effect on Increasing the fevel of ' 
nonsubsidized employment by AFOC recipients. ' 

AFDC Resource·Llmlts 	 COsts. About'$245 mlDlon due to, inc:raased AFOC caseJoad. partly offset by 
unknOwn county savinQs in gene'raJ 8$Sistance. 

AFDC Teen Parents' eo.. net fiscal effect. ' offset by administrative costs. 

." '.
Resldenee , 

At·Rlsk Child Care 	 COsts. $20 niiHlon net costs, for state U~wn ..cost·avoidanee- in 

the AFOC and. MedioCafiprograrra froin additionaJ c:hiIclcare. 


Child Support Enforcement: 
.' , 


Rnari~ng ProvisIons Costa. Statel<:ounty com ranging from $55 mDlJonto '186 million. ' ,; , ' 


Program Provisions 	 Co8bt. Unfrcnownpotential costs to the extent (t) state costs of the program 
cNinges exceed the expend"llurft reqiJirad by the finanCing provisions. as 
shown above, and (2) the state i,ncurs penatties for not ,....Ung patemlty 
s1andatd.s. 	 ' 

Saving$. UnknoWn but potentially signlfcant savings in th8 AFCC Program 
, due toi~child .StJppOIt coUeCtiOns. 

Federal Financing of COSts or SavIngs. Unknown, depending primarily on the effect of the cap 
Welfare Refa"," on Emergency A~istance funds. 
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REPORT SUMMARY 

GAIN: Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts of a Welfare-to-Work Program 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, June 15, 1994 

MDRC offers their evaluation of California's Greater Avenues for Independence 
(GAIN) program, the largest and one of the most ambitious state JOBS programs (operating 
since 1989, GAIN accounts for almost 13 percent of total federal spending on the JOBS 
Program). The MDRC study shows GAIN as a qualified success, with varying outcomes 
across the six counties studied. At its best, when the program combined a strong employment,
focus with a controlled use of education and training, GAIN substantially raised participants' 
income and taxpayers' savings. But the results also contain a caution: even with strong 
programs many people remained on welfare three years after entering JOBS. 

(The study was based on at least three years of follow-up data for 33,000 people who 
entered GAIN between early 1988 and mid-1990; each of the sample members was assigned 
randomly to either an experimental group who were subject to GAIN requirements or a 
control group who were precluded from the group; the study examined the effects in six ., 

counties on employment, earnings, welfare receipt and other outcomes). 

GAIN increased the average earnings of participants by 25 percent in the third year after 
orientation (average increase of 22 percent over the entire three year period), continuing its 
trend of progressively stronger earnings effects over time. GAIN also reduced participants' 
average AFDC payments by 8 percent in the third year (average reduction of 6 percent over 
the three years). • 

A comparison of those recipients who participated in GAIN (the experimental group) and 
those who did not (the control group) also reveal the following outcome differentials: 

ea modest increase (3 percentage points) in the proportion of recipients whose 
combined income (earnings, AFDC and Food Stamps) exceeded the poverty line. 

ea modest increase (3 percentage points) in the proportion of recipients who both 
worked and received no AFDC payments during the last quarter of the follow-up period 
(those who had attained "self-sufficiency through employment"); 53 percent of GAIN 
participants were on welfare at the end of the three-year period, compared to 56 percent of 
the controls. 

e moderate to large increases in earnings for long-term ("difficult-to-serve") 
recipients in three counties 

The most insightful elements of the MDRC assessment reveal why the impacts of 
GAIN varied across the six counties studied. In five of the six counties, GAIN produced 
moderate-to-Iarge earnings gains for the participants or welfare savings for the government 
or both. One county (the famed Riverside) was a widely hailed success story, producing both 
earnings gains (an increase of 49 percent) and welfare savings (a 15 percent reduction). 
Three counties (Alameda, Butte and San Diego) had more moderate earnings gains and 
welfare savings. Of the two remaining counties, Los Angeles achieved welfare savings but 



with little effect on earnings gaip.s, while Tulare produced earnings gains but with little effect 
on welfare payments. 

In Riverside, GAIN produced the most impressive results ever found for a large-scale 
welfare-to-work program. Riverside's success points to the importance of the program's 
message - WORK. Most distinctive was Riverside's attempt to communicate to all registrants 
that employment was essential, that it should be sought expeditiously and that opportunities to 
obtain low-paying jobs should not be turned down. In contrast, the staff in Alameda county 
believed strongly in "huII!,an capital" development and pushed education and training as the 
path to higher-paying jobs. Alameda's outcomes were across-the-board less impressive than 
those of Riverside. Furthermore, to a much greater extent than any other county, case 
managers in Riverside directly assisted participants in locating employment opportunities. But 
Riverside workers were also reported as quickest to evoke the threat of sanctioning in 
response to noncompliance. 

In the final analysis, what most distinguished Riverside from other counties - and, 
therefore, what might have contributed to Riverside's more favorable results - was its unique 
combination of practices and conditions: a pervasive employment message and strong job 
development efforts, extensive use of job search and education activities for registrants 
needing basic education, a strong commitment to (and adequate resources for) securing the 
participation of ~ mandatory registrants, and reliance on GAIN's formal enforcement 
mechanisms to underline the seriousness with which it viewed the participation obligation. 

Other points of interest: 
• Net costs varied widely across counties, from $1,597 per participant in Riverside to $5,597 
in Alameda. 

• Government budgets came out ahead in two counties (Riverside and San Diego) and broke 
even in a third (Butte); return to government budget per net dollar invested was largest in 
Riverside ($2.84.4 .---

, • The MDRe findings reiterated the; need for a campaign to increase awareness of the 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). DIlly 54 percent of those participants who had worked and 
34 percent of those who had never worked said they had even heard of the EITC. 

• In Riverside, a special substudy assigned a group of participants to ca~agers with 
smaller case loads (approximatel~ses as opposed to the average of 10 ses). 
Preliminary results found that there was J,lO significant improvement in earnmgs and AFDC 
payments for the participants who were m~nitored more closely. . 

~ 
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TABLE 4 

GAIN's EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS 

FORAFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a) 


Average Average 
Earnings per Earnings per Difference Percentage 

. Experimental ($) Control ($) (Impact) ($) Change 

Year 1 1,908 1,642 266*** 16% 

Year 2 2,714 2,202 512*** 23% 

Total 7,781 

Percent ever employed, 
years 1-3 

6,367 1,414*** 22% 

Difference 
Experimentals Controls (Impact) 

56.7 ·50.8 6.0* * * 

Percent earning $5,000 

or more in year 3 19.7 16.3 .3.5*** 


Percent earning $1 0,000 

or more in year 3 12.1 9.2 3.0* * * 


Employed Employed 
Experimentals . Controls 

Of those employed in year 3, percent earning 
$10,000 or more 30.6 27.3 

NOTES: * * * Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent level. 
(a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties, 

which are weighted equally. 
, 
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·The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's evaluation of the California Greater Avenues Ifor Independence (GAIN) Program is funded by a contract from the California Department of Social 

, Services (CDSS) with funding from CDSS and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 


(HIlS).. HHS provided -.dditional funding for the collection and analysis of literacy test data. In 
 ,
addition, for special an81yses of employment and welfare dynamics and parts of the benetit-cost 
analysis, HHS provided resources under MDRC's contract with HHS to conduct the evaluation of 
the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program (Contract No. HHS-l00-89
0030). . I 
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Mr. Bruce Reed 	 William S, Woodside

\ Deputy Assistant for Domestic Policy 	 Judith M. Gueron, President 

The White House 
The Old Executive Office Building, Room 216 
Washington, D.C. 20509 

Dear Bruce: 

In June, MDRe will be releasing new findings from two studies that are of critical relevance to current 
discussions of welfare reform: 

1. On June 15: The final report from MDRe's evaluation of California's Greater Avenues for 
Independence (GAIN) Program, the largest state JOBS program. The new findings show a 
continuation of the promising earnings and welfare results reported earlier and provide,for the first 
time, cost-effectiveness data for JOBS. At its best, when the program combined a strong 
employment focus with a controlled use of education and training, GAIN substantially raised 
people"s income and saved taxpayers money. The variation in results across counties points to the 
challenge of bringing the welfare system up to this high standard of performance. The results also 
contain a caution: even with strong programs, many people remained on welfare three years after 
entering JOBS. 

2. On June 22: An interim report from MDRe's evaluation of The New Chance Demonstration, a 
program of intensive services for young motherS on welfare who w:ere high school dropouts and 
their children. New Chance's impacts after 18 months are mixed. Positive impacts on GED 
receipt and modest effects on parenting skills are balanced by high rates of repeat pregnancy and 
lower than anticipated program participation. Future reports will focus on longer-term impacts on 
employment and welfare receipt and the program's effects on children. However, the contrast with 
GAIN's continuing success with older mothers provides a cautionary note about the potential of 
welfare reform to increase the self-sufficiency of this group of young welfare mothers. 

I thought you might want to see advance copies of the Executive Summaries of both reports. The Summary 
for GAIN is enclosed; I will send that for New Chance as soon as it is available. Please· note that the 
GAIN report is embargoed until June 15th and the New Chance report until June 22nd. 

Let me know if you have any questions or would like further information. 

Best wishes, B ~~~ L~-\-o ~e.e-
~~ & ~U \.D(j~ ~%, &-: 

Judith M. Gueron 

~r)~~~~ ()~ \--eAB4~ {UA+~ 
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", 	 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


I' 

I This report presents the latest findings on the effectiveness of California's Greater Avenues for 


Independence (GAIN) Program, a statewide initiative aimed at increasing the employment and self


I 

sufficiency of recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , the nation's major cash 


welfare program. Based on three years or more of follow-up data for 33,000 people who entered 


GAIN between early 1988 and mid-1990, the study examines the program's effects in six counties on 


J\ employment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other outcomes, as well as findings from a comprehensive 
. 	 , 

,I 
,- benefit-cost analysis. The results are of broad relevance to welfare reform because California has the 

country's biggest AFDC caseload and GAIN is the largest and one of the most ambitious programs 

I 
operating under the federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program, created by 

the Family Support' Act of 1988. Operating as California's JOBS program since July 1989, GAIN 

currently accounts for almost 13 percent of f~deral spending on' JOBS. GAIN is overseen by 

California's Department of Social Services (CDSS) and administered by the 58 counties. This report 

J is part of a multi-year evaluation conducted for CDSS by the Manpower Demonstration Research 

Corporation (MDRC). 

:" . 

The Findings in Brief ,. 

. ' ". 


I:, 
,I 

Each of the 33,000 sample member~ was assigned at random to either an experimentaL group 

(who were subject to GAIN's parti~ipation requirements) or a control group (who were precluded from 

the prog~""buJ could seek otherservices;inthe community on their own). The two groups were 

Ii tracke~ over time, and the differences between them (e.g., in earnings and welfare receipt) constitute , 
the eff~~~ or "impacts" of GAIN -the difference the program made. 

,I 	 Sinale Parents (AFDC-FGsl'" 
".~ 

:":'. i
'.. " ....:.:;... . 
Overall. ,'; 'Over the ent~re ):ft~ee-y'ear follow-up period, and across the six counties, GAIN 

~I 	 1!.~ce~~~5reasing earnings jrnpactsfor single parents (AFOC-FGs), a gr~up mostly with children 

~r when they ~nrol~~~the-sttldy. In year 3, average earnings for the experimental groillL 

were $636 higher than the cOf'tmi·gtoup·~ a.¥eIage. (a_25 percent gain); for the full three years, .they 
. "....... • ,.' ... ",!" 	 - • 


..... ,:., 
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Riverside County; which had unusually large first:' and second-year earnings llaJ.HS-am:tw'eltare savings, 

I 

Embargoed until June 15, 1994 II 
were $1,414 higher (a 22 percent gain). ~rnings for each group were averaged over all mem~ers I.,' 
of each group, including those who. did no~ work as well as those who did]' Moreover, some data 

point to sustained or still larger earnings impacts .in the future. GAIN also continued to produce 

welfare savings in year 3 at the same level as in year 2. In year 3 and across the six counties, 

e~~rimentals received an average of $331 less in AFDC payments (an 8 percent reduction) compared ,II 
~ the control group average; th~eduction was $961 (6 pex:cent) for the entire three-year period. 

Longer:'term trends suggest a gradual tapering off of the~ welfare effects in the future. I 
GAIN also had an effect on the rate of AFDC case closures, but it was not large. Across all 
-------~-----...~-. . II~ counties, over half of the experimental group. was on AFDC in the last quarter of the three-year 

:...,/ 

f~llow-up period (53 percent, or only 3 percentage points lower than the rate for controls). 

.. County-Specific. GAIN's impacts on single parents varied across the six counties in the study. I 
again produced large effectS in year 3. Over the three-year pe I 

experimental group's earnings by an average of $3,113, a 49 percent gain over the control group 

average. It reduced welfare payments by $1,983, a 15 percent reduction compared to the control 1 
group. ' These impacts were the biggest for any of the six counties, and are greater than thoSe found 


in previous large-scale· experimental studies of state welfare-ta-work programs. Riverside also I~ 

produced large earnings gains and welfare savings for a special sample - single parents with children 


under the age of 6. 


GAIN's three-year impacts· on earnings were moderate to large in three of the other five 

counties: $1,492 in Alameda. (a 30 percent increase above the county's control group average), $1,474 I 
in Butte (a 21percent increase), and $1,772 in San Diego (a 22percent increase). Tulare produced 

a moderate impact ($518) in year 3, .but its ave~ge. effect. for the full follow-up period was under if 
$400, as was true in Los Angeies. Four of the remaining five counties (all but Tulare) achieved 

welfare savings for AFDC~FGs for the three-year period, ranging from an average of $782 per t 
experimental in Alameda (a 4 percent reduction compared to the control group average) to $1,136 in 

San Diego (an 8 percent reduction). I~ 
Benefits and Costs. GAIN was a relatively expensive program compared to the simpler and 

primarily job search welfare-ta-work programs of the 198Os. \ For the single-parent sample in all six -
ES-2 
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,I 
counties combined. over a five-year period, county welfare departments were estimated to have spent 

~'- . . """

I 
 an average of $2,899 per experimental, a~ut60 percent of which was for case management functions .. 


n addition, schools and other non,-welfare agencies spent $1,515 per experimental to provide educatio~ , and training instruction as part of the GAIN program, bringing the total cost of GAIN ~,415~ 
experImental. Another important cost number is the net cost per experimental, which measures the G 

\1 government's net expenditures after adding the cost of education and training activities experimentals 

, 
. ' 

,I 

entered on their own after leaving GAIN, and then subtracting the cost of services that members of 

the control group received on their own. The net cost over five years was $3,422 per experimental 

for the six counties combined, but varied widely by county, f~om under $2,000 per experimental in 

Riverside and San Diego to over $5,500 in Alameda and Los Angeles. The higher costs in the latter 

I 
two counties, which enrolled only long~term welfare recipients into their GAIN programs, reflects, 

to an important extent, a greater net increase in the use of education and training activities in Alameda 

and Los Angeles compared to the patterns in other counties. 

Net cost estimates are key because they are used in the benefit-cost study to determine whether ,~ 

II 
the program costs or saves taxpayers money. That analysis also assesses whether people .in the 

experimental group are made financially better off by the program. (The benefit-cost analysis does 

. not take into account non-monetary gains or losses.) 

~n measured earnings gains are compared to welfare reductions an~r .losses over five f,' ~~.,JYelfare reCipients in five of the six counties (Alameda,' Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) 

were, on average,better off financially as a consequence ~ the GAIN program. Net benefits ranged 

I from $948 per experimental in San Diego to $1,900 per experimental in'Riverside, for an overall 

average of $923 per experimental. 

From the perspective of the government budget, the benefit-cost findings were positive in three 

,Ii 
'\ - .' .' 

' 

~ 

ofjJte six counties Butte, Riverside, am:I Sail Diego and negative in the remaining three counties. 
. -----~--------------~~~------

From this perspective, a positive result means that, on average. for every eXtra dollar the government -
invested per experimental (above and beyond the public cost of education and training 'controls received 

:11 on their own initiative), it got more than a dollar back in the form of reduced costs for AFDC and 

other transfer programs and increased tax a ments arising from experimentals' increased employment. 

I' This return was exceptionall large'n Riverside - $2.84 per eve ere,turn was 

.1 'ES-3 
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$1.40 per $1 in San Diego, and $1.02 per $1 in Butte, but less than a dollar ($.76) per $1 for all six I. 
counties together. It is worth mentioning, that return per net dollar invested is a standard of success 

by which few social programs are assessed. 

Heads of Two-Parent Families (AFDC-Us) I
'..::.:.lGAIN also produced earnings gains and welfare savings for the, heads of two-parent families 

(AFDC-Us), who make up about 18 percent of all AFDC cases in California. Although the longer :1 
tenn trends were not as impressive as they were for single parents, GAIN's eamings effects over the 

full three-year follow-up period were moderate to large in three counties (Butte, Los Angeles, and ,~
Riverside, although they were declirung over time in Riverside). They were especially large in Butte, 

reaching $3,295 per experimental. The same three, counties also produced moderate to large welfare II
savings, as did San Diego. GAIN's benefit-cost results for AFDC-Us show a large positive effect 

from the perspective of welfare recipients solely. in Butte', and a modest positive return on the I~
government's investment in Butte ($1.22 per net $1 invested) and Riverside ($1.61 per net $1 

invested). " 

In sum, the results of this evaluation show that the GAIN program can work, especially for . 
single parents on welfare, who account for about 82 percent of California's welfare caseload: For that fgroup, both welfare recipients and the government budget came out ahead in two counties as a result 

of GAIN, wi~ one county (Riverside) producing the most impressive results yet observed for a large :1scale welfare-ta-work program. Of the remaining four counties, three made welfare recipients better ---\\ 
off, but without producing net budgetary savings (although the government essentially "broke even" II
in one). An important open question is whether some of the implementation approaches of the better

performing counties, especially those of Riverside, can be adapted by other localities and produce (I 
similarly impressive results. ',/ 

,IThe GAIN Program Model 

A' key feature of GAIN,which distinguishes it from most other welfare-ta-work and JOBS III 
programs, is the way, it uses educational and basic skills levels to sort registrants into one of two 

service streams. - Those' who do not have a high school diploma (or a General Educational II 
'ES-4 I 
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I Development certificate - a GED) or fail to achieve predetermined scores on both parts of a math and 

reading test or are not proficient in English are deemed by GAIN to be "in need of basic education." II
i, These individuals can choose to attend a basic education class";' Adult Basic Education (ABE), GED 

preparation, or English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction - or a job search activity first, but' 
~ 

if they choose job search and fail to obtain employment, they must then enter basic educ,!-!ion. 
. . . 

Registrants judged "not in need of basic education" - those who pass both parts of the math and I·' reading test and possess a high school diploma (or aGED) -. usually must participate in job search 

;1 first. Registrants already enrolled in education and training programs when they ent~r GAIN may 

,. continue in those activities if the activities meet certain criteria (e.g., they must prepare registrants for 

occupations in need of workers in the local labor market, and registrants must be able to complete the 

training within two years after enrolling in GAIN). Participants in any of these three sequences who 

do not find employment after completing their initial activities undergo an employability assessment 

, t . designed to help them choose their next activity, e.g., skills training, vocationally oriented post

secondary education, on-the-job training, or unpaid work experience. ~ny GAIN registrant, who, 

without " good· cause , " fails to partici ate i Incur a san II 

1) i.e., a reduction of the welfare grant. (1)le grant level in California is one of the nat~on's highest.) 

(' The GAIN Evaluation 

The six counties selected to participate in the study of GAIN's impacts capture a wide variety 

t! 'of local conditions and population cruiractedstics account for more than one-third of the state's GAIN 

caseload and more than one-lUlif of its AFDC caseload. Three counties are in southern California: 

Los Angeles, wi~ about one-third of the state's caseload and a welfare population larger than all but 

a few states'; San Diego,with the state's second-largest caseload; and Riverside, a large county ' encompassing both urban and rural areas. Two counties are in northern California: Aldmeda, an urban 

.1. 
:1 

. county that includes the City of Oakland, . and, further north, the mid-sized county of Butte. :Tulare 

is located in the largely agricultural, rural Central Valley. (Table 11, at the end of this summary, 

;J 

presents a brief profile of each county.) 


It is important to stress that this report's descriptions of the counties' strategies for implementing' 


GAIN are based on informatiof1, collected no later thari mid-1991, and prior to that in most cases: This 

II ES-5 
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is the relevant infonnation for describing the research sample's actual experiences in GAIN, However, I 
some of the infonnation does not portray. the counties current modes of ,operating GAIN. All of the IIcounties have continued to. revise their implementation strategies as they have acquired more 


experience in operating this very complex welfare-to-work initiative, and in response to changes in 


funding and other circumstances. 
 ,"
The findings on GAI'N's implementation, effectiveness, and benefits and costs come from a 


study of33,OOO applicants for and recipients of AFDC whose participation in GAIN was mandatory, 
 II 
w 

Le., a condition for receiving their full welfare grant. This group included single heads of families 


(AFDC-FGs, who are usually mothers) mostly with children age 6 or older, .and all heads of two
 ~J 
parent families (AFDC-Us, typically fathers). (It is important to' note that almost one~third of 


Alameda's sample consisted of single p~ents with children younger than age 6.) 
 ,t 
During the period in which members of the research sample enrolled in GAIN and thus. became 

,part of the study (March 1988 to June 1990), four of the six counties had sufficient resources to enroll tl~ 
all registrants in their caseloads who were mandatory for GAIN under the pre-JOBS rules. The other 

counties - Alameda and Los Angeles - focused exclusively on long-tenn recipients, in confonnity I
't.:,)with GAIN's rules in cases where resources did not pennit serving all those required to participate. 


To detennine the effects of GAIN, mandatory registrants who attended an orientation to the 
 I 
program were randomly assigned to either an experimental group (who were subject to GAIN's 

participation mandate) or a control group (who were precluded from GAIN but could seek other 

_services in the, community), Random assignment assured that the two groups did not differ 

systematically on measured, and unmeasured background characteristics when they entered the study, 

and that any differences in their subsequent labor market and welfare experiences could be attributed 

with confidence to the GAIN program. The two groups' employment rates, average earnings, ave~ge 

AFDC payments, and other outcomes were compared over the course of the follow-up period, and the ' 

differences between them are referred to as the estimated "impacts" of GAIN. The data used in this 
- , ,I, 

study came from a variety of sources, including automated employment, earnings, and welfare records 


for the ,full 33,OOO-person sample, a registrant survey administered two to three years after orientation 
 II 
to a subsample of experimentals and controls in five counties (excluding Butte because of the 

. evaluation's limited survey budget), and program participation and fiscal infonnation obtained from tl 
I 
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the counties and various state agencies. 


I ,Findings on Program Implementation 


• 	 The six counties made different decisions about how much to emphasize 

I 
" quick entry into the labor market versus the longer and more expensive 


process of building registrants' human capital through education and 

training. 


Not surprisingly, given California's state..;supervised but county-operated wet'fare syst~m, and 
, 	 , 

the absence of evidence when GAIN started as to what strategies would work best, the six counties ;1; 
vaned in how they sought to prepare registrants for employment. Viewing almost anY'job as a positive 

" 
first step, with advancement to come by acquiring a work history and learning skills on the job, t R~verside's staf!:.,placed much more emphasis on moving registrants into the labor market quickly than 

did the staff.in any other COUI~: ~ost distinctive wa~ Riverside's attempt to communicate a strong, 

"message" to all registrants (even those in education and training activities), at all stages of the 
,

program, that employment was central, thatj~ should be sought expeditiously, and that opportunities 

I 
:1 --, --,.. , " 

to o~tain low-paying jobs should not be turned down. The county's management underscored this 

message by establishing job placement standards as one of several criteria, for assessing staff 

performance, while at the same time attempting to secure the participation of all mandatory registrants. 

In addition, the county instituted a strong job development component to assist recipients in gaining 

I' access to job opportunities. . r L...." 

II 	
, 

'i 

~\~ ~\"lvt ~nl-tD6.r ' 

~llstrares a very different approach. Its GAIN managers and staff believed strongly 

in "human c::mit.!lJ," development - the use of education and training as a path to getting jobs thatoffer 
.~, 	 ' 

a better chance to get off or stay off welfare. Within the overall constraints imposed by the GAIN 

model's service sequences, Alameda's staff encouraged registrants to be selective about the jobs they 11\ 
'. accepted and to take advantage of GAIN's education and training to prepare for higher-paying jobs. 

I, Butte, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Tulare took approaches falling between those of Riverside and 

Alameda, but closer to Alameda's than to Riverside's. 

• 	 AD six counties successfully communicated to registrants that 
participation requirement was real and would be enforced, although the 
counties varied in the extent to which they relled on GAIN's formal penalty 
process. 

,II 
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Over 90 percent of experimentals said on the registrant survey that they believed it was "likely" 111 
or "very likely" that their AFDC grants would be reduced if they were assigned to a GAIN activity 

but did. not go. Case file 'records showed that up to about 6 percent of experimentals (in Los Angeles Iii 
and Riverside)· were sanctioned within the first 11 months after GAIN orientation, although self

reported information from the survey and interviews with GAIN staff suggest that the rates rose over )1 
. time in all the counties. Evidence also suggests. that case managers in Los Angeles and Riverside were r~ 

quickest to invoke the "threat" of sanctioning in response to noncompliance. About half to three- I~ 	 , 
quarters of survey respondents believed the participation mandate to be "fair" and "a good idea, " and 

only about one-quarter of respondents in both the experimental and control groups agreed with the ,I 
statement, "Making welfare mothers work is bad for their children. ". 	 .~ 

t. 	 . 

Impacts on Participation in Employment-ReIated Activities for AFDC-FGs 

GAIN could have. an impact on labor market and welfare outcomes if experimentaIs received I' 
more or different kinds of services than controls and were subject to different requirements. Since 

controls could p;ll1icipate in non-GAIN employment-related services on their own initiative, an I 
important measure. of the GAIN intervention (and a major determinant of the net costs) is tlieextent 

to which experimentals had different participation patterns than controls. II' 
To determine GAIN's effect on experimentals' use of employment-related' activities, the 

evaluation compared experimentals'rates and duration of participation in all such activities (including Ii 
GAIN and post-GAIN participation) with the amount of participation in non-GAIN activities by the 

control group. The difference in the amount of participation represents the "impact" of GAIN, which ;1
<I 

tells how much experimentaIs' .participation changed compared. to what it would have been in the 

absence of GAIN. I'
I 

.• 	 A sizable number of controls used non-GAIN employment-~elated activities, 

usually vocational training and post-secondary education~ 
 II 

Few controls (4 percent) participated in job search activities, which, in comparison to 

opportunities for education and training, are not widely available in the community. Moreover, few il 
(8 percent) participated in basic education classes (for ABE, GED, and ESL instruction). Although 

more .widely available, basic education may have been of less interest to .controls than occupational "1 
ES-8 I 
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1\ 
I 

.~ skills training (nor was it generally needed by those who already had a high school diploma or GED) . 

Only a handful of controls took part in unpaid. work experience and on-the-job training (OJT) 

it 
assignments. In contrast, a full 23 percent participated in vocational training or post-secondary 

education. 

I: 
• The GAIN program substantially increased experimentals' participation. in 

. job search and bask education. 

Given that the GAIN model requires most' participants to enter upfront job search or basic 

education as their initial GAIN activity, it is not surprising that GAIN's largest impacts were on the 

use of these two activities. Across all six counties, 29 percent of experimentals participated in job 

I
• search compared to only 4 percent of controls, for a difference of 25 percentage points. Similarly, 

GAIN increased experimentals' participation in ABE, GED, and ESL activities (taken together) by 28 

II Percentage points.' The program had little overall impact (3.3 percentage points) on the percentage 

who participated in vocational training or post-secondary education, although, as discussed later in this 

II summary, it did in some counties (especially Alameda) for registrants determined not to need basic 

education. Few experimentals' took part in unpaid work experience (PREP) or OJT. (More recently, 

the use of PREP has' increased in several counties.) 
~I, 

Impacts on Employment. Earnings,' and Welfare Outcomes for' AFDC-FGs III 
Impacts on Earnings and Welfare Payments 

• GAIN increased the average earnings of experimentals by 25 percent in the 
, third year after orientation, continuing its trend of progressively stronger 
earnings effects over. time •.. It reduced experimentals' average AFDCt: payments by 8 percent, a result that reflected a leveling off of GAIN's 

II, 
. impacts on this measure. " 

~I The average earnings for all experimentals and all controls were calculate 

including people who did not work (and whos,e earnings were counted as zero). A veraged across the 

I, six counties, with each county given equal weight, earnings for AFDC-FGs in the third year (as shown 

inofficial automated 'earnings records) were $3,159 per experimental group member ,and $2,523 per 

I control group me~ber: ; Thi~ yie~ds an earnings gain, or impact, of $636 per experit:nental (or 25 
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.• 

,I~; 
percent of the average control group member's earnings), as shown in the "all counties" section of 

Table 1. (This, again, is an average that includes sample members who did not workat all; those who 

worked benefited more than this $636 suggests.) Welfare savings were $331 per experimental in year I~ 
3 (i.e., AFDC payments were 8 percent lower than the ave~ge payments of $4,163 for controls). As 1\indicated by the asterisks for the "all counties" rows in Table 1, these results were statistically 

--' 
significant, meaning that one can have greater confidence that they were due to the program rather 

than to statistical chance. 1 The earnings impacts compare favorably with the three-year results for ,I~ 
simpler (mostly job search) programs studied previously, and the AFDC impacts compare very 

favorably. I 
Over the entire three-year follow:..up period, GAIN's earnings impacts grew progressively larger. IIAveraged across the six counties, with each county given equal weight, the program's impact on 

earnings nearly doubled between the first and second years of follow-up and rose. by another 24 

percent between ~e second and third follow-up years, reaching $1,414 per experimental for the entire ,I: 
period. (See Table 1 and Figure lA.) An analysis of GAIN's effects .for an early cohort of sample ,:members (i.e., those who entered the study early on and for .whom more quarter~ of follow-up are 

available) points toward sustained or still larger earning impacts after the third year. 

GAIN's effects on AFDC payments leveled off in year 3, but totaled $961 for the full three-year ,Ii 
period. (See Table 1 and Figure lB.) After having grown by about 23 percent between years 1 and 

2, they were about the same in year 3 as in year 2. Longer-tenn trends for the early cohort suggest t, 
a gradual-tapering off of these welfare effects in the future. 

• '. GAIN's impacts varied by county. One county (Riverside) had large II' 
earnings gains 8.nd welfare savings in aU three follow-up years. Three 

counties (Alameda, Butte, and San Diego) had inore moderate earnings gains 

and welfare savings. Of .the two remaining counties, one (Los Angeles) 
 I-
achieved welfare savings but with little effect on earnings gains, while the 

I. 


other (Tulare) produced earnings gains but with little effect on welfare 

payments. 
 ,I 

Riverside, which had unusually large first- and second-year earnings gains and welfare savings, II 
lSome of the year 1 and year 2 numbers in this and other tables differ slightly f~om those reported earlier 

because' they were recalculated using updated earnings and AFDC data. 
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Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments 
Percentage Percentage 

Coun!l Ex~rimentals ,$) Controls {$} Difference {$} Change Experimentals {$} Controls {$} Difference ($} Change 
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TABLE 1 

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 

Alameda 
Year 1 1421 1212 209 17% 6916 7066 -150 -2% 
Year 2 
Year 3 

. 2132 
2880 

1624 
2105 

508 • 
774·· 

31% . 
37% 

5816 
4861 

6077 
5232 

-261 
-371 •• 

-4% 
-7% 

"Total 6432 4941 1492·· 30% 17593 18375 -782 •. -4% 

Butte 
--year 1 

)'ear2 
Year 3 

2001 
2998 
3636 

1729 
2442 
2992 

272 
556 
647 

16% 
23% 
22% 

5132 
3715 
2612 

5486 
4046 
3101 

-353 
-333 
-290 

• -6% 
-6% 
-9% 

Total 6637 7163 . 1474 21% 11659 12635 -976 -6% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 1304 1306 -4 -0% 6674 7202 -328 .** -5% 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1699 
1939 
4943 

1589 
1766 
4663 

110 
153 
260 

7% 
9% 
6% 

5711 
4729 

17314 

6111 
5006 

16319 

-401 
-277 

-1005 

.** 
•• 
••• 

-7% 
-6% 
-5% 

Riverside 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

2470 
3416 
3562 

1550 
2233 
2552 

920··· 
1163 ••• 
1010··· 

59% 
53% 
40% 

4962 
3458 
2664 

5656 
4161 
3446 

-695 ••• 
-703 ••• 
-584 ••• 

-12% 
-17% 
-17% 

Total 9448 6335 3113·** 49% 11284 13267 -1963 **. -15% 

San Diego 
Year 1 
Year 2 

2462 
3503 

2113 
2794 

349·· 
709··· 

17% 
25% 

5529 
4199 

5632 
4679 

-302 ••• 
-460 ••• 

-5% 
-10% 

Year 3 
Total 

3621 
9786 

3108 
6014 

713··* 
1772··· 

23% 
22% 

3555 
13263 

3906 
14419 

-353 *** 
-1136 ***. 

-9% 
-6% 

Tulare 
--year1 

Year 2 
Year 3 

1792 
2536 
3111 

1941 
2531 
2594 

-149 
5 

518 .. 

-6% 
0% 

20% 

6363 
5118 
4171 

6231 
5023 
4264 

132 
95 

-113 

2% 
2% 

. -3% 
Total 7439 7066 374 5% 15653 15536 114 1% 

All counties (a) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total. 

1906 
2714 
3159 
7781 

1642 
2202 
2523 
6367 . _.. ~-

266 *** 
512··* 
636· ..• 

1414 .** 

16% 
23% 
25% 
22% 

5963 
4669 
3632 

14464 

6246 
5017 
4163 

15426 

-263 *** 
-347 *** 
-331 *.. 
:-961 .*** 

-5% 
-7% 
-8% 
':"'6%". 

NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample mem~rs who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated. as *•• = 1 percent (th~ highest level)/* = 5 percent; • = 10 percent. 
(a) In the all-county averages. the results for each county are weighted equally. " 
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FIGURE 1 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FG REGIS"rRANTS 
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also produced large third-year effects on AFDC-FGs. (See Table 1 and Figure 1.) Over the entire 

three-year period, the experimental group'searnin s i Riversid ere $3,113 higher, on ave , 

I, 

'I, -- 
the control group's earnings, an increase 0 49 percent. elr welfare payments were $1,983 lower, 

I' 	
""" 

a 15 percent reduction compared to the control group. These impacts were the largest in any of ·the 

six counties, and are larger than those found in previous large-scale experimental studies of state 

welfare-to-work programs. Thc:~~h for their consistency as for their magnitude: 

·11 Riverside had statistically significant earnings gains for many key subgroups of the single-parent 

research sample, and these gains were almost always accompanied' by welfare savings. Such a It' 	
,.. 

consistent pattern was not found in any other county. , 

Among the other five counties, three (Alameda, Butte, and San Diego) had middle-level three

year earnings impacts ($1,474 to $1,772 per experimental, or 21 to 30 percent aboye the control group 'I, 
It 
 average). Also of note was the $518 earnings impact in year 3 for Tulare, where positive and statis


tically significant effects were observed for the, first time. Four of these five counties (Tulare was the 

exception) achieved moderate welfare savings (ranging from $782 per experimental over the three 
" 

years to $1,136, or a 4 to 8 percent reduction). (The three-year earnings and welfare impacts in Butte 

were not statistically significant, possibly owing to the small control group sample size there.) , 

\1. In Los Angeles, the finding that GAIN produced welfare savings but had lit~le effect on earnings 

($260, and not statistically significant) may have resulted from GAIN's producing an increase in the 

rate of employment, but in jobs that were low-paying, of short duration, or both. The welfare savings ',: 
I, 

may also partly reflect the influence of financial sanctions (grant reductions) for noncompliance with 

GAIN's participation mandate and any effect the mandate may have had in increasing or hastening case 

closures among experimentals who were working "off the books." It is also worth noting that although 

the earnings impact in Los Angeles was small overall, ,this was not true in all five of the county's ',I~ 
GAIN offices. The'two offices located outside of central-city areas produced three.-year earnings 


impacts exceeding $2,iOO per experimental (an effect that was statistically significant in one office), 


"' 
None of the other offices, all of which were in central-city locations, produced an earnings gain. 


In Riverside, each of the four local, offices operating GAIN in the four economically diverse 

" 

regions of that county produced large and statistically significant earni~gs gains and welfare savings. '	 San Diego also had consistently positive results (though not always statistically significant) across most 

of its local offices, but Tulare did not. (Alameda and Butte each had only one GAIN office.) 
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All in. all, the evidence of impacts across the six· counties shows that GAIN can produce I-earnings gains, welfare savings, or both within a three-year period, even when it is operated in very II;'diftefeiltways and under different circumstances. TIiis is an encouraging finding because local 
"

c~~di::-;ti:-o-ns~w~ilill-:-a;:::lw-:-a:-y~s-v-:-a-ry-ac-r-o-ss-c-o-u-n7'ti:-:"e-s-=-an-d7"b;-e--c--a-u-se some variation in key implementation practiCes 
,~

is inevitable. 

Impacts on Employment Rates. Earnings Levels. and Job Quality \'1 
'GAIN increased the proportion of experimentals who were ever employed (/ 

in year 3 by 6 percentage points above the control group rate. At the same 

time, a majority of experimentals as well as controls did not work at aU 

during that year. 
 •

IFor the six counties combined, automated official records show that 40 percent of experimentals 

had worked at some time during year 3 compared to 34 percent of controls, resulting in a statistically ,II. significant difference of 6 percentage points (see Table 2). A similar impact is found when the 

proportions of experimentals and controls ever employed over the entire three-year period are 

compared (57 percent versus 51 percent, respectively). GAIN's impact on the rare of employment was ,I 
\j

largest in Riverside, where it exceeded 9 percentage points in year 3 and almost 14 percentage points 

over the full follow-up period. Despite this accomplishment, the data in Table 2 imply that, across the :11 
six c,?UJlties. about tw~of experimentals and controls did not work duri~aQ, and almost 
~,.....- . --

half never worked during th~ three-year period. In response to a question on the registrant :1 
.' 

survey in' four counties (Alameda, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare), about 60 percent of 

experimentals who were not working at the time of the interview said that they were not looking for 
" 

work. Of that group, 28 percent cited their own ill health or disability as the most important reason, 
if 

4 percent cited the ill health or disability of their children, and, 22 percent said that they were in a ~I, 
school or training program. Only 4 percent said that the main reason they were not looking for work 

was that they could not afford or arrange for child care (perhaps in part because the study sample was I,
composed largely of womenwith no preschool-age children),although 10 percent said that their major 

reason was that they wanted to stay home with their children. I,
Of those who had never worked during the survey follow-up peri<XL_ only 34, percent said that 

they had heard of the Famed Inemne Tax Credi~ a federal tax credit for low-income workers 
" ---- ,I' 

• 

. 
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'1 
TABLE 2 ,I· 

'1 
GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
; , J .' 

Ever Em~lo~ed in the Specified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Specified Year 
County 
and Year Experimentals (%} Controls {%} Difference Experimentals {%} Controls (%} Difference 

Alameda 
Year 1 30,1 27,3 2.8 86.0 69.2 -3.2 * 
Year 2 32.8 26.3, 6.5 *** 76.6 77.1. -0.5'I' Year 3 33.9 26.7 7.2 '*** 67.5 70.6 -3,1 

Total 48.8 40.6 8.0 *** nla nla nla 

:1 Butte 

IJ 
Year 1 42.3 45.6 -3.3. 65.0 66.4 -3.4 
Year 2 46.3 42.2 4.0 49.4 47.7 1.7 
Year 3 46.7 42.5 4.3 39.7 41.0 -1.3 

Total 63.4 63.7 -0.2 nla n/a nla 

I> 

Los Angeles 


Year 1 27.0 24.9 2.1 84.6 87.9 -3,1 *** 

Year 2 26.9 22.9 4.0'*** 74.0 76.3 -2.3 

Year 3 26.0 22.4 3.6*** 63.6 67.5 '-3.7 ** 

Total 39.4 34.9 4.5 '!'** nla nla nla

I, Riverside 

Year 1 52.1 34.0 18.0 ***, 58.7 65.9 --7.2 *** 

Year 2 49.4 35.4 14.0 ***' 46:6 52.0 -5.4 *** 

Year 3 44.5 35.2 9.3 *** 40.6' 45.8 -5.2 *** 


I 
 Total 67.1 53.4 13.6 *** nla nla nla 

I, 

If 

San Diego 


Year 1 46.0 40.0 6.0 *** 69.1 72.1 '-3.1 ** 

Year 2 45.8 40.8 5.1 *** 56.0 61.1 ' -5.1 *** 

Year 3 42.5 37.3 5.2 *** 49.0 51.9 -3.0 * 

Total 62.2 56.5 5.7 *** nla nla nla 

'I Tulare 
Year 1 39.9 40.9 -1.0 76.7 75.0 ,1.7 
Year 2 41.6 42.3 -0.5 65.4 62.2 3.1 
Year 3 43.9 36.0 5.6 *** 54.5 56.2' -1.7 

" Total 59.5 55.3 4.2 ** nla nla nla 

All counties (a) 
Year 1 39.6 35.5 4.1 *** 73.4 76.4 . -3,1 *** 
Year 2 40.5 . 35.0 5.5 *** 61.3. 62.7 -1.4 
Year 3 39.6 33.7 5.9 *** 52.5 55.5 -3.0 *** 

Total 56.7 50.6 6.0 *** nla nla nla 
'II 

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who were ever employed at any time during the three years ~I of follow-up. Totals are not applicable (n/a) in the AFDC panel of the table. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** =1 percent (the highest level); ** =5 percent; * =10 percent. 
(b) In the all-county averages,'the results for each county are weighted equally. ' 
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intended to enhance the financial payoff from working. Of those who had worked, 54 percent said that I: 
they had heard of it. 

,~
• 	 Riverside and San Diego produced earnings gains mostly by increasing the 


rate and duration of employment, while Alameda and Butte produced about 

half their earnings gains by increasing the amount of· money earned per 
 'IIquarter of employment. . 	 , -' to 

In Riverside and, to a lesser extent in San Diego, GAIN appears to have produced earnings 
" 

\ 

impacts because experimentals had higher employment rates and more quarters of employment, but I 


the jobs they held paid about as much, on average, as the jobs held by controls. In Alameda and 
 ,t,"
, 	 

Butte, in contrast, approximately half the earnings gains were associated with increased earnings per 

quarter of employment for experimentals, implying that, on average, experimentals who worked held ,I~I
better jobs than controls who worked. 

These differences across the counties are also reflected in the characteristics of the most recent 

jobs repoI:ted on the registrant survey by experimentals and controls who had worke~ at some time 
" 

during the two- to three-year follow-up period. In Riverside, similar proportions of employed ,
experimentals and employed controls (64 percent) had worked full-time (Le., 30 hours a week or more) 

I 

in the!r most recent job, . and average weekly wages were somewhat lower for all workers in the . ,.
experimental group ($191 per week) than for all workers in the control group ($206). In contrast, 


, employed experimentals in Alameda got jobs providing more hours of work per week than the jobs 


obtained by employed controls (e.g., 59 percent ver~us 55 percent, respectively. were full-time), and 
 I 
higher weekly wages for those working ($209 versus $167). 

, , . 

It is also' of interest that approximately 28 percent of employed experimemals in the four I~ 
counties had jobs providing health care coverage. Among controls, the rate was 25 percent. il 

• 	 GAIN increased the proportion' of e:xperimentals who had more substantial 

earnings. 
 I

Table 3 shows that, for all six counties combined, about 20 percent of experimentals earned at 

least $5,000 in year 3 compared to 16 percent of controls, for an impact of almost 4 percentage points; I}
12 percent of experimentals, compared to 9 percent of controls, earned at least $10,000 

of money that exceeds the poverty line for a single parent with one child. 
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I TABLE 3 

I' 

GAIN's IMPACTS ON YEAR 3 EARNINGS LEVELS AND THEPERCENTAGE OF AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


BOTH EMPLOYED AND OFF AFDC AT THE END OF YEAR 3 " , ' 


,I 

Outcome Measure 

and Coun""tY'--_________-=Ex=pe=.r:..:;im=ent:.:.=al;.=:s--'(%!;L.)____,_--"C:;..::o:.:..n:.::.:tr=.o=.IsJ (%-=.L.)_____'---:.=D..:.:,iff;..:;e..:..;re:;.;..n;;.=c-=:;.e___ 


Earned $5,000 or 

more in year 3 , 


I Alameda 16.4 12,7 3.7 • 
Butte 21..9 18.8 3.1 
Los Angeles 12.6 12.0 0.6 
Riverside 23.7 17.1 6.6··· 
San Diego 23.3 19.7 3.6···',I ., 
 Tulare 20.6 17.6 3.0· 

All counties (a) 19.7 16.3 3.5··· 


Earned $10,000 or 

more in year 3 


Alameda 10.6 8.4 2,2 
Butte 14.6 10.2 4.3 •~I. 

,I 
Los Angeles 7.7 6.7 1.0 
Riverside 13.7 9.5 4.2··· 
San Diego 15.0 12.0 ,3.1 ••• 
Tulare 11.2 8.2 3.0·· 
All counties (a) 12.1 9.2 3.0··· 

I Employed and received no 

AFDC in the last quarter of year 3 


I 
Alameda 14.2 10.0 4.2·· 
Butte 22.8 22.0 : 0.8 
Los Angeles 11.2 9.1 2.1 •• 
Riverside , 23.0 18.4 4.6··· 

San Diego 21.4 18.8 2.6·· 

Tulare 19.9 17.6 2.3 

All counties (a) 18.8 16.0 2.8···
'I', 

, ' 
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as ••• =1 percent (the highest level): •• =5 percent; • =10 percent. 

I 

(a) In the all-county averages, the results for eachcounty are weighted equally: ' 


il· 

I 

,I 

J' 

.\I 
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Another way to view earnings levels is to· consider what proportion of workers, rather than all 

'experimentals or all controls, earned above certain thresholds. Although experimental-control I),differences on such a measure are not true. estimates of GAIN's impacts (since the background 

characteristics of those who found jobs in each group may not have been equivalent), they illustrate 

that many of those who did find work had more substantial earnings. For example, for all six counties I~' 
combined, about 31 percent of all employed experimentals earned above $10,000 in year 3. Among 

. I ' 

employed controls, the rate was 27 percent. ,I,' 

GGAIN produced a small increase in the proportion of experimentals whose 
combined income from earnings; AFDC, and Food Stamps .exceeded the ,I~\, 

, poverty line in year 3. .. 

To approximate GAIN's effects on poverty, the analysis compared sample members' total year ,I 
, 

. 3 earnings, AFDC payments,· and Food Stamps with the official poverty line, taking into account the 

size of each sample member's family at the time of GAIN orientati,on. (In 1992, the poverty line for I 
a single parent with one child was $9,190.) The income measure used here is different from the 


Census Bureau's official poverty measure in that Food Stamps are not counted in the official measure, 
 ;''
,I.

while other family income not measured in the GAIN evaluation is counted. The analysis suggests that 

GAIN helped move some families out of poverty: 20 percent of the experimentals across the six 

counties, compared to 17 percent of the controls, had a combined income above the poverty line. In 

other words, experimentals' poverty rate was reduced by 3 percentage points. This impact reached i,I' 
almost 5 percentage points in Butte and Tulare. 

Inipacts on Case Closures " 

•. GAIN reduced by a small amount (3 percentage points) the proportion of ilexperimentals who were on AFDC during the last quarter of year 3. About 
half of all experimentals and controls received sOme AFDC payments during 
that period. Only about one-fIfth were both oft' AFDC and working. Ii 

Table 2 shows the proportion of sample members who had received any AFDC payments in the 

last quarter of each follow-up year. The proportion of experimentals on AFDC had dropped to 53 I,
percent (for all six counties combined) by the end of the three-year period. However, only a portion 

of this change can be attributed to GAIN, since the control group experienced a similar decline. 'II 
ES-14 
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Nonetheless, the counties collectively produced a reduction of3 percentage points in the proportion 

·1 of experimentals receiving welfare by the end of year 3, ranging from under 2 percentage points in 

Butte and Tulare to over 5 percentage points in Riverside. 

Table 3 (bottom panel) shows the proportion of people who had both worked and received no ,I, AFDC payments during the last quarter of the follow-up period. This combined status comes closer 

than any other measure in ,this study to representing the achievement of "self-sufficiency through 

:,mployme..!!!.;" By this criterion • .-about 19 percent of experimentals (for ,all six counties combined) 

achieved self-sufficiency by working compared to 16 percent of controls, for a small (statistically -	 -' 

I 

si~nificant) impact of almost 3 percentage points._ The impact on this measure was highest in Riverside 

and Alameda, where it exceeded 4 percentage points. (During this same quarter, another 10 percent 

of experimentals both worked and received welfare.) 

I 

• Several counties increased the proportion of registrants who made 


a permanent exit from AFDC during the available follow-up period, 

although this effect was not birge. 


Welfare recipients who leave AFDC; ofteq. return to the rolls. Across the six study counties, 


I 27 percent of expeiimentals who left AFDC for at least one full quarter during the first half of the 


follow-up period,(Le., from quarters 2 through 7) returned to AFDC before the three years were out. 
II, (This rate ranged from 22 percent in Los Angeles to 30 percent in Tulare.) Nonetheless, three counties 

increased the likelihood that experimentals would get off welfare and remain off the rolls. For 

'example, 39 percent of all experimentals in Riverside, compared to 35 percent of all controls, had left I", AFDC during the first half of the three-year follow-up period and did not return during me rest of that 

I 	
, , 

'I 

period. This 4 percentage point difference was statistically significant and accounts for more than half 

of Riverside's impact of nearly 8 percentage points on the total percentage of experimentals who left 

AFDC within the first half of the follow-up period. For the full follow-up period, Los Angeles and 

'San Diego each had an impact of 3 percentage points (statistically significant) on the likelihood of 

exiting AFDC, but little effect was detected in the other three counties (Alameda, Butte, and Tulare), 

Impact Findinas for Selected AFDC-FG Subgroups 

• 	 For the two basic education subgroups, GAIN produced earnings gains and 
welfare savings, but not always for both groups in each county. ' 

A central question for GAIN is whether particular subgroups of welfare recipients are or are 

ES-15 
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not affected by the services the program offers and by its participation mandate. All GAIN registrants 

were classified into two groups, for whom the GAIN program model established different service 

sequences: those determined "not in need of basic education" and those deemed .. in need of basic 

education." Overall, GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings for both of these subgroups " 
among AFDC-FGs. II 

Three counties (Alameda, Riverside, and San Diego) produced large earnings gains - ranging 

from about $3,000 to $4,000 - for registrants determined not to need basic education, as shown in II 
the top panel of Table 4. Two. of these counties (Riverside and San Diego) also produced large 

welfare savings, while the third (Alameda) did not. (The pattern in Alameda could have occurred if ,II, . 

its earnings impact was concentrated among individuals who, during the follow-up period, would have 

left welfare and worked even in the absence of GAIN, but in lower-paying jobs.) In contrast, Los I 
Angeles achieved large welfare savings for this subgroup, but more modest (and not statistically 

significant) earnings gains. I 
Alameda's success (noted above) in raising the quality of jobs suggests that the use ofjob search 

to explore career options, combined with ·subsequent participatiot:I in vocational training and post 'I, 
secondary education, may have played a role in producing Alameda's earnings impact. As the top 

panel of Table 5 shows, Alameda raised experimentals' participation in training and post-secondary Ii 
education 16 percentage points, on average, above the control group rate - a participation impact that 

was higher than in the other counties; it also had the largest impact on the duration of participation i~ :1 , , 

these activities. Moreover, Alameda increased the proportion of experimentals in the not-in-need-of

basic-education subgroup who received a trade certificate by almost 6 percentage points (not I 
statistically significant) and receipt of a Bachelor's degree by 3 percentage points. In contrast, 

Riverside did not increase participation in training and post-secondary education, nor did it increase I 
the receipt of education credentials, implying that its earnings impacts for this subgroup came about 

from other sources - possibly through a combination of' factors, including the large impact on I 
participation in job search activities (48 percentage points, as shown in Table 5) and other program 

features that made Riverside distinctive. (See the section above on implementation findings.) San I 
Diego's experience appears to have been closer to Riverside's in that it did not have a large impact 

on the use of vocational education and training. I 
ES-16 
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.' TABLE 4 

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR KEY AFDC-FG(SINGlE-PARENT) SUBGROUPS 

.. 


\. Impact on Average Total Earnings ($) Impact on Average AFDC Payments ($) 

, Subgroup and County Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 . Total, Year 1 Year 2 . Year 3 Totai 

AFDC-FGs determined 
not to need basic 8ducation _ 

, Alameda 672 * 1008 1267 2947 * -1 -38 -94 -133 
Butte 154 374 418 946 400 357 229 986 
Los Angeles 201 534 412 1147 -692 *** -794 *** -709'*** -2194 *** 
Riverside 1199 *** 1464 *** 1287 *** 3950 *** -682 *** -691 *** -693 *'!'* -2067 *** 
San Diego, 632 ** 1185 *** 1223 *** 3040 *** -317 ** -556 ***' .:...405 *** -1278 *** 
Tulare -614 * -233 212 -635 331 208 4 543 

AFDC-FGs determined 
to need basic education 

Alameda -21 229 402 610 -202 -350 * -483 ** -1036 ** 
Butte 507 * 972 ** 1113 ** 2592 *** -1204 *** -1128 *** -906 ** -3239 *** 

, Los Angeles -35 28 113 107 -252 *** -314 *** -173 -739 *** 
Riverside 738 *** 1023 *** 834 *** 2595 *** -677 **~ -700 *** -509 *** -1886 *** 
San ~iego 74 269 230 572 -281 ** -426 *** -313 ** -1020 *** 
Tulare 123 174 690 *** 987 ** 39 57 -152 -56 

AFDC-FGs who are 
long-term welfare reci~ients 

Alameda 209 508 * 774 ** 1492 ** ,-150 -261 -371 ** -782 * 

Butte 518 * 945 * 855 2318 * -388 -424 -313 -1125 

Los Angeles -4 110 153 ' 260 -328 *** -401 *** -277 ** -1005 *** 

Riverside 1072 *** 1409 *** 1056 *** 3538 *** -730 *** -819 *** ,-635 *** -2184 *** 

San Diego 207 332 158 697 -358 *** -692 *** -495 **~ -1545 *** 

Tulare -117 203 844 *** 929 85 -43 -264 -222 


NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level); ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
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TABLE 5 Ii 

GAIN's IMPACTS ON THE RATE OF PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACllVlTIES 

WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


I 
A. Registrants Determined Not to Need Basic Education 

Ever Participated in Ever Participated in Vocational Training 
Job Search Activities or Post-Secondary Education I· 

County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference . Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference 

I 
Alameda 55.9 3.6 52.3 48.3 31.9 16.4 
Los Angeles 25.8 2.9 22.9 ' 27.6 23.0 4.6 
Riverside 50.1 2.3 47.8 40.9 43.3 -2.4 
San Diego 41.9 7.9 34.0 48.3 43.5 4.8 I: 
Tulare 46.4 3.0 43.4 48.B 36.7 12.1 
All counties (a) 44.0 3.9 40.1 42.B 35:7 7.1 

I 
B. Registrants Determined to Need Basic Education I 

Ever Participated in 'Ever Participated in Basic Education 
Job Search Activities (ABE. GED. or ESL) . 

County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference, Experimentals(%) Controls (%) Difference I 
Alameda 19.6 3.B 15.B 65.1 9.2 55.9 
Los Angeles 11.2 3.B 7.4 49.2 10.B 3B.4 -I 
Riverside 32.0 0.7 31.3 40.6 14.5 26.1 
San Diego 27.4 7.5 19.9 42.1 11.B 30.3 
Tulare 12.4 0.9 11.5 65.6 13.3 52.3 
All counties (a) 20.5 3.3 17.2 52.5 11.9 40.6 I 
NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two- to three-year follow-up period. which rely partly on data from 
the registrant survey. are not available for Butte. ' I· 

Tests of statistical Significance were not performed. 
(a) In the all-county averages. the results for each county are weighted equally. 

I 

II 
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I For registrants who were detennined to need basic education, increasing experimentals' use of 

. ABE, OED, and ESL classes (relative to the use of those classes by controls) may have contributed 

·1 to positive earnings impacts, for Butte, Riverside, and Tulare all had a positive impact on the rate of 

I; participation in those activities (see the second panel of Table 5 for the Riverside and Tulare impacts). 

. All three counties (Tulare to a lesser extent) also produced statistically significant earnings increases, 

as shown in the second panel of Table 4. In addition, two of them (Butte and Riverside) produced 

I 
I welfare savings. At the same time, the experience of the other three counties indicates that. even a 

large impact on the use of basic education may not result in earnings gains. For example, Alameda 

'I 
had a 56 percentage point impact on the in-need-of-basic-education subgroup's rate of participation in 

basic education, yet its three-year impact on this group's earnings was relatively small. 

If an impact on the use of basic education contributes to an impact on earnings, th~ mechanism 

by which this occurs may sometimes involve factors other tha~ simply an increase in basic skills or 
" 

credentials. For example, it is noteworthy that Riverside achieved its earnings gain for this subgroup 

without having had an impact on the proportion of experimentals who obtained a OED 'and without 1\ having an impact on literacy skills.2 Furthennore, impacts· on OED attainment were found in 
, I 

Alameda (an 8 percentage point impact), while impacts on the literacy test were concentrated in San 

I Diego - two counties that did not produce a statistically .significant increase, in earnings for this 

subgroup.


I: It is possible that in Riverside (and perhaps elsewhere) basic education may have increased skills 


not measured by the literacy test used in this evaluation, or increased participants' interest in - or self

I confidence about - working. Perhaps these kinds of influences, when combined with other aspects 

ofRiverside's implementation of OAIN(including its strong employment message and its substantial 

I impact of 31 percentage points on the rate of participation in job search for the in-need-of-basic

education subgroup, as shown in Table 5), help to explain why Riverside achieved an impressive 

.,I .earnings~ impact for this subgroup without improving measured educational gains. 

(. GAIN produced earnings and welfare, savings for a variety of other

I . ~ subgroups, including (in some counties) registrants who bad received AFDC 

'I, 2See Karin Martinson and Daniel Friedlander, GAIN: Basic Education in ~ Welfare-to-Work' Program 
(New York: MORe, 1994).
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~ more than two ~ prior to enteriDg the program, showing GAIN's " 

\.;-«mtial to reach a difficult-to-serve population. . 
. . 

I,Among long-tenn recipients, the total three-year earnings impact was moderate to large (and 


statistically significant) in three counties (Alameda, Butte, and Riverside), ranging from $1,492 to 


$3,538, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 4. Three-year welfare savings of $782 to $2,184 were 
 I 
found across five counties (and were statistically significant in four of them). It is noteworthy that .,
Riverside produced the largest earnings gains and the largest welfare savings for long-tenn AFDC-FG 


recipients. It also produced statistically significant impacts on these outcomes, when "long-tenn" is 


defined more strictly to mean recipients who received AFDC continuously for at least the six years 
 ,Ii 
prior to orientation. 


The evaluation examined GAIN's impacts on a variety of other subgroups and found evidence 
 I 
of earnings gains and welfare savings, although not consistently in all counties. Across racial and 

ethnic groups, the largest impacts were found among whites and blacks. For blacks in Alameda (who 

constituted almost 70 percent of that county's sample), there was a'relatively large year 3 earnings 

impact of, $1,020. These results in Alameda are especially interesting because, that county's sample " I 
was drawn entirely from relatively long-tenn recipients and an inner-city area (Oakland). For 


Hispanics in the three counties that had large samples of Hispanics (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
 I 
Diego), only Riverside produced a statistically significant earnings impact in year 3 ($920), but none 

of the three produced statistically significant welfare savings for this group. " 

, In some counties, GAIN also achieved impacts for individuals facing conditions commonly 

thought to reflect important barriers to employment. As previously discussed, the program produced I 
earnings gains and welfare savings for subgroups with long welfare histories (as it did for those who 


were welfare applicants or shorter-tenn recipients when registering for GAIN). It also achieved 
 ,I 
impacts for those with little employment experience prior to entering GAIN and for those with two or 


more children. At the same time,however, it had weak earnings effects for a "most disadvantaged" 
 I
subgroup, defined as.~ple me~bers with multiple barriers: more than two years' previous receipt 


of AFDC and no employment in the' year preceding GAIN orientation and no high school diploma . 
 I
. Larger earnings impacts for this group may be particularly difficult to achieve because of those 


multiple barriers, although Riverside's success in doing so shows GAIN's potential to reach even them. 
 I 
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Impact Findings for Single Parents with Children Younger than Age 6 in Three Comities 
I, 'GAIN's impacts on sing.)e parents with children ood.er the age of 6 )ar~;J 

,I 

I paralleled its impacts on single parents whose children were age 6 or older 
, . in three counties. '. 

Under the ~OBS legislation, starting in July 1989, GAIN's participation mandate was extended 

to single parents with children 3 to 5 years old at the time of orientation. Although this group was 

I' G 
not part of the main research sample for the evaluation (except in Alam~da), employment, earnings, . 

and welfare data were collected for a supplementary sample of such individuals in Riverside and' 

Tulare. This sample was somewhat younger, on average, than the main sample, but fewer than a 

quarter of them were under age 25. 

Over the entire three-year follow-up period, Riverside produced large average increases in 

earnings ($3,511) and reductions in AFDC payments ($2,558) for this group, just as it had for its main 

sample. Similarly, Alameda showed a sizable earnings impact for this sample ($2,220), as it had for 

its main sample, although the effect was not statistically significant (perhaps because of a small sample 

size), However, Alameda did not substantially reduce AFDC payments for this sample (it had a ' 

somewhat larger effect for the main sample), Tulare produced no earnings gains or welfare savings 

'I 
'. , 

for this group (although it achieved earnings gains in year 3 for the main sample). 

I The Riv rside Case M ement E riment ... J
In Riverside, GAIN's already large impacts on earnings and AFDC

I yments were not improved for registrants who were assigned to case • 
managers with smaller-than-normal caseloads. . i 

I A special study was conducted in Riverside' to test whether assigning registrants to staff with 

smaller case loads, and, allowing staff to monitor them more closely and work with them more

,I intensively, would produce larger impacts on earnings and AFDC. Using· random assignment 

procedures, experimentals and case managers were divided into two groups: an "enhanced" group and 

I a "regular" group. The average registrant-to-staff ratio in the enhanced group (53 tol) was about half 
I '. 

as large as the ratio for .the regular group (97 to I), 

Both the enhanced and regular experimental groups obtained large gains in earnings and large 
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reductions in AFDC, but, contrary to what had been expected, these impacts were not greater for the I 
enhanced group. These findings suggest that there may be little advantage to operating a GAIN 

program - at least one like Riverside's - with caseloads substantially below 100 registrants per case I 
manager, and that keeping them in the moderate range of about 100 to 1 may be one way of containing IIprogram costs without jeopardizing program effectiveness. 

Findings on Proeram Costs for AFDC-FGs I' 
This study calculated several different types of cost estimates, including: the county welfare 

department's average expenditure per experimental; the total GAIN cost per experimental, which adds 'I 
to the welfare department cost the average expenditures by schools and training providers for services 'Iprovided to GAIN participants as part of the GAIN program; and the net cost (or net investment) per 

experimental. Net cost per experimental is the total public expenditure on employment-related 

activities per experimental - for post-GAIN activities as well as the total GAIN cost· - minus the 

public cost of (non-GAIN) services to controls~ Net cost is the cost measure used in the benefit-cost " :1analysis"discussed later in this summary. All cost estimates cover a time horizon of five years after 

orientation (in order to capture long-term participation in GAIN activities and to be consistent with the 

benefit-cost analysis), .and are expressed in 1993 dollars. . . I 

CFor all six countle. combined, county welfare departments spent an a~~ 
. of $2,899 per experimental within tbe five years after orientation. ---.,- J I 

Table 6A summarizes the average county welfare department expenditure for each of the six Icounties. Four of the six (Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) spent between $2,000 and $2,700, 

while the remaining two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles) spent about $4,000 or more. Across Ithe s~ counties, about 60 percent of these expenditures were on activities that could be classified as 

case management (including conducting orientations, appraisals, and assessments; assigning registrants Ito activities; arranging for support service payments; responding to noncompliance; etc.). Among the 

other welfare department expenditures were the costs of conducting (or subcontracting the operation Iof) job club sessions and supervising individual job search activities, paying schools to provide extra 

monitoring and attendance data (to help the welfare department measure compliance with GAIN's IIparticipation mandate), a~dpaying for child care and other support services (e.g., for transportation 
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Orientation, Appraisal, 12.3% 
and Assessment Child Care 

7.7% 

, Job Search 
25.0% Unpaid Work 

Experience and OJT 
1.4% 

Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

11.2% . 

16.8% 

~" 
' 

.. .. .... _--_ .. _)ta .. -,---
TABLE 6 

ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG (SINGLE-PARENT) EXPERIMENTAL 
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

A. Total GAIN Cost: Expenditures bV Welfare Department and Other Agencies 

Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental ($) 

Other Agencies' 
Welfare Department Costs for Serving 

County GAIN Cost GAIN Participants Total GAIN Cost 

Alameda 4429 2193 6622 
Butte 2650 1309 3959 
Los Angeles 4023 1961 5984 
Riverside 2013 890 2963 
San Diego 2134 ,1096 3230 
Tulare 2086 1644 3131 
All counties 289$ 1515 4415 

C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by 
Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services 

ABE/GED/ESL 
25.5% 

B. Net Cost per Experimental 

Five-Year Average Cost ($) 

Difference 
Total Total (Net Cost 

County per Experimenialla) Control per Experimental) 

Alameda 6911 1319 5591 
. Butte 4413 1509 2904 
Los Angeles 6402 613 5789 
Riverside 3469 1811 -1591 
San Diego 3918 2001 1912 
Tulare 4189 1455 2134 
All counties 4895 1412 3422 

lal Total GAIN cost plus cost of post-GAIN activities. 

D. Total GAIN Cost (Welfare Department and Other Agencies): 
Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services 
Orientation, Appraisal, 

and Assessment 8.1% Child Care 
11.1% 5.1% 

Unpaid Work 
Experience and oJr 

0.9% . 
16.4% 

Job Search 

-Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

27.1% 
ABE/GED/ESL 

31.3% 

NOTES: In the all-county averages and percentage distributions, the results for each county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for 

about 60 percent of the welfare department GAIN cost, is inCluded in the costs for the individual components identified in panels C and D. 
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Iand such ancillary items as books, tools. and unifonns). 

• 	 The total five-year cost of GAIN (counting welfare department and other 

agen~ies' costs for, serving GAIN participants) was $4,415 per experimental. i 
 I 

The total cost of GAIN per experimental is the sum of the GAIN-related expenditures of the 

county welfare department and other agencies. Non-welfare agencies - adult schools. community 

colleges, and other organizations - provided the education and training for GAIN registrants who 

were assigned to basic education classes, vocational training. and post-secondary education to meet 

their partIcipation obligation, or who were participating in approved self-initiated activities begun prior Ito entering GAIN. . Thus, the expenditures made by the non-welfare agencies to serve GAIN 

registrants are considered to be GAIN-related costs, even though they were not controlled directly by Ithe county welfare departments. For all six counties combined, these expenditures averaged $1,515 

(Table 6, panel A). Adding these GAIN expenditures to those incurred by county welfare departments 

. ($2,899) yields the total GAIN cost of $4,415 per experimental. I' 
• 	 GAIN expenditures were heaviest for. job search, basic education, and Ivocational training and post-secondary education. 

The pie charts in Table 6 show how this six-county total cost per experimental was distributed 
. , I 

across the key componentS of GAIN. The first chart (Ta.ble 6C) illustrates that the cost to the welfare 

department of processing· registrants through the orientation and appraisal stages of the program 

(including following up on those who failed to attend their scheduled orientation sessions). plus the cost 
" 

of assessments, accounted for about 17 percent of the $2,899 average welfare department GAIN cost, 'I
while expenditures on registrants assigned to job search activities and basic education (ABE, GED, 

or ESL activities) each accounted for about one-quarter of those expenditures. (Again, this includes. I
the cost Of the case managers' effort to monitor attendance and progress, arrange support services, 

follow up on nonattenders, etc., for these two ~ctivities.) Another 8 percent was spent on child care, I::;and 12 percent was spent on other support services (transportation and ancillary services). It is 

., important to note that, across all six counties, the average cost of GAIN child care per experimental Iwould have. been higher if the research Sample had been composed mostly of parents with younger 

children, a group that has a greater need for child care. For those with schoolage children, GAIN ,I
activities were often scheduled to take place while the children themselves were in school. Also, those 
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I whose youngest child was a teenager (up to about one-quarter of the research sample in some counties) 

would not have been eligible for GAIN-funded child care. 

I The second pie chart (Table 6D) shows the distribution of total GAIN costs, i.e., after adding 

in the expenditures by other agencies providing the education and training received by GAIN

I participants while they were enrolled in GAIN. It shows that of the total average GAIN cost ($4,415), 

three-quarters is accounted for by expenditures on registrants assigned to job search activities (16 

percent), basic education activities (31 percent), and vocational training and post-secondary education 

(27 percent). 

• 	 The total cost of GAIN varied widely by county, ranging from under $4,000 
per experimental in four counties (Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) 
to almost $6,000 or more in two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles) .. 

'. Four counties - Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare - had an average total. GAIN cost 

(including welfare depa~ent and non-welfare agency expenditures) in the range of about $3,000 to 

$4,000, while Los Angeles spent almost $6,000 per experimental and Alameda, more than $6,600. 

GAIN costs were lowest ,in Riverside ($2,963) owing, to an important extent, to Riverside 

experimentals' quicker departures from the GAIN program a.nd their shorter length of participation, 

on average. in education and training activities in that county compared to experimentals in other 
.I 	 . 

counties. The unusually high costsjn Alameda and Los Angeles (both of which served only long-tenn 

welfare recipients) are attributable to a combination of factors, including their experimentals' relatively I .. 

long lengths of stay in GAIN and heavy use of education and training activities. InLos Angeles, this. 

I high usage was mostly in basic education activities, while in Alameda it extended to vocational training 

and post-secondary education as well. Longer participation in activities also produces greater 

I expenditures for support services. 

• The average net cost of all GAIN and non-GAIN services per experimental

I was $3,422 for all six counties combined, but varied widely across the 
counties. 

I 	 Net costs are key to det~imining whether GAIN has been a cost-effective investment from the 

I 
perspective of government budgets. They represe,nt the difference between the five-year average total 

cost per experimental (including public expenditures on experimentals who participated in non-GAIN 

ES-22 ~ 

') 




I 
Embargoed until June 15, 1994 I 

employment and training activities after leaving GAIN) and the average cost per control for non-GAIN I 
services. The government's net cost per experimental for the six counties combined is thus obtained 

by subtracting the total cost per control ($1,472) from the total cost per experimental for GAIN and 

non-GAIN activities ($4,895), which yields $3,422 (after rounding). This number is presented in the 

last column of Table 6B. These costs were largest where the cost of GAIN itself was highest - in 

Los Angeles ($5,789) and Alameda' ($5,597) - and lowest in Riverside ($1,597) and San Diego 

($1,912). I' 
Benefit-Cost Findings for AFDC-FGs I 

The benefit-cost analysis addresses three questions: Are welfare recipients financially better or 

worse off as a result of the GAIN program? Is the government's net investment in services for the I 
experimental group offset by subsequent budget savings? Does society as a whole come out ahead or 

behind as a result of the program? The analysis takes into consideration GAIN's effects on earnings, I 
AFDC payments, Food Stamps, and Unemployment Insurance payments, fringe benefits, taxes, Medi

Cal (Le., Medicaid) payments, administrative costs for AFDC and other transfer programs, and the I 
. . . ". 

net cost of employment-related services. It does not fonnally incorporate intangible positive or 

negative effects of the program, such as the increased sense of pride or feelings of stress or loss of I 
time with their families that registrants might have felt in substituting work for welfare, or any 

enhancement of their self-esteem from obtaining a GED or other education credential through the I 
GAIN program. The analysis also assumes that no displacement of other workers 'occurred as a result 

of employment gains for experimentals, because the displacement effects could not be measured. I 
The benefit-cost estimates presented in this summary cover the five years after GAIN 

orientation, a time frame similar to the one used in most previous MDR~ evaluations of welfare-to- I 
, ' 

work programs. (Because a full five years of follow-up data were not available for earnings, welfare 

payments, and other outcomes, the overall benefit estimates include some projected values, up to two I 
~ears for some sample members but less than that for most.) It should be noted, however, that this 

probably isa conservative estimate, since five years is not likely to be long enough to capture the total I 
effects of GAIN. 

(., In ~ve of the six cOunties, experimeotals, on average, were better off I 
~ ES-23 I 
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I ~ci.ny as a ~:t ~the G~IN P~. 

I As shown by the impact analysis, GAIN increased the earnings of experimentals in most 


.1 
counties. The measured and projected earnings gains and their associated fringe benefits constftute 

the primary financial gain from the standpoint of experimentals (referred to in benefit-cost analyses 

as the "welfare sample perspective"). However, these gains were offset to some extent by reduced 

'1 AFDC payments and other transfer payments. 

Nonetheless, GAIN experimentals - with the exception of those in Los Angeles - experienced 

I 
.. i 

I 

a net financial gain as a result of the program, averaging $923 per experimental for the six counties 

combined over the five-year period, as shown in Figure 2A and Table 7. (The average net gain equals 

$1,420 when Los Angeles is excluded.) In Los Angeles, experimentals' losses in transfer payments 
I 

I 
(especially AFDC payments) exceeded their measured earnings increases, leaving them with a net loss 

overall of $1,56i. (Any effect GAIN may have had on "off the books" earnings is not co~idered in 

I· 
this analysis.) In all other counties, experimentals realized an average net gain of between $948 in 

San Diego and $1,900 in Riverside. It is noteworthy, however, that in Tulare this positive result was 

I 
achieved.with a smaller earnings increase and a smaller reduction in AFDC payments compared to the 

other counties. In contrast, Riverside's, results, compared to all of the other counties, reflect both a 

I 
large increase in earnings and a large reduction in welfare payments - in other words, a greater 

substitution of work for welfare. 

From the standpoint of the goverDment budget, GAIN also produced 

, economic gains that exceeded costs in two of the six counties (Riverside and 
I San Diego). A third county (Butte) led to the government budget "breaking 


even." 

I From the "government budget perspective," the potential gains of the program include reduced 

AFDC payments, recrnctions in other transfer payments, reductions in transfer program administrative 
~ -

costs, and the increased taxes paid by experimentals. The net expenditures for GAIN and non-GAIN I 
" 

services constitute the major potential costs of the program. Overall, the results for this perspective 

I , - which sets a tough standard for programs to meet - are mixed, as Figure 2B and T~ble 7 show. 
, , '- . ' 

Average costs incurred by the government exceeded savings per experimental by $3,054 in Alameda, 

I $3,442 in Los Angeles, and $2,261 in Tulare. There was a moderate net gain (i.e., savin~s 'and 
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FIGURE 2 

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FROM THE WELFARE SAMPLE AND I 
GOVERNMENT BUDGET PERSPECTIVES FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 

WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) I 
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I TABLE 7 


GAIN's BENEFIT-CO~T RESULTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) (IN 1993 DOLLARS)


I 
I 

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental 
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective.~ 

Return to 
Welfare Govemment Govemmer:lt Budget 

Sam~le and Coun!y Sam~le Budget Societ~ per Net Dollar Invested 

I Full sample 

Alameda 1090 -3054 -2103 0.45 per $1 
Butte 1585 ·54 1452 :1.02 per $1 
Los Angeles -1561 -3442 -5046 0.41 per$1 
Riverside· 1900 2936 4458 ,2.84 per $1 
San Diego 948 767 1649 1.40 per $1 
Tulare 1577 -2261 -819 0.17 per$1 
All countiesja) 923 -833 -67 0.76 per $1 . 

Registrants determined 

not to need basic education 


I 

Alameda 5328 -6041 -904 , 0.16 per $1 
Butte 4702 -3955 621 -0.30 per $1 
Los Angeles -2826 2892 -11 2.15 per $1 
Riverside 3235 3576 6328 4.36 per $1 
San Diego 2925 2610 5235 3.95 per $1 
Tulare 673 -2812 "':2163 -0.24 per $1 

I Registrants determined 

to need basic education 


I 
Alameda -1199 -2011 -3299 0.60 per $1 
Butte -820 4816 3656 2.71 per $1 
Los Angeles -1162 -:4755 -5941 0.26 per $1 

I 
Riverside 1111 2444 3246 2.24 per $1 
San Diego -968 -759 -1590 0.72 per $1 
Tulare 2333 -2082 45 0.30 per $1 

I 
NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the 
perspective of the government budget (minus employers' share of payroll taxes) plus the net value of output produced by 
registrants in unpaid work experience positions. . 

(a) In theall-county averages (included for the full sample only). the results for each county are weighted equally. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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. increased tax revenues exceeded net costs) in San Diego ($767), and a quite large net gain in Riverside I 
($2,936). In Butte, GAIN resulted in the government budget breaking even (with a slight net gain of 

$54). The losses in Alameda and Los Angeles to an important extent reflect the comparatively high I 
. net expenditures on employment-related services per experimental, especially for education and training 

activities. On average, across the six cQunties, the GAIN program incurred a' net loss to the I 
government budget of $833 within a five-year time horizon. 

One can also consider the cost-effectiveness of the GAIN program from the standpoint of the 

government budget by estimating the value of budgetary savings and tax increases per dollar of 

investment (Le., per dollar of net costs). This measure is called net return to budget per net dollar 

invested. An average gain of more than $1 means that the program brings in more than a dollar's 

worth of additional revenues and savings for each additional dollar spent on employment-related I 
services to experimentals; an average return ~t is less than $1 implies a net loss for the government. 


Riverside's program produced $2.84 in increased revenues and savings for every net dollar 

, 	 ," I 

spent on experimentals~ a substantial return to the budget. (If Riverside had operated GAIN solely 

with the higher caselo~d sizes assigned to staff in the "regular" case management group, its return to I 
the government budget, would have been higher than $2.84.) The program in San Diego and (to a 

slight extent) Butte also returned more than $1 in revenues and savings ($1.40 and $1.02, I 
respectively). Alameda, Los Angeles, and Tulare returned less than $.50 per dollar of net costs; and 

the six counties combined returned $.76, on average .. I 
• 	 Overall, three counties (Butte, Riverside, and San Diego) achieved a net gain 


from the societal perspective. 
 I 
The net financial gain or loss to "society as a whole" is approximated by summing the results 

from the welfare sample and government budget perspectives.3 As Table 7 shows, Butte, San Diego~ I 
and especially Riverside achieved a net financial gain from the societal perspective, and were the only 

counties to do so. In Alameda and Tulare, the government incurred a net loss but welfare recipients I.- .. 

I 
3The results from another perspective - that of the taxpayer - were also calculated but were excluded 


from this summary because they. were close to those' of the government budget. They included a small 

additional gain from increased output from experimentals employed in unpaid work experience (PREP) jobs 
 I 
and excluded the employer's share of payroll taxes. 
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I gained - a kind of trade-off that policy makers mayor may not find acceptable. 

I • The rmdings across the six counties point to GAINts potential to produce net 

I 
rmancial gains for both education subgroups. However, different strategies 
may involve important trade-offs between the welfare sample and 
government budget. 

For experimentals determined not to need basic education, Alameda (which served longer-term 

I welfare recipients) stands out as having produced the largest net gain for the welfare sample ($5,328 

per experimental). At the same time, Alameda's average net cost per experimental in this subgroup 

I was unusually high ($7,161, compared to less than $1,100 in Riverside and San Diego), in part 

because of its high net increase in experimentals' use of vocational training and post-secondary 

I educafion. These expenditures, in combination with the absence of substantial reductions. in AFDC 

I 
payments, resulted in a substantial net loss for the government budget ($6,041 p~r experimental), as 

shown in Table 7. Riverside and San Diego illustrate an alternative pattern: Although they placed 

I 
much less emphasis on vocational training and post-secondary education, they too achieved a net gain 

for the welfare sample (in the range of $3,000 per experimental), although it was considerably smaller 

than in Alameda. Because their expenditures were lower"these two counties also produced a net gain 

for the gov~ent budget: by $3,576 in Riverside and $2,610 i~ San Diego (a return of $4.36 and I 
I 

$3.95, respectively, per net dollar invested). 

For experimentals who were determined to need basic education, GAIN resulted in a net gain 

I 
from the welfare sample perspective in only two. counties (Riverside and Tulare) and for the 

government budget in two counties (Butte and Riverside). Riverside was the only county of the six 

I 
, to produce a net gain for both of the basic . education subgroups from .both the welfare sample and 

government budget perspectives. 

I 
 Summary of Impact and Benefit-Cost Findings for AFDC-Us (Heads of Two-Parent Families) 


I 

• GAIN produced earnings gains for the heads of two-parent families (AFDC- . 


Us) that were about the same in year 3 as in year 2, and welfare savings that 

were 'somewhat lower. Butte had the most impressive earnings impacts, . 

which were large and sUstained over time. 

I Averaging across five counties (omitting Alameda because of a small sample size) yields three-

I 

~ 

~') 
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year earnings gains of $1.111:per AFDC-U experimental group member (a 12 percent increase over I 
the control group average) and three-year AFDC impacts of $1.168 (a saving of 6 percent relative to 

the average AFDC payments to controls). (See Table 8.) I 
.The results varied considerably by county. GAIN increased earnings in the three-year follow-up 

period in three of the five counties - Butte. Los Angeles, and Riverside. However, only in Butte did I 
earnings impacts increase from year 1 to year 2; they then held steady from year 2 to year 3, reaching 

a total of $3,295 per experimental over the entire three-year period. I 
Reductions in AFDC payments were found in four counties - Butte. Los Angeles, Riverside, 

and San Diego - although they were not statistically significant in Butte (possibly because of a small I 
sample size). Riverside's welfare impacts were the largest: a saving of $2.064 per experimental over 

the three years, or 14 percent of.the average.payments to c~ntrols. Butte. Los Angeles, and San Diego I 
were in a middle range, while Tulare produced no AFDC impacts. It appeared unlikely there would 

be much addition to total AFDC impacts after year 3 except in Butte. I 
• 	..GAIN had a positive impact on AFDC-U experimentals' rate of employment 


in year 3 in three. counties (Butte,Los Angeles, and Riverside). However, 
 Iit did not reduce the proportion on welfare. 

Table 9 indicates that across the five counties included in the AFDC-U analysis. nearly 45 I 
percent of ~xperimentals had ever been employed in year 3. compared to 40 percent of ~ontrols, a 

difference of almost 5 percentage points. This impact was concentrated in Butte. Los Angeles, and I 
Riverside. Although Los Angeles had the largest impact (10 percentage points on this measure), this 

effect did not translate into a correspondingly large earnings gain. perhaps because the jobs were short I 
term, low-paying, or both. 

Table 9 also shows that GAIN had little overall effect on the proportion of AFDC-Us receiving I 
AFDC in the last quarter of follow-up. although Butte did show a reduction (not statistically 

significant) of almost 5 percentage points. In fact. the proportion of both groups receiving welfare at I 
th~ end of year 3 was high in most counties, exceeding 50 percent (and reaching 78 percent in Los 

Angeles). These levels are comparable to those found for the AFDC-FGs, whiph was not expected I
because AFDC-Us are typically considered to be more "job-ready" and shorter-term users of welfare. 

These patterns may partly reflect the fact that the AFDC-U samples in several counties included a I 

I 
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TABLE 8 

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES) 

County Experimentals ($) 

Average Total Earnings 
. 

Controls ($) Difference ($) 
Percentage 

Change Experimentals ($) 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
. 

Controls ($) Difference ($) 
Percentage 

Change 

Alameda Ca} 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

Butte 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

3026 
4033 

·4752 
11811 

2393 
2776 
3346 
8515 

633 • 
1257··· . 
1406·· 
3295··· 

26% 
45% 
42% 
39% 

6523 
5246 
4555 

16324 

6749 
5775 
5071 

17595 

-226 
-529 
-516 

-1271 

-3% 
-9% 

-10% 
-7% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1480 
1787 
1726 
4993 

1221 
1468 
1417 
4106 

259·· 
319 • 
309 
667 .. 

21% 
22% ' 
22% 
22% 

9440 
6333 
7417 

25190 

9871 
6626 
7739 

26436 

-431 •••.. 
-493·" 
-323 • 

. -1246 ••• 

-4% 
-6% 
-4% 
-5% 

.. .. 

Riverside 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

3691 
4036 
3612 

11542 

2930 
3628 
3476 

10036 

761 ••• 
411 

.334 
1506·· 

26% 
11% 
10% 
15% 

4640 
3692 
3614 

12346 

5607 
4640 
3964 

14411 

-967 ••• 
-746 ••~ 
-350 •

-2064 ••• 

-17% 
-16% 
-9% 

-14% 

San Diego 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

3331 
4126 
4144 

11603 

3069 
3978 
4402 

11469 

242 
150 

-256 
134 

6% 
4% 

-6% 
1% 

6790 
5565 
5155 

17510 

7301 
6197 
5339 

16637 

-510 ••• 
-632 ••• 
-164 

-1327 ... 

-7% 
-10% 
-3% 
-7% 

Tulare 
---ve8r1 

Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

2987· 
3721 
4121 

10829 

2961 
3996 
,4136 

11097 

26 
-277 
-17 

-268 

1% 
-7% 
-0% 
-2% 

7545 
6316 
5566 

·19449 

7523 
6261 
5600 

19384 

23 
54 

-12 
66 

0% 
1% 

-0% 
0% 

All counties (b) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

2903 
3542 
3711 

10156 

2519 . 
3170 
3356
9045 

364··· 
372·· 
355·· 

1111 ••• 

15% 
. 12% 

11% 
12% 

7026 
5671 
5266 

16164 

7450 
6340 
5543 

19332 

-422··· 
-469··· 
-277··· 

-1166··· 

-6% 
-7% 
-5% 
-6% .. 

NOTES: 	 Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical Significance levels are indicated as ... =1 percent (the highest level};·· =5 percent; • =10 percent. 
(a) Because of Alameda's small samte size for AFDC-Us, the estinates of its earnings imJacts ($762 for the three-year period, or,a 24 percent 

increase over the control group average) and AFD payments impacts (-$103, or less thana 1 percent ecrease) are considered much less reliable than those 
for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. 

(b) In the all-county averages, the results for each c?unty are weighted equally. . 
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TABLE 9 I 

GAIN's IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES 
AT THE END OF YEAR 3 FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PAR!=NT FAMILIES) 

I 
Ever EmE!lo~ed in Year 3 On AFDC in the Last Quarter of Year 3 

County Ex!)erimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Ex!)erimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference I 
Butte 46.1 41.9 6.2 * 47.9 52.7 -4.6 
Los Angeles 35.6 26.0 9.6 *~* 76.4 77.9 0.5 
Riverside 44.6 40.2 4.6 ** 42.6 40.9 1.7 
San Diego 45.6 43.9 1.7 56.9 57.2 -0.2 ··1 
Tulare . 46.9 46.4 0.5 60.4 59.9 0.5 
All counties (a) 44.6 40.1 4.5 *** 57.3 57.7 -0.5 

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 per~ent (the highest level); ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much 

less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. 
(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are wejghted 

equally. 

TABLE 10 I 
GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OFTWO-PARENT FAMILIES) (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental I 
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Pers!)ective ($) . 

Return to 

Welfare Govemment Govemment Budget 


County Sample Budget SoCiety per Net Dollar Invested 
 II 
Butte 2096 697 2566 1.22 per $1 

Los Angeles -621 -2021 -2746 0.55 per $1 

Riverside -714 1314 466 1.61 per $1 
 I

. San Diego -1949 -66 -1796 0.96 per $1 
Tul~re 260 -2939 -2665 - 0.06 per $1 
All counties (a) -166 -607 -636 0.79 !)er $1 I
NOTES: Th€ net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the 

perspective oi the government budget (minus employers' share of payroll taxes) and the net value of output produced by 

registrants in t,mpaid work experience positions. 


BeCi1:Jse of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much I
less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. 

(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted 

equally. 
 I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
I relatively high proportion of registrants who were not proficient in English. This was ~specially so 

in Los Angeles, where they accounted for 83 percent of the research sample, many of whom were 

Southeast Asian refugees. 

I • GAIN's benefit-cost results for AFDC-Us show a large positive effect from 
the welfare sample perspective in Butte only, and a modest positive return 
on the government's investment in Butte and Riverside only. ' 

I As suggested by the impact analysis, GAIN did not produce for AFDC-Us the same overall 

economic benefits from the welfare sample perspective that AFDC-FGs received, primarily because 

I savings in AFDCand other transfers offset earnings gains to a greater extent. ,As seen'in Table 10, 

the AFDC-U wClfare sample incurred net losses in three counties (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 

I Diego) and Qet gains in two others (Butte and Tulare). However, only in Butte ,did AFDC-Us receive 
, , 

'a large net gain from the program. $2,096. From the governm~nt budget perspective, only Butte and 

I , Riverside produced a net gain ($697 and $1,314, respectively). 

I Policy Lessons 

I In passing the GAIN legislation in 1985, California legislators launched an ambitious effort to 

I 
change the tenns and conditions of receiving AFDC, with the twin goals of helping welfare recipients 

become self-sufficient and reducing the financiiil burden of welfare on the government., The model 

itself was the product of a compromise between two groups in California that embraced both of these 

I 
, , 

goals but differed in their beliefs aboutthe type of program best suited to achieving them, One group 

of refonners initially favored a relatively short-tenn program of mandatory job search followed, for 

participants who did not find jobs, by unpaid work experience (or "workfare").' The other group 

I " ' 

favored a broader range of services. with a strong emphasis on education and skills training, as well 

as less onerous penalties for noncompliance than the financial sanctions advocated by the first group. 

I The resulting GAIN model incorporates elem,ents of both of these approaches. representing a 

significant departure from the simpler (mainly job search) lower-cost initiatives of the early 1980s 

I and a prelude to the federal JOBS program. which, like GAIN. includes a reciprocal obligation 'and 

greater focus than earlier programs on education and training. 

I Representing a bold leap in welfare refonn - in ambition. complexity. and expense - GAIN 
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started with ~ts feasibility uncertain and its effectiveness unknown. Would it be operated as envisioned I 
on a large scaie? Would its performance beat the clear but modest successes of earlier welfare:.to-work 

programs? What approaches for implementing it would work best? The GAIN evaluation findings I 
that are now available offer some answers. , 

Operatin& GAIN as envisioned on a large scale I 
GAIN's ambitiousness derived as much from the scale of the project - in most counties, having IIbeen targeted (originally) toward all single parents on AFDC with schoolage children and heads of 

two-parent families - as from the complexity of the model itself. Nonetheless, all of the study I 
counties - large and small - were able meet the challenge of implementing GAIN's mixed service 

, approach involving job search. basic education, training, and other services, along with its ongoing I 
participation mandate and multi-step enforcement process. Funding levels did not pennit Alameda and 

Los Angeles to enroll the full mandatory caseload. or the other counties to continue doing so I
(especially after the transition to JOBS, which expanded the share of the welfare caseload targeted for 

GAIN), but the program model envisioned by the California legislature was given a "fair test" during ,II 
the main period. of program operations covered by the evaluation, and it proved administratively 

feasible. I 
Is GAIN more successful than past welfare-to-work programs. and for more disadvantaged 
welfare recipients? I 
In establishing GAIN, the California legislature hoped to create a program that would surpass 


in effectiveness the primariiy job search programs of the early 1980s, particularly with the more 
, I 
disadvantaged portion of the welfare caseload that had benefited less from such services. Overall, the 

results suggest that GAIN could meet this standard ~ average GAIN impacts were larger than those I 
produced by these earlier programs -: but that it did not do so uniformly. The results also show that, 

in one county • .stAIN produced the most .impressive results ever found for a large-scale welfare-to I 
-wQ!k program. 

Moreover, GAIN's pattern of impacts shows that the program could substantially increas~ the I 
earnings of long-tenn recipients, but that here, too, the effects were not consistent across counties. : 

Some counties had better results for advantaged groups, some for less advantaged. The absence of I 
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I a more consistent, predictable pattern suggests that giving priority, for enrollment into GAIN to 

particular segments of the welfare case load may not yield effective results across 'all counties. 

Thenifore, for the state as a whole, a more broadly focused strategy might be more effective. (Past 

welfare-to-work studies poinno the same conclusion.) At the same time, the challenge remains to 

improve the consistency of GAIN's effectiveness across a wide variety of subgroups. 

I ,Do some approaches work better than others? 

Although GAIN is based on a uniform program model that all of California's counties must 

I operate, county administrators have ,considerable authority - under California's state-supervised, 
, ' 

I 
county-operated welfare sy~tem - to shape the program's actual content. The GAIN administrators 

~ 
in the six study counties chose to implement the program in different ways. The most important 
'r

dimensions of program varia,tion included the use of basic education, vocational training and post-

I secondary education, and other' strategies; the message conveyed to welfare, recipients a~out 

employment; and the use of direct job development. This variation provided the evaluation with an 

I opportunity to explore whether some of these alternative approaches generated' better results than 

I 

others. 


Tbe Role of Basic Education. ' The study's findin~uggest (but do not prove) that hasic_ 


edu~ of GAIN's most innovative and expensive features - may make an important 

I 
- ---, , ' ..:--- '--;-,---"--~-

contribution to the program's success, as its ,designers had ~d.(As previously discussed, such an 

I 
effect in Riverside would have been indirect, since it did not come from an increase in measured ~kilJs 

gains or GED receipt.) At the same time, the findings caution that basic education offers no guarantee 

I 
of success - even when it i~ extensively used (as in Alameda) or its quality is considered exceptional 

(as in San Diego), Although the study cannot point to particular changes in the character of the 

I 
education treatment itself that would enhance its effectiveness, the absence of large earnings impacts 

in four of the six counties for welfare recipients lacking basic skills suggests that attempting to get as 

many of these recipients as possible to attend basic education as their initial GAIN activity appears not 

I 
. - . . 

to be the most ~roductive strategy. It may also be that permitting very long stays in ~is activity 

without clo~ly monitoring ~rt~cipation and progress, and without requiring participants to test 

I opportunities in the labor market along the way, would weaken the contribution that basic education 

could make to GAIN's overall success. In the absence of more convincing evidence of a payoff from 
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maximizing the use of basic education, a more equal emphasis on upfront job search as well as basic I 
education activities, in combination with other factors, could be a better way of serving those lacking 

basic skills. Ij 
The Role of Vocational Training and Post-Secondary Education. For recipients who already 

possess a high school diploma or a GED and pass a literacy test, the GAIN model requires "testing I 
the job market first" by participating in job search activities before moving on to more expensive 

vocational training or post-secondary education. Given this sequence, and the fact that many controls I 
enrolled themselves in non-GAIN. vocational training or post-secondary education (as did some 

experimentals after leaving welfare), GAtN's impact on the use of these activities was small in most I 
counties. Thus, the evaluation can provide only limited evidence on the effects of increasing their use. 

Some evidence suggests (but does not prove) that greater use of vOCational training and post I 
,secondary education may be an effective approach: Alameda produced the largest increase in the use 

of such activities by registrants not needing basic education and achieved a large earnings gain for I 
them; it also got them better jobs (compared to employed controls). In addition, Alameda produced 

the largest overall financial gain for experimentals in that subgroup across the six counties, as I 
measured by the benefit-cost analysis .. At the same time, this strategy can also becostIy from the 

staridpoint of the government budget, with the financial return faIling far short of the government's I 
net investtnent per experimental in the not-in-need-of-basic-education subgroup, as was the case in 

Alameda. I 
It is therefore an equally important finding that, for this subgroup, two other study counties 

(Riversid~ and San Diego) produced large earnings gains and welfare savings, and an overall net gain I 
for both the welfare sample and the government budget, all without increasing experimentals' use of 

vocational training and post-secondary education (compared to their use by controls). Thus, other I 
approaches can provide an alternative route to achieving desirable earnings and welfare impacts and 

may be more cost-effective' (although they may not lead to higher-paying jobs). I 
The "Message" and Emphasis on Quick Employment and Job Development. While GAIN's 

job search, basic education, and vocational education and training might help a county achieve positive I 
earnings impacts, these services are unlikely to be all that matter. Among the program's other 

features, the "message" about employment that staff attempt to convey to registrants while they are I 
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in all components, and the active use of job development to establish a close link to private-sector. 

employers, may also be critically important. 

A program's employment message is an aspect of operating GAIN that transcends specific' 

program components. As described earlier in this summary (in the section on implementation 

findings), the content of that message can vary widely, from more strongly emphasizing the. value of 

any job, even a low-paying job, to encouraging participants to wait for (and prepare for) a better job. 

Yet, the very content of that message may be part of what determines whether participation in any 

given component will actually have a payoff in the labor market. Indeed, ~e finding that the best

perfQ.r.min~nty (Riverside) far more strongly and pervasively than all other counties advocated the 
! ~- .. ~..=.-.-=..=--=--------.------------ 

v~ue of any job points to the potential importan<;:e of the employment message, even to registrants 

assigned to education and training activities. Perhaps it contributed to Riverside's success by affecting 

how much effort registrants - across a variety of subgroups - made to look for a job, and how 

selective they were with regard to the kinds of jobs they would accept. 

Job development, whereJ;ly'-staff..dire.ctly_as~ist registrants in locating employment opportunities, 

a~o transcends progn:tlll components and may be another aspect of operating GAIN that enhances the , . 
payoff derived from participating in a ~t. By offering. those taking part in GAIN job 

~arch or education or training a direct link-to. empjgyerti.asJUverside did to a far greater extent than 

any other county), job~.YeJQpment may increase participants' opportunity and incentive to apply in 
-. -- -- .. 

the labor market what they learn in GAIN activities .....-------. - -~. 

The Case of Riverside: A Combination of Factors. No single implementation factor is likely 

to explain why one county performs better than another, and this appears to be the case in accounting 

for Riverside's unusually strong performance. For example, the available evidence suggests that 

Riverside's results appear' not to be explained by differences in the background characteristics of its 

GAIN registrants or local economic conditions. Moreover, while it had some distinctive program . -. . 

features~ along many dimensions the p~ogram was not unique. What most distinguished Riverside 

from the other counties - and, therefore, what might have contributed to Riverside's more favorable 

results - was its particular combination of practices and conditions: a pervasive employment mesSage 

and job development efforts, more equal use of job search and education activities for registrants . 
~eeding basic educatjon, a strong. ~Q...mmitment to (and~dequate resources for) securing. the 
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particip-ation of all mandatory registrants, and reliance on GAIN's fonnal enforcement 'mechanisms to I
'----,- --------''-------- 

reinforce_Ql~ seriousness with which it viewed the participation obligation.~, This constellation 
~-~.. :1
practices was not found in any other county. 


If Riverside's success sets a new standard of achievement for welfare-to-work programs, and 


if a combination of program' strategies explains its success, it is important to ask whether Riverside's 
 I 
overall approach or some of its distinctive strategies can be replicated elsewhere with the same success. 


On the one hand, the finding that Riverside produced similarly impressive impacts across each of its 
 I 
GAIN offices suggests that its approach and success can be replicated even when operat~d by different 


staff and in localities characterized by diverse labor market and local conditions. On the other hand, 
 'I 
the variation in local conditions within Riverside County does not capture the greater variation that 


exists across counties. Thus, it is not a foregone conclusion that Riverside's approach - including 
 ,I 
its focus on more rapid employment and job development - would work in other types of localities, 


particularly in inner-city areas such as those found in Los Angeles and Alameda, or whether they 
 I 
would succeed in more rural, agricultural areas with persistently high unemployment,such as those 


found in Tulare. Also, at least in the, inner-city areas, where the welfare population as a whole 
 'I 
,undoubtedly faces greater barriers to employment, a stronger employment focus mayor may not help 

to improve their employment prospects. Also important is whether other combinations of practices can I 
produce results as good as or (by helping more recipients get higher-quality jobs) better than those 


found in Riverside - e.g., by instituting a strong job development component in a program 
 -I 
emphasizing vocational education and training, or delivering a strong employment message in a 


program that (unlike Riverside) actually produces a greater net increase in (i.e,. impact on) the use 
 I 
of vocationally oriented activities. These are important questions for future evaluation efforts. 

~IWould Changina the Incentives to Work ,Produce Better Results? 

It is also important to consider some of the limitations of GAIN. As previously mentioned. 'IGAIN, even operating at its best, was only moderately successful in moving people off welfare and 


out of poverty by the end of three years. This is probably because of conditions that transcend the 
 ."IGAIN program, such as the economic, incentive for welfare recipients to take and keep jobs: It is 


therefore important to ask whether GAIN's effectiveness can be enhanced by other reforms now under 
 Idebate or already instituted that aim to improve the financial payoff from working. Such strategies 
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I 
I include increasing the EITC (as·the federal government has recently done), and, at thesame time, 

increasing welfare recipients' awar!!ness of this benefit (which this study found to be low among 

I 
recipients in GAIN). Other strategies would include .allowing welfare recipients to keep more of their 

earnings and stilI collect AFDC' (as recent legislation in California and in other states does), and 

improving access to medical care (which is under debate in Congress) and child care for the working 

poor. Whether these and other reforms can strengthen the payoff from GAIN (or JOBS programs in .

I other states) remains an important open question. 

I 
,.-:" . -., "':.' , 

I 
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TABLE 11 I 

THE SIX COUNTIES IN THE GAIN IMPACT STUDY 

AND THEIR SAMPLES (AT THE TIME THE SAMPLES 


WERE ENROLLED IN GAIN: MARCH 1988 THROUGH JUNE 1990) 
 I 
Alameda, which includes the city of Oakland, has the largest welfare caseload of 
single parents (AFDC-FGs), and the second-largest c?,seload of heads of two-parent 
families (AFDC-Us), among counties in the San Francisco Bay area. It was one of 
two evaluation counties that had a large inner-city welfare population and that 
enrolled only long-term recipients, a practice that was consistent with the statutory 

requirement for counties that did not have enough resources to serve all GAIN

eligibles. More than 80 percent of both its AFDC-FG and AFDC-U GAIN registrants 
 Iwere minorities; a large majority (69 percent) of its single-parent registrants were 

black, and a substantial proportion (40 percent) of its heads 0.1 two-parent families 

were Indochinese. Alameda had the second-highest proportion of registrants who 

were determined "in need of basic education" (65 percent for AFDC-FGs and 81 
 I 
percent for AFDC-Us). The caseload size per case manager in Alameda was 

relatively low, about 75: 1. 


IButte, a mid-sized rural county in northern California, had by far the smallest welfare 

case load of the counties studied and the largest proportion of non-minorities (more 

than 85 percent of AFDC-FGs and about three-quarters of AFDC-Us). Although it . 

enrolled a broad cross section of its mandatory GAIN caseload, Butte appeared to 
 I 
have the least disadvantaged AFDC-FG sample in the study, with the lowest rate 

of those determined "in need of basic education" (49 percent)' the lowest 

proportion of long-term recipients (28 percent)' and the second-highest proportion 
 I
of registrants with a recent work history (57 percent). Butte used an unusual GAIN 

intake procedure in order to keep caseload size per· case manager relatively low 

(63: 1); registrants were brought into GAIN but were placed on waiting lists for up 

to several months until a case manager had an opening. 
 I 
Los Angeles, with about one-third of the state's case load and a welfare population 

larger than all but a few states', was the other county that had a large inner-city 
 I 
welfare population and that enrolled only long-term recipients. As a result, Los 

Angeles had the highest relative proportion of recipients in the research sample who 

were determined "in need of basic education" (81 percent for AFDC-FGs and 92 
 Ipercent for AFDC-Us). An unusually large proportion (32 percent of AFDC-FGs and 

83 percent of AFDC-Us) were not proficient in English. Los Angeles also had the 

smallest proportion of AFDC-FGs with a recent work history (just 17 percent) and 

the second-smallest proportion of AFDC-Us who had recently worked (32 percent)' 
 I 
the highest average age (almost 39 years for AFDC-FGs and 42 for AFDC-Us), and 

the highest proportion of minorities (nearly 90 percent for both AFDC-FGs and 

AFDC-Us). Nearly 60 percent of its AFDC-U population was Indochinese. Los 
 IAngeles' program started later and was somewhat less fully developed than other 

counties' programs during the study period. Alone among the counties in California, 

Los Angeles had also contracted with a private-sector firm to conduct case 

management. (This contract was terminated in 1993.) Its GAIN caseload per case 
 I 

. manager (128:1) was the highest among the six counties. 

I 
(continued) 

I 

I 
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I TABLE 11 (continued) 

I .I·~:~.;·i'."; ~ .. 

I 
Riverside, a large county in southern California, which has both urban and rural 
areas, enrolled a broad cross section of its mandatory welfare population. A 
substantial proportion of its registrants (60 percent for AFDC-FGs, two-thirds for 
AFDC-Us) were determined "in need of basic education." Approximately half of its 
AFDC-FG registrants were minorities, as were 57 percent of its AFDC-U registrants. 
While half of its AFDC-FGs had recent work experience, the rate was 72 percent for

I AFDC-Us. Owing to a special study of the impact 'of different caseload sizes, the 
average caseloads were about 53: 1 (for one group of case managers) and 97: 1 (for 
the other group). " 

I - , 

I 
San Diego, with the state's second-largest AFDC-FG caseload and the fourth-largest 
AFDC-U caseload, enrolled a broad cross section of its caseload in GAIN. About 60 
percent of its registrants were minorities, and well over half were determined "in 
need of basic education. The county's GAIN sample had the highest proportion ofn 

registrants who had recently worked -: 59 percent among AFDC-FGs - and the 
second-highest among AFDC-Us (nearly 80 percent). It had the second-highest

I average caseload per case manager (103:1). 

I 
Tulare was the only county of the six that had to operate GAIN in the context -of a 
rural and highly agricultural, seasonal labor market. A high proportion of Tuhire's 
GAIN registrants were determined "in need of basic education" (65 percent of 
AFDC-FGs and nearly three-fourths of AFDC-Us). About 40, percent of its 
registrants were Hispanic, the highest proportion of any county. It had an average

I caseload per case manager, about 100: 1. 

I 
I 
I 
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'I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents the latest findings on the effectiveness of California's Greater A venues for JI' 
Independence (GAIN) Program, a statewide initiative aimed at increasing the employment and self

I sufficiency of recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the nation'S major cash 

welfare program. Based on three' years or more of follow-up data for 33,000 people who entered 

I GAIN between early 1988 and mid-1990, the study examines the program's effects in six counties on 

employment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other outcomes, as well as findings from a comprehensive 

benefit-cost analysis. The results are of broad relevance to welfare reform because Californi,a has the 

country's biggest AFDC caseload and GAIN is the largest and one of the most ambitious programs 

I' operating under the federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program, created by 

,I, 

the Family Support Act of 1988. Operating as California's JOBS program since July 1989, GAIN 

currently accounts for almost 13 percent of federal spending on JOBS. ' GAIN is 'overseen by:1, 
California's Department of Social Services (CDSS) and administered by the 58 counties. This report 

II is part of a multi-year evaluation conducted for CDSS by the Manpower Demonstration Research 

Corporation (MDRC). 

I" The Findines in Brief 

, 
, Each of the 33,000 sample members was assigned at random to either an experimental group 

(Who were subject to GAIN's participation requirements) or a control group (who were precluded from 
, , 

the program b~t could seek other service~ in the community on their own). "The two groups were 

tracked over time, and the differences between them (e.g., in earnings and welfare receipt) constitute 

I the effects or "impacts" of GAIN - the difference the program made. 

Single Parents (AFDC-FGs)

ii' 
I 

Overall. Over the entire three-year follow-up period, and across the six counties, GAIN 

produced increasing earnings impacts for single parents (AFDC-FGs), a group mostly with children 

age 6 or older when they enrolled in the study. In year 3, average earnings for the experimental group. 

\1 were $636 higher than the control group's average (a 25 percent gain); for the full three years, they 

I 
were $1,414 higher (a 22 percent gain). (Earnings for each group were averaged over all members 

of each group, including those who did not work as well as those who did.) Moreover, some data 

point to sustained or still larger earnings impacts in the future. GAIN also ~ontinued to produce 
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welfare sav~ngs in year 3 at the same level as in year 2. In year 3 and across the six counties, 

experimentals received an average of $331 less inAFDC payments (an 8 percent reduction) compared 

to the control group average; the reduction was $961 (6 percent) for the entire three-year period. JLonger-term trends suggest a gradual tapering off of these welfare effects in the future. 

GAIN also had an effect on the rate of AFDC case closures, but it was not large. Across all I 
six counties, over half of the experimental 'group was on AFDC in the last quarter of the three-year 

follow-up period (53 percent, or only 3 percentage point~ lower than the rate for controls). t 
County-Specific. GAIN~s impacts on single parents varied across the six counties in the study, 

Riverside County, which had unusually large first- and second-year earnings gains and welfare savings, ,I, 
again produced large effects in year 3. Over the three-year period, Riverside increased the 

experimental group's earnings by an average of $3,113, a 49 percent gain over the control group '1 
average. It reduced welfare payments by $1,983, a 15 percent reduction compared to the control ',J 

group. These impacts were the biggest for any of the six counties, and are greater than those found I 
in previous large-scale experimental studies of state welfare-to-work programs. Riverside also 

produced large earnings gains and welfare savings for a special sample - single parents with children 

under the age of 6. 
II: 

GAIN's three-year impacts on earnings were moderate to large in three of the other five 'I 
:.,,/counties: $1,492 in Alameda (a 30 percent increase above the county's control group average), $1,474 

in Butte (a 21 percent increase), and $1,772 in San Diego (a 22 percent increase). Tulare produced Ia moderate, impact ($518) in year 3, but its average effect for the full follow-up period was under 

$400, as was true in Los Angeles. Four of the remaining five counties (all but Tulare) achieved ,
welfare savings for AFDC-FGs for the three-year period, ranging from an average of $782 per 

, , ' 'l 
experimental in Alameda (a 4 percent reduction compared to the control group average) to $1,136 in ISan Diego (an 8 percent reduction). 

Benefits and Costs. GAIN was a relatively expensive program compared to the simpler and ;1
primarily job search welfare-to-work programs of the 1980s. For the single-parent sample in all six 

counties combined, over a five-year period, county welfare departments were estimated to have spent 
" 

an average of $2,899 per experimental, about 60 percent of which was.for case management functions. 

In addition, schools and other non-welfare agencies spent $1,515 per experimental to provide e,ducation t,
and training instruction as part of the GAIN program, bringing the total cost of GAIN to $4,415 per 

experimental. Another important cost number is the net cost per experimental, which measures the 1/1government's net expenditures after adding the cost of education and training activities experimentals 
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II entered on their own after leavirig 'GAIN, and then subtracting the cost of services that members of 

,I 

the control group received on their own. The net cost over five years was $3,422 per experimental 

11 for the. six counties combined, but varied widely by county, from under $2,000 ,per experimental in 

Riverside and San Diego to over $5,500 in Alameda and Los Angeles. The higher costs in the latter 

two counties, which enrolled only long-term welfare' recipients into their GAIN programs, re~ects, 

to an important extent, a greater net increase in the use of education and training activities in Alameda 

I and Los Angeles compared to the patterns in other counties. , 

Net c,ost estimates are key because they are used in the benefit-cost study to determine whether 

the program costs or saves taxpayers money. That analysis also assesses whether people in the,I , , . 
experimental group are made financially better off by the progra~. (The benefit-cost analysis' does 

not take into account non-monetary gains or losses.) 

When measured earnings gains are compared to welf~re' reductions and ,other l~sses over five 

'I years, welfare recipients in five of the six counties (Alameda, Butte~ Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) 
, . , 

were, on average, better off financially as a consequence of the GAIN program. Net benefits ranged 

from $948 per experi~ental in San Diego to $1,9O<? per experimental in Riverside, for an oyerall ~'I, 
average of $923 per experimental. 


II From the perspective of the government budget, the benefit-cost findings were PQsitive in three 


'i 
of the six counties - Butte, Riverside, and San Diego - and negative in the remaining three counties. 

From this perspective, a positive result means thai, on average, for every "extra dollar the government 

invested per experimental (above and beyond the public cost pf education and training controls received 

II on their own initiative), it got more than a dollar back in the form of reduced costs for AFDC and 

other transfer programs and increased tax payments arising from experimentals' increased employment. 

II , ' 

This return was exceptionally large in Riverside - $2.84 per every net $1 invested. The return was 

$1.40 per $1 in San Diego; and $1.02 per $1 in Butte, but less than a dollar ($.76) per $1 for all six 

counties together. It is worth mentioning that return per net dollar invested is a standard of successii' 
by which few social programs are assessed. 

Heads of Two-Parent Families (AFDC-Us) . 

GAIN also produced earnings gains and welfare, savings for the heads of two~parent families 

(AFDC-Us), who make up about 18 percent of all AFDC cases in California. Although the longer

term trends were not as impressive as they were for single parents, GAIN's earnings effects over the 
. ' 

full three-year follow-up period were moderate to large in three counties (Butte, Los Angeles, and 
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Riverside, although they were declining over time in Riverside). They were especially large in Butte, \1 
reaching $3,295 per experimental. The same three counties also produced moderate to large welfare 


savings, as did San Diego. GAIN's benefit-cost results for AFDC-Us show a large positive effect 
 II 
from the perspective of welfare recipients solely in Butte, and a modest positive return' on the 

government's investment in Butte ($1.22 per net $1 invested) and Riverside ($1.61 per net $1 t 
invested). 

In sum, the results of this evaluation show that the GAIN program can work, especially for ') 
single parents on welfare, who account for about 82 percent of California'S welfare caseload. For that 

group, both welfare recipients and the government budget came out ahead in two counties as a result I, 
of GAIN, with one county (Riverside) producing the most impressive results yet observed for a large

scale welfare-to-work program. Of the remaining four counties, three made welfare recipients better , 
I...:loff, but without producing net budgetary savings (although the government essentially "broke even" 

in one). An i~portant open question is whether some of the implementation approaches of the better I'
perfonning counties, especially those of Riverside, can be adapted by other localities· and produce 

similarly impressive results: 111 

The GAIN Program Model 'It 
A key feature of GAIN, which distinguishes it from most other welfare-ta-work and JOBS 

~ . 

. . 
programs, is' the way it uses educational and basic skills levels to sort .registrants into one of two " 


service streams. Those who do not have a high school diploma (or a General Educational 


Development certificate - a GED) or fail to achieve predetennined scores on both parts of a math and 
 .,1 
reading test or are not proficient in English are deemed by GAIN to be "in-need of basic education ... 


These individuals can choose to attend a basic education class - Adult Basic Education (ABE), GED 
 \,'
preparation, or English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction - or a job search activity first, but 

if they choose job search and fail to obtain employment, they must then enter basic education. 

Registrants judged "not in need of basic education" - those who pass both parts of the math and 

reading test and possess a high school diploma (or aGED) - usually must participate in job search 

first. Registrants already enrolled. in education and training -programs when they enter GAIN may 

continue in those activities if the activities. meet certain criteria (e.g., they must prepare registrants for 

, occupations in need of workers in the local labor market, and registrants must be able to complete the 

training within two years after enrolling in GAIN). Participants in any of these three sequences who 

do not find employment after completing their initial activities undergo an employability assessment 
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designed to help them choose their next activity, e.g., skills training, vocationally oriented post

secondary education, on:-the-job training, or unpaid work experience. Any GAIN registrant, .who, 

ti,,' without "good cause," fails to participate in GAIN's orientation and services may incur a "sanction, II 
\. 

i.e., a reduction of the welfare grant. (The grant level in C~lifornia is one of the nati~n' s highest.) 

II 
The GAIN Evaluation 

I The six counties selected to"participate in the study of GAIN's impacts capture a wide variety 

,I of local conditions and population characteristics account for. more than one-third of the state's GAIN 
, \ '" ' 

case load and more than one-half of its AFDC case load. Three counties are in southern California: 
-,,' , , Los Angeles, with about one-third of the state's case load and·a welfare population larger than all but 

a few states'; San Diego, with the state's second-largest caseload; and Riverside, a large county 

encompassing both urban and rural areas. Two counties are in northern California: Alameda, an urban 

county that includes the City of Oakland, and, further north; the mid-sized county of Butte. Tulare'I, 
is located in the largely agricultural, rural Central Valley. (Table 11, at the end of this summary, , 

t presents a brief profile of each county.) 

It is important to stress that this report's descriptions of the counties' strategies for implementing 

I GAIN are based on information collected no later than mid-1991, and prior to that in m6st cases.; This , ,is the relevant information for describing the research sample's actual experiences in GAIN. However, 

some of the information does not portray the counties current modes of operating GAIN. All of the 

counties have continued to revise their implementation strategi~s as they have acquired, more 

:1) experience in operating this very complex welfare-to~work initiative, and in response to' changes in 

funding and other circumstances. 

I The findings on GAIN's implementation, effectiveness, and benefits and costs come ~rom' a 

study of 33,000 applicants for and recipients of AFDC whose participation in GAIN was mandatory, 

,IIi Le., acondition for receiving their full welfare grant. This group 'included single heads of families 

(AFI?C-FGs, who are usually mothers) mostly with children age 6 or older, and all heads of two

I, parent families (AFDC-Us, typically fathers). (It is important to note that almost one-third of 

~I 
Alameda's sample consisted of single parents with children younger than age 6.) 

During the period in which members of the research sa~ple enrolled in GAIN and thus became 

part of the study (March 1988 to June 1990), four of the six counties had sufficient resources to enroll 

I' all registrants in their caseloads who were mandatory for GAIN under the pre-JOBS rules. The other 
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counties - Alameda and Los Angeles - focused exclusively on long-term recipients, in conformity 'I, 
with GAIN's rules in cases where resources did not permit serving all those required to participate. 

To determine the effects of GAIN, mandatory registrants who attended an orientation to the '1\ 
program were randomly assigned to either an. experimental group (who were subject to GAIN's 

" 

participation mandate) or a. control group (who were precluded from GAIN but could seek other II 
services in the community). Random assignment assured that the two groups did not differ 

r 	

Isystematically on measured and unmeasured background characteristics when they entered the study, 

and that any differences in their subsequent labor market and welfare experiences could be attributed 

with confidence to the GAIN program. The two groups' employment rates, average earnings, average 

AFDC payments, and other outcom.es were compared over the course of the follow-up period, and the '.'differences between them are referred to as the estimated "impacts" of GAIN. The data used in this :11 

study came from a variety of sources, including automated employment, earnings, and welfare records [) 

for the full 33,OOO-person sample, a registrant survey administered two to three years after orientation IIto a subsample of experimentals and controls in five counties (excluding. Butte because of the 

evaluation's limited survey budget), and program participation and fiscal information obtained from 

the counties and various state agencies. \1' 

Findings on Program Implementation I
\J 

• 	 The six counties made different decisions about how much to emphasize 

quick entry into the labor market versus the longer and more expensive 
 \1 
process of. building registrants' human capital through education and 

training. 
 (I, 

~Not surprisingly, given California's state-supervised but county-operated welfare system, and I 

the absence of evidence when GAIN started as to what strategies would work best, the six counties ii,
varied in how they sought to prepare registrants for employment. Viewing almost any job as a positive 

first step, with advancement to come by acquiring a work history and learning skills on the job, ill,
Riverside's staff placed much more emphasis on moving registrants into the labor market quickly than 'l:> 

did the staff in any othe,r coupty. Most distinctive was Riverside's attempt to communicate a strong ,I
"message" to all registrants (even those in education and training activities), at all stages of the 

program, that employment was central, that it should be sought expeditiously, and that opportunities 

to obtain low-paying jobs should not be turned down. The county's management underscored this I 
message by establishing job placement standards as one. of several criteria for assessing staff 

performance, while at the same time attempting to secure the participation of all mandatory registrants. '1\ 
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Ii In addition, the county instituted a strong job development component to assist recipi~nts in gaining 

access to job opportunities. 

'I Alameda illustrates a very different approach. Its GAIN managers and staff believed strongly 

in "human capital" development - the use of education and training as a path to getting jobs that offer ' 

II a better chance to get off or stay off welfare. Within the overall constraints imposed by the GAIN 

model's service sequences, Alameda's staff encouraged registrants to be selective about the jobs they 

I' accepted and to take advantage of GAIN's education and training to prepare for higher-paying jobs. 

Butte, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Tulare took approaches falling between those of Riverside and 

Alameda, but closer to Alameda's than to Riverside's. ,II 
:1 

• AU six counties successfully communicated to registrants that the 
participation requirement was real and would be enforced, although the 

:1 
counties varied in the extent to which they relied on GAIN's formal penalty 
process. 

Over 90 percent of experimentals said on the registrant survey that they believed it was i'likely" 

\1 
, . 

or "very likely" that their AFDCgrants would be reduced if they were assigned to a GAIN activity 

but did not go. Case file records showed that up to about 6 percent of experimentals (in Los Angeles 

and Riverside) were sanctioned within the first 11 months after GAIN orientation, although self.II reported infonnation from the survey and interviews with GAIN staff suggest that the rates rose over 

time in all the counties. Evidence also suggests that case managers in Los Angeles and Riverside were 

quickest to invoke the "threat" of sanctioning in response to noncompliance. About half to three

quarters of survey respondents believed the participation mandate to be "fair" and "a good idea," and 

'I only about one-quarter of respondents in' both the experimental and control groups agreed with the 

I, 
, 

.. 

statement, "Making welfare mothers work is bad for their children." 

II 
Impacts on Participation in Employment-Related Activities for AFDC-FGs 

'I; GAIN could have an impact on labor market and welfare outcomes if experimentals receiyed 

more or different kinds of services than controls and were subject to different requirements. Since

I controls could participate in non-GAIN employment-related services on their own' initiative, an 

important measure of the GAIN intervention (and a major detenninant of the net c~sts) is the extent 

to which experimentals had different participation patterns than controls. 

To detennine GAIN's effect on experimentals' use of employment-related activities, the 

evaluation compared experimentals' rates and duration of participation in all such activities (including 
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GAIN and post-GAIN participation) with the amount of participation in non-GAIN activities by the il 
, 

control group. The difference in the arrlOunt of participation represents the "impact" of GAIN, which 


tells how much experimentals' participation changed compared to what it would have been in the )'. 

absence of GAIN, 


Ii• 	 A sizable number of controls used non-GAIN employment-related activities, 

usually vocational training and post-secondary education. 


Few controls (4 percent) participated in job search activities, which, in comparison to I'
~ 

opportunities for educatio,n and training, are not widely available in the community. Moreover, few 


(8 percent) participated in basic education classes (for ABE, GED, and ESL instruction). Although ~I, 

more widely available, basic education may have been of less interest to controls than occupational 


skills training (nor, was it generally needed by those who already had a high school diploma or GED). 
 I 
Only a handful of controls took part in unpaid ~ork experience and on-the-job training (OJT) _': 
assignments. In contrast, a full 23 percent participated in vocations:! training or post-secondary '.1
education. ,II

• 	 The GAIN program substantially increased experimentals' participation in 

job search and basic education. 


, 	 . I'Given that the GAIN model requires most participants to enter upfront job search or basic ..::;:::::-- , 

education as their initial GAIN activity, it is not surprising that GAIN's largest impacts were on the ,I
e'use of these two activities. Across a~l six counties; 29 percent of experimentals participated in job 

search compared to only 4 percent of controls, for a difference of 25 percentage points. Similarly, 

.GAIN increased experimentals' participation in ABE, GED. and ESL activities (taken together) by 28 'I' 
percentage points.. The program had little overall impact (3.3 percentage points) on the percentage \1who participated in vocational training or post-secondary education, although. as discussed later in this 

summary, it did in some countie's (especially Alameda) for registrants determined not to need basic ii'education. Few experimentals took part in unpaid work experience (PREP) or OJT. (More recently, 

.the use of PREP has increased in several counties.) II 
Impacts on Employment,'Earnings, and Welfare Outcomes for AFDC-FGs 

IImpacts on Earnings and Welfare Payments 

• 	 GAIN increased the average earnings of experimentals by 25 percent in the I,third year after orientation, continuing its trend of progressively stronger 	
~ 
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,I earnings effects over time. It reduced experimentals' average AFDC 
payments by 8, percent, a result that reflected a leveling off of GAIN's 
impacts on this measure. II; 

The average earnings for all experimentals and all controls were calculated for the full sample, 

including people who did not work (and whose earnings were counted as zero). Averaged across the "I, 
I 

six counties, with each county given equal weight, earnings for AFDC-FGs in the third, year (as shown 

in official automated earnings records) were $3,159 per experimental group member and $2,523 per 

I ~I"<" control group member. This yields an earnings gain, or impact, of $636 per experimental (or 25 

percent of the average control group member's earnings), as shown in the "all counties" section of ,II 
Table 1. (This, again, is an average that includes sample members who did not work at all; those who 

;1 
. , 

worked benefited more than this $636 suggests.) Welfare savings were $331 per experimental in' year 

3 (i.e., AFDC payments were 8 percent lower than the average payments of $4,163 for controls). As , . . 
. indicated by the asterisks for the "all counties" rows in Table 1, ,these results were statistically

:1, significant, meaning that one can have greater confidence that they were due to the program rather 

than to statistical chance. I The earnings impacts compare favorably with the three-year results for t simpler (mostly job search) programs studied previously~ and the AFDC impacts compare very 

favorably.'II Over the entire three-year follow-up period, GAIN's earnings impacts grew progressively larger. 

Averaged across the six counties, with each county given equal weight, the program's impact on \1, ' 

I' 
earnings nearly doubled between the first and second years of follow-up and rose by another 24 

percent between the second and third follow-up years, reaching $1,414 per experimentaLfor the entire 

period. (See Table 1 and Figure ~A.) An analysis of GAIN's effects for an early cohort of sample 

members (i.e., those who entered the study early on and for whom more quarters of follow-up are 

'I 
I; , 

. . available) points toward sustained or still larger earning impacts after the third year. 

GAIN's effects on AFDC payments leveled off in year 3, but totaled $961 for the full three-:year 

period. (See Table 1 and Figure lB.) After having grown by about 23 percent between years 1 and 

2, they were about the same in year 3 as in year 2. Longer-term trends for the early cohort suggest 

a gradual tapering off of these welfare effects in'the future. 'III, 

• GAIN's impacts varied by county. One county (Riverside) had large il/ earnings gains and welfare savings in all three follow-up years. Three 

lSome of the year 1 and year 2 numbers in this and other tables differ slightly from those reported earlier '. because they were recalculated using updated earnings and AFDC data. 
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TABLE 1 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AiItID AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Pa~ments 
Percentage Percentage 

Coun~ Experimentals {$} Controls ($) Difference {$} Change ExEerimentals {$} Controls ($) Difference {$} Change 

Alameda 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1421 
2132 
2880 
6432 

1212 
1624 
2105 
4941 

209 
508 * 
774 ** 

1492 ** 

17% 
31% 
37% 
30% 

6916 
5816 
4861 

F593 

7066 
6077 
5232 

18375 

-150 
-261 
-371 
-782 

** 
* 

-2% 
-4% 
-7% 
-4% 

Butte 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

2001 
2998 
3638 
8637 . 

1729 
2442 
2992 
7163 

272 
556 
647 

1474 

16% 
23% 
22% 
21% 

5132 
3715 
2812 

11659 

5486 
4048 
3101 

12635 

-353 
-333 
-290 
-976 

* -6% 
-8% 
-9% 

.'-8% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1304 
1699 
1939 
4943 

1308 
1589 
1786 
4683 

-4 
110 
153 

·260 

-0% 
7% 
9% 
6% 

·6874 
5711 
4729 

17314 

7202 
6111 
5006 

18319 

-328 *** 
-401 *** 
-277· ** 

-1005 *** 

-5% 
-7% 
-6% 
-5% 

Riverside 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

2470 
3416 
3562 
9448 

1550 
2233 
2552 
6335· 

920 *** 
1183 *** 
1010 *** 
3113 *** 

59% 
53% 
40% 
49% 

4962 
3458 
2864 

11284 

5658 
4161 
3448 

13267 

-695 
-703 
-584 

-1983 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

-12% 
-17% 
-17% 
-15% 

San Diego 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

2462 
3503 
3821 
9786 

2113 
2794 
3108 
8014 

349 ** 
709 *** 
713 *** 

1772 *** 

17% 
25% 
23% 
22% 

5529 
4199 
3555 

13263 

5832 
4679 
3908 

14419 

-302 
-480 
-353 

-1136 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

-5% 
-10% 
-9% 
-8% 

Tulare 
Year 1 

. Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1792 
2536 
3111 
7439 

1941 
2531 
2594 
7066 

-149 
5 

518 ** 
374 

-8% 
0% 

20% 
5% 

6363 
5118 
4171 

15653 

6231 
5023 
4284 

15538 

132 
95 

-113 
114 

2%. 
2% 

-3% 
1% 

All counties (a) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

1908 
2714 
3159 

1642 
2202 
2523 

266 *** 
512 *** 
636 *** 

1414 *** 

16% 
23% 
25% 

5963 
4669 
3832 

6246 
5017 
4163 

-283 *** 
-347 *** 
-331 *** 

*** 

-5% 
-7% 
-8%· 
-6% 

NOTES: 	 Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did· not receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level) ;** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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FIGURE 1 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS 
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~I 
counties (Alameda, Butte, and San Diego) had more moderate earnings gains ,I.
and welfare savings. ,Of the two remaining counties, one (Los Angeles) 
achieved welfare savings but with little effect on earnings gains, while the 
other (Tulare) produced earnings gains but with little effect on welfare ,I" 
payments. 

Riverside, which had unusually large first- and second-year earnings gains and welfare savings, 

also produced large third-year effects on AFDC-FGs. (See Table 1 and Figure 1.) Over the entire 

three-year period, the experimental group's earnings in Riverside were $3,113 higher, on average, than 

the control group's earnings, an increase of 49 percent. Their welfare payments were $1,983 lower, 

a 15 percent reduction compared to the control group. These impacts were the largest in any of the 

six counties, and are larger than those found in previous large-scale experimental studies of state 

welfare-to:.work programs. They are notable as much for their consistency as for their magnitude: I; 
Riverside had statistically significant earnings gains for 'many key subgroups of the single-parent 

res~arch sample, and these gains were almost always ac~ompanied by welfare savings. Such a ,II 
consistent pattern was not found in any other county. 

I 
Among the other five counties, three (Alameda, Butte, and San Diego) had middle-level three ,I: 

year earnings impacts ($1,474 to $1,772 per experimental, or 21 to 30 percent above the control group 
,,' 


average). Also of note was the $518 earnings impact in year 3 for Tulare, where positive and statis
 I~' 
tically significant effects Were observed for the first time. Four of these five counties (Tulare was the' 

exception) achieved moderate welfare savings (ranging from $782 per experimental over the three ,II
. years to $1,136, or a 4 to 8 percent reduction). (The three-year earnings and welfare impacts in Butte 

were not statistically significant, possibly. owing to the small control group satnplesize there.) I'
In Los Angeles, the finding that GAIN produced welfare savings but had little effect on earnings' '!.t 


($260, and not statistically significant) may have resulted from GAIN's producing an increase in the 
 \1 
rate of employment, but in jobs that were low-paying, of short duration, or both. The welfare savings 

may also partly reflect the influence of financial sanctions (grant reductions) for noncompliance with ;1' 
GAIN's participation mandate and any effect the mandate may have had in increasing or hastening case '\i 


closures among experimentals who were working "off the books." It is also worth noting that although 
 ,II
the earnings impact in Los Angeles was small overall, this was not true in all five of the county's 


GAIN offices. The two offices located outside of central-city areas produced three-year earnings 
 Iimpacts exceeding $2,100 per experimental (an effect that was statistically significant in one office). 


None of the other offices, all of which were in central-city locations, produced an earnings gain. 


In Riverside, each of the four local offices operating GAIN in the four economically diverse 
 J 
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I 

I, regions or'that county prod~ced large and statistically significant earnings gains and welfare sa~ings. 

San Diego also had consistently positive results (though not always'statistically significant) across most ' 

"1-; of its local' offices, but Tulare did not. (Alam.eda and Butte each had only one GAIN office.): 
I. 

I, 
All in all, the evidence of impacts across the. six counties shows that GAIN can produce 

earnings gains, welfare savings, or both within athree-year period, even when it is operated in very 

different ways and under different circumstances. This is an encouraging finding because ,local 

I conditions will always vary across counties and because some variation in key implementation praCtices , . 

is inevitable. 

I , ' 


Impacts on Employment Rates, Earnings Levels, and Job Quality 


Ii 	 • GAIN increased the proportion of 'experimentals who were ever employed 

:1 
in year 3 by 6 percentage points above the control group rate. At the same 
time, a majority of experimentals as well as controls did not work at all 
'during that year. 

For the six counties 'combined; automated official records show that 40 percent of experim~ntals

,I had worked at some time during year 3 compared to 34 percent of ~ontrols, resulting in a statisdcally 

significant difference of 6 percentage points (see Table 2). A similar impact is found when the 

t proportions of experimentals and controls ever, employed over the entire three-year period are 

compared (57 percent versus 51 percent, respectively). GAIN's impact on the rate of employment was 

(I largest in Riverside, where it exceeded 9 percentage points in year 3 and almost 14 percentage p,oints,' 

over the fuli follow-up period. Despite this accomplishment, the data in Table 2 imply that, acro~s the 

I six counties, about two-thirds of experimentals and controls did not work during year 3, and almost 

half never worked during the entire three-year period. In response' to a question on the registrant 

II survey in four counties (Alameda, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare), about 60 percent of 

experimentals who were not working at the time of the interview said that they were not looking for 

" 	 work. Of that group, 28 percent cited their own ill health or disability as the most important reason, 

4 percent cited the ill health or disability of their children, and 22 percent said that t~ey were' in a 

school or training program. Only 4 percent said that the main reason they. were not loo~ing for ~orkII, 
was that they could not afford or arrange for child care (perhaps in part because the study sample was 

composed largely of women with no preschool-age children), although 10 percent said that their ~ajor 

,reason was that they wanted to stay horne with their children. 

I 	 Of those who had never worked during the survey follow-up period, only 34 percent said that " 
they had heard of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), a federal tax credit for low-income workers 
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Alameda 
Year 1 30.1 27.3 2.6 66.0 69.2 -3.2 * 
Year 2 32.6 .26.3 6.5 *** 76.6 77.1 . -0.5 
Year 3 33.9 26.7 7.2 *** 67.5 70.6 -3.1 

Total 46.6 40.6 6.0 **~ nla nla nla 

Butte 
Year 1 42.3 45.6 -3.3 ' 65.0 66.4 -3.4 
Year 2 46.3 42.2 4.0 49.4 47.7 1.7 
Year 3 46.7 42.5 4.3 39,7 41 :0 -1.3 

Total 63.4 63.7 -0.2 nla nla nla 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 27.0 24.9 2.1 64.6 67.9 -3.1 *** 
Year 2 26.9 22.9 4.0 *** 74.0 76.3 -2.3 
Year 3 26.0 22.4 3.6 *** 63.6 67.5 -3.7 ** I 

Total 39.4 34.9 4.5 *** nla nla nla 

Riverside 
Year 1 52.1 34.0 16.0 *** 56.7 65.9 -7.2 *** 
Year 2 49.4 35.4 14.0 *** 46.6 52.0 -5.4 *** 
Year 3 44.5 35.2 9.3 *** 40.6 45.6 -5.2 *** 

Total 67.1 53.4 . 13.6 *** nla nla nla 

San Diego 
Year 1 46.0 40.0 6.0 *** 69.1 '72.1 -3.1 ** 
Year 2 45.6 40.6 5.1 *** 56.0 61.1 -5.1 *** 
Year 3 42.5 37.3 5.2 *** 49.0 51.9 -S.O * 

Total 62.2 56.5 .5.7 *** nla nla nla 

Tulare 
Year 1 39.9 40.9 -1.0 76.7 75.0 1.7 
Year 2 41.6 42.3 -0.5 65.4 62.2 3.1 
Year 3 43.9 36.0 5.6 *** 54.5 56.2 -1.7 

Total 59.5 55,3 4.2 ** nla nla nla 

All counties (a) 
Year 1 39.6 35.5 4.1 *** 73.4 76.4 -3.1 *** 
Year 2 40.5 35,0 5.5 *** 61.3 62.7 -1.4 
Year 3 39.6 33,7 5.9 *** 52.5 55.5 -3.0 *** 

Total 56.7 50.6 6.0 *** nla nla nla 

I
:, 

. TABLE 2 '.1. 
GAIN's THREE"":YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) I: 
Ever Em~I0l':ed in the S~ecified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Specified Year 

County 
and Year Ex~erimentals (%) Controls {%} Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference 

I 

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who were ever employed at any time during the three years 
of follow-up. Totals are not applicable (n/a) in the AFDC panel.of the table. 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *'** =1 percent (the highest level); ** =5 percent; * =10 percent. 
(b) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally, 
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intended to enhance the financial payoff from working. Of those who had worked, 54 percent said that 

they had heard of it. 

• 	 Riverside and San Diego produced earnings gains mostly by increasing the 
rate and duration of employment, while Alameda and Butte produced about 
half their earnings gains by increasing the amount of money earned per. 
quarter of employment. . 

In Riverside and, to a lesser extent in San Diego, GAIN appears to have prod~ced earnings 

impacts because expei"imentals had higher employment rates and more quarters of employment; but 

the jobs they held paid abjJut as much, on average, as the jobs held by controls. In Alameda and 

Butte, in contrast, approximately half the earnings gains were associated with increased earnings per 

quarter of employment for experimentals, implying that, on average, experimentals who worked held 

better jobs than controls who worked. 
, 

These differences across the counties are also reflected in the' characteristics of the most recent 

jobs reported on the registrant survey by experimentals and controls who had worked at some time' 

during the two- to three-year follow-up period. In Riverside, similar proportions 'of employed 

experimentals and employed controls (64 percent) had worked full-time (Le., 30 hours a week or more) 

in their most recent job, and average weekly wages were somewhat lower for all workers i~ the 
, , 

experimental group' ($191 per week) than for all workers in the control group ($206). In contrast, 

employed experimentals in Alameda got jobs providing more hours of work per week than the jobs 
r 

obtained by employed controls (e.g., 59 percent versus 55 percent, respectively, were full-time), and 

higher weekly wages for those working ($209 versus $167). 

It is also of interest that approximately 28 percent of employed experimentals in the four 

counties had jobs providing health care coverage. Among controls, the rate was 25 percent. 

• 	 GAIN increased the proportion of experimentals who, had more substantial 
earnings. 

Table 3 shows that, for all si~ counties combined, about 20 percent of experimentals earned at 

least $5,000 in year 3 compared to 16 percent of controls, for an impact of almost 4 percentage points; 

12 percent of experimentais, compared to 9 percent of controls, earned at least $10,000 - an amount 

of money that exceeds the poverty line for a single parent with one child. 

Another way to view earnings level~ is to consider what proportion of workers, rather than all 

experimentals or' all controls, earned above certain thresholds. Although experimental-control 

differences on such a measure are not true estimates of GAIN's impacts (since thy background 
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TABLE 3 

GAIN's IMPACTS ON YEAR 3 EARNINGS LEVELS AND THE PERCENTAGE OF AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
BOTH EMPLOYED AND OFF AFDC AT THE END OF YEAR3 . I' 

Outcome Measure 
and County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference 

Earned $5,000 or 
more in year 3 

Alameda 

Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 


. San Diego 
Tulare 
All counties (a) 

Earned $10,000 or 
more in year 3 

Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

16.4 
21.9 
12.6 
23.7 
23.3 
20.6 
19.7 

10.6 . 
14.6 

7.7 
13.7 
15.0 
11.2 

12.7 3.7 * 
18.8 3'.1 
12.0 0.6 
17.1 6.6 1o1o1o 

19.7 3.6 1o1o1o 

17.6 3.0 * 
16.3 3.5 1o1o1o 

8.4 2.2 
10.2 4.3 ~ 
6.7 1.0 
9.5 4.2 1o1o1o 

12.0 3.1 1o1o1o 

8.2 3.0 ** 

~I,-" 

·1 

I, 

.1 

'I' 


Employed and received no 
AFDC in the last quarter of year 3 

Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 
All counties (a) 

14.2 
22.8 
11.2 
23.0 
21.4 
19.9 
18.8 

10.0 4.2 1o1o 

22.0 0.8 
9.1 2.1 1o1o 

18.4 4.6 1o1o1o 

18.8 2.6 ** 
17.6 2.3 
16.0 2.8 1o1o1o 

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as 1o** =1 percent (the highest level); 1o1o =5 percent; * =10 percent. 
(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 

,I 
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I" characteristics of those who found jobs in each group may not have been equivalent), they illustrate 

that many of those who did find work had more substantial earnings. For example, for all six counties 

I combined, about 31 percent of all employed experimentals earned above $10,000 in year 3. Among 

I, 
employed controls, the rate was 27 percent.' 

I 
• GAIN produced a small increase in the proportion of experimentals whose 

combined income from earnings, AFDC, and Food Stamps exceeded the 
poverty line in year 3.

To approximate GAIN's effects on poverty, the analysis compared sample members' total year 

I 3 earnings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps with the official poverty line, taking into account the 

size of each sample member's family at the time of GAIN orientation, (In 1992, the poverty line for 

'I a single parent with one child was $9,190.) 'The income measure used here is different from the 

Census Bureau's official poverty measure in that Food Stamps are not counted in the official measure, 

II while other family income not measured in the GAIN evaluation is counted. The analysis suggests that 

I 
GAIN helped move some families out of poverty: 20 percent of the experimentals across the six 

counties, compared to 17 percent of the controls, had a combined income ab"ove the poverty line. In 

other words, experimentals' poverty rate was reduced by 3 percentage points. This impact reached 

I' almost 5 percentage points in Butte and Tulare. 

Impacts on Case Closures 

• GAIN reduced by a small amount (3 percentage points) the proportion of 
,experimentals who were on AFDC during the last quarter of year 3~ About . 

half of all experimentals and controls received some AFDC payments during 
that period. Only about one-fifth were both otT AFDC and working. 

I, Table 2 shows the proportion of sample members who had received any AFDC payments in the 

I 
last quarter of each follow-up year. The proportion of experimentals on AFDC had dropped to 53 

percent (for all six counties combined) by the end of the three-year period. However, only a portion 

of this change can be attributed to GAIN, since the control group experienced a similar decline. 

I Nonetheless, the counties collectively produced a reduction of 3 percentage points in the proportion 
, , 

I, 
of experimentals receiving welfare by the end of year 3, ranging from under 2 percentage points in 

Butte and Tulare to over 5 percentage points in Riverside. 

Table 3 (bottom panel) shows the proportion of people who had both worked and received no 

AFDC payments during the last quarter of the follow-up period.' This combined status, comes Closer 

I than any other measure in this study to representing the achievement of "self-sufficiency through 
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employment." 'By this criterion, about 19 percent of experimentals (for all six counties combined) ,I 
achieved self-sufficiency by working compared to 16 percent of controls, for a sm~ll (statistically 


significant) impact of almost 3 percentage points. The impact on this measure was highest in Riverside 
 'I 
and Alameda, where it exceeded 4 percentage points. ' (During this same quarter, another 10 percent 


of experimentals both worked and received welfare.) 
 I 
• 	 Several counties increased the proportion of registrants who made a 


permanent exit from AFDC during the available follow-up period, although 

this effect was not large. 
 Iv 

Welfare recipients who leave AFDC often return to the rolls. Across the six study counties, 


27 percent of experimentals who left AFDC for at least one full quarter during the first half of the 
 I 
follow-up period (i.e., from quarters 2 through 7) returned to AFDC before the three years were out. 


(This rate ranged from 22 percent in Los Angeles to 30 percent in Tulare.) Nonetheless, three counties 
 'I' 
increased the likelihood that experimentals would get off welfare and remain off the rolls. For 


example, 39 percent of all experimentals in Riverside, compared to 35 percent of all controls, had left 
 I' 
AFDC during the first half of the three-year follow.,.up peri09 and did not return during the rest of that 


period. This 4 percentage point difference was statistically significant and accounts for more than half 


of Riverside's impact of nearly 8 percentage points on the total percentage of experimentals who left 


AFDC within the first half of the follow-up period. For the full follow-up period, ~s Angeles and 


San Diego each had an impact of 3 percentage points (statistically significant) on the likelihood of 


exiting AFDC, but little effect was detected in the other three counties (Alameda, Butte, and Tulare). 


Impact Findings for Selected AFDC-FG Subgroups 

• 	 For the two basic education subgroups, GAIN produced earnings gains and 

welfare sav,ings, but not always for both groups in each county. 


A central question for GAIN is whether particular subgroups of welfare recipients are or are I 
not affected by the services the program offers and by its participation mandate. All GAIN registrants 


were classified into two groups, for whom the GAIN program model established different service 
 I 
sequences: those determined "not in need of basic education" and those deemed "in need of basic 


educatiqn." Overall, GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings for both of these subgroups 
 I, 
among AFDC-FGs. 


Three counties (Alameda, Riverside, and San Diego) produced large earnings gains - ranging 
 ,I
from about $3,000 to $4,000 - for registrants determined not to need basic education, as shown in 

, the top panel of Table 4. Two of these counties (Riverside and San Diego) also producedJarge I 
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TABLE 4 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR KEY AFDC-FG (SINGLE-PARENl1 SUBGROUPS 


Im~act on Average Total Earnings ($) Im~act on Average AFDC Pa},ments ($) 

Sub9rou~ and Coun~ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total 

AFDC-FGs determined 
not to need basic education 

Alameda 672 * 1006 1267 2947 * -1 -38 -94 -133 
Butte 154 374 418 946 400 357 229 986 
Los Angeles 201 534 412 1147 -692 *** -794 *** -709 *** -2194;.**:"': 
Riverside 1199 *** 1464 *** 1267 *** 3950 *** -682 *** :-691 *** -693 '*** -2067-*** 
San Diego 632 ** - 1185 *** 1223 *** 3040 *** -317 ** -556 *** -405 *** -1278;***' 

-614 * -233 212. -635 331 ' 208 4 543 ~ 

AFDC-FGs determined 
to need basic education 

Alameda -21 229 402 610 -202 -350 * -483 ** -1036 ** 
Butte 507 * 972 **' 1113 ** 2592 *** -1204 *~* -1128 *** -906 ** -3239 *** 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 

-35 
738 *** 

28 
1023 *** 

113 
834 *** 

107 
2595 *** 

-252 *** 
-677 *** 

-314 *** 
-700 *** 

-173 
-509 *** 

-739 *** 
-1886 ~**. 

San Diego 74 269 230 . 572 -281 ** -426 *** -313 ** 1020 ~** 
Tulare 123 174 690 *** 987 ** 39 57 -152 -56 

AFDC-FGs who are 
long-term welfare reci~ients 

Alameda 209 508 * ,774 ** 1492 ** -150 -261 -371 ** -782 * 
Butte 518 * 945 * 655 2318 *' -388 -424 -313 -1125 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 

-4 
1072 *** 

110 
1409 *** 

153 
1056 *** 

260 
3538 *** 

-328. *** 
.,..730 *** 

-401 *** 
-819 *** 

-277 ** 
-635 *** 

-1005 *** 
-2184 *** 

San Diego 207 
-117 

332 
203 

158 
844 *** 

697 
929 

-358 *** 
85 

-692 *** 
-43 

-495 *** 
-264 

-1545 *** 
-222 

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level): ** = 5 percent; * =10 percent. 



'I 
welfare savings, while the third (Alameda) did not. (The pattern in Alameda could have occurred if ,I 
its earnings impact was concentrated among individuals who, during the follow-up period, would have 

left welfare and worked even in the absence of GAIN, but in lower-paying jobs.) In contrast, Los 'I, 
Angeles achieved large welfare savings for this subgroup, but more modest (and not statistically 

significant) earnings gains. II 
Alameda's success (note9. above) in raising the quality of jobs suggests that the use of job search 

to explore career options, combined with subsequent participation in -vocational training and post I 
secondary education, may have played a role in producing Alameda's earnings impact. As the top 

panel of Table 5 shows, Alameda raised experimentals' participation in training and post-secondary I 
education 16 percentage points, on average, above the control group rate - a participation impact that 

was higher than in the other counties; it also had the largest impact on the duration of participation in I 
these activities. Moreover, Alameda increased the proportion of experimentals in the not-in-need-of

basic-education subgroup who received a trade certificate by almost 6 percentage points (not I 
statistically significant) and receipt of a Bachelor's degree by 3 percentage points. In contrast, 

Riverside did not increase participation in training and post-secondary education, nor did it incr~ase I
the receipt of education credentials, implying that its earnings impacts for this subgroup came about 

from other sources - possibly through a combination of factors; including the large impact on I
participation in job search activities (48 percentage points, as shown in the top panel of Table 5) and 

other program features that, made Riverside distinctive. (See the section above on implementation ,I
findings.) San Diego's experience appears to have been closer to Riverside's in that it did not have a 

large impact on the use of vocational education and training. I,
For registrants who were detennined to need basic education, increasing experimentals' use of 

ABE, GED, and ESL classes (relative to the use of those classes by controls) may have contributed ,I
to positive earnings impacts, for Butte, Riverside, and Tulare all had a positive impact on the rate of 

participation in those activities (see the bottom panei of Table 5 for the Riverside and Tulare impacts). I'All three counties (Tulare to a lesser extent) also produced statistieally significant earnings increases, 

as shown in the middle panel of Table 4. In addition, two of them (Butte and Riverside) produced ,I
welfare savings. At the same time, the experience of the other three counties indicates that even it 

large impact on the use of basic education may not result in earnings gains. For example, Alameda :1had a 56 percentage point impact. on the in-need-of-basic-education subgroup's rate of participation in 

basic education, yet its three-year impact on this group's earnings was relatively small. 

If an impact on the use of basic education contributes to an impact on earnings, the mechanism I: 
IIES-15 \ 
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TABLE 5 

GAIN's IMPACTS ON THE RATE OF PARTICIPAllON IN KEY ACTIVITIES 

WITHIN lWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 0 


County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Differenceo 

I 
Alameda 55.9 3.6 52.3 48.3 31.9 16.4 
Los Angeles 25.8 2.9 22.9 27.6 23.0 4.6 
Riverside 50.1 2.3 47.8 40.9 43.3 -:-2.4 
San Diego 41.9 7.9 34.0 48.3 43:5 4.8 
Tulare 46.4 3.0 43.4 48.8 .36.7 12.1 
All counties (a) 44.0 3.9 40.1 42.8 35.7 .7.1 

A. Registrants Determined Not to Need Basic Education 

Ever Participated in Ever Participated in Vocational Training 
Job Search Activities or Post-Secondary Education ' 

B. Registrants Determined to Need Basic Education 
o ,'I' 
I, 


Ever Participated in Ever Participated in Basic Education 

Job Search Activities (ABE, GED, or ESL) 


County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference 

I 

I, Alameda 19.6 3.8 15.8 65.1 9.2 55.9 
Los Angeles 11.2 3.8 7.4 49.2 10.8 38.4 
Riverside 32.0 0.7 31.3 40.6 14.5 26.1 
San Diego 27.4 7.5 19.9 42.1 11.8 30.3 
Tulare 12.4 0.9 11.5 65.6 13.3 52.3 
All counties (a) 20.5 3.3 17.2 52.5 .11.9 40.6 

,I NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two- to three-year foilow-up period, which rely partly on data from 
the registrant survey, are not available for Butte. ' 


Tests of statistical significance were not performed. 

(a) In the all-county averages,'the results for each county are weighted equally. 'I: 

,I 

I 


I 

'I 

I 




by 	which this' occurs may sometimes involve factors other than simply an increase in basic skills or .1 
credentials. For example, it is noteworthy that Riverside achieved its earnings gain for this subgroup 

without having had an impact on the proportion of experimentals who obtained. a GED and without I~ 
having an impact on literacy skills. 2 Furthermore, impacts on GED attainment were ,found in 

Alameda (an 8 percentage point impact), while impacts on the literacy test were concentrated in San ,I 
Diego - two counties that did not produce a statistically .significant increase in earnings for this 

subgroup. I 
It is possible 'that in Riverside (and perhaps elsewhere) basic education may have increased skills 


not measured by the literacy test used in this evaluation, or increased participants' interest in - or self
 I 
confidence about - working. Perhaps these kinds of influences, when combined with other aspects 

. 	 . 

of Riverside's implementation of GAIN (including its strong employment message and its substantial '11' 
impact of 31 percentage points on the rate of participation in job search for the in-need-of-basic

education subgroup, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 5), help to explain why Riverside achieved :1' 
an impr~ssive earnings impact for this subgroup without improving measured educational gains. 

• GAIN produced earnings and welfare savings for a variety of other ,I
subgroups, including (in some counties) registrants who had received AFDC 
for more than two years prior to entering the program, showing GAIN's 
potential to reach a difficult-to-serve population. II 

Among long-term recipients, the total three-year earnings impact was moderate to large (and 


statistically significant) in three counties (Alameda. Butte, and Riverside), ranging from $1,492 to 
 I 
$3,538, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 4. Three-year welfare savings of $782 to $2,184 were 

found across five counties (and were statistically significant in four of them). It is noteworthy that I, 
Riverside produced the largest earnings gains and the largest welfare savings for long-term AFDC-FG ,I.. 	recipients. It also produced statistically significant impacts on these outcomes when "long-term" is 

defined more strictly to mean recipients.who received AFDC continuously for at least the six years 

prior to orientation. I, 
The evaluation examined GAIN's impacts on a variety of other subgroups and found evidence 


of earnings gains and welfare savings, although not consistently in all counties. Across ,racial and 
 I 
ethnic groups, the largest impacts were found among whites and blacks. For blacks in Alameda (who 


constituted almost 70 percent of that county's sample), there was a relatively large year 3 earnings 
 I' 
2See Karin Martinson and Daniel Friedlander, GAIN: 'Basic Education in a Welfare-to- Work Program ,I:

(New York: MORe, 1994). 
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impact of $1,020. These results in Alameda are especially interesting because that county) sample 

was drawn entirely from relatively long-term recipients and an iIll1er-city area (Oakland).. For 

Hispanics in the three counties that had large samples of Hispanics (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 

Diego), only Riverside produced a statistically significant earnings impact in year 3 ($920), but none 

of the three produced statistically significant welfare savings for this group. 

In some counties, GAIN also achieved impacts for individuals facing conditions commonly 

I thought to reflect important barriers to employment. As previously discussed, the program produced 
, I 

earnings gains and welfare savings for subgroups with long welfare historie~ (as it did for those who 

I were welfare applicants or shorter-term recipients when registering for GAIN). It also achieved 

impacts for those with little employment experience prior to entering GAIN and for those with two or ' 

I more children. At the same time, however, it had weak earnings effects for a "most disadvan~ged" 

subgroup, defined as sample members with multiple barriers: more than two years' previous receipt 

'I of AFDC and no employment in the year preceding GAIN orientation and no high school dipl~ma. 

Larger earnings impacts for this group may be particularly difficult to achieve because of those
II 

I multiple barriers, although Riverside's success in doing so shows GAIN's potential to reach even them. 

I Impact Findings for Single Parents with Children Younger than Age 6 in Three Counties 

, • GAIN's impacts on single parents with children under the age of 6 largely 
paralleled its impacts on single parents whose children were age 6 or older 
in three counties. 

I , Under ,the JOBS legislation, starting in July 1989, GAIN's participation mandate was extended 

to single parents with children 3 to 5 years old at the time of orientation. Although this group was, 

not part of the main research sample for the evaluation (except in Alameda), employment, ea~ngs, 
, ,'II 

I 
and welfare data were collected for a supplementary sample of such 'individuals in Riverside and 

Tulare. This sample was somewhat younger, on average, than the main sample, but fewer than a 
'. '. . 

quarter of them were under age 25. 

I Over the entire three-year follow-up p~riod, Riverside produced large average increases in 

earnings ($3,511) and reductions in AFDC payments ($2,558) for this group, just as it had for its main 

I 
sample. Similarly, Alameda showed a sizable earnings impact for this sample ($2,220), as it ~ad for 

I 
its main sample, although the effect was not statistically significant (perhaps because of a small s'ample 

size). However, Alameda did not substantially reduce AFDC payments for this sample (it had a 
, . 

somewhat larger effect for ~he main sample). Tulare produced no earnings gains or w~lfare savings 
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I 
for thi1i group (although it achieved earnings gains in year 3 for the main sample). I 
The Riverside Case Management Experiment ;1, 

" 
• 	 In' Riverside, GAIN's already, large impacts on earnings and AFDC 


payments were not improved for registrants who were assigned to case 

managers with smaller-than-normal caseloads. 


A special study was conducted in Riverside to test whether assigning registrants to staff with I 
" smaller caseloads, and allowing" staff to monitor them' more closely and work with them more . 

intensively, would produce larger impacts on earnings and AFDC. Using random assignment 

procedures, experimentals and case managers were divided into two groups: an "enhanced" group and 

a· "regular" group. The average registrant-to-staffratio in the enhanced group (53 to 1) was about half I 
as large as"the ratio for the regular group (97 to 1). 


Both "the enhanced and regular experimental groups obtained large gains in earnings and large 
 'I 
reductions in AFDC, but, contrary to what had been expected, these impacts were not greater for the 


enhanced group. These findings suggest that there may be little advantage to operating a GAIN 

) I 

program - at least one like Riverside's - with caseloads substantially below 100 registrants per case 


manager, and that keeping them in the moderate range of about 100 to 1 may be one way of containing 
 I 
program costs without jeopardizing program effectiveness. 

I 
Findings on Program Costs for AFDC-FGs· 

This study calculated several different types of cost estimates, including: the county welfare 


department's average expenditure per experimental; the. total GAIN cost per experimental, which adds 


to the welfare department cost the average expenditures by schools and training providers for serVices 


provided to GAIN participants as part of the GAIN program; and the net cost (or net investment) per 


experimental. Net cost per experimental is the total public expenditure on employment-related 


activities per experimental - for post-GAIN activities as well as the total GAIN cost - minus the 


" public cost of (non-GAIN) services to controls. Net cost is the cost measure used in the benefit-cost 

analysis, discussed later in this summary. All cost estimates cover a time horizon of five years after 

orientation (in order to capture long-term participation in GAIN activities and to be consistent with the I 
. benefit-cost analysis), and are expressed in 1993 dollars. 

• 	 For aU six counties combined, county welfare departments spent an average I 
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.of $2,899 per experimental within the five years after orientation. 

Table 6A summarizes the average county welfare department expenditure for each of the six 

counties. Four of the six (Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) spent between $2,000 and $2,700, 

wh~le the. remaining two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles) spent about $4,000 or more. Across 

the six counties, about 60 percent of these expenditures were on activities that could be classified as. 
, 	 !, , 

case management (including conducting orientations, appraisals, and assessments; assigning registrants 

I to activities; arranging for support serVice payments; responding to noncompliance; etc.). Among the 

other welfare department expenditures were the costs of conducting (or subcontracting the operation 

I of) job club sessions and supervising individual job search activities, paying schools tp provide extra 

monitoring and attendance data (to help the welfare department measure complia~e with GAIN's 

I participation mandate), and paying for child care and other support services (e.g., fortransporcition 

and such ancillary items as books, tools, and uniforms). 

'I • The total five-year cost of GAIN (counting welfare department and other 
agencies' costs for serving GAIN participants) was $4,415 per experimental. 

I The total cost of GAIN per experimental is the sum of the GAIN-related expenditures of the 

county. welfare department and other agencies. Non-welfare agencies - adult schools, comm~nity 
, 

,I 

I colleges, and other organizations - provided the e.ducation and training for GAIN registrants', who 

were assign~d to basic education classes, vocational training, and post~secondary educ;ation to ,meet

I their participation obligation, or who were participating in approved self-initiated activities begun prior 

to entering GAIN. Thus, tl:le expenditures made by the non-welfare agencies to· serve GAIN 

~egistrants are considered to be GAIN-related costs, even though they were not controlled directly by 

the county welfare departments. For all six counties combined, these expenditures averaged $1,51' 
. 	 .I (Table 6A).· Adding these GAIN expenditures to those incurred by county welfare departments' 

($2,899) yields the total GAIN cost of $4,415 per experimental. 

. 	 .I • 	 GAIN expenditures were heaviest for job search; basic education, and 
vocational training and post-secondary education. 

I 
I' The pie charts in Table 6 show how this six-county total cost per experimental was distributed 

across the key components of GAIN. The first chart (Table 6C) illustrates that the cost to the welfare 

department of processing registrants through the orientation and appraisal stages of the program 

I 
. 	 , 

(including following up on those who failed to attend their scheduled orientation sessions)~ plus the cost 

of assessments, accounted for about 17 percent of the $2,899 average welfare department GAIN cost, 
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Orientation, Appraisal, 12.3% 
and Asse'ssment 

Child !=are 
7.7% 

Job Search 
25.0% 

'Unpaid Work 
Experience and OJT 

1.4% 

. Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

11.2% 

16.8% 
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TABLE 6 


ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC·FG (SINGLE·PARENT) EXPERIMENTAL 

WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 


A. Total GAIN Cost: Expenditures by Welfare Department and Other Agencies 

Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental 1$) 

Other Agencies' 
Welfare Department Costs for Serving 

County GAIN Cost GAIN Participants Total GAIN Cost 

Alameda 4429 2193 6622 
Butte 2650 1309 3959 
los Angeles 4023 1961 5984 
Riverside 2013 890 2963 
San Diego 2134 1096 3230 
Tulare 2086 1644 3131 
All counties 2899 1515 4415 

C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by 
Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services 

ABE/GED/ESL 
25.5% 

B. Net Cost per Experimental. 

Five-Year Average Cost ($) 

Difference 
Total Total (Net Cost 

County per Experimental (a) per Control per Experimental) 

Alameda 6977 1319 5591 
Butte 4413 1509 2904 
los Angeles 6402 613 5189 
Riversi~e 3469 1811 1591 
San Diego 3918 2001 1912 
Tulare ·4189 1455 2134 
All counties 4895 1472 3422 

la) Total GAIN cost plus cost of post-GAIN activities. 

D. Total GAIN Cost (Welfare Department and Other Agencies): 
Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services 
Orientation, Appraisal, 

and Assessment 8.1% Child Care 
. 11.1% 

Unpaid Work 
Experience and OJT 

Job Search 0.9% 
16.4% 

Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

27.1% 
ABE/GED/ESL . 

31.3% 

NOTES: In the all-county averages and percentage distributions, the results for each county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for 

about 60 percent of the welfare department GAIN cost, is included in the costs for the Individual components identified in panels C and D . 
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while expenditures on registrants assigned to job search activities a,nd basic education (ABE, GED, 

or ESL activities) each accounted for about one-quarter of those expenditures. (Again, this includes 

the cost of the case managers' effort to monitor attendance and progress, arrange support serVices, 

'follow up on nonattenders, etc., for these two activities.) Another 8 percent was spent on child care, 

and 12 percent was spent on other support services (transportation and ancillary services). It is 

important to note that, across all six counties, the average cost of GAIN child care per experimental 

would have been higher if the ~ese'arch sample had been composed mostly of parents 'with YOlmger 

children, a group that has a greater need for child care. For those with schoolage children, GAIN 

a~tivities were often scheduled to take place while the children themselves were in school. Also, those 

whose youngest child was ateenager (up to about one-quarter of the research sample in some cou~ties) 

would not have, been eligible for GAIN-funded cliild care. 

The second pie chart (Table 6D) shows the distribution of lOta/GAIN costs, i.e., after adding 

in the expenditures by other agencies providing the education and training rec~ived by GAIN 

participants while they were enrolled in GAIN. It shows that of the total average GAIN cost ($4;415), 

three-quarters is accounted for by expenditures on registrants' assigned to job search activities (16 

percent), basic education activities (31 percent), and vocationaitraining and post-secondary educa,tion 

(27 percent). 

• 	 The total cost of GAIN varied widely by county, ranging from under $4,000 ' 
per experimental in four counties (Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) 
to almost $6,000 or more in two comities (Alameda and Los Angeles)., 

Four counties - Butte, Riverside, San Diego" and Tulare - had an average total GAIN ,cost 

(including welfare department and non-welfare agency expenditures) in the range of about $3,000 to 
, 	 ' 

$4,000, while Los Angeles spent almost $6,000 per experimental and Alameda, more than $6,600. 

GAIN costs were lowest in Riverside ($2,963) owing, to an important extent, ;to Riverside 

experimentals' quicker depanures from the GAIN program and their shorter length of participation, 

on average, in education and training activities in that county compared to experimentals in 9ther 

counties. 'The unusually high costs in Alameda af.1d Los Angeles (both of which served only long-term' 

welfare recipients) are attributable to a combination of factors, including their experimentals' relatively 

long lengths of stay in GAIN and heavy use of education and training activities. In Los Angeles, this 

high usag~ was mostly in basic education activities, w.hile in Alameda it extended to vocational training 

and post-secondary education as well. Longer participation in activities also produces greater 

expenditures for support services. 
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I 
• The average net cost of all GAIN and non-GAIN services per experimental I 

was $3,422 for all six counties combined, but varied widely across the 
,counties. 

·1Net costs are key to determining whether GAIN has been a cost-effective investment from the 


perspective of government budgets. They represent the difference between the five-year average total 
 ,I
cost per experimental (including public expenditures on experimentals who'participated in non-GAIN 

employment and training activities after leaving GAIN) ~nd the average cost per control for non-GAIN Iservices. T~e government's net cost per experimental for the six c<?unties combined is thus obtained 

by subtracting the total cost per control ($1,472) from the total cost per experimental for GAIN and Inon-GAIN activities ($4,895), which yields $3,422 (after rounding). This number is presented in the 

last column of Table 6B. These costs were largest where the cost of GAIN itself was highest - in il 
Los Angeles ($5,789) and Alameda ($5,597) and lowest in Riverside ($1,597) and San Diego 

(~1,912). I 
Benefit-Cost Findings for AFDC-FGs I 

The benefit-cost analysis addresses three questions: Are welfare recipients financially better or 


worse off as a result of the GAIN prog~m? Is the government's net investment in services for the 
 I 
experimental group offset by subsequent budget savings? Does society as a whole come out ahead or 


behind as a result of the program? The analysis takes into consideration GAIN's effects on earnings, 
 -, 
AFDC payments, Food Stamps, and Unemployment Insurance payments, fringe benefits, taxes, Medi


Cal (Le., Medicaid) payments, administrative costs for AFDC and other transfer programs, and the' 
 I, 
net cost of employment-related services. It does not formally incorporate intangible positive or 


negative effects of the program, such as the increased sense of pride or feelings of stress or loss of 
 I_ time with their families that registrants might have felt in substituting work for welfare, or any 

enhancement of their self-esteem from obtaining a GED or other education credential through the IGAIN program. The analysis also assumes that no displacement of other workers occurred as a result 


of employment gains for expetimentals, because the displacement effects could not be measured. 
 IThe benefit-cost estimates presented in this summary cover the five years after GAIN 


orientation, a time frame similar to the one used in most previous MDRC evaluations of welfare-to
 Iwork programs. (Because a full five years of follow-up data were not available for earnings, welfare 

payments, and other outcomes, the overall benefit estimates include some projected values, up to two I.years for some sample members but less than that for most.) It should be noted, however, that this 
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probably is a conservative estimate. since five years is not likely to be long enough to capture the, total 

effects of GAIN. 

• 	 In five of the six counties,' experimentals, on average, were better off 
financially as a result of the GAIN program. 

As shown by the impact analysis. GAIN increased the earnings of experimentals in most 

counties. The measured and projected earnings gains and their associated fringe benefits constitute 

I the primary financial gain from the standpoint of experimenta!s (referred to in benefit-cost analyses 
! 

as the "welfare sample perspective"). However, these gains were offset to some extent by reduced 

I AFDC payments and other transfer payments. 

Nonetheless, GAINexperimentals - with the exception of those in Los Angeles - experienced 

I a net financial gain as a result of the program, averaging $923 per experimental for the six cou'nties 

combined over the five-year period. as shown in Figure 2A and Table 7. (The average net gain equals 

I $1,420 when Los Angeles is excluded.) In Los Angeles, experimentals' losse~ in transfer payments 

(especially AFDC payments) exceeded their measured earnings increases, leaving them with a net'loss 

overall of $1,561. (Any,effect GAIN may have had on "off the books" earnings is not tonsidered in 

this analysis.) In all other counties, experimentals realized an average net gain of between $948 in 

San Diego and $1,900 in Riverside. It is noteworthy, however, that in Tulare this positive result was 

achieved with a smaller earnings increase and a smalier reduction in AFDC payments compared to the 

other counties. In contrast, Riverside's results, compared to all of the other counties, reflect both a 

large increase in earnings and a large reduction in welfare payments - in other words, a greater 

substitution of work for welfare. 

• From the standpoint of the government budget, GAIN also produced

I economic gains that exceeded costs in two of the six counties (Riverside and 
San Diego). A third county (Butte) led to the government budget "breaking 
even." 

I 	 From the "government budget perspective," the potential gains of the program include reduced 

,I 
I' 

, , 

AFDC payments, reductions in other transfer payments, reductions in transfer program administnitive 

costs, and the increased taxes paid by experimentals. The net expenditures for GAIN af!.d- non-GAIN 

services constitute the major potential costs of the program. Overall, the results for this perspective 
, 	 . ' 

.1 
- which sets a tough standard for programs to meet - are mixed, as Figure 2B and Table 7 show. 

Average costs incurred by the government exceeded savings per experimental by $3,054 in Alameda,. 	 ., , 

$3,442 in Los Angeles, and $2,261 in Tulare. 'There was a moderate net gain (Le., savings and 
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FIGURE 2 


GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FROM THE WELFARE SAMPLE AND 
GOVERNMENT BUDGET PERSPECTIVES FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
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WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIEN~ATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 

A. From the Welfare Sample P~rspective , 
I 

Net gain I 

1900 

·1661 

I 

Net loss, 

~------------------------------------------------------------------Alameda 

·3064 

Alameda 

Butte Los Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare All Counties 

B. From the Government Budget Perspective 
, 

Net gain I 

64 

-833 

I 

Net loss I 

Butte Los Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare All Counties 

I 

I 




I 
I 'TABLE 1 

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) (IN 1993 DOLLARS)' 
", 1 J 

I 
I Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental' 

Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective ($) 
, Return to 

Welfare Government Government Budget 
,=.Sa=.:m.:..:.r:;..pl:.=e-.::a;,;..;n,=.d..,;:C:...::o:.=u"-'n.=.",ty'--_____-.::S:.:::a:.:.,:m""p;.:.:le"--_____--=B:..:u;.::d""g.=.et=----____,~:.=:.=c:.::ie:.:.Jty'___ ___"pe="_r.:.;N:.:::et;:.cD:::.,o:::,:I:.::::la::.-r:.:..:In.:,:v,=.es:::.,:t:.:::ed=

I Full sample 

I 
Alameda 1090 -3054 -2103 0.45 per,$1 
Butte 1585 54 1452 , 1.02 per$1 
Los Angeles -1561 -3442 -5046 , 0.41 per$1 
Riverside 1900 2936 4458' 2,84 per,$1 
San Diego 948 767 1649 1.40 per$1 
Tulare 1577 -2261 -819 0,17 per $1 

I 
All counties (a) 923· -833 -67 0.76 per $1 

Registrants determined 

not to need basic education 


I Alameda' ·5328 -6041 -904 ., 0,16 per $1 

I 
Butte 4702 -3955 621 ....0,30 perl$1 
Los Angeles -2826 2892 ' -11 l 2.15 per $1 
Riverside 3235 3576 6328 : 4.36 per $1 
San Diego 2925 2610 5235 3.95 per'$1 
Tulare 673 ' -2812 -2163, ....0.24 pe($1 

I 
Registrants determined 
to need basic education 

'Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

-1199 
-820 

-1162 
1111 
-968 
2333 

-2011 
4816 

-4755 
2444 
-759 

-2082 

-3299 
3656 

-5941 
3246 

-1590 
45 

, OliO per $1 
2.71 per $1 

'0.26 per $1 
2.24 per,$1 

: 0.72 per $1 
0.30 per $1 

, 1 

NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the, 
perspective of the government budget (minus employers' share of payroll taxes) plus the net value of output produced by 
registrants in unpaid work experience positions.

I 
 (a) In the all-county averages (included for the full sample only), the results for each county are weighted equally. 


I 

0, 

J' 

I 

I 

,I 
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I 
increased tax revenues exceeded net costs) in San Diego ($767), and a quite large net gain in Riverside I 
($2,936). In Butte, GAIN resulted in the government budget breaking even (with a slight net gain of 

$54). The losses in Alameda and Los Angeles to an important extent reflect the comparatively high I 
net expenditures on employment-related services per experimental, especially for education and training 


activities. On average, across the six counties, the GAIN program incurred a net loss to the 
 I 
goyernment budget of $833 within a five-year time horizon ... 

" 	

IOne can also consider the cost-effectiveness of the GAIN program from the standpoint of the 


government budget by estimating the value of budgetary savings and tax increases per dollar of 


investment (i.e., per dollar of net costs). This measure is called net return to budget per net dollar 
 'I 
invested. An average .gain of more than $1 means tiult the program brings in more than a dollar's 

worth of additional revenues and savings for each additional dollar spent on employment':related I 
services to experimentals; an average return that is less than $1 implies a net loss for the government. 


Riverside's program produced $2.84 in increased revenues and savings for every net dollar 
 I 
spent on experimentals, a substantial return to the budget. (If Riverside had operated GAIN solely 


with the higher caseload sizes assigned to staff in the "regular" case management group, its return to. 
 .1 
the government budget would have been higher than $2.84.) The program in San Diego and (to a . 


slight extent) Butte also returned more than $1 in revenues and savings ($1.40 and .$1.02, 
 I 
respectively). Alameda, Los Angeles, and Tulare returned less than $.50 per dollar of net costs; and 


the six counties combined returned $.76, on average. 
 I 
• 	 Overall, three counties (Butte, Riverside, and San Diego) achieved a net gain 


from the societal perspective. 
 I 
The net financial gain or loss to "society as a whole" is approximated by summing the results 

. from the welfare sample and government budget perspectives.3 As Table 7 'shows, Butte, San Diego, I 
and especially Riverside achieved a net financial gain from the societal perspective, and were the only 

counties to do so. In Alameda and Tulare, the government incurred a net loss but welfare recipients I 
gained - a kind of trade-off that policymakers mayor may not find acceptable. 

• 	 The rmdings across the six counties point to GAIN's potential to produce net I 
rmancial gains for both education subgroups. However, different strategies 

I 
3The results from another perspective - that of the taxpayer - were also calculated but were excluded 


from this summary because' they were close to those of the government budget. They included a small 

additional gain from increased output from experimentals employed in unpaid work experience (PREP) jobs 
 I 
and excluded the employer's share of payroll taxes. 
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I 
I may involve important trade-offs between the welfare sample. and 

government budget. ' 

I For experimentals determined not to need basic education, Alameda (which served longer-term 

welfare recipients) stands out as having produced the largest net gain for the welfare sample ($5~328 

I per experimental) .. At the same time, Alameda's average net cost p~r experimental in this subgroup 

was unusually high ($7,161, compared to less than $1,100 in Riverside and San Diego), iil.,part 

I . , 

because of its high net increase in experimentals' use of vocational training and post-secondary 

education. These expenditures, in combination with the absence of substantial reductions in AFDC 

I payments, resulted in a substantial net loss for the goverrunent budget ($6,041 per experimental), as 

shown in Table 7. Riverside and San Diego illustrate an alternative· pattern: Although they placed 

I much less emphasis on vocational training,and post-sec~ndary education, they too achieved a net gain 

for the welfare sample On"the range of $3,000 per experimental), although it was considerably smaller 

I than in Alameda. Because their expenditures were lower, these two counties also produced a net gain 

I 
for the government budget: by $3,576 in Riverside and $2,610 in San Diego' (a return of $4.36 and 

$~.95, respectively, per net dollar invested). 

For experimentals who were determined to need basic education, GAIN resulted in a net gain 

I from the welfare sample perspective in only two counties (Riverside and Tulare) and for the 

government budget in two counties (Butte and Riverside). Riverside was the only county of the six 

to produce a net gain for both of the basic education subgroups from both the welfare sample and 

government budget perspectives. 

Summary of Impact and Benefit-Cost Findings for' AFDC-Us (Heads of Two-Parent Families> 

I • GAIN produced earnings gains for the heads of two-parent families (AFDC
Us) that were about the same in year 3 as in year 2, and welfare savings that 
were somewhat lower. Butte had the most impressive earnings impacts, 
which were large and sustained over time. I~ 

A veraging across five counties (omitting Alameda because of a small sample size) yields three

I year earnings gains of $1 ,111 per AfDC-U experim~ntal group member (a 12 percent increase over 

the control group average) and three-year AFDC impacts of $1,168 (a saving of 6 perce,nt relative to 

I the average AFDC payments to. controls). (See Table 8.) 

The results varied considerably by county. GAIN increased earnings in the three-ye~lf follow-up

I period in three of the five counties - Butte, Los Angeles, and Riverside. However, only in Butte did 
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TABLE 8 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES) 


Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments .... 
. Percentage. Percentage 

County Experimentals ($) Controls ($) Difference ($) Change Experimentals ($) Controls ($) Difference ($) Change 

Alameda (a) 
Year 1 
Year 2 

·Year3 
Total 

Butte 
Year 1 
Year 2 

3026 
4033 

2393 
2776 

633 • 
1257·" 

26% 
45% 

·6523 
5246 

6749 
5775 

-226 
-529 

-3% 
-9% 

Year 3 4752 3346 1406·· 42% 4555 5071 -516 -10% 
Total 11811 8515 3295··· 39% 16324 17595 -1271 -7% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 1480 1221 259·· 21% 9440 9871 '::431 ... -4% 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1787 
1726 
4993 

1468 
1417 
4106 

319 • 
309 
887 .. 

22% 
22% 
22% 

8333 
7417 

25190 

8826 
7739 

26436 

-493 ... 
-323 • 

-1246 ... 

-6% 
-4% 
-5% 

Riverside 
Year 1 .. 
Year 2 

3691 
4038 

2930 
3628 

761 ••• 
411 

26% 
11% 

4840 
3892 

5807 
4640 

-967 ... 
-748 ... 

-17% 
-16% 

Year 3 
Total 

3812 
11542 

3478 
10036 

334 
1506 .. 

10% 
15% 

3614 
12346 

3964 
14411 

-350 • 
-2064 ... 

-9% 
-14% 

San Diego 
Year 1 
Year 2 

3331 
4128 

3089 
3978 

242 
150 

8% 
4% 

6790 
5565 

7301 
6197 . 

-510 ... 
-632 ... 

-7% 
-10% 

Year 3 
Total 

4144 
11603 

4402 
11469 

-258 
134' 

-6% 
1% 

5155 
17510 

5339 
18837 

-184 
-1327 ... 

-3% 
-7% 

Tulare 
Year 1 2987 2961 26 1% 7545 7523 23 0% 
Year 2 3721 3998 -277 -7% 6316 6261 54 1% 
Year 3 4121 4138 -17 -0% 5588 5600 -12 -0% 

Total 10829 11097 -268 -2% 19449 19384 66 0% 

All counties (b) 
Year 1 2903 2519 384·" 15% 7028 7450 -422··· -6% 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total. 

3542 
3711 

10156 

3170 
3356 
9045 

372 .. 
355·· 

1111 ... 

12% 
11% 
12% 

5871 . 
5266 

18164 

6340 
5543 

19332 

-469·" 
-277 ... 

-1168 ... 

-7% 
-5% 
-6% 

NOTES: 	 Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as ... = 1 percent (the highest level);" =5 percent; • = 10 percent. 
(a) Because of Alameda's small samg'e size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its earnings imtactS($782 for the three-year period, or a 24 percent 

increase over the control group average) and AFD payments impacts (-$103, or less than a 1 percent ecrease) are considered much less reliable than those 
for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. . . 

(b) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 	 . 
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.1 
I . earnings impact~ increase frOrhy~ar 1 to year 2; they then held steady from year 2. to year 3, rearhing 

a total of $37295. per experimental over the entire three-year period. 

I Red~ctions in AFDC payinents were found in f~ur counties .' Butte, Los Angel~s, Rive~side, 
.and San Diego - although they were not statistically significant in Butte'(possibly beca~se of a ~ma]] 
sample size). Riverside's welfare impacts were the largest: a saving of $2,064 per experimental: over I 	

I 

",' . .' 	 -" : 
the three years, or .14 percent of the average payments to controls. Butte, Los Angeles; and San piego 

I 	
. . 

were in a middle range, while Tulare produced noAFDC impacts. It appeared unlikely there would 
, 	 , ' 'I 

be much addition to. total AFDC impacts. after year 3 except in Butte. 

• 	 GAIN had a positive impact on AFDC-U experimentals' rate of employm~nt 
in year 3 in three counties (Butte, Los Angeles, and Riverside). However, 
it did not reduce the proportion on welfare.· 

Table 9 indicates tmit across the five counties included in the AFDC-U 'analysis, nearly 45 

percent of experimentals had eVer been employed in year 3, compared to 40 percent· of controls, a 
, I 

difference of almost 5 percentage points. This impact was concentrated in Butte, Los. Angeles; and 

I Riverside. Although Los Angeles had the largest impact (10 percentage points on this measure)~ this . 	 . 

effect did not translate into a correspondingly large earnings gaiJ;1, perhaps because the jobs were short-

I term, low-paying, or both. . 	 , 
. . '. . '" ". 	 ; 

Table 9 also shows that GAIN had little overall effect on the proportion of AFDe-U s rece'iving 
" " 	 "I.: . 

AFDC in the last quarter of follow-up, although Butte did show a reduction (not smtist~cally 

significant) of almost 5 percentage points. In fact, the proportion of both groups receiving welfare at 
. . 	 , !. 	 , 

the end of year 3 was high in most counties, exceeding 50 pe'rcent (and reaching 78 Percent in Los. 
. , 

I 

Angeles). These levels are'comparable to those found for the, AFDC-FGs, which was not expected 

. because AFDC-Us are typically considered to'be more "job:"ready" and shorter-term ustrs of welfare.'I These patterns may partly reflect the faCt that the. AFDC-U sample~ in several counties inclucted a 

relatively high proportion of registrants who were .. not proficient in English. This wa~ especially so 

in Los Angeles. where they accounted for 83 percent of the research sample, many Qf whom. were 
. 	 i I 

Southeast Asian refugees. I 	 .., 

I 
• GAIN's benent-cost results for AFDC-Us show a large positive effect from 

the welfare sample perspective in Butte only, and a modest positive return 
on the governmenl'sinvestment in Butte and ~iverside only.. 

,I 	 As suggested by the impact analysis, GAIN did not produce for AFDC-Us the same oyerall 
, • 	 1 ' 

economic benefits from the welfare sample perspective that AFDC-FGs received, primarily because 
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,TABLE 9 I I 
,GAIN's IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES 

AT THE END OF YEAR 3 FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES), I 
Ever Em~lo:(ed in Year 3 On AFDC in the Last Quarter of Year 3 

Count:( Experimentals (%) 'Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference I 
Butte 4~.1 41.9 6.2 * 47.9 52.7 -4.6 
Los Angeles 35.6 26.0 9.8 *** 78.4 77.9 0.5 
Riverside 44.8 . 40.2 4.6 ** 42.6 40.9 1.7 ISan Diego 45.6 43.9 1.7 56.9 57.2 -0.2 
Tulare 46.9 48.4 0.5 60.4 59.9 0.5 
All counties (a) 44.6 40.1 4.5 *** 57.3 57.7 -0.5 

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as*** =1 percent (the highest level); ** =5 percent; * =10 percent. 
Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much 

less reliable than those for the other counties: therefore, the Alameda impacts.are not included in this table. 
(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted 

equally. I 
TABLE 10 I 

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES) (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 

IEstimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental 
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective ($) 

Return to 
Welfare Govemment Govemment Budget 

Count:( Sam~le Budget Socie~ per Net Dollar Invested I 
Butte 2096 697 2566 1.22 per $1 
Los Angeles -621 -20'21 . -2748 0.55 per $1 
Riverside -714 1314 466 1.61 per $1 I 
San Diego -1949 :"'86 -1796 0.96 per $1 
Tulare '260 -2939 -2665 - 0.08 per $1 
All counties {a} -166 -607 -638 0.79 per $1 I 
NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net presentvalue from the 
perspective of the government budget (minus employers' share of payroll taxes) and the net value of output produced by I 
registrants in unpaid work experience positions. " '. 

, Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much 
less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. 

(a) In the all-county averages, th~ results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted I' 
equally. 

I 
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A SUMMARY OF GAIN's 

BENEFITS, COSTS AND THREE-YEAR IMPACTS 


• GAIN 

.. 

.. 

.. 

The nation's largest JOBS program 
Similar to other JOBS approaches in its emphasis on basic education and the priority of serving 
(potential) long-term recipients 
Different in its greater specificity of service sequences and California's relatively high grants 

• Study 

.. 

.. 

.. 

33,000 people randomly assigned, about half enrolled prior to July 1989 
Single-parents (mostly women with school-age children) and two-parent heads of households 
(mostly men) 
Six counties (52% of the state's welfare caseload) with diverse conditions and GAIN 
approaches: Alameda, Butte, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Diego, Tulare 

• Three-Year Impact Findings for AFDC Single Parents 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Increases in employment and earnings: for the six counties (weighted equally), average 
earnings gains of $1,414 (22%) over the three years; effects grew larger over time 
Reductions in welfare payments: for the six counties (weighted equally). average grant 
reductions of $961 (6%) over the three years 
Five of the six counties produced mOderate-to-large earnings gains or welfare savings (or bo~h) 
over the three years 
Varied effects by county: largest impacts in Riverside, with average three-year earnings gains of 
$3,113 (49%) and average welfare reductions of $1,983 (15%) 
Some earnings and welfare impacts on long-term recipients 

·53% of GAIN enrollees were on welfare at the end of the three-year period. a 3 percentage
point reduction compared to controls (56%) 

• Five-Year Benefit Cost Findings for Single Parents 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Net costs varied widely across counties, from $1,597 per enrollee in Riverside to $5,597 in 
Alameda 
Five of the six counties made welfare recipients better off financially 
Government budgets came out ahead in two counties (Riverside and San Diego) and broke 
even in a third (Butte); return to government budget per net dollar invested was largest in 
Riverside ($2.84) . 

• Results for Heads of Two-Parent Families 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Increases in employment and earnings: for five counties (weighted equally), average earnings 
gains of $1,111 (12%) over the three years 
Reductions in welfare payments: for five counties (weighted equally), average welfare paym~nts 
reduced $1,168 (6%) over the three years 
Longer-term impact trends not as impressive as for single parents 
Five-year benefit-cost results: one county (Butte) produced a substantial net gain for welfare 
recipients; in two counties (Butte and Riverside) government budgets came out ahead 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 



I 
savings in AFDC and other transfers offset earnings gains to a greater extent. As seen in Table 10, . ,I 

I 

the AFDC-U welfare sample incurred net losses in three counties (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 

I Diego) and net gains in two others (Butte and Tulare). However, only in Butte did AFDC-Us receive 

a large net gain from the program, $2,096. From the government budget perspective, only Butte,and 

I Riverside produced a net gain ($697 and $1,314, respectively). 

I Policy Lessons 

In passing the GAIN legislation in 1985, California legislators launched an.ambitious effort to 

I change the terms and conditions of receiving AFDC, with the twin goals of helping welfare recipients 

become self-sufficient and reducing the financial burden of welfare on the government. The model 

I itself was the product of a compromise between two groups in California that embraced both of these 

goals but differed in their beliefs about the type of program best suited to achieving them. One group 

I of reformers initially favored a relatively short-term program of mandatory job search followed, for 

participants who did not find jobs, by unpaid work experience (or "workfare"). The other group 

I favored a broader range of services, with a strong emphasis on education and skills training, as well 

as less onerous penalties for noncompliance than the financial sanctions advocated by the first group. 

I 
. . 

}'he resulting GAIN model incorporates elements of' both of these approaches, representing a 
, , 

significant departure from the simpler (mainly job search) lower-cost initiatives' of the early 1980s 

I and a prelude to the federal JOBS .program, which, like GAIN, includes a rec;iprocal obligation and 

greater focus than earlier programs on education and training. 

I Representing a bold leap in welfare reform -in ambition; complexity; and expense - GAIN 

started with its feasibility uncertain and its effectiveness unknown. Would it be operated as envisioned 

I on a large scale? Would its performance beat the dear but modest successes of earlier welfare-to-~ork 
programs? What approaches for implement~ng it would work best? The GAIN evaluation findings 

I that are now available offer some answers. 
I 

Operating GAIN as envisioned on a large scale 

I 

I GAIN's ambitiousness derived as much from the scale of the project - in most counties, having 

been targeted (originally) toward all single parents on AFDC withschoolage children and heads ofI two-parent families - as from the complexity of the model itself. Nonetheless, aU of the study 

counties - large and small - were able meet the challenge of implementing GAIN's mixed service 

approach involving job search, basic education, training, and other services, along with its ongoing 
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I 
participation mandate and multi-step enforcement pr~ess. Funding levels did not permit Alameda and I 
Los Angeles to enroll the full mandatory caseload, or the other counties to continue doing so 

(especially after the transition to JOBS, which expanded the share of the welfare caseload targeted for I 
GAIN), but the program model envisioned by the California legislature was given a "fair test" during 

the main period of program operations covered by the evaluation, and it proved· administratively I 
feasible. 

Is GAIN more successful than past welfare-to-work programs, and for more disadvantaged I 
. welfare recipients? 

In establishing GAIN, the California legislature hoped to create a program that would surpass I 
in effectiveness the primarily job search programs of the early 1980s, particularly with the more 

disadvantaged portion of the welfare caseload that had benefited less from such services. Overall, the 

results suggest that GAIN could meet this standard - average GAIN impacts were larger than those 

produced by these earlier programs - but that it did not do So uniformly. The results also show that, 

in one county, GAIN produced the most impressive results ever found for a large-scale welfare-to

work program. 

Moreover, GAIN's pattern of impacts shows that the program could substantialJy increase .the 

earnings of long-term recipients, but that here, too, the effects were not consistent across counties. I 
Some counties had better results for advantaged groups, some for less advantaged. The absence of 


a more consistent,_ predictable pattern suggests that giving priority for· enrollment into GAIN to 
 I 
particular segments of the welfare case load may' not yield effective results across all counties. 


Therefore, for the state as a whole;·a more broadly focused strategy might be more effective. (Past 
 I 
welfare-to-work studies point to the same conclusion.) At the same time, the ch3.11enge remains to 


improve the consistency of GAIN's effectiveness across a wide variety of subgroups. 
 I 
Do some approaches work better than others? 

IAlthough GAIN is based on a uniform program model that all of California'S counties must 


operate, county administrators have' considerable authority - under California'S state-supervised, 
 I. county-operated welfare system - to shape the program's actual content. The GAIN administrators 

in the six study' counties chose to implement the program in different. ways. The most important Idimensions of program variation included the use of basic education, vocational training and post.' , . 

secondary education, and other strategies; the message conveyed .to welfare recipients about Iemployment; and the use of direct job development. This variation provided the evaluatiop with an 
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I 
I opportunity to explore whether some of these alternative approaches gener~ted better results than 

. others. 

I The Role of Basic Education. The study's findings suggest (but do not prove) that basic 

education - one of GAIN's most innovative and expensive features - ·may make an important 

I contribution to the program's success, as its designers had hoped. (As previously discussed, such an 

effect in Riverside would have been indirect, since it did not come from an increase in measured skills 

I gains or GED receipt.) At the same time, the findings caution that basic education offers no guarqntee 

of success - even when it is extensively used (as in Alameda) or its quality is considered exceptional 

I (as in San Diego). Although the study cannot point to particular changes in the character of the 

education treatment itself that would enhance its effectiveness, the absence of large earnings impacts 

I in four of the six counties for welfare recipients lacking basic ski~ls suggests that attempting to get as 

many of these recipients as possible to attend basic education as their initial GAIN activity appears not 

I to be the most productive strategy. It may also be that pennitting very long stays i~ this activity 

without closely monitoring participation and progress, and without requiring participants to test 

I opportunities in the h~.bor market along the way, would weaken the contribution that basic education 

could make to GAIN's overall success. In the absence of more convincing evidence of a payoff from 

I 
. . 

I 

maximizing the use of basic educatio.n, a more equal emphasis on upfront job search as well as· basic. 

education activities, in combination with other factors, could be a better way of serving those lacking 

basic skills. 

I 
The Role of Vocational Training and Post-Secondary Education. For recipients who already 

possess a high school diploma or a GED and pass a literacy test, the GAIN model requires "testing 

I 
the job market first" by participating in job search activities before moving on to more expensive 

·vocational training or. post-secondary education. Given this sequence, and the fact that many controls 

I 
enrolled themselves in non-GAIN vocational. training or post-secondary education (as did some 

experimentals after leaving welfare), GAIN's irppact on the use of these activities was small in most 

counties. ~hus, the evaluation can provide only limited evidence on the ~ffects of increasing their use. 

I Some evidence suggests (but does not prove) that greater use of vocational training and post

secondary education may be an effective approach: Alameda produced the largest increase in the use 

I of such activities by registrants not needing basic education and achieved a large e~rningsgain for 
. ; 

I 
them; it also got them better jobs (compared to employed controls). In addition, Alameda produced 

th~ largest overall financial gain for experimentals in that subgroup across the six counties, as 

measured by the benefit-cost analysis. At the same time, this strategy can also be ·costly from the 
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I 
standpoint of the government budget, with the, financial return falling far short of the government's I 
net investment per experimental in the not-in-need-of-basic-education subgroup, as was the case in 

Alameda. I 
It is therefore an equally important finding that, for this subgroup, two other study counties 

(Riverside and San Diego) produced large ,earnings gains and welfare savings, and an overall net gain I 
for both the welfare sample and the government budget, all without increasing experimentals' use of 

vocational training and post-secondary educ'ation (compared to their use by controls). Thus, other I 
approaches can provide an alternative route to achieving desirable earnings and welfare impacts and 

may be more cost-effective (although they may not lead to higher-paying jobs). I 
The "Message" and Emphasis on Quick Employment and Job Development. While GAIN's 

job search, basic education, and vocational education and training might help a county achieve positive I 
earnings impacts, these services are unlikely to be all that matter. Among ,the program's other 

features, ,the "message" about employment that staff attempt to convey to registrants while they are I 
in all components, and the active use of job development to establish a close link to 'private-sector 

employers, may also be critically important. ' I 
A program's employment message is an aspect of operating. GAIN that transcends specific 

program components. As described earlier in this summary (in the section· on implementation I 
findings), the content of that message can vary widely, from more strongly emphasizing the value of 

any job, even a low-paying job, to encouraging participants to wait for (and prepare for) a better job. I 
, Yet, the very, content of that message may be part of what determines whether participation in any 

given component will actually have a payoff in the labor market. Indeed, the finding that the best :1 
performing county (Riverside) far more strongly and pervasively than all other counties advocated the 

value of any job points to the potential importance of the employment message, even to registrants I
assigned to education and training activities. Perhaps it contributed to Riverside's success by affecting 

how much effort registrants - across a variety of subgroups - made to look for a job, and how 
. I Iselective they were with regard to the kinds ofjobs they would accept. 

Job development, whereby staff directly assist registrants in locating employment opportunities, Ialso transcends program components and may be another aspect of operating GAIN that enhances the 

payoff derived from participating in a GAIN corrfponent. By offering those taking part in GAIN job Isearch or education or training a direct link to employers (as Riverside did to a far greater extent than 

any other county), job development may increase participants' opportunity and incentive to apply in Ithe labor market what they learn in GAIN activities. 
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I 
I The Case of Riverside: A Combination ofFactors. No single implementation factor is likely 

to explain why one county performs better than another, and this appears to be the case in accou~ting 

I for Riverside's unusually strong performance. For example, the available evidence suggests that 

Riverside's results appear not to be ~xplained by differences. in the background characteristics of its 

I 
. . 
GAIN registrants or local economic conditions. Moreover, while it had some distinctive program 

features, along many dimensions the program was not unique. What most distinguished Riverside 

I from the other counties - and, therefore, what might have contributed to Riverside's more favorable 

results - was its panicular combination of practices and conditions: a pervasive emploYfIlent message 

I and job development' effons, more equal use of job search and education activities for registrants 

I 
needing basic education, a str:ong commitment to (and adequate resources for) securing the 

panicipation of all mandatory registrants, and reliance on GAIN's formal enforcement mechanisms to 

reinforce the seriousness with which it viewed the panicipation obligation. This constellation of 

I 
l.:,; 

practices was not found in any other county. 

I 
If Riverside's success sets a new standard of achievement for welfare-to-wQrk programs, and 

if a combination of program strategies explains its success, it is impottant toask whether Riverside's 

I 
overall approach or some of its distinctive strategies can be replicated elsewhere with the same success. 

On the one hand, the finding that Riverside produced similarly impressive impacts across each of its 

I 
GAIN offices suggests that its approach and success can be replicated even when operated by different 

staff and in localities characterized by diverse labor market and local conditions. On the other hand, 

I 
the variation in local conditions within Riverside County does not capture the greater variation that 

exists across counties. Thus, it is not a foregone conclusion that Riverside's approach - including 

I 
its focus on more rapid employment and job development - would work in other types of localities, 

pa~icularly in inner-city areas such as those found in Los Angeles and Alameda, o.r. whether they 

I 

would succeed in more rural; agricultural areas with persistently high unemployment, such as those . 

found in Tulare. Also, at least in the inner-city areas, where the welfare pOl?ulation as a. whole 

undoubtedly faces greater barriers to employment, a stronger employment focus mayor may not help 

to improve their employment prospects. Also impottant is whether other combinations of practi~es can 

I 
produce results as good as or (by helping more recipients get higher-quality jobs) better than those 

found in Riverside - e.g., by instituting a strong job development component in a program 

I. 
emphasizing vocational education and training, or delivering' a strong employment message in a 

program that (unlike Riverside) actually produces a greater net increase in (i.e., impact on) the use 

of vocationally oriented activities. These are impottant questions for future evaluation effons. 
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Would Changing the Incentives to Work Produce Better Results? I 

It is also important to consider some of the limitations of GAIN. As previously mentioned, 

GAIN, even operating at its best, was only moderately successful in moving people off welfare and I 

out of poverty by the end of three years. This is probably because of conditions that transcend the 

GAIN program, such as the economic incentive for welfare recipients to take ,and keep jobs. It is I 

therefore important to ask whether GAIN's effectiveness can be enhanced by other reforms now under 

debate or already instituted that aim to improve the financial payoff from working. Such strategies I 

include increasing the EITC (as the federal government has recently done), and, at the same time, 

increasing welfare recipients' awareness of this benefit (which this study found to be low among I 

recipients· in GAIN). Other strategies would include allowing welfare recipients to keep more of their 

earnings and still collect AFDC (as recent legislation in California and in other states does), and I 

improving access to medical care (which is under debate in Congress) and child care for !he working 

poor. Whether these and other reforms can strengthen the payoff from GAIN (or JOBS programs in I 

other states) remains an important open question. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I' 
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I 
I TABLE 11 

THE SIX COUNTIES IN THE GAIN IMPACT STUDY 

I AND THEIR SAMPLE~ (AT THE TIME THE SAMPLES 
WERE ENROLLED IN GAIN: MARCH 1988 THROUGH JUNE 1990) 

I 
I Alameda, which includes the city of Oakland, has the largest welfare caseload of . 

single parents (AFDC-FGs), and the second-largest case load of heads of two-parent 
families (AFDC-Us), among counties in the San Francisco Bay area. It was one of 

I 
two evaluation counties that had a large inner-city welfare population and :that 
enrolled only long-term recipients, a practice that was consistent with the statutory 
requirement for counties that did not have enough resources to serve all G.AIN
eligibles. More than 80 percent of both its AFDC-FG and AFDC-U GAIN registrants 

I 
were minorities; a large majority (69 percent) of its single-parent registrants were 
black; and a substantial proportion (40 percent) of its heads of two-parent families 
were Indochinese. Alameda had the second-highest propprtion of registrants who 

I 
were determined "in need of basic education" (65 percent for·AFDC-FGs and 81 
percent for AFDC-Us). The case load size per case manager in Alameda. was 
relatively low, about 75: 1. 

I 
Butte, a mid-sized rural county in northern California, had by far the smallest wElifare 
case load of the counties studied and the largest. proportion of non-minorities (more 
than 85 percent of AFDC-FGs and about three-quarters of AFDC-Us). Although it 

I 
enrolled a broad cross section of its mandatory GAIN caseload, Butte appeared to 
have the least disadvantaged AFDC-FG sample in the study, with the lowest rate 
of those determined "in need of basic education" (49 percent), the lowest 
proportion of long-term recipients (28 percent), and the second-highest proportion 
of registrants with a recent work history (f?7 percent). Butte.used an unusual GAIN 
intake· procedure in order to keep caseload size per case manager relatively low

I (63: 1 ); registrants were brought into GAIN but were placed on waiting lists for up 
to several months until a case manager had an opening. . 

I Los Angeles, with about one-third of the state's case load and a welfare population 
larger than all but a few states', was the other county that had a large inner-city 
welfare population and that enrolled only long-term recipients. As a result, Los 
Angeles had the highest relative proportion of recipients in the research sample who

I were determined "in need of basic education" (81 p.ercent for AFDC-FGs and 92 

I 
percent for AFDC-Us). An unusually large proportion (32 percent of AFDC-FGs and 
83 percent of AFDC-Us) were not proficient in English. Los Angeles also had the 
smallest proportion of AFDC-FGs with a recent work history (just 1 7 percent) and 

I 
th·e second-smallest proportion of AFDC-Us who had recently worked (32 percent), 
the highest average age (almost 39 years for AFDC-FGs and 42 for AFDC-Us), and 
the highest proportion of minorities (nearly 90 percent for both AFDC-FGs and , 
AFDC-Us). Nearly 60 percent of its AFDC-U population was Indochinese. Los 

I 
Angeles' program started later and was somewhat less fully developed than other 
counties' programs during the study period. Alone among the counties in California, 
Los Angeles had also contracted with a private-sector firm to conduct case 

. management. (This contract was terminated in 1993.l Its GAIN caseload per case. 
manager (128: 1) was the highest ·among the six counties. . 

I 
(cortinued) ;
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I 
TABLE 1'1 (continued) I 

Riverside, a large county in southern California, which has both urban and rural I 
areas, enrolled a broad cross section ~f its mandatory welfare population. A 
substantial proportion of its registrants (60 percent for AFDC-FGs, two-thirds for 
AFDC-Us) were determiri~d "in need of basic education." Approximately half of its IAFDC-FG registrants were minorities, as were 57 percent of its AFDC-U registrants. 
While half of its AFDC-FGs had recent work experience, the rate was 72 percent for 
AFDC-Us. Owing to a special study of the impact of different caseload sizes, the 
average caseloads were about 53: 1 (for one group of case managers) and 97: 1 (for I 
the other group). 

San Diego, with the state's second-largest AFDC-FG caseload and the fourth-largest I
AFDC-U caseload, enrolled a broad cross section of its caseload in GAIN. About 60 
percent of its registrants were minorities, and well over half were determined "in 
need ·of basic education." The county's G~IN sample had the highest proportion of 
registrants who had recently worked - 59 percent among AFDC-FGs - and the I 
second-highest among AFDC-Us (nearly 80 percent). It had the second-highest 
average caseload per case manager (103: 1). I 
Tulare was the only county of the six that had to operate GAIN in the context of a 
rural and highly agricultural, seasonal. labor market. A high proportion of Tulare's 
GAIN registrants were determined "i~ need of basic education"'65 percent of IAFDC-FGs and nearly three~fourthsof AFDC-Us). About 40 percent of its 
registrants were Hispanic, the highest' proportion of any county. It had an average 
caseload per case manager, about 100: 1. ' ' I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 1 


THE GAIN PROGRAM 


PROGRAM CAPACITY 

• 	 The nation's largest JOBS program in terms of total program caseload, with 
over 191,000 people registered (and about 61,000 active) at anyone time 

., , 

COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATE JOBS PROGRAMS 

PROGRAM MODEL 


• Three service tracks: 

Track # 1: For individuals determined to need basic education: Can 
choose job search or basic education as initial activity. If 
choose job search but do not find a,job, must then go to basic 
education 

Track #2: For individuals determined not to need basic education: Must 
go to job search first -

Track #3: For individuals in an approved education or training activity 
when starting GAIN: ,Can continue in that activity 

If upfront activities do not lead to a job: Full employability assessment to 
select an education, training, or work experience activity· . 

~ Mandatory continuous participation 

• Financial sanctions (reduction in welfare grant) for those refusing to comply 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1 ~94 
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TABLE 2 


EVALUATION DESIGN 


COUNTIES: 

Alameda (Oakland) Los Angeles San Diego 
Butte. Riverside Tulare 

SAMPLE FOR THIS REPORT: 	. 

• 	 Mandatory single parents (mostly women) with school-age children 

• 	 Heads of two~parent families (mostly men) 

• 	 In four counties: The full GAIN mandatory caseload 

• 	 In Los Angeles i;lnd Alameda: Only longer-term welfare recipients 

• 	 Special sample of single parents with children under age 6 in Alameda, 
Riverside, and Tulare . 

RANDOM ASSIGNMENT: 

• 	 Experimental Group: Eligible for GAIN services and subject to the 
pa~icipation mandate 

• 	 Control Group: Not in GAIN but could seek alternative 
services. 

• 	 Period of Random March 1988 through June ~ 990 
Assignment: (GAIN became JOBS in July 1989) 

• 	 Total Sample Size: 33,000 (25 percent in control group) 

LENGTH OF FOLLOW-UP FOR THIS REPORT: 

• 	 Minimum of three years from each sample member's date of random 
assignment to the experimental group or to the control group 

• 	 Approximately four years for an early sample . 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June'1994 
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TABLE 3 


KEY FINDINGS 


FOR SINGLE PARENTS (AFDC-FGs) WITH CHILDREN AGE 6 OR OLDER: 

• 	 GAIN increased experimentals' earnings (for all six counties combined). 
These effects grew progressively larger oyer time. 

• 	 GAIN reduced experimentals' welfare payments. These effects began to 
level off in the third year. 

• 	 One county (Riverside) continued to produce the most impressive effects 
found for single parents in a large-scale welfare-to-work program. 
Riverside's program returned to government budgets (over a five-year 
period) $2.84 for every net public dollar invested per experimental and 
made welfare recipients financially better off. 

• 	 Among the other five counties, several began to close the gap in impacts 
with, Riverside. Most made welfare recipients better off financially, and in 
two (Butte and San', Diego), the program also paid for itself. 

• 	 GAIN produced a small reduction inexperimentals' likelihood of being on 
welfare after two years. 

FOR THE HEADS OF TWO~PARENT FAMILIES (AFDC-Us): 

• 	 GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings, but the longer-term 
trends were not as· impressive as for single parents. 

• 	 One county (Butte) produced exceptionally large earnings gains ano made 
welfare recipients better off financially. ' 

• 	 The program more than paid for itself in two counties (Butte and Riverside). 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 ' 
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TABLE 4 


GAIN's EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a) 


Average . Average 
Earnings per Earnings per Difference· Percentage 

Experimental ($) Control ($) (Impact) ($) Change 

Year 1 1,908 1,642 266*** 16% 

Year 2' 2,714 2,202 512*** 23% 

Total 7,781 6,367 1,414*** 22% 

Difference 
Experimentals Controls (Impact) 

Percent ever employed, 

years 1-3 56.7 . 50.8 6.0*" * 


Percent earning $5,000 ' 
or more in year 3 19.7 16.3 3.5*** 

Percent earning $10,000 
or more in year 3 12.1 9.2 3.0* * * 

Employed Employed 
Experimentals Controls 

Of those employed in year 3, percent earning 

$10,000 or more 30.6. 
 27.3 

NOTES: * * * Denotes statist~cal significance at the 1 percent level. . 
(a) Each impact estimate is the 'average of the impacts for each of the six counties, 

which are weighted equally. 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
. June 1994 
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TABLE 5 


GAIN's EFFECTS ON THE RECEIPT OF WELFARE 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a) 


Average AFDC 

Payments per. 


Experimental ($) 


Year 1 5,963 

Year 2 4,669 

, Total 14,464 

Average AFDC 
Payments per 

Control ($) 
Difference 

(Impact) ($) 
Percentage 

Change 

6,246 -283 * * * -5% 

5,017 -347***. -7% 

15,42'6 -961 *** ,-6%' 


Difference 
Experimentals Controls . (Impact) 

Percent received AFDCin the 
last quarter of: 

Year 1 73.4 76.4 -3.1 ** * 

Year 2 61.3 62.7 -1.4 

NOTES:, * * *Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent level. 
, (a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties, 

which are weighted equally. . 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 6 


COUNTY IMPLEMENTATION: ALAMEDA VS. RIVERSIDE 


IMPLEMENTATION IN ALAMEDA 

• 	 Served a longer-term welfare population (18 % white, 8% Hispanic, 69% black) 

• 	 Experimentals participated in job search, basic education, and vocational training substantially more 
than controls did on their own 

• 	 The increased use' of vocational training was concentrated in the subgroup not needing basic 
education 

• 	 Priority was placed on getting a "good job"; education and training was encouraged as the way to, 
get there 

• 	 Little job development assistance 

• 	 High emphasis on personalized attention 

• 	 Low use of formal conciliation and sanCtioning procedures to enforce the participation mandate' 

• 	 Moderate unemployment (somewhat higher in Oakland), but little job growth 

IMPLEMENTATION IN RIVERSIDE' 

• 	 Strong commitment and adequate resources to serve full mandatory population (51 % white, 28% 
Hispanic, 16% black) 

• 	 Experimentals participated in job search and basic education substan~ially more than controls did 
on their own 

• 	 While many experimentals participated in vocational training (usually self-initiated!. their use of 
such services was no higher than among controls 

• 	 Pervasive emphasis on getting a job quickly, even if relatively low-paying and even for people in 
education and training activities 

• 	 Job placement standards for case managers 

• 	 Strong efforts to help recipients locate job opportunities through job development 

• 	 Higher use ofofficial conciliation and sanctioning procedures in enforcing participation mandate 

• 	 Lower (but still substantial) emphasis on personalized attention relative to most other counties 

• 	 Rapidly growing economy during the early part of the study period, but growing unemployment 
rate 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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FIGURE 1 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
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TABLE 7 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments 
, Percentage Percentage 

County Experimentals ($) Controls ($) , Difference ($) Change Experimentals ($) Controls ($) ~ifference ($) Change 

Butte 
Year 1 2001 1729 272 16% 5132 5486 -353 * -6% 
Year 2 2998 2442 556 23% 3715 4048 -333 -8% 
Year 3 3638 2992 647 22% 2812 3101 -290 -9% 

Total 8637 7163 1474 21% 11659 12635 -976 -8% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 1304 1308 -4 -0% 6874 7202 -328 *** -5% 
Year 2 1699 '1589 110 7% 5711 6111 -401 *** -7% 
Year 3 1939 1786 153 9% 4729 5006 -277 ** -6% 

Total 4943 4683 260 6% 17314 18319 -1005 *** -5% 

San Diego, 
Year 1 2462 2113 349 ** 17% 5529 5832 -302 *** -5% 
Year 2 3503 2794 709 *** 25% 4199 4679 -480 *** -10% 
Year 3 

Total 
3821 
9786 

3108 
8014 

713 *** 
1772 *** 

,23% 
22% 

3555 
13283 

3908 
14419 

-353 
-1136 

*** 
*** 

-9% 
-8% 

Tulare 
Year 1 1792 1941 -149 -8% 6363 6231 132 2% 
Year 2 
YearS 

2536 
3111 

2531 
2594 

5 
518 ** 

0% 
20% 

5118 
4171 

5023 
4284 

95 
-113 

2% 
-3% 

Total 7439 7066 374 5% 15653 15538 114 1% 

NOTES: 	 Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** =1 percent (the highest level);** =5 percent; * =10 percent. ' , 
(a) In the all-county averages. the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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TABLE 8 

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES 
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) , 

Ever Employed in the Specified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Specified Year 
County 
and Year Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference 

Butte 
Year 1 42.3 45.6 -3.3 65.0 68.4 -3.4 
Year 2 46.3 42.2 4.0 49.4 47.7 1.7 
Year 3 46.7 42.5 4.3 39.7 41.0 -1.3 

Total 63.4 63.7 -0.2 nla nla nla 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 27.0 24.9 2.1 84.8 87.9 -3.1 *** 
Year 2 
Year 3 

26.9 
26.0 

22.9 
22.4 

4.0 *** , 
3.6 *** 

74.0 
63.8 

76.3 
67.5 

-2.3 
-3.7 ** 

Total 39.4 34.9 4.5 *** nla nla nla 

San Diego 
Year 1 46.0 40.0 6.0 *** 69.1 72.1 ';"3.1 ** 
Year 2 45.8 40.8 5.1 *** 56.0 61.1 -:-5.1 *** 
Year 3 42.5 37.3 5.2 *** 49.0 51.9 -3.0 '* 

Total 62.2 56.5 5.7 *** nla nla nla 

Tulare 
Year 1 39.9 40.9 -1.0 76.7 75.0 1.7 
Year 2 41.8 42.3 -0.5 65.4 62.2 3.1 
Year 3 43.9 38.0 5.8 *** 54.5 56.2 -1.7 

Total 59.5 55.3 ,4.2 ** nla nla nla 

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who Were ever employed at any time during the 
three years of follow- up. Totals are not applicable (n/a) in the AFDC panel of the table. 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level); ** = 5 percent; 
* = 10 percent. 
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TABLE 9 


PATTERNS BEHIND THE IMPACTS 


ALAMEDA 

• 	 Offers a rare example of a welfare~to~work program boosting earnings of long-term 
welfare recipients living in a large urban area with concentrated poverty. 

• 	 Earnings gains were concentrated in groupnot needing basic education. 

• 	 For that group,' GAIN may have helped people who would have worked and If;lft welfare" 
anyway get "better jobs" than they would have in the absence of the program.. 

• 	 For recipients determined to need basic education, the program produced little gain in 
earnings, despite the large increas~ in the use of basic education (compared to controls). 

RIVERSIDE 

• 	 Produced large earnings gains and welfare savings across both education subgroups. 

• 	 Effects on subgroup determined to need basic education may reflect the increased use of 
both job search and basic education (compared to controls), in" combination with other 
implementation factors. 

• 	 Effects on subgroup determined not to need basic education were achieved without 
increasing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education (compared to 
controls). 

• 	 Overall, effects were driven by increasing experimentals' rate and duration of . 
employment, not by getting employed experimentals better jobs than employed controls. 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 10 

AVERAGE COSTS OVER FIVE YEARS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
(IN 1993 DOLLARS) 

, 5-Year Average 5-Year Average 
Total GAIN Cost Net Cost 
Per Experimental Per Experimental 

County ($) ($) ~ 

Butte 3,959 2,904 

San Diego '3,230 ' 1,912 


Tulare 3,731 2,734 


All Counties 4,415 3,422 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
. June 1994 
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TABLE 11 


ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG (SINGLE-PARENT' EXPERIMENTAL 

WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 


A. Total GAIN Cost: Expenditures by Welfare Department and Other Agencies B. Net Cost per Experimental 

Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental ($) Five-Year Average Cost ($) 

County 
Welfare Department 

GAIN Cost 

Other Agencies' 
Costs for Serving 
GAIN Participants Total GAIN Cost County 

Total 
per Experimentallal 

Total 
Control 

Difference 
(Net Cost 

per Experimental) 

Butte 2650 1309 3959 Butte 4413 1509 2904 
4023 1961 5984 los 613 5789 

San Diego 2134 1096 3230 San Diego 3918 2007 1912 
Tulare 2086 1644 3731 Tulare 4189 1455 2734' 
All counties 2899 1515 4415 All counties 4895 1472 3422 

(a) Total GAIN cost plus cost of post-GAIN activities. 

C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by D. Total GAIN Cost (Welfare Department and Other Agencies): 
Component for All Counties Combined Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services Other Support Services ' 
Orientation, Appraisal, Orientation. Appraisal,' 12.3% 8.1 %and Assessment Child Careand Assessment Child Care 11.1%16.8% 

1.1% Unpaid Work 
Experience and OJT 

Job Search Job Search 0.9%~ """ Unpaid Work 25.0% Experience and OJT 16.4% 
1.4% 

Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

Vocational Training and11.2% 
Post-Secondary Education 

27.1% 

NOTES: In the all-county averages and percentage distributions, the results for each county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for 

about 60 percent of the welfare department GAIN cost. is included in the costs for the individual components identified in panels C and D. 
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TABLE 12 


SUMMARY OF GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS 


Was the welfare sample . 
made better off? 

Yes Yes YesFull sample 

Registrants detennined not 

to need basic education Yes 
 Yes Yes. 

Registrants detennined 
to need basic education No 

Did benefits exceed losses 
for the government budget? 

Break 
Full sample Even 

Registrants detennined not 
to need basic education No 

·Registrants detennined 
to need basic education Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

TABLE 13 


RETURN TO THE GOVERNMENT BUDGET PER NET PUBUC DOLlAR INVESTED 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS 


Full sample $1.02 $1.40 $0.17 

Registrants detennined not 
to need basic education -0.30 3.95 

Registrants detennined 
to need basic education 2.71 0.72 

-0.24 

0.30 

NOTES: Return to budget per net dollar invested is computed by dividing the gain to the go~rnment budget by .. 
the net cost of GAIN and non-GAIN activities and services. 
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TABLE 14 


POLICY LESSONS 


POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

• 	 GAIN's mix of job search, education, and training services can work, better 
than primarily job- search programs, and can increase the earnings of long
term recipients; But success is not automatic. 

• 	 Basic education (for those who need it') may contribute to program success,. 
but maximizing its use is costly and does not guarantee success. 

• 	 Maximizing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education 
may improve the quality of jobs obtained but requires a substantial 
investment. This approach may help make recipients better off financially, 
but may not save taxpayers money. 

• 	 Participation in activities is not all that matters for impacts. A strong 
employment message and direct job development may also be key. 

CHALLENGES AND OPEN QUESTIONS. 

• 	 Can Riverside's success be replicated in other localities? The consistency 
of impacts across offices and regions within Riverside suggests "yes." But 
would its approach work in large inner-city areas? 

• 	 Can programs (like Alameda's) that seek to increase human capital develop
ment and improve' job quality be made more cost-effective (e.g., by 
controlling access to and the length of participation in education and 
training, and by adding a stronger employment message and job 
development)? . 

• 	 Would operating GAIN in the context of much stronger work incentives 
increase the program's success? 

• 	 Would post-placement services for those who find employment enhance the 
program's success? 

,Manpower Demonstration'Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 1 

GAIN's ESTIMATED IMPACTS ON THE PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRANTS WHO EVER PARTICIPATED 
IN EMPLOYMENT-RELATED ACTIVITIES WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION 

AFDC-FGs AFDC-Us {ai 
Outcome and 
Research Grou~ Alameda 

Los 
Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare 

All 
Counties 

All 
Counties 

Ever participated in job search 
Experimentals (%) 
Controls (%) 
Difference 

32.2 
4.2 

2B.0 

14.0 
4.2 
9.B 

3B.0 
1.4 

36.6 

34.0 
7.B 

26.2 

24.2 
1.7 

22.5 

2B.5 
3:9 

24.6 

24.9 
2.7 

22.2 

Ever participated in ABE/GED 
Experimentals (%) 
Controls (%) 
Difference 

42.3 
6.9 

35.4 

27.2 
5.B 

21.4 

20.7 
4.B 

15.9 

1B.l 
4.4 

13.7 

36.9 
5.3 

31.6 

29.0 
5.4 

23.6 

lB.B 
3.6 

15.2 

Ever participated in ESL 
Experimentals C%) 
Controls (%) 
Difference 

3.2 
0.4 
2.B 

13.3 
2.B 

10.5 

6.7 
4.4 
2.3 

5.2 
2.B 
2.4. 

6.7 
4.2 
2.5 

7.0 
2.9 
4.1 

16.7 
7.B 
B.9 

Ever participated in vocational 
training or post-secondary 
education 

Experimentals (%) 
Controls(%) 
Difference 

2B.4 
23.1 
5.3 

13.5 
10.B 
2.7 

26.B 
2B.6 
-l.B 

34.B 
31.B 

3.0 

2B.6 
21.2 
7.4 

26.4 
23.1 
3.3 

14.2 
12.4 

1.B 

Ever participated in unpaid 
work experience 

Experimentals (%) 
Controls (%) 
Difference 

2.4 
0.6 
1.B 

0.0 
0.6 

-0.6 

0.0 
0.6 

-0.6 

2.0 
1.2 
O.B 

0.7 
O.B 

-0.1 

1.0 
O.B 
0.3 

O.B 
O.B 
0.0 

Ever partiCipated in OJT 
Experimentals (%) 
Controls (%) 
Difference 

0.0 
0.3 

-0.3 

0.0 
0.7 

-0.7 

O.B 
O.B 
0.0 

3.7 
O.B 
2.9 

0.3 
1.1 

-O.B 

1.0 
0.7 
0.2 

0.2 
O.B 

-0.6 

Sample sizes 
Program tracking data 

Experimentals 
Controls 

602 
nla 

3013 
nla 

24B 
nla 

247 
nla 

225 
nla 

4335 
nla 

~1255 

nla 

Registrant survey data 
. Experimentals 
. Controls 

335 
34B 

223 
nla 

. 674 
342 

337 
336 

356 
363 

1925 
13B9 

nla 
nla 

NOTES: Tests of statistical Significance of the differences between research groups and across counties were not performed. 
(a) The AFDC-U sample does not include any registrants from Alameda. 

/ 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 2 


GAIN's IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs(SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED NOT TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION 


Ever Participated in Job Search Activities 


County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) 


25.8 2.9 22.9 

41 34.0 
Tulare 46.4 

44.0 
43.4 

All counties (b) 40.1 

Ever Participated In 

Vocational Training or Post-Secondary Education 


County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) 

Tulare 

27.6 

48.3 
48.8 

43.5 
36.7 

4.8 
12.1 

All counties (b) 42.8 35.7 7.1 

Total Impacts (Years 1-3) on Eamings and AFDC Payments 
. . 

County Eamlngs ($) AFDC Payments ($) 

San Diego 
Tulare 

3040 
-635 

-2194 ***. 

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two- to three-year follow-up period, which rely 
partly on data from the registrant survey. are not available for Butte; 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** =1 percent (the highest level); 
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. . 

(a) Tests·of statistical significance were not performed on the estimates of participation 
impacts. which used multiple data sources . 

. (b) In the all-county averages. the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 3 . 


GAIN's IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION 


Ever Participated in Job Search Activities 


County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) 


Diego 
Tulare 
All counties (b) 

11.2 

12.4 
20.5 

3.8 7.4 

19.9 
11.5 
17.2 

Ever Participated In Basic Education 
(ABE, GED, or ESL) (%) 

County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) 

49.2 10.8 38.4 
@~~~.'>:)<~i. n;;0;~l:n\SnmA~~.·••••••·.:.·•••· . {{1[;/.>N

Diego 42.1 11.8 30.3 . 
Tulare 65.6 13.3 52.3 
All counties (b) . 52.5 11.9 40.6 

Total Impacts (Years 1-3) on Earnings and AFDC Payments 

County Earnings ($) AFDC Payments ($) 

~Ne~79~~i@?:.:...(? 
-739 *** 

San Diego .·572 -1020 *** 
. Tulare 987 ** -56 

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two- to three-year follow-up period, which rely 
partly on data from the registrant survey, are not available for Butte. 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** == 1 percent (the highest level); 
** == 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

(a) Tests of statistical significance were not performed on the estimates of participation. 
impacts. which use multiple data sources. 

(b) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 


GAIN's YEAR 3 IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS OF AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS 




SUPPL~MENTARY TABLE 4 (continued) 

Total Total Year 3 Impacts ($) 
Sample 

Size Earnin s AFDC Pa ments 

Level of disadvantage 
First-time a~~licant 

Butte 296 664 u -692u 
Riverside 410 1635·· -1070·· 
San Diego 416 1269 u -216 u 
Tulare 96 656 u -627 u 

Returning a~~licant 
Butte 443 212 137 
Riverside 1277 970·· -167 
San Diego 1663 -1261163 •• 
Tulare 213 -90 u 249 u 

Less disadvantaged reci~ient 
Alameda· 796 1.072 •• -365 • 
Butte 355 1295 -459 
Los Angeles 2074 147 -473··· 
Riverside 2976 929··· -705··· 
San Diego 4667 656··· -406··· 
Tulare 1395 625 • -101 

More disadvantaged reci~ient 
Alameda 409 201 -333 
Butte 135 94 u -335 u 
Los Angeles 2322 146 -92 
Riverside 643 939 • -556 • 
San Diego 1231 -3 -532 • 
Tulare 530 414 -249 

Sample 
Size Earnin s AFDC Pa ments 

Ethnicity 
White, non-His~anic 

Alameda 216 -266 -261 
Butte 1061 709 -97 
Los Angeles 512 347 -441 
Riverside 2647 1349··· -609··· 
San Diego 3476 1203··· -344·· 
Tulare .1165 467 -130. 

Black, non-His~anic 
Alameda 644 ·1020·· -311 
Butte 43 -1415 u -2724 u·· 
Los Angeles 1967 -121 -406··· 
Riverside 662 570 -624·· 
San Diego 1665 573 -536·· 
Tulare 61 2229 u· -725 u 

Hispanic 
Alameda 90 1531 u -1426 u·· 
Butte 69 1605 u -603 u 
Los Angeles 1406 337 -162 
Riverside 1510 920·· -322 
San Diego 2094 66 -120 
Tulare ·671 427 -70 

Asian and other 
Alameda 55 -157 u 24 u 
Butte 56 -525 u -2335 u· 
Los Angeles 469 524 91 
Riverside 269 -612 u 365 u 
San Diego 762 400 -533 
Tulare 117 493 145 145 u 

(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued) 

Total Year 3 Im~acts ($ 
Sample 

Subgroup and Coun Sile Earnin s AFDC Pa ments 

Limited English proficiency-
No 
-:-Alameda 1188 799 ** -368 ** 

Butte 1194 659 -226 

Los Angeles' 3248 132 -278 ** 

Riverside 5201 1054 *** -677 *** 

San Diego 7590 738 *** -380 *** 

Tulare 2066 520 * -68 


Yes 
Mameda 17 -218 u -646 u 

Butte 35 346 u -2791 u* 
Los Angeles 1148 210 -270 
Riverside 307 273 u 1016 u** 
San Diego 629 407 .,..19 
Tulare 168 494. -656 u 

Refugee 
No 
Alameda 1166 760 ** -355 * 

Butte 1061 528 -219 
Los Angeles 3897 108 -309 ***. 
Riverside .5364 1064*** -620 *** 
San Diego 7817 - 730 *** -313 *** 
Tulare 2144 . 531 ** -73 

Yes 
Mameda 39 1129 u -714 u 

Butte 168 1508u -915 u 
Los Angeles 499 527 -42 
Riverside 144 -1270 u 850 u 
San Diego 402 289 u -1428 u*** 
Tulare 90 494 u -987 u 

Total Year 3lm~acts ($) 
Sample 

Subgroup and Coun~ Sile Earnings . AFDC Payments 

Participating in education or 
training program at time of 
GAl N orientation 

Yes 
Mameda 168 795 u 472 u 

Butte 254 631 u -45 u 
Los Angeles 325 292 -525 
Riverside 864 1276 ** -367 
San Diego 1685 667 -250 
Tulare 298 249 -490 

No 
. Alameda 1037 764 ** -506 ** 

Butte 975 692 -351 
Los Angeles 4071 145 -258 ** 
Riverside 4644 1020 *** -647 *** 
San Diego' 6534 740 *** -384 *** 
Tulare 1936 538 * -54 

NOTES: The symbol "u" indicates that. because of very small sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is unreliable; asterisks following the symbol 
indicate that there was a statistically significant'effect, though its magnitude could not be reliably measured. . 

(a) Alameda and Los Angeles did not serve applicants or short-term recipients during the period of sample intake. 
(b) Information necessary for classifying GAIN recipients into these two categories was not available from the baseline form used'in Los Angeles. 
(c) This section excludes sample members who reported having no children. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF MOST RECENT JOB AMONG AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS WHO 

REPORTED BEING EMPLOYED WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION 


Research Group Alameda Angeles (a) Riverside San Diego Tulare. 
All 

Counties (b) , 

Average number of , hours 
usually worked per week 

Employed experimentals 
Employed controls 

30.0 . 
26.7 

27.8 
n/a 

32.1 
32.4 

33.0 
3:1.0 

35.1 
33.7· ' 

32.5 
30.9 

Percentage distribution of number 
of hours worked per week among 
employed experimentals (%) 

Less than 10 hours 
10-19 hours 

. 20-29 hours 
30-39 hours 
40 hours or more 

2.7 
18.8 
19.6 
17.9 
41.1 

4.2 
23.9 
22.5 
14.1 
35.2 

5.5 
12.8 
17.4 
16.4 
47.9 

3.8 
9.0 

21.7 
17.9 
47.6 

5.6. 
7.1 

15.2 
15.2 
.~6.9 

4.4 
11,9 
18.5 
16.8 
48.4 

Percentage distribution of number 
of hours Worked per week among 
employed controls (%) 

Less than 10 hours 
10-19 hours 
20-29 hours 
30-39 hours 
40 hours or more 

14,5 
16.4 
14.5 
22.7 
31.8 

n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 

6.1 
12.7 
17.6 
19.4 
44.2 

9.0 
13.0 
18.1 
13.0 
46.9 

6.7 
9.3 

12.9 
15.5 

. 55,7 

9,1 
12.9 
15.8 
17.7 
44.7 

Average earnings per week (c) ($) 
Employed experimentals : 
Employed controls 

209 
167 

172 
nla 

191 
206 

223 
188 

194 
200 

204 
190 

Percentage distribution of average 
earnings per week among 
employed experimentals (c) (%) 

Less than $100 
$101-$200 

28.6 
27.7 

36.6 
32.4 

26.8 
37.3 

23.9 
31.9 

22.2 : 
35.4 

25.4 
33.1 

$201-$300 23.2 14.1 19.5 18.3 23.7 21.2 
$301-$400 8.0 9.9 10.7 13.1 11.1 10.7 
$401-$500 6.3 1.4 2.1 5.2 2.0 3.9 
More than $500 6.3 5.6 3.6 7.5 5.6 5.8 

Percentage distribution of average 
earnings per week among 
employed controls (c) (%) 

Less than $100 
$101-$200 
$201-$300 
$301-$400 

. $401-$500 
More than $500 

37.3 
27.3 
25.5 

6.4 
3.6 
0.0 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

22.4 
40.0 
17.6 
9.1 
4.8 
6.1 

28.8 
29.4 
22.6 
10.2 
4.0 
5.1 

21.0 
37.4 
27.7 
7.7 . 
1.5 
4.6 . 

27.4 
33.5 
23.4 
8.4 
3.5 
3.9 

(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5 (continued) 

Research Groue Alameda Angeles (a) Riverside San Diego Tulare Counties (b) 

Average earnings per hour (c) ($) 
Employed experimentals 6.56 6.06 5.7B 6.23 5.47 6.01' 
Employed controls 6.09 nla 6.14 5.9B 5.B1 6.01 

Percentage distribution of average 
earnings per hour among 
employed experimentals (c) (%) 

$4.25 or less 22.0 27.1 25.2 22.7 29.3 24.B 
$4.26-$5.00 19.3 15.7 26.0 17.9 24.6 22.0 
$5.01 -$6.00 11.9 15.7 14.7 12.6 17.3 14.1 
$6.01 -$7.00 10.1 20.0 . 10.4 14.5 11.5 11.6 
$7.01-$10.00 19.3 '12.9 16.B 21.3 13.6 17.6 
More than $10.00 17.4 6.6 6.6 11.1 3.7 9.6 

Percentage distribution of average 
earnings per hour among 
employed controls (c) (%) 

$4.25 or less 19.1 nla 23.5 25.6 22.9 22.6 
$4.26-$5.00 17.3 nla 27.2 19..6 27.6 23.0 
$5.01 -$6.00 19.1 nla 13.0 14.5 20.3· 16.7 . 
$6.01-$7.00 16.4 nla 6.6 11.6 6.3 10.6 
$7.01-$10.00 20.0 nla 16.5 21.5 15.1 16.6 
More than $10.00 6.2 nla 1-1.1 7.0 5.7 B.O 

Employed experimentals (%) 
Job provided:. 

Paid sick days 33.0 23.9 26.6 32.4 23.1 26.6 
Paid vacation days 34.5 23.9 37.4 39.2 25.3 34.1 
Health benefits ' 26.6 25.4 27.7 32.7 22.7 27.5 
Dental benefits 29.5 19.7 23.7 25.4 17.7 24.1 
Tuition assistance or 

paid training classes 20.9 10 16.7 17.6 13.5 17.2 

Employed controls (%) . 
Job provided: 

Paid sick days 22.9 nla 22.7 30.5 20.2 24.·1 
Paid vacation days 24.6 nla 29.7 35.3 29.2 29.6 
Health benefits 24.6 nla 26.9 25.6 21.4 24.7 
Dental benefits 22.7 nla 22.7 20.1 16.6· 20.5 
Tuition assistance or . 

paid training classes 7.4 nla 14.5 16.4 10.4 , 12.7 

Employed experimentals 114 71 476 214 199 1076 
Employed controls 110 . nla 165 176 195 646 

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages. and differences. 
Tests of statistical significance of the differences between employed experimentals and employed controls were 

not perfonned. b~cause such comparisions are non-experimental. 
"n/a" refers to the fact that these data were not available. 
The follow-up period for the survey ranged from 26 to 37 months, on' average. across the five counties where the 

. registrant survey was conducted. Butte County was not included in the survey. . . 
(a) An analysis of response patterns to the survey in Los Angeles revealed that the earnings and AFDC payments 

during the follow-up period of controls who responded to the survey differed markedly from those of qontrols who did not 
respond to the survey. For this reason, no estimates for controls and no impacts are presented in this table for Los Angeles. 

(b) In the all-county averages. the results of each county (excluding Los Angeles) are weighted equally. 
(c) Most respondents reported gross (i.e., pre-tax) earnings. However, a sizable minority (roughly 20 percent) 

reported net (Le., post-tax) tax earnings. No adjustment was made for those reporting post-tax earnings, Therefore. the 
presented in this table somewhat underestimate the percentage of respondents with gross weekly earnings in excess of a 
given level. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE 1 


SELF-REPORTED EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND REASONS FOR 


NOT LOOKING FOR WORK AMONG AFDC-FG EXPERIMENTAL SURVEY RESPONDENTS 


IN FOUR COUNTIES At THE TIME OF THE TWO- TO THREE-YEAR INTERVIEW 


All ExpeTimentals 

100 

Working more than 20 
hours per week: 25 

Not working, but looking 
for a job: 27 

• Looking for a part
-time job: 3 _' 

• Looking for a full-
time job: 24 Working 20 hours per 

week or less: 

• Looking for a full

8' 

time job: 2 
• Not looking for a full-

time joi?: 6 

Not working and not looking for a part-time or full-time job: 40 

Most importam reason for not looking for a job: 

• Wants to stay home with child 
• Can't afford child care 
'. Can't arrange child care 
• Child's ill health, disability 
• Family responsibilities, other than personal child care 
• Own ill health, disability 

Percentage of those 
not looking 

70 
2 
2 
4 
6 

28 
• Pregnancy 2 
• In school or training 22 
• Does not want to work now 7 
• Couldn't find work or believes nO,suitable work is available 7 
• Lacks necessary experience 5 
• Transportation problems 4 

• Other 74 

Total 700 
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TABLE 1 


THE GAIN PROGRAM 


PROGRAM CAPACITY 

• 	 The nation's largest JOBS program in terms of total program caseload, with 
over 191,000 people registered (and about 61,000 active) at anyone time 

COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATE JOBS PROGRAMS 

PROGRAM MODEL 

• 	 Three service tracks: 

Track #1: 	 For individuals determined to need basic education: Can. 	 . . 
choose job search or basic education as initial activity. If 
choose job search but do not find a,job, must then go to basic 
education 

Track #2: 	 For individuals detet:mined not to need basic education: Must 
go to job search first 

Track #3: 	 For individuals in an approved education or training activity 
when starting GAIN: Can continue in that activity 

If upfront activities do not lead to a job: Full employability assessment to 
select an education, training, or work experience activity 

~ 	 Mandatory continuous participation 

• 	 Financial sanctions (reduction in welfare grant) for those refusing to comply 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 2 


EVALUATION DESIGN 


COUNTIES: 

Alameda (Oakland) Los Angeles San Diego 
Butte- Riverside Tulare 

SAMPLE FOR THIS REPORT: 

• 	 Mandatory single parents (mostly women) with school-age children 

• 	 Heads of two-parent families (mostly men) 

• 	 In four counties: The full GAIN mandatory caseload 

• 	 In Los Angeles and Alameda: Only longer-term welfare recipients 

• 	 Special sample of single parents with children under age 6 in Alameda, 
Riverside, and Tulare . 

RANDOM ASSIGNMENT: . 

• 	 Experimental Group: Eligible for GAIN services and subject to the 
participation mandate 

• 	 Control Group: Not in GAIN but could seek alternative 
services. 

• 	 Period of Random March 1988 through June 19.90 
Assignment: (GAIN became JOBS in July 1989). 

• 	 Total Sample Size: 33,000 (25 percent in control group) 

LENGTH OF FOLLOW-UP FOR THIS REPORT: 

• 	 Minimum of three years from .each sample member's date of random 
assignment to the experimental group or to the control group 

• 	 Approximately four years for an early sample 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 3 


KEY FINDINGS 


FOR SINGLE PARENTS (AFDC-FGs) WITH CHILDREN AGE 6 OR OLDER: 

• 	 GAIN increased experimentals' earnings (for all six counties combined). 
These effects grew progressively larger oyer time. . 

• 	 GAIN reduced experimentals' welfare payments. These effects· began to 
level off in the third year . 

. • 	 One county (Riverside) continued to produce the most impressive effects 
found for single parents in a large-scale welfare-to-work program. 
Riverside's program returned to government budgets (over a five-year 
period) $2.84 for every net public dollar invested per experimental and 
made welfare recipients financially better off. . . 

• 	 Among the other five counties, several began to close the gap in impacts 
with. Riverside. Most made welfare recipients better off financially, and in 
two (Butte and San Diego), the program also paid for itself. 

• 	 GAIN produced a small reduction in experimentals' likelihood of being on 
welfare after two years. 

FOR THE HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES (AFDC-Us): 

• 	 GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings, but the longer-term 
trends were not as· impressive as for single parents. 

• 	 One county (Butte) produced exceptionally large earnings gains and made 
welfare recipients better off financially. 

• 	 The program more than paid for itself in two counties (Butte and Riverside). 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 4 

GAIN's EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a) 


Average Average " 

Earnings per Earnings per Difference· Percentage 
Experimental ($) Control ($) (Impact) ($) Change 

Year 1 1,908 1,642 266*** 16% 

Year 2 2,714 2,202 512*** ,23% 

Total 7,781 6,367 1,414*** 22% 

Difference 
Experimentals Controls (Impact) 

Percent ever employed,' 

years 1-3 56.7 50.8 6.0* ** 


Percent earning $5,000 . 

or more in year 3 19.7 16.3 3.5**.* 


Percent earning $10,000 

or more in year 3 12.1 9.2 3.0*** 


Employed Employed 
Experimentals Controls 

Of those employed in year :3, percent earning 
$10,000 or more 30.6 27.3 

NOTES: * * * Denotes statist!cal significance at the 1 percent level. 
(a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties, 

which are weighted equally. 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
. June 1994 
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TABLE 5 


GAIN's EFFECTS ON THE RECEIPT OF WELFARE 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a) 


Average AFDC Average AFDC 
. Payments per Payments per Difference Percentage 
Experimental ($) Control ($) (Impact) ($) . Change 

Year 1 5,963 6,246 -283* * * -5% 

Year 2 4,669 5,017 -347* * * . -7% 

Total 14,464 15,42'6 -961 * * * .-6% 

Difference 
Experimentals .. Controls (Impact) 

Percent received AFDCin the 
last quarter of: 

Year 1 73.4 76.4 :-3.1***, . 

Year 2 61.3 62.7 ' -1.4 

NOTES:, * * *Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent level. 
, (a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties, 

which are weighted equally. 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 6 


COUNTY IMPLEMENTATION: ALAMEDA VS. RIVERSIDE 


IMPLEMENTATION IN ALAMEDA 

• 	 Served a longer-term welfare population (18 % white, 8 % Hispanic, 69 % black) 

• 	 Experimentals participated in job search, basic education, and vocational training substantially more 
than controls did on their own 

• 	 The increased use' of vocational training was concentrated in the subg'roup not needing basic 
education 

• 	 Priority was placed on getting a "good job"; education and training was encouraged as the way to 
get there 

• 	 Little job development assistance 

• 	 High emphasis on personalized attention 

• 	 Low use of formal conciliation and sanCtioning procedures to enforce the participation :mandate ' 

• 	 Moderate unemployment (somewhat higher in Oakland), but little job growth 

IMPLEMENTATION IN RIVERSIDE 

• 	 Strong commitment and adequate resources to serve full mandatory population (51 % white, 28% 
Hispanic, 16% black) 

• 	 Experimentals participated in job search and basic education substantially more than controls did 
on their own 

• 	 While many experimentals participated in vocational training (usually self-initiated), their use of 
such services was no higher than among controls 

• 	 Pervasive emphasis on getting a job quickly,even if relatively low-paying and even for people in 
education and training activities 

• 	 Job placement standards for case managers 

• 	 Strong efforts to help recipients locate job opportunities through job development 

• 	 Higher use of official conciliation and sanctioning procedures in enforcing participation mandate 

• 	 Lower (but still substantial) emphasis on personalized attention relative to most other counties 

• 	 Rapidly growing economy during the early part of the study period, but growing unemployment 
rate 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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FIGURE 1 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
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TABLE 7 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC":"FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments 
. Percenfage Percentage 

County Experimentals (i) C:C1ntroIsJiL [)ifference ($) Change Experimentals ($) Controls ($) Difference ($) Change 

Butte 
Year 1 2001 1729 272 16% 5132 5486 -353 * -6% 
Year 2 2998 2442 556 23% 3715 4048 -333 -8% 
Year 3 3638 2992 647 22% 2812 3101 -290 -9% 

Total 8637 7163 1474 21% 11659 12635 -976 -8% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 1304 1308 -4 -0% 6874 7202 -328 *** -5% 
Year 2 1699 '1589 110 7% 5711 6111 -401 *** -7% 
Year 3 1939 1786 153 9% 4729 5006 -277 ** -6% 

Total 4943 4683 260 6% 17314 18319 -1005 *** -5% 

San Diego 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

2462 
3503 
3821 
9786 

2113 
2794 
3108 
8014 

349 ** 
709 *** 
713 *** 

1772 *** 

17% 
25% 

.23% 
22% . 

5529 
4199 
3555 

13283 

5832 
4679 
3908 

14419 

-302 
-480 
-353 

-1136 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

-5% 
-10% 
-9% 
-8% 

Tulare 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

1792 
2536 
3111 
7439 

1941 
2531 
2594 
7066 

-149 
5 

518 ** 
374 

-8% 
0% 

20% 
5% 

6363 
5118 
4171 

15653 

6231 
5023 
4284 

15538 

132 
95 

-113 
114 

2% 
2% 

-3% 
1% 

NOTES: 	 Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** == 1 percent (the highest level);** =5 percent; * == 10 percent. . 
(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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TABLE 8 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE. CASE CLOSURES 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 


Ever Employed in the Specified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Specified Year 
County 
and Year Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%), Difference 

Butte 
Year 1 42.3 45.6 -3.3 65.0 68.4 -3.4 
Year 2 46.3 42.2 4.0 49.4 47.7 1.7 
Year 3 46.7 42.5 4.3 39.7 41.0 -1.3 

Total 63.4 63.7 -0.2 nla nla nla 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 27.0 24.9 2.1 84.8 87.9 -3.1 *** 
Year 2 26.9 22.9 4.0 *** . 74.0 76.3 -2.3 
Year 3 26.0 22.4 3.6 *** 63.8 67.5 -3.7 ** 

Total 39.4 34.9 4.5 *** nla nla nla 

San Diego 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

46.0 
45.8 
42.5 

40.0 
40.8 
37.3 

6.0 *** 
5.1 *** 
5.2 *** 

69.1 
56.0 
49.0 

72.1 
61.1 
51.9 

-3.1 ** 
-5.1 *** 
-3.0 * 

Total 62.2 56.5 5.7 *** nla nla nla 

Tulare 
Year 1 39.9 40.9 -1.0 76.7 75.0 1.7 
Year 2 41.8 42.3 -0.5 65.4 62.2 3.1 
Year 3 

Total 
43.9 
59.5 

38.0 
55.3 

5.8 *** 
4.2 ** 

54.5 
nla 

56.2 
nla 

-1.7 
nla 

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who Were ever employed at any time during the 
three years of follow- up. Totals are not applicable (n/a) in the AFDC panel of the table. 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** =1 percent (the highest level); ** =5 percent; 
* =10 percent. 
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TABLE 9 


PATTERNS BEHIND THE IMPACTS 


ALAMEDA 

• 	 Offers a rare example of a welfare-to-work program boosting earnings of long-term 
welfare recipients living in a large urban area with concentrated poverty. 

• 	 Earnings gains were concentrated in group not needing basic education. 

• 	 For that group, GAIN may have helped people who would have worked and left welfare . 
anyway get "better jobs" than they would have in the absence of the program. 

• 	 For recipients determined to need basic education, the program produced little gain in , 
earnings, despite the large increase in the use of basic education (com~ared to controls). 

RIVERSIDE 

• 	 Produced large earnings gains and welfare savings across both education subgroups. 

• 	 Effects on subgroup determined to need basic education may reflect the increased use of 
both job search and basic education (compared to controls), in' combination with other 
implementation factors. 

• 	 Effects on subgroup determined not to need basic ,education were achieved without 
increasing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education (compared to 
controls). 

• 	 Overall, effects were driven by increasing experimentals' rate and duration of 
employment, not by getting employed experimentals better jobs than employed controls. 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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TABLE 10 

AVERAGE COSTSOVER FIVE YEARS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) 
(IN 1993 DOLLARS) 

. 5-Year Average 5-Year Average 
Total GAIN Cost. Net Cost 
Per Experimental Per Experimental 

County . ($) ($) , . 

. Butte 3,959 2,904 

San Diego 3,230 

Tulare 3,731 

All Counties 4,415 

1,912 

2,734 

3,422 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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Orientation, Appraisal, 12.3% 
and Assessment Child Care 

7.7% 

Job Search 
25.0% 

Work 
Experience and OJT 

1.4% 

Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

11.2% 

16.8% 

~'Unpaid 
~ 

TABLE 11 


ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG (SINGLE·PARENT) EXPERIMENTAL 

WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 


A. Total GAIN Cost: Expenditures by Welfare Department and Other Agencies 

Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental ($) 

Other Agencies' 

County 
Welfare Department 

GAIN Cost 
Costs for Serving 
GAIN Participants Total GAIN Cost 

Butte 
Los 

2650 
4023 . 

1309 
1961 

3959 

San Diego 2134 1096 3230 
Tulare 2086 1644 3731 
All counties 2899 1515 4415 

C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by 
Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services 

ABE/GED/ESL 
25.5% 

B. Net Cost per Experimental 

Five~Year Average Cost ($) 

Difference 
Total Total (Net Cost 

County per Experimental (a) per Control per Experimental) 

Butte 4413 1509 2904 
Los 6402 613 5789 

San Diego 3918 2007 1912 
Tulare 4189 1455 2734 
All counties 4895 1472 3422 

(a) Total GAIN cost plus cost of post-GAIN activities. 

D. Total GAIN Cost (Welfare Department and Other Agencies): 
Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combined 

Other Support Services . 
Orientation, Appraisal, 

8.1%and Assessment Child Care 

Job Search 
16.4% 

27.1% 

11.1% 
Unpaid Work 

Experience and OJT 
0.9% 

Vocational Training and 
Post-Secondary Education 

ABE/GED/ESL 
3) .3% 

NOTES: In the all-county averages and percentage distributions, the results for each county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for 

-about 60 percent of the welfare departmentGAIN cost. is included in the costs for the individual components identified in panels C and D. 
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TABLE 12 


SUMMARY OF GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS 


Was the welfare sample . 
made better off? 

Yes YesFull sample Yes 

Registrants determined not 

to need basic education Yes 
 Yes Yes 

Registrants determined 

to need basic education No 
 No Yes 

Did benefits exceed losses 

Break 

Even 
 Yes No 

to need basic education No Yes No 

Registrants determined 
to need basic education Yes No No 

for the government budget? 

Full sample 

Registrants determined not 

TABLE 13 


RETURN TO THE GOVERNMENT BUDGET PER NET PUBUC DOLLAR INVESTED 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS 


Full sample $1.02 $1.40 $0.17 

Registrants determined not 
to need basic education 

Registrants determined 
to need basic education 2.71 0.72 0.30 

-0.30 3.95 -0.24 

NOlES: Return to budget per net dollar invested is computed by dividing the gain to the government budget by . 
the net cost of GAIN and non-GAIN activities and services. . 
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TABLE 14 ' 


POLICY LESSONS 


POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

• 	 GAIN's mix of job search, education, and training services can work better 
than primarily job search programs, and can increase the earnings of long
term recipients; ,But success is not automatic. 

~ 	 Basic education (for those who need it) may contribute to program Success, , 
but maximizing its use is costly and does not guarantee success. 

• 	 Maximizing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education 
may improve the quality of jobs obtained but requires a substantial 
investment. This approach may help make recipients better off financially, 
but may not save taxpayers money. 

• 	 Participation in activities is not all'that matters for impacts. A strong· 
employment message and direct job development may also be key. 

CHALLENGES ANO OPEN QUESTIONS 

• 	 Can Riverside's success be replicated in other localities? The consistency 
of impacts across offices and regions within Riverside suggests "yes." But 
would its approach work in large inner-city areas? 

• 	 Can programs (like Alameda's) that seek to increase human capital develop
ment and improve job quality be made more cost-effective (e.g., by 
controlling access to and the length of participation in education and 
training, and by adding a stronger emploxment message and job 
development)? ' 

• 	 Would operating GAIN in the context of much stronger work incentives 
increase the program's success? 

• 	 Would post-placement services for those who find employment enhance the 
program's success? 

Manpower Demonstration 'Research Corporation 
June 1994 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 1 


GAIN's ESTIMATED IMPACTS ON THE PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRANTS WHO EVER PARTICIPATED 

IN EMPLOYMENT-RELATED ACTIVITIES WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION 


AFDC-FGs AFDC-Us (a} 
Outcome and Los All All 

. Research Grou~ Alameda Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare Counties Counties 

Ever partiCipated in job search 
Experimentals (%) 32.2 14.0 36.0 34.0 24.2 26.5 24.9 
Controls (%) 4.2 4.2 1.4 7.6 1.7 3:9 2.7 
Difference 26.0 . 9.6 36.6 26.2 22.5 24.6 22.2 

Ever participated in ABE/GED 
Experimentals (%) 42.3 27.2 20.7 16.1 36.9 29.0 16.6 
Controls (%) 6.9 5.6 4.6 4.4 5.3 5.4 3.6 
Difference 35.4 21.4 15.9 13.7 31.6 23.6 15.2 

Ever participated in ESL 
. Experimentals (%) 3.2 13.3 6.7 5.2 6.7 7.0 16.7 
Controls (%) 0.4 2.6 4.4 2.6 4.2 2.9 7.6 
Difference 2.6 10.5 2.3 2.4. 2.5 4.1 6.9 

Ever partiCipated in vocational 
training or post-secondary 
education 

Experimentals (%) 26.4 13.5 26.6 34.6 26.6 26.4 14.2 
Controls (%) 23.1 10.6 26.6 31.6 21.2 23.1 12.4 
Difference 5.3 2.7 -1.6 3.0 7.4 3.3 1.6 

Ever participated in unpaid 
work experience 

Experimentals (%) 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.7 1.0 0.6 
Controls (%) 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Difference 1.6 -0.6 -0.6 0.6 -0.,1 0.3 0.0 

Ever participated in OJT 
Experimentals (%) 0.0 0.0 0.6 3.7 0.3 1.0 0.2 
Controls (%) 0.3 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.7 0.6 
Difference -0.3 -0.7 0.0 2.9 -0.6 0.2 -0.6 

Program tracking data 
Experimentals 602 3013 246 247 225 4335 1255 
Controls nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa 

Registral'1t survey data 
. Experimentals 335 223 674 337 356 1925 nfa 
. Controls 346 nfa 342 336 363 1369 nfa 

NOTES: Tests of statistical significance of the differences between research groups and across counties were not performed. 
(a) The AFDC-U sample does not include any registrants from Alameda. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 2 


GAIN's IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs(SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED NOT TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION 


Ever Participated in Job Search Activities 


County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) 


Tulare 
All counties (b) 

41 
46.4 
44.0 

Ever Participated In 
. Vocational Training or Post- Secondary Education 

County 	 Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) 

San 48.3 43.5 4.8 
Tulare 48.8 36.7 12.1 
All counties (b) 42.8 35.7 7.1 

27.6 

Total Impacts (Years 1-3) on Earnings and AFDC Payments 

County Earnings ($) AFDC Payments ($) 

946 986 
1147 -2194 ***. 

San Diego 3040 *** ':""1278 *** 
Tulare -635 543 

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two- to three- year follow-up period, which rely 
partly on data from the registrant survey, are not available for Butte: 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level); 
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent., . 

(a) Tests of statistical significance were not performed on the estimates of participation 
impacts, which used multiple data sources. 	 . 

. (b) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 3 . 

GAIN's IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGL~ PARENTS) DETERMINED TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION 


Ever Participated in Job Search Activities 

County Experimentals (%) Controls C%} Dtfference Ca} 

3.8 7.4 

7.5 19.9 
Tulare 12.4 0.9 11.5 
All counties (b) .20.5 3.3 17.2 

Ever Participated In Basic Education 
(ABE. GED. or ESL) (%) 

County ExPerimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Ca} 

Diego 42.1 11.8 30.3 ' 
Tulare 65.6 13.3 52.3 
All counties (b) 52.5 11.9 40.6 

49.2' 10.8 38.4 

Total Impacts (Years 1-3) on Earnings and AFDC Payments 

County Earnings ($) AFDC Payments ($) 

~()sf:\flg~l~s . 
RiV~t$ide.) :::,., 
San Diego 572 -1020 *** 
Tulare 987 ** -56 

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two- to three-year follow-up period. which rely 
partly on data from the registrant survey. are not available for Butte. 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level); 
** =5 percent; * =10 percent. 

(a) Tests of statistical significance were not performed on the estimates of participation, 
impacts. which use multiple data sources. 

(b) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 


GAIN's YEAR 3 IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS OF AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS 


Total 
Sample 

Size Earninas AFDC Pavments 

Welfare history (a) 
Applicant 

Butte 739 451 -202 
Riverside 1687 1241 *** -379 * 
San Diego 2301 1162 ** -132 
Tulare 309 -77 -14 

Short-term recipient 
Butte 142 1442 u -629 u 
Riverside 1638 917 ** -754 *** 
San Diego 2532 1082 *** -398 ** 
Tulare 630 141 104 

Long-term recipient 
Alameda 1205 774 ** -371 ** 
Butte 348 855 -313 
Los Angeles 4396 153 -277 ** 
Riverside 2183 1056 *** -635 *** 
San Diego 3386 158 .-495 *** 
Tulare 1295 844 *** -264 

Received AFDC continuously 
for at least 6 years 
prior to GAIN orientation (b) 

No 
Alameda 399 1132 * -506 

Butte 1066 600 -273 

Riverside 4241 1011 *** -553 *** 
San Diego 6500 668 *** -:355 *** 
Tulare 1496 561 * -63 

Yes 
----,;Jameda 806 599 -304 

Butte 163 932 u -401 u 
Riverside 1267 973 ** -634 *** 
San Diego 1719 892 * -339 
Tulare 738 415 -205 

Total Year 3 Imj:)acts ($} 
Sample 

SubarouD and Countv Size Earnings AFDC Pa~m~nts 

Number of children at time 
of GAIN orientation (c) 
One 

Alameda 506 359 -66 
Butte .. 572 1397 ** 20 
Los Angeles 1437 184 -146 
Riverside 2134 317 -449 ** 
San Diego 3550 123 -150 
Tulare 838 678 -7 

Two 
Alameda 384 '1269 ** -349 
Butte. 412 -940 -442 
Los Angeles 1396 663 ** -597 *** 
Riverside 1826 1711 *** -616 *** 
San Diego 2619 1509 *** -578 *** 

. Tulare 739 689 -442 
Three or more 

Alameda 303 963 -993 *** 
Butte 215 1150. u -1003 u* 
Los Angeles 1542 -229 -175 
Riverside 1391 1210 *** -657 *** 
San Diego 1720 914 * -469 ** 
Tulare _ 638 139 27 

Employed in year prior to 
GAIN orientation 
Yes 

Alameda 290 51 -467 
Butte 577 1911 *** -341 
Los Angeles 961 -377 -206 
Riverside 2177 1024 *** ':"554 *** 
San Diego 3604 787 ** -283 * 
Tulare 940 654 * -6 

No 
Alameda 915 999 ** -341 

Butte 652 -456 -245 
Los Angeles 3435 303 * -297 ** 
Riverside 3331 1001 *** -604 *** 
San Diego 4615 653 ** -411 *** 
Tulare 1294 418 -190 _._------

(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued) 

Subgroup and County . 

Level of disadvantage 
First-tiTle al2l2licant 


Butte 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Returning al2l2licant 

Butte 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Less disadvantaged recil2ient 
Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

More disadvantaged recil2ient 
Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

Total 

Sample 


Size 


296 
410 
418 
96 

443 
1277 
1883 
213 

796 
355 

2074 
2978 
4687 
1395 

409 
135 

2322 
843 

1231 
530 

Earnings 

664 u 
1835 ** 
1269 u 
858 u 

212 
970 ** 

1163 ** 
-90 u 

1072 ** 
1295 

147 
929 *** 
656 ** 
625 *. 

201 
94 u 

148 
939 * 
-3 

414 

AFDC Pa ments 

-692 u 
-1070 ** 
-218 u 
-627 u 

137 
-167 
-126 

249 u 

-385 * 
-459 
-473 *** 
-705 *** 
-406 *** 
-101 

-333 
-335 u 
-92 

-556 * 
-532 * 
-249 

Subgr~ and County 

Ethnicity 
White, non-Hisl2anic 

Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

Black, non-Hjs~anic 
Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

Hispanic 

Alameda 

Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Asian and other 

Alameda 

Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Total 

Sample 


Size 


216 
1061 
512 

2847 
3478 
.1165 

844 
43 

1987 
862 

1865 
81 

90 
69 

1408 
1510 
2094 

871 

55 
56 

489 
289 
782 
117 

Year 3 Impacts ($1 
. 

Earnings AFDC Payments 

"':268 -281 
709 -97 
347 -441 

1349 *** -809 *** 
1203 *** -344 ** 
467 -130 

1020 ** -311 
-1415 u -2724 u** 
-121 -408 *** 

570 -624 ** 
573 -536 ** 

2229 u* -725u 

1531 u -1428 u** 
1605 u -603 u 
337 -162 
920 ** -322 

68 -120 
427 -70 

-157 u 24 u 
-525 u -2335 u* 

524 91 
-612 u 385 u 

400 -533 
493 145 145 u 

(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued) 

Total Total Year 3 Impacts ($) 
Sample Sample 

Size Earnin s AFDC Pa ments ... Sllbgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments 

limited English proficiency 
No 
-:Alameda 

Butte 

Los Angeles' 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Yes 
Alameda 


Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Refugee 
No 
Alameda 

Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


Yes 

Alameda 

Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


1188 799 ** -368 ** 
1194 659 -226 
3248 132 -278 ** 
5201 1054 *** -677 *** 
7590 738 *** -380 *** 
2066 520 * -68 

17 .-218 u -646 u 
35 346 u -2791 u* 

1146 210 -270 
307 273 u 1016 u** 
629 407 .,..19 
166 494. -656 u 

11156 760 ** -355 * 
1061 526 -219 
3697 108 -309 *** 

.5364 1064' *** -620 *** 
7617 730 *** -313 *** 
2144 . 531 ** -73 

39 1129 u -714 u 
168 1506u -915 u 
499 527 -42 
144 -1270 u 850 u 
402 269 u -1428 u*** 
90 494 u -967 u 

Participating in education or 
training program at time of 
GAIN orientation 

Yes 
Alameda 


Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


No 
. Alameda 


Butte 

Los Angeles 

Riverside 

San Diego 

Tulare 


168 795 u 472 u 
254 631 u -45 u 

.325 292 -525 
864 1276 ** -367 

1685 667 -250 
298 249 -490 

1037 764 ** -506. ** 
975 692 -351 

4071 145 -258 ** 
4644· 1020 *** -647 *** 
6534 740 *** -364 *** 
1936 536 * -54 

. NOTES: The symbol "u" indicates that, because of very small.sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is unreliable; asterisks following the symbol 
indicate that there was a statistically significant-effect, though its magnitude could not be reliably measured. ' 

(a) Alameda and Los Angeles did not serve applicants or short-term recipients during the period of sample intake. . . 
(b) Information necessary for classifying GAIN recipients into these two categories was not available from the baseline form used in Los Angeles. 
(c) This section excludes sample members who reported having no children" 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5 


SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF MOST RECENT JOB AMONG AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS WHO 

REPORTED BEING EMPLOYED WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION 


All 
Research Grou~ Alameda Angeles {a) Riverside San Diego Tulare Counties (b) . 

Average number of .hours 
usually worked per week 

Employed experimentals .30.0 27.6 32.1 33.0 35.1 32.5 
Employed controls 26.7 nfa 32.4 3.1.0 33.7 . 30.9 

Percentage distribution of number 
of hours worked per week among 
employed experimentals (%) 

Less than 10 hours 2.7 4.2 5.5 3.6 5.6 4.4 
10-19 hours 16.6 23.9 12.6 9.0 7.1 11.9 
20-29 hours 19.6 22.5 17.4 21.7 15.2 16.5 
30-39 hours 17.9 14.1 16.4 17.9 15.2 16.6 
40 hours or more 41.1 35.2 47.9 47.6 ~6.9 46.4 

Percentage distribution of number 
of hours worked per week among 
employed controls (%) 

Less than 10 hours 14.5 nfa 6.1 9.0 6.7 9.1 
10-19 hours 16.4 nfa 12.7 13.0 9.3. 12.9 
20-29 hours 14.5 n/a 17.6 16.1 12.9 15.6 
30-39 hours 22.7 n/a 19.4 13.0 15.5 17.7 
40 hours or more 31.6 n/a 44.2 46.9 55.7 44.7 

Average earnings per week (c) ($) 
Employed experimentsls 209 172 191 223 194 204 
Employed controls 167 n/a 206 166 200 190 

Percentage distribution of average 
earnings per week among 
employed experimentals (c) (%) 

Less than $100 26.6 36.6 26.6 23.9 22.2 25.4 
$101-$200 27.7 32.4 37.3 31.9 35.4 33.1 
$201-$300 23.2 14.1 • 19.5 16.3 23.7 21.2 
$301-$400 6.0 9.9 10.7 13.1 11.1 10.7 
$401-$500 6.3 1.4 2.1 5.2 2.0 3.9 
More than $500 6.3 5.6 3.6 7.5 5.6 5.6 

Percentage distribution of average 
earnings per week among 
employed controls (c) (%) 

Less than $100 37.3 n/a 22.4 . 26.6 21.0 27.4 
$101-$200 27.3 nfa 40.0 29.4 37.4 33.5 
$201-$300 25.5 nfa 17.6 22.6 27.7 ·23.4 
$301-$400 6.4 n/a 9.1 10.2 7.7 6.4 

. $401-$500 3.6 n/a 4.6 4.0 1.5 3.5 
More than $500 0.0 nfa 6.1 5.1 4.6 3.9 

(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5 (continued) 

Outcome and Los All 

Research Groue Alameda Angeles (a) Riverside San Diego Tulare ' Counties (b) 


Average earnings per hour (c) ($) 

Employed experimentals 6.56 6.06 5.78 6.23 5.47 6.01 


, Employed controls 6.09 nla 6.14 5.98 5.81 6.01 


Percentage distribution of average 

earnings per hour among 

employed experimentals (c) (%) 


$4.25 or less 22.0 27.1 25.2 22.7 29.3 24.8 
$4.26-$5.00 19.3 15.7 26.0 17.9 24.6 22.0 
$5.01-$6.00 11.9 15,7 14.7 12.6 17.3 14.1 
$6.01 -$7.00 10.1 20.0 . 10.4 14.5 11.5 11.6 
$7.01 -$10.00 19.3 '12.9 16.8 21.3 13.6 17.8 
More than $1 0.00 17.4 8.6 6.8 11.1 3.7 9.8 

Percentage distribution of average 

earnings per hour among 

employed controls (c) (%) 


$4.25 or less 19.1 nla 23.5 25.6 22.9 . 22.8 
$4.26-$5.00 17.3 nla 27.2 19..8 27.6 23.0 

. $5.01 -$6.00 19.1 nla 13.0 14.5 20.3 16.7 

$6.01 -$7.00 16.4 nla 6.8 11.6 8.3 10.8 

$7.01-$10.00 20.0 nla 18.5 21.5 15.1 18.8 

More than $10.00 8.2 nla 11.1 7.0 5.7 8.0 


Employed experimentals (%) 
Job provided:. 

Paid sick days 33.0 . 23.9 26.8 32.4 23.1 28.8 
Paid vacation days 34.5 23.9 37.4 39.2 25.3 34.1 
Health benefits· 26.8 25.4 27.7 32.7 22.7 27.5 
Dental benefits 29.5 19.7 23.7 25.4 17.7 24.1 
Tuition assistance or 

paid training classes 20.9 ·10 16.7 17.6 13.5 17.2 

Employed controls (%) 
Job provided: 

Paid sick days 22.9 nla 22.7 30.5 20.2 . 24.·1 
Paid vacation days 24.8 nla 29.7 35.3 29.2 29.8 
Health benefits 24.8 nla 26.9 25.6 21.4 24.7 
Dental benefits 22.7 nla 22.7 20.1 16.6 : 20.5 
Tuition assistance or . 

paid training classes 7.4 nla 14.5 18.4 10.4 12.7 

Employed experimentals 114 71 478 214 199 1076 

Employed controls 110 . n/a 165 178 195 648 


NOTES: 	 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums. averages. and differences .. 

Tests of statistical significance of the differences between employed experimentals and employed controls were 


not performed. because such comparisions are non-experimental. 
"n/a" refers to the fact that these data were not available.. , 
The follow-up period for the survey ranged from 26 to 37 months, on average, across the five counties where the 

. registrant survey was conducted. Butte County was not included in the survey. 
(a) An analysis of response patterns to the !Survey in Los Angeles revealed that the earnings and AFDC payments .during the follow-up period of controls who responded to the survey differed markedly from those of c;~ntrols who did not 

respond to the survey. For this reason, no estimates for controls and no impacts are presented in this table for Los Angeles. 
(b) In the all-county averages, the results of each county (excluding Los Angeles) are weighted equally. 
(c) Most respondents reported gross (Le., pre-tax) earnings. However, a sizable minority (roughly 20 percent) 


reported net (Le., post-tax) tax earnings. No adjustment was made for those reporting post-tax earnings. Therefore, the 

presented in this table somewhat underestimate the percentage of respondents with gross weekly earnings in excess of a 

given level. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE 1 


SELF·REPORTED EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND REASONS FOR 


NOT LOOKING FOR WORK AMONG AFDC·FG EXPERIMENTAL SURVEY RESPONDENTS 


IN FOUR COUNTIES At THE TIME OF THE TWO- TO THREE-YEAR INTERVIEW 


All Experimentals 

100 

Working more than 20 
hours per week: 25 

Not working, but looking 
for a job: 27 

• Looking for a part-
time job: 3 .. 

• Looking for a full-
time job: 24 Working 20 hours per 

week or less: S· 

• Looking for a full-

time job: 2 
• Not looking for a full-

time jot?: 6 

Not working and not looking for a part-time or full-time job: 40 ! 

Percentage of those 

Most important reason for not looking for a job: not looking 

• Wants to stay home with child 10 
• Can't afford child care 2 

.• Can't arrange child care 2 
• Child's ill health. disability 4 
• Family responsibilities. other than personal child care 6 . 
• Own ill health, disability 2S 
• Pregnancy 2 
• In school or training 22 
• Does not want to work now 1 
• Couldn't find work or believes no suitable work is available 1 
• Lacks necessary experience 5· 
• Transportation problems 4 

• Other 14 

Total 100 
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· SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE 2 

.GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FROM THE WELFARE SAMPLE AND 
GOVERNMENT BUDGET PERSPECTIVES FORAFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)' 

WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 6 


GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 


Sample and County 

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental 
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective ($) 

Welfare 
Sample 

Government 
Budget Society 

Return to 
Government Budget 

per Net Dollar Invested· 

Full sample 

Registrants determined 
not to need basic education 

Registrants determined 
to need basic education 

Alameda······· ••••··.··*11~~};b /±~11).····•••••••••••••.•••(· .• '··(Um~2~9 .. i·..··· .. ··.·.·· ... nt.·•••·.P.EiQper$.1(Butte ... -820 4816 3656 2.71 per $1 

Tulare 2333 -2082 45 0.30 per $1 

NOTES:The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from 
the perspective of the govemment budget (minus employers' share of payroll taxes) plus the net value of output 
produced by registrants in unpaid work experience positionS. 

(a) In the all-county averages (included for the full sample only), the results for each county are weighted
equally. . . 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 7 


GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES) 


County Experimentals ($) . 

Average Total Earnings 

Controls ($) Difference ($) 
Percentage 

Change Experimentals ($) 

Average Total AFDC Payments 

Difference .(!)Controls ($) 
~ercentage 

__..... _9hangE! 

Alameda Ca} 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Total 

Butte 
Year 1 3026 2393 633 * 26% 6523 6749 -226 -3% 
Year 2 4033 2776 1257 *** 45% 5246 5775 -529 -9% 
Year 3 4752 3346 1406 ** 42% 4555 5071 -516 -10% 

Total 11811 8515, 3295 *** . 39% 16324 17595 1271 -7% 

Los Angeles 
Year 1 1480 1221 259 ** 21% ' 9440 9871 -431 *** -4% 
Year 2 1787 1468 319 * 22% 8333 8826 -493 *** -6% 
Year 3 1726 1417 309 22% 7417 7739 -323 * -4% 

Total 4993 4106 887 ** .22% 25190 26436 . . -1246 *** -5% 

Riverside 
Year 1 3691 2930 761 *** 26% . 4840 5807 -967 *** -17% 
Year 2 4038 3628 411 11% 3892 4640 -748 *** -16% 
Year 3 3812 3478 334 10% 3614 3964 -350 * -9% 

Total 11542 10036 1506 ** 15% 12346 14411 -2064 *** -14% 

. San DiegQ 
Year 1 3331 3089 242 .. 8% 6790 7301 -510 *** -7% 
Year 2 4128 3978 150 4% 5565 6197 -632 *** -10% 

. Year 3 4144 4402 -258 -6% 5155 5339 -184 -3% 
Total 11603 11469 134 1% 17510 18837 1327 *** -7% 

Tulare 
Year 1 .2987 2961 26 1% 7545 7523 23 0% 
Year 2 3721 3998 -277 -7% 6316 6261 54 1% 
Year 3 4121 4138 -17 -0% 5588 5600 -12 -0% 

Total 10829 11097 -268 -2% 19449 .19384 66 0% 

All counties {b) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

2903' 
3542 
3711 

2519 
3170 
3356 

384 *** 
372 ** 
355 ** 

15% 
12% 
11% 

7028 
5871 
5266 

7450 
6340 
5543 

-422 *** 
-469 *** 
-277 *** 

-6% 
-7% 
-5% 

Total 10156' ·9045 . ____-=-1168 *** -6%' 

NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did n,ot receive welfare during that year. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level);** =5 percent: * = 10 percent. . 

, (a) Because of Alameda's small sample size for ~FDC-Us, the estimates of its earnings impacts ($782 for the, three-year period, or a 24 percent 
Increase over the control group average) and AFDC payments Impacts (-$103, or less than a 1 percent decrease) are conSidered much less reliable than those 
for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table.. .. . ' . 

(b) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 6 


GAIN's IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES 

AT THE END OF YEAR 3 FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT-FAMILIES) 


Ever Emelo~ed in Year 3 On AFDC in the Last Quarter of Year 3 

County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference 

Butte 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Diego 
Tulare 

46.1 
35.6 
44.6 
45.6 
46.9 

41.9 
26.0 
40.2 
43.9 
46.4 

6.2 • 
9.6'··· 
4.6·· 
1.7 
0.5 

47.9 
76.4' 
42.6 
56.9 
60.4 

52.7 
77.9 
40.9 
57.2 
59.9 . 

-4.6 
0.5 
1.7 

-0.2 
0.5 

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as ••• = 1 percent (the highest level); •• =5 percent; • =10 percent. 
Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much 

less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. 

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 9 

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES) (IN 1993 DOLLARS) 

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net P.resent Value) per Experimental 
Within Five Years After. Orientation, by Accounting Perspective ($) 

Return to 
Welfare Govemment Government Budget 

Count~ Sample Budget Society per Net Dollar Invested 

Butte 2096 697 2566 1.22 per $1 
Los Angeles -:-621 -2021 -2746 .0.55 per $1 
Riverside -714 ..1314 466 1.61 per $1 
San Diego -1949 -66 -1796 .0.96 per $1 
Tulare 260 -2939 ~2665 - 0.06 per $1 

NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the' 
perspective of the government budget (minus employers' share of payroll taxes) and the net value of output produced by 
registrants in unpaid work experience positions. . 

Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC-Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much 
less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table .. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 10 

SELE~TED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PRIMARY GAIN RESEARCH SAMPLE AT ORIENTATION 

Sam~le and Characteristic Alameda Butte· Los Ang.eles Riverside San Diego Tulare 

All AFDC-EG ex~riment8ls 8Jldcontr()l!; 


Aid status (a) ('Yo) 

Applicant 0.0 60.3 0.0 31.0 28.0 13.9 (b) 

Short-term recipient 0.0 11.5 0.0 29.8 30.8 28.2 (b) 

Long-term recipient 100.0 28.2 100.0 39.2 41.2 57.9 (b) 


Received AFDC continuously for at least 6 years 

prior to orientation (c) ('Yo) 66.9 13.2 nfa 22.9 20.9 33.1 (b) 


Employed within past 2 years ('Yo) 23.9 56.8 16.5 49.3 59.2 48.7 *** 

Currently employed up to 29 hours per week (%) 6.1 8.0 5.7 5.4 10.9 8.2 (b) 


Has a high school diploma or GED (%) 58.7 56.2 34.6 51.4 56.0 43.7 *** 

In need of basic education, according to 

GAIN criteria (%) 65.4 49.0 80.6 60.3 56.1 65.2 *** 
Currently in a school or training program <%) . 12.9 19.9 7.4 15.4 20.1 12.2 (b) 

, Ethnicity (%) 
White, non-Hispanic 17.9 85.7 11.6 51.2 41.8 51.7 *** 
Hispanic 7.5 5.6 31.9 27.6 25.3 39.2 *** 
Black, non-Hispanic 68.6 3.5 45.3 15.5 22.5 3.6 *** 
Indochinese 2.1· 0.6 9.9 1.3 5.5 0.4 *** 
Other Asian 0.8 2.2 0.7 1.7 0.9 2.3 *** 
Other 1.6 2.0 0.4 2.2 3.1 2.5 (b) 

Limited English proficiency (%) 4.5 6.9 31.7 10.3 17.3 13.7 *** 

Refugee (%) . 3.2 13.7 11.3 2.6 4.9 3.9 *** 

Age (%) 

Less than 25 
 8.5 8.8 2.4 10.2 10.9 6.6 (b) 

44.1 49.8 33.0 48.4 46.3 46.4 (b)25-34 
42.2 31.0 31.5 34.9 (b)35-44 34.8 33.3 


45 or older 
 12.5 8.2 22.4 10.3 11.3 12.0 (b) 

34.7 33.6 38.5 33.7 33.8 34.9 ***Average age (years) 
1.9 1.7 2.1 1.8 1.7 2.0 ***Average number of children 


Has at least one child in the following 

age groups (%) (d) 


30.5 12.4 10.4 16.2 12.9 14.9 ***Less than 6 
60.2 62.2 61.8 66.2 64.6 68.9 ***6-11 
50.7 47.5 73.0 47.2 46.1 53.0 ***12-18 
16.4 0.7 0.0 1.6 . 2.5 2.1 ***19 or older 


Research sample status (%) 

50.0 80.3 68.0 81.2 85.8 71.0 ***Experimental 
50.0. 19.7 32.0 18.8 14.2 29.0 ***Control 

1,205 .1,234 ____4.4~~ 8.224 _.____ 2,248.§am~le size 
(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 10 (continued) 

Sam~le and Characteristic Alameda Butte Los Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare 

All AFDC-U experimentals and controls 

Aid status (a) (%) 
Applicant 0.0 76.2 0.0 42.6 32.9 22.2 (b) 
Short-term recipient 0.0 11.6 0.0 37.3 37.7 42.2 (b) 
Long-term reCipient 100.0 12.1 100.0 19.9 29.4 35.7 (b) 

Received AFDC continuously for at least 6 years 

prior to orientation (c) (%) 70.9 3.1 nfa 7.6 12;3 13.1 (b) 


Employed within past 2 years (%) 22.5 80.1 32.1 72.1 78.9 67.5 *** 
Currently employed up to 29 hours per week (%) 11.5 5.9 26.3 6.4 18.4 6.9 (b) 

Has a high school diploma or GED (%) 29.7 47.5 17.1 . 42.6 46.9 32.2 *** 
In need of basic education, according to 

GAIN criteria (%) 81.3 58.0 92.2 66.6 62.9 74.0 *** 

Currently in a school or training program (%) 7.6 14.5 5.4 9.1 12.3 17.2 (b) 

Ethnicity (%) 
White, non-Hispanic 15.9 74.8 11.2 42.7 36.2 36.3 *** 
Hispanic 9.3 7.8 22.5 31.8 26.6 41.6 *** 
Black, non-Hispanic 15.4 2.5 4.2 8.1 9.6 2.3 *** 
Indochinese 40.1 2.9 58.3 6.0 20.5 3.9 *** 
Other Asian '15.4 9.4 3.5 7.9 2.1 12.9 *** 
Other 2.2 2.3 0.2 3.2 3.5 2.7 (b) 

Limited English proficiency (%) 55.5 16.7 82.7 23.9 30.1 31.3 *** 
Refugee (%) 56.0 16.2 63.4 . 11.6 17.6 17.0 *** 
Age (%) 

Less than 25 0.5 26.4 0.8 19.0 15.7 21.2 (b) 
25-34 28.6 49.4 21.2 47.1 43.4 42.8 (b) 
35-44 40.1 19.9 41.3 24.7 28.3 25.6 (b) 
450rolder 30.8 4.3 36.6 9.2 12.6 10.2 (b) 

Average age (year5'!) 40.3 29.8 42.0 32.3 33.6 32.3 *** 
Average number ofchildren 3.0 2.1 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.6 *** 
Has at least one child in the following 
age groups (%) (d) 53.3 81.5 47.2 72.4 72.6 73.0 *** 

Less than 6 62.6 41.5 67.6 53.1 50.4 54.5 *** 
6-11 60.4 19.0 62.4 30.0 31.1 30.9 *** 
12-18 26.4 0.4 0.0 1.3 2.6 1.3' *** 
190r older 

Research sample status (%) 
Experimental 52.7 77.4 50.4 69.2 74.2 69.3 *** 
Control 47.3 22.6 49.6 30.6 25.8 . 30.7 *** 

~~mple Size 182 ..___J.R.1L_.___.. 1,459 .?,407_____~,277 1,907 
- . 

(continued) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 10 (continued) 

NOTES: Sample characteristics were recorded on the intake form by GAIN staff at orientation and 
are based on answers from GAIN registrants. 

DistribUtions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding or because of items missing from some' 
sample members' intake forms. 

A chi-square test was applied to differences among counties. Statistical significance levels are indicated as 
*** = 1 percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

(a) Applicants are registrants applying for AFDC at the time of referral to GAIN orientation; they include 
reapplicants who may have had prior AFDC receipt. Short-term recipients have received AFDC for two years or less. 
Short-term recipients have received AFDC Long-term recipients have received AFDC for over two years. 
(The AFDC receipt may not h~ve been continuous.) 

(b) A test of statistical significance was not performed. 
(c) "n/a"refers to the fact that these data were not available . 

. (d) Distributions may add to more than 100.0 percent because sample members can have children in 
. more than one category. . 
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 11 

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT; EARNINqS, AFDC RECEIPT, AND AFDC PAYMENTS' 

FOR"AFDC-FG MANDATORY GAIN REGISTRANTS WITH CHILDREN UNDER AGE 6, 


IN ALAMEDA, RIVERSIDE, AND TULARE COUNTIES 


Count}' and Outcome Ex!?erimentals Controls Difference Change 

Alameda 
(sample includes children 
of an~ age under 61 

Ever employed. years 1-3 (%) 53.2 43.4 9.8 ** 22.6% 

Average total earnings. years 1-3 ($) 7340 5120 2220 43.4% 

: Average total AFDC payments rec~ived, 
years 1-3 ($) 18983 19530 -547 -2.8% 

Ever received any AFDC payments (%) 
Last quarter of year 1 
Last quarter of year 2 
Last quarter of year 3 

86.1 
77.2 
68.6 

90.1 
77.6 
72.1 

-4.1 
-0.5 
-3.5 

-4.5% 
-0.6% 
-4.8% 

Sam!?le size {total =367) 191 176 

Riverside 
(sample includes children 
3 to 5 years old) 

Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 66.2 46.2 , ,20.0 *** 43.2% 

Average total earnings, years 1-3 ($) 7961 4450 ,3511 *** 78.9% ' 

Average total AFDC payments received, 
years 1-3 ($) 13829 16387 -2558 *** -15.6% 

Ever received any AFDC payments (%) 
Last quarter of year 1 
Last quarter of year 2 
Last quarter of year 3 

67.2 
56.5 
49.5' 

75.7' 
64.4 
57.9 

-,8.5 *** 
-7.8 *** 
-,8.4 *** 

-11.3% 
-12.2% 
-14.6% 

Sam~le size {total = 1820} 1449 371 

Tulare 
(sample includes children 
3 to 5 years old) 

Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) '52.0 44.1 7.9 * '17.9% 

Average total earnings, years 1-3 ($) 5812 5675 136 2.4% 

Average total AFDC payments received, 
years 1-3 ($) 19479 18331 1148 6.3% 

Ever received any AFDC payments (%) 
Last quarter of year 1 85.7 76.2 9.4 *** 12.4% 
Last quarter of year 2 72.9 71.7 1.1 1.6% 
Last quarter of year 3 69.0 65.0 4.1 : 6.3% 

288 205 
Icated as *** =1 percent (the hIghest level); ** =5 percent; 
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MAGGIE ERICKSON KILDEE 
Chair 

SUSAN K, LACEY 
FRANK SCHILLO 

JUDY MIKELS 
JOHN K, FLYNN 

JOHN K. FLYNN 
SUPERVISOR, FIFTH DISTRICT 

BOARD ~ SUPERVISORS (805) 654-2706 
FAX NO, (805) 654-2226 

C 0 U N T Y OF V E N T U R A 
GOVERNMENT CENTER, HALL OF ADMINISTRATION, L #1890 
800 SOUTH VICTORIA AVENUE, VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93009 

August 7, 1995 

Mr. Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President 
For Domestic Policy 
Executive Office of the President 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington DC 20500 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Ventura County Needs Your Help! 

Ventura County wants welfarereform. Until 5 p.m. on Friday, August 4,1995, Ventura 
County's welfare reform proposal was included in Senator Dole's bill as well as Senate 
Minority Leader Daschle (please see attached). Unfortunately, the language was later 
deleted from the Dole bill. True welfare reform can be achieved ifwelfare block grants 
come directly to counties with a population of 500,000 or more and bypass the state. 
Welfare reform will not be achieved if the federal government merely passes its 
micro management role down to the states. 

We urge you to consider Ventura County's proposal because it is business centered and is 
administered by the county. Ifwelfare block grants can't come to the ninety counties that 
fall into this category nationwide, then allow Ventura County to· be a demonstration site 
for our nation. 

Ventura County is prepared to commit to objectives that will remove 20% of the people 
presently on welfare every six months, with the ultimate goal in seven years of not having 
but a small percentage of the county's population on welfare. In other words, a welfare
free county within seven years. 

Ventura County's welfare reform proposal offers immediate results and eliminates red 
tape. The proposal is a partnership with business. Business becomes the focus, the actual 
client. The welfare recipient is no longer the center of attention. 

® Recycled Paper 



August 7, 1995 
Page Two 

Every welfare recipient is enrolled in a temporary employment service. "No Work - No 
Pay -- No Work - No Welfare." The welfare recipient unable to work will be enrolled 
in a community work project. 

We urge you to take our message to the President. With President Clinton's 
leadership, we can create a welfare system that restores,dignity and employment. 

Please contact me at (805)654-2706 for further information. I am sending via courier the 
proposal. 

OHN K. FLYNN, Supervisor 
VENTURA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 . less for accrued cost neutrality liabilities in

2 curred under the terms and conditions of such 

3 "·aiver. 

4 U(B) D.\TE DESClUBED.-The date·- de

5 scribed in this su arqn.ph is the later of

6 . H(i) Jan ary 1. 1996; or ' 

7 "(ii) 90 days following the adjourn

8 ment of the first regular session of the 

9 State legisla e that begins after the date 

10 of the enact ent of the Fa.mily Self·Sufft

11 ciency Act of 

12 "(0) SECRET.-\RL\L Eo. Ot~GEMEXT OF CURREXT 

13 WAJVERS.-The Secretary all encourage any State oper

l~ ating 8'waiver described in bsection (a) to continue such 

15 waiver and to evaluate, usi random sampling and other 

16 characteristics of accepted ientific evaluations. the result 

17 or effect of such waiver .. 

11 NffIC. 411.· STATB AND COUNTY DBMONSTRATlON PftO. 

19 0lWIIL 

20 "(a) No LouT.r\TIO~ OF STATE DEl-IOSSTRATtOS' 
; 

21 PRon:CTs.-Nothing in thi,· part shall be construed as 

22 limiting. a State's ability to ool1duct demonstration 

23 projects tor the purpose of idel1tifyinl innovative or effec

24 .tive program desilDl in ·1 or more political subdivisions 

25 of the. State. 
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1 "(b)' COl·XTY\Y'ELF..\.RE ' DEl(OXSTR.\TIO~ 

2 PROJECT.-· 

3 . "f!) I~ GE:-':ERAl...-The Secretary of Health 

4 and Human Se1"\ices and the Secretary of *-\gri-" 

5 culture shall jointly' enter into negotiations with all 

. 	6, counties having a population greater than 500,OqO 

7' desiring to conduct a demonstration project de.. ' 

8 scribed iil paragraph (2) tor the purpo.e ot estab

9 lisbing appropriate ~lel to govern the establishm~nt . 

10 and operation of such project. ... 
11 "(2) DE){O!'STlUTIOS PROJECT D.ESCRIBED.-· 

12 The demonstration project described in this para

13 graph shall provide that

14 "(A) a county participati"1 in the dem

15 onstration project shall have the authority and 

16 duty to administer the operation of the program. 

11 ,dttscribed under this part aa if the county were 

1a considered a State for the purpose ot this partj 

. 19 H(B) the State in which the county partici

. 20 pating in the demonstration project is· located 

·21 shall pass through directly to the county the, 

22 portion ot the grant received by the State under 

23 section 403 which the State determine. is at

24 . tributable to the residents of such county; and 

http:C'ALIFll,.UA
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1 H(e) the duration of the project shall be 

2 for 5 .."ears . 

3 "(3) CO)O[E~CElIE~T OF PROJECT.-After the 

4 conclusion ot the negotiations described in para

, S graph (2)" the Secretary of Health and Human 

6 Senoiaes and the Secretary ot .4.griculture may au- ' 

7 thorize a <!ounty to <!onduct the, demon8tration 

8 project described in paragraph (2) in accordance 

9 ' with the rules established during' the negOtiatjons~ 

10 " "(4) REPORT.-Not later then 6 months after 

11 the termination of, a demonstration project operated 
, ' , 

12 under this subsection, the Secretary of Health and 

13 ' Human Services and the Secretary of, A&'riculture 

14 shall, submit to the Congress a' report that in- . 

15 aludee

16 14(.1) a description of ·the demonstration' 

17 project; 

18 U{B) the rules negotiated. with respect to 

19' the project; and , 

20 "(e) the, innovations (it any) that the 

21 . county was able to initiate under the project. 

22 M8BC. 414. A8818TNft' SECRB ART I'OB FAMILY S1JPPOBT. 

23 "The prograins under his part and part D of this 

24 'title shall be administered an Assistant Seeretaryfor 

25 Family Support with:in th Department of Health and 



". ~_/1995 18:53 282-737-6788,/ 
/ 


OFFERED BY SENATOR FEINSTEIN OF CALIFORNIA 


SEC.:.u:x: CO~WELFABE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 
, .' " 

. (a) IN GENERAL . The Se ry of Health and H~ Ber

vices and the Secretary of Agricul y j intly enter into negotiations 

with any county having a populationgrea an 500,000 for the pui"xlae ':if 

establishing appropriate rules to govern the establishment and operation of a 

5·year welfare demonstration project. Under the demonstration projeQt

(1) the county shall have the authority and duty to administer 

the operation within the county of one or more of the programs e~tab· 

lished or modified under titles of this Act 

as if the county were considered a State for purposes of such programs; 

and 

(2) the s.tate in which. the county is located shall pass through 

direCtly to the county 100 per cent of a proportion of the Federal funds 

received by the State under each of the programs described in para

. graph (1) that is administered by the county under such paragraph, 


which proportion shall be separatelycalcu1ated for each such program 


. based (to the extent feasible and appropriate) on the formula. used by 


the Federal Government to allocate payments to the State& under the 


program. Additionally, any State financial participation in these pro,; 
=

grams shall be no. ditferent for counties participating in the demonstra

tion projects authorized by this section than' for other counties within 

ths State. 



, 

, 

(b) COMMENCEMENT OF PROJECT - After the ·conclUSion of 

the negotiations described in subsection (a), the .Secretary of Health and 

Human Services and the Secretary of Agriculture may authorize the coUnty 

to conduct the demonstration project described. in such subsection in accor

dance with the rules established under such subsection. 

(e) REPORT - The Secretary of Agri'culture and the Secretary of 

. Health and Human Services shall submit to. the Congress a joint report on 

any demonstration project conducted under subsection (b) not later than six 

months after the termination of the project. Such report shall. at a mini· 

mum, describe the project, the rules negotiated with respect to the project . 
... " 

under Bubsection (a), and the innovations (if any) that the county was able to 

initiate under the project. 



I 

.'./1/ .i : 

" / 
,; ,"j 

DRAFT .. 113 ~~~J?~{Yl" 

Dear' 

As the Legislature will undoubtedly consider additional changes this year in California's 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. I am writing to share my own 
welfare reform proposals. I hope you will give them serious consideration. 

California's welfare system is in trouble. The number of children and their parents on 
AFDC has reached an all-time high and is still rising. The cost to California, both in social and 
financial terms. is staggering. As we begin this new year: 

.. 	 Nearly two and one hatf million people -. one in twelve Californians --are receiving 
AFDC. In the last five years, California's AFDC caseload has increased 41 percent. 

Our state will spend approximately $2.8 billion in general fund revenue and a total of $6 
billion in federal, state and county funds on AFDC this fiscal year. 

A strong economy that provides stable, decent jobs is the single best answer to reducing 
our AFDC caseload. But job creation alone is not enough. We must tr;:tnsform welfare by 
instilling the basic values of work and personal responsibility into our welfare system. 

Above all else, our welfare system must lead to work, moving recipients into jobs as soon 
as possible, . Recipients must be required and given the opportunity to go to work in order to 
support their families and participate in the economy. In addition, we must craft an AFDC 
system that demands personal responsibility. from participants, both men and women. 

To make work and personal responsibility the guiding principles within o,ur welfare 
system we must: 

.. Make job placement and selvices the focus of GAIN, county weJfare offices and every 
other aspect of the system. . 

.. Require parents to support their children from day one. 

II> Prevent teen and unwed pregnancies that lead to the development and expansion of 
welfare families. 

"Expand efforts to detect and punish fraud. 



WELFARE TO \VORK 

The single most important objective of welfare reform is to move people from welfare 
to work. In 1985, California launc.:hed the Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN) program 
to do just that. Unfortunately, we have failed to build on the GAIN program and make job 
placement the primary focus of our entire welfare system . 

. Above all else, our welfare system needs to emphasize finding jobs for recipients as 
soon as possible. The sooner families move off welfare. the less likely it is that they will 
become dependent on government assistance .. 

... P.'oposal #1: ltfake immediate job placement tlJe primary focus 0/ GAIN. 

Current state policy allows each county todetermille the level of emphasis placed on 
job placement within their GAIN programs .. As a result, some counties stress work, while 
others focus on education and training. I propose that the state require that job placement: 
become the primary focus of GAIN in each of our 58 counties. . 

In Riverside County, where GAIN administrators stress job placement. a two year· 
impact study determined this approach significantly improves earnings for participants and 
results in reduced AFDC costs. Specifically. the study found that Riverside County GAIN 
participants achieved a 55 percent increase in outside earnings and a 14 percent reduction in 
benefit costs. The study found that GAIN partic.ipants in other counties on average achieved 
only a 21 percent improvement in earnings and a 6 percent decrease in assistance payments. 

An approach focusing on immediate job placement will: 

.. Attempt to place recipients with job experience and skiJIs as soon as possible. 

. .. Instruct AFDC recipients in how to find and apply for jobs. and how to prepare for 
an interview . 

... Recommend education only for those without basic skills. 

Makingjob placement the primary focus of GAIN and the welfare office is only a first 
step. We must make other changes that facilitate moving recipients from welfare to work. , 

Proposal #2: Require welfare recipients to perform community service, nOli-profit 
volunteer work or participate in <;!!ild care cooperatiw?s ofter iwo-years. 

Welfare was conceived a.s an interim safety net to allow mothers to provide for their 
children while they look for work. It is not an acceptable lifestyle option. For these reasons, 
I support a two·year limit on welfare benefits. after which recipients would be required to 
work. . . 

2 




Under my proposal. an able-bodied parent who is unable to find employment after two 

years of looking for work and receiving job trainirl8 would be reqllired to perform specified 

community service. non-profit volunteer work or participate in welfare child care cooperatives 

in order to maintain eligibility for welfare benefits. I do not advocate wsing welfare 

recipients in public sector ·obs. And with an unemployment rate of nearly 9 percent. and 

nun re sot ousands of skilled 'Norkers out of work, it is not feasible to place welfare 

recipients in private sector jobs. 


This workfare requirement will help recipients improve their jobs .skills, while making 

it clear that wOlk is expected in return for benefits. 


Those unwilling to participate in one of the work options described above would have 

their assistance grant reduced or become ineligible for any further public assistance, although 

their children/family would remain eligible for AFDC. food stamps and medical care. 


A two-year limit on benefits would change AFDC from an entitlement program into a 

work and community service opportunity that allows participants to improve their skills, gain 

valuable work experience and become self-sufficient At the san1e time, we would improve 

and build our communities and our public and non-profit organiutions. The vast majority of 

\\'elfare recipients want to work and provide stable, decent lives for their families. This 

proposal will help them realize that goal. 


• 	 Prollosal #3: Promote count)' contracting with private firms to place welfare 

recipients. in jobs. 


Whenever possible. county welfare programs should utilize privatejob placement 

(',ompanies to find work for welfare recipients. By paying a fee only for those recipients who 

are placed in jobs and leave welfare, and by requiring private firms to focus on long-term 

placement, we can realize Immediate and long-term reductions in welfare costs. 


America Works, a New York-based company. c,ontracts with the state of New York to 
provide job placement services for welfare recipients. The company has successfully placed 

. 5,000 welfare recipients in jobs at an average salary of $15,000. The company collects its 
full fee only for recipients who keep their job for seven months, and gets no money at all 
unless the client stays employed for at least four months. The company also provides other 
services. like child care information and money management assistance, to ensure that clients 
can stay in jobs. 

Proposal #4: Turn welfare offices into employment referral ami placement .. /. 
operations and places 'uJllic/t provide in/ormation on family planning, hila/tit and 
child care. 

County welfare offices nlust do more than just pass out checks. I propose they 
provide recipients with information on available public and private job placement and training 
services and. when feasible. have job listings and job banks. 

3 
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We must also greatly ex.pand the relationship between GAIN offices, welfare offices 

and public job placement and training programs. State administered programs within the 

Employment Development Department, the Job Training Partnership Act and the Employment 

Training Panel exist to put Californians to work. Welfare recipients should be aware of their 

availabiJity, 


Providing job services is just a start. If we are to transform welfare, we must 
transform the welfare office into a place that also provides recipients with information on the 
wide array of prevention, treatment and support services available to them, including family 

. planning, child and health. care. 
. .' 	 , 

Unfortunately, each of the last two years, Governor Wilson has vetoed legislation 

designed to help facilitate the transformation of the welfare office. This past year he vetoed 

AB 88 which would have required counties to provide AFDC and Medi-Cal applicants with 

written material regarding family planning and contraceptives, sex education, health risks 

associated with drug use during pregnancy, AIDS and infonnation on available health 

services. To save money, the legislation specified thatonly written materials available at no 

cost to the counties were to be distributed. In the Governor's veto message he argued that 

counries throughout the state are already providing such information. He is mistaken, 


• 	 Proposal ##5: Help welfare recipients acMew! financial independence tltrougl, self

employnuint. 


Starting a small business should be considered a viable route for AFDC recipients to 
escape welfare, Current law allows our GAIN program to provide entrepreneurial training. 
In addition, a network of 15-20 microenterprise programs in California are available to help 
recipients start and ·succeed in small business. Unfortunately, current state law restricts this 
option because it prevents AFDC recipients from accumulating the equipment and assets 
necessary to start a small business. 

In Illinois and other states with AFDC microenterprise programs, upwards of 80 
percent of participants have been able to become independent of AFDC or significantly 
reduce their aSSIstance levels. Republican members of Congress recognized that starting a I 
small business can be a way off welfare by including a mlcroenterprise plan v..ithin their . ? 
welfare reform proposal. 

Unfortunat~ly, Governor Wilson vetoed "microenterprise" legislation last year. To his 
credit, he did support a measure· allowing AFDC recipients to maintain up. to $5,000 in 
savings to pay for college, purchase a home or start a small business. This change, however, 
forces participants to choose .betweencollege for their child, buying a home or starting a . 
microenterprise. It also fails to count only net business income as income for purposes of 
determining AFDC eligibility. providing no incentive for AFDC recipients to start a small . 
business. I propose easing AFDC eligibility restrictions to allow recipients to accumulate the 
assets and capital necessary to start "microenterprises." If successful. microenterprises will . 
not only help the welfare recipient get off public assistance, but also create jobs for others 
Californians. 

4 
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I propose encouraging self sufficiency by allowlng: 

~ AFDC recipients to accumulate up to S10,OOO in microenterprise assets without 
penalty in restricted accounts.' 

~ AFDC entrepreneurs to count only net business income as income for purposes of 
AFDC eligibility. 	 . 

... 	 PI'oposal #6: Give parents wlao WIlIIt to work lite option of up-front cllild cafe 

payments. 


We must also continue to do' everything possible to allow parents to move from 

welfare to the workplace. This includes providing immediate child care assistance for parents 

who do go to work. Right now, working AFDC parents are eligible toteceive· direct child 

care supplement payments and are ailowed to keep $200 a month in income to pay for child 

care. Unfortunately, these benefits are provided two months after the parent starts work and 

the child care expenses are incurred. For families with few, if any. resources this represents a 

seriolls hardship and discourages parents from workin.g. 


, 

1 propose that we provide the first two months of the child care supplement and 


income benefit directly to child carel providers so child care is financed from the moment 

. parents start to work. This change v"ould not result in any new costs, would prove easier to 


administer and, most importantly, would remove a barrier that prohibits parents from going to 

work, 


CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTION 

California's child support collection system is a proven failure. Noncustodial parents 

. owe over $3 billion in unpaid child support in our state and the amount is growing by m.ore 

than $300 million annually. It's time to get seriolls about child suppol1 collection. 


The failure to enforce child support orders has resulted in tens of thousands of I 
additional AFDC cases each year. At this moment, 750.000 California p.arents and children· ."'"." 
due child support. b'ut unable to collect. are receiving AFDC. Deadbeat parents create two 
sets of victims: families due support, and taxpayers who must step in. 

Threewquarters of families owed support from a noncustodial parent do not receive the 
" legally ordered amount. In 1991, California recouped only 5.5 percent of the AFDC 

assistance owed by non~custodial parents. In Alabama and Idaho, by comparison, AFDC 

reCO\lpment levels were over 30 percent. In its most recent assessment of child support 

enforc.ement.the House Ways and Means Committee tanked California 51st out of the 54 

U.S. states and territories in AFDe recoupment. 

.As these statistics attest, the real welfare cheats are deadbeat parents who fail to pay 

child support. . 


5 
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To increase the effectiveness of our child support collections we need to more 
effectively utiliu available government and private resources. establish paternity of 
illegitimate children as soon as possible and sanction those who refuse to meet the obligations 
of parenthood. The vast majority of deadbeat parents are men. Personal responsibility 
mandates that they be held responsible for supporting children they father. 

• 	 Proposal #7: ,Use tI,e Franc/.ise Tax Board to collect cJ,i/d su.pport. 

Currently, county district attorneys are responsible for enforcing child support orders in 
Our state. Regrettably,S 1 of our 58 counties fail to meet the minimum federal child support 
collection standards. Our current system is not serving children who depend on it for support 
ill taxpayers who finance it and expect a return on their investment. . 

We need a streamlined, cost-effective and uniform system for collecting support in 
each of our counties.' I propose that we tum over responsibility for all support enforcement to 
the frallchis~ Tax Board (FIB). In the future. to increase collection rates, all child support 
orders should make clear that if the absent parent is over 30 days late with payments, the . 
FIB will use its powers to automatically coHect child support. . 

The FTB has just completed a successful trial program in L<>s Angeles County, 
colle.cting $479,000 for 436 families. and has just begun collecting delinquent child support. 
on a trial basis in six counties. Other states. like Massachusetts, have already dramatically 
improved child support collection by turning over enforcement responsibilities to their state 
taxing agencies. 

The Franchise Tax Board is a proven money collector. FTB has access to a vast array 
of financial records and the power to lien. levy, garnish and intercept virtual1y every financial 
resource without time-consuming court orders. . 

Child support payments and .AFDC recoupment represent real state revenue, with .the 
same impact on the state's bottom line as tax. revenue. and should be collected with the same 
due diligence. ' 

• 	 Proposal #8: License private collection agencies to go after c/.i/d support 'tllat 
cannot be collected througll tit/! FTB• 

.To catch deadbeat parents who manage to elude the FIB, I propose licensing private 
collection agencies for the purpose of collecting delinquent child support. Private collection 
age.ncie,s would be eligible to attempt collections from parents who are more than 60 days in 
arrears on payments, live out of state or are otherwise out of the reach of the FTB, and for 
which there is evidence of collectible assets. . . . . 

Under my proposal the deadbeat parent would be liable for the collection agencyls fee t
on top 	of the owed chiJd support. 
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Proposul #9: Imtiluta new procedures to eslall/lsl. patf!l'lfity /(>1' ,lte cltlldrell of 
unwed motllers. 

California fails to identify the father of three out of every four children born to unwed 

mothers. Only 33% of the fathers of AFDe children in our state can be identified. We 

need to institute procedures to establish paternity for children before birth. at birth or soon 

thereafter. 


To identify fathers for the purpose of collecting child support I propose rigorously: 

~ Questioning women. who apply and receive government-sponsored AFDC
Pregnancy benefits about the identity of the father before birth. 

.. Questioning mothers as to the identity of fathers on welfare applications and at 
every opportunity in the process. 

,. Requiring that applicants and recipiellts be' informed that their benefits will be 
restricted if they fail to cooperate in establishing paternity. 

to Penalizing women who refuse to cooperate in identifying the fathers of their 
children by reducing their AFDC cash benefit grant. To offset lost cash benefits, I 
support an increase in the food stamp allotment to ensure that the child receives proper 
nourishment. Current federal law allows sanctions against mothers who refuse to 
cooperate in identifying the fathers of their children. Unfortunately. these sanctions are 
rarely enforced. Good cause exemptions would continue for mothers with legitimate 
fears for their own safety, and the safety of their child, if they were to identify the 
father. 

'. Determining and requiring paternity identification for out-of-wedlock mothers is good 

public policy: ·failure to identify fathers is costing the state hundreds of millions of dollars 

every year. It is also good family policy; children are entitled to know the identity of both 

parents.
-_. 

II> Proposal #10: k/lIke parents wllo fall to pay c/,lId support ineligible for all state /. ,,/ 
licenses 01' colleges and universities • 

. .-
Current law allows the state to restrict the issuance of business and vocational, 


commercial driver's, commercial sporting and other licenses. to ·parents who fail to pay child 

support. I propose that we extend this restriction to all state licenses, including standard 

driver's licenses and hunting and fishing licenses. We must also prohibit deadbeat parents 

from enrolling in publicly supported colleges and universities. 
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... 	 Pfoposal Nll: TUlIgliell pellaltles for parents wflo willful!). and repeatedly refuse to 
pa), child support. 

We should make willful and repeated failure to provide child support a felony. 
Failure to pay support is a form of theft. from the child and often from the taxpayer in the· 
form of AFDC assistance. It should be treated accordingly. Under existing law, failure to 
provide support is most often a misdemeanor subject to a cause of action to enforce the 
SUPPO" through wage consignment or liens on bank accounts and property. There is no 
additional penalty for repeat violations. 

I am not proposing to lock up fathers who fail to pay because they lack the resources. 
This measure is aimed at parents who have the ability, but choose not to pay. Making willful 
and repeat failure to provide support. when a parent has the resources to pay. will subject a 
parent to a potential felony conviction and jail time. I believe the severity of these penalties 
will serve as an effective deterrent to the vioJation of support orders and will encourage 
parents to pay their child support fully and on time. 

Proposal #12: Increase pellalties for employers wlto fall to comply willi. wage 
garnislmumts 0' otllen.,ise shield parents de/inque/ft in tlle;r cldld .vupport. 

Employers who fail to comply with wage garnishment orders or who tly to shield the 
employment and/or wages· of a deadbeat parent are denying children the support and, in many 
instances. costing the state revenue. They should be penalized harshly. 

Last year, legislation to increase the contempt court penalties subjected employers who 
fail to ... I propose... [details to follow]. 

FAMILY PLANNING: PREVENT THE NEED FOR WELFARE· 

Forty percent of women on welfare had their first child before age 19, and having a 
child out of wedlock was the triggering event for 30% of the women now on MOe. It is 
imperative that we reduce teen-age and unwed pregnancies in California, and prevent the need 
for welfare in the first place. 

... 	 P.'oposal #13: Pressu,e Was/lington to increase/unding fo, cQlltracept;,'e services in 
California. . 

Family planning and contraceptive service programs are proven family builders. 
Deferring birth and waiting to raise children until after completing education and initial entry 
into the job market clearly helps in the development of stable families. Family planning and 
contraceptive service programs are also proven money savers. One study estimates that every 
dollar spent on family planning services in California saves the state about $12.20 in other 
welfare and health costs. . 
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Given that AFDC is jointly funded by the federal and state governments, each has a 
financial interest in reducing unv.-ed and teenage pregnancies and. in doing so, the number of 
families dependent on AFDC. 

The need for additional family planning and education services in California is great. 
In the most recent year for which statis,tics are available, over 850,000 women •• 52% of 
those eligible to receive subsidized family planning services •• were not served. 

Unfortunately, the federal government provided California with only $11 million in . 
Title X funds to support direct contraceptive and reproductive services in 1991-92. By 
comparison the state provided $62 million this fiscal year. or nearly six times as much. The 
.federal government must increase support for family planning .and contraceptive services in 
California. I will work with President Clinton to see that it does. 	 . 

.' Proposal #14: Providc/umlly planning ill/ormation and referrals to recipients OJ 
welfare offices at,d at e:vety opportunity • 

.We have an obligation to make certain that every AFDC recipient is aware of the 
availability of free family planning and cOlltraceptive services and is advised about where to 
receive them. Current law requires county welfare offices to provide information concerning 
available family planning services to AFDC recipients onlv if the information is requested. 
Unfortunately. many welfare recipients are unaware that the services are available, and so 
don't know to ask for information; 

To help facilitate intelligent family planning decisions, I propose that counties provide 
family planning information to recipients at every opportunity, within welfare offices and with 
every check. . 

.. 	 Proposal #15: Launch a public service media campaign against teen altd unwed 

pregllancy and IligllllglltillG California's tougll approacil to cllild support 

en/otccfflell', 


After instituting new policies aimed at preventing teen and unwed pregnancJes and 
toughening child support enforcement, I propose launching a public service campaign against 
teen and unwed pregnancies arid emphasizing that both parents have a legal obligation to 
s.upport their child. . 

This proposal will not require the expenditure ofgovemment resources. I believe the 
issue is of such critical importance that advertising agencies wilJ provide their services pro 
bono 'and TV and radio stations a.nd print publications wiH provide their airtime and space 
free of charge. 	 . 
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Proposal #16: ~e the cad, assistance grant for wome.n WIIO I,ave additional 
cltildrell while on welfare. 

Having additional children while on welfare is irresponsible and should be sanctioned. 
I propose reducing the cash assistance grant of AFDC mothers who have additional children. 
The purpose of my. proposal is :to eliminate any cash incentive for having additional children, 
and to restrict discretionary income. to recipients who by their own actions have proven 
themselves irresponsible. To offset, lost cash. I propose an increase in food stamp benefits to 
ensure the child receives proper nutrition. 

Under' out current system, an AFDC mother of two who has an additional child will· 
see her maximum cash grant increase from $607 to $723 a month. Her maximum food stamp 
benefit will increase from $214 to $259 a month. After the third child, her benefits will total 
$982. 
.' . ' . 

Under my proposal, the same mother (after an additional child) would see an actual 
5% reduction in cash assistance from $607 to $577 (instead of $723). Her food stamp ben.efit 
would increase from S214 to $381 (instead of $259) a month. After the third child, benefits 
would total $958. The new food stamp benefit level would be determined by the United 
States Department of Agriculture's Cost of Food at Home Estimate's. For a mother with 
children aged one, three and nine. the Department estimates that a low·costfood plan for one 
month totals $381. 

Current federal law permits states to impose restrictions on benefits when a parent's: 
mismanagement of AFDC funds are "contrary to the interests of the child." I believe that 
having 'an additional child while on welfare fits within behavior "contrary t~ the interest of 
the child." . 

As soon as Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) and so·called sma11 cards become 
\ proven technologies for providing and tracking AFDC benefits, I propose they be used to 
. restrict the discretionary benefits of women who have additional children while on welfare. 

. . . 

Women who have additional children while on welfare should also be required to 
participate in a family planning class that emphasizes pregnancy prevention. 

DETECT AND PUNISH FRAUn 

.. hoposal #17: Prevent fl'aud hy fto be written}. 

When AFDC participants commit welfare fraud. they are not only stealing state 
resources, they are also. damaging the integrity of the welfare system . 

. It- fingerprinting 
... monetary rewards for counties that improve 
,. monetary rewards for welfare employees who discover fraud. 
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I also'propose establishing a toll free 800 number to allow reports of possible fraud, to 
identify and locate parents who fail to pay child support and to receive recommendations for . i:: 
improving our welfare system. 

As an incentive to report possible fraud, I also propose that persons who report fraud 
leading to the collection of restitution be eligible to receive 10% of the money collected as a 
reward. : 

Obviously. many of these proposals would require federal waivers from the 
Department of Health and Human Services. Given the President's commitment to end welfare 
as we know it, I am optimistic that waivers would be granted. 

As the legislature considers welfare reform this session. I hope the proposals I have 
outlined here will be given serious consideration. 

I IO,ok forward to working with you to transform welfare into a system that puts people 
to work, while at the same time demanding that men and women act responsibly and meet the 
obi igations of parenthood. . 

Sincerely, 
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