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Strategic Policy & Performance Council Meeting Agenda

WEBINAR
FEB.16 10 AM. - 12 P.M. ET

Join the meeting via Microsoft Teams
Call In: 1 (850) 629-7293; Conference ID: 949 767 451#

Chair’s Welcome and Remarks Brittany Birken, Ph.D.
Member Spotlight Sophia Eccleston
Senior External Affairs Manager, Florida Power & Light Company
Strategic Policy & Performance Unit Initiatives Update Dan McGrew
e Credentials Review Committee Vice President, Strategic Policy & Performance

o LWDB Letter Grades
e Florida CLIFF Dashboard Adam Briggs, Ph.D.
Senior Director, Strategic Policy & Performance
¢ WIOA Unified Plan Two-Year Modification Warren Davis,
Policy Analyst
Consent Item Brittany Birken, Ph.D.

e Dec. 8, 2021, Meeting Minutes

A Closer Look: Federal Funding and State Board Initiatives Andrew Collins
Chief Operating and Financial Officer
Allyce Heflin Moriak

Chief Financial Officer, Florida Department of Economic Opportunity

DEO Economic Update Jimmy Heckman
Chief, Bureau of Workforce Statistics and Economic Research

Florida Department of Economic Opportunity

Revisiting Drivers of Performance: A Snapshot Adam Briggs, Ph.D.
Senior Director, Strategic Policy & Performance

Open Discussion/Public Comment
Chair’s Closing Remarks Brittany Birken, Ph.D.

Information Items

collaborate.
innovate.
lead.
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Fiscal Year 2021-2022
Strategic Policy & Performance Initiatives

Credentials Review Committee

Led by House Speaker Chris Sprowls, the Florida House and Senate passed House Bill 1507 (Chapter
2021-164, Florida Statutes) during the last legislative session to address the evolving needs of Florida's
economy by increasing the level of collaboration and cooperation among state businesses and
education communities while also improving equity and access to a more integrated workforce
education training system for all Floridians. The legislation, which passed unanimously and was signed
into law by Governor Ron DeSantis on June 24, 2021, is titled the Reimagining Education and Career
Help (REACH) Act. Consistent with the spirit and substance of this law, credentials made available
through the state’s education and training programs should be aligned to jobs that lead to economic
self-sufficiency. To this end, the REACH Act directs CareerSource Florida to convene a Credentials
Review Committee to identify degree and nondegree credentials of value, develop a Master Credentials
List for performance funding, and establish policy direction for funding that prioritizes outcomes.

Status update: Following a Framework of Quality Workshop (October 2021) and its most recent
meeting (December 2021), the Credentials Review Committee enters 2022 poised to build on the
significant work done to date toward implementation of the REACH Act. Four workgroups — made up
of subject matter experts from agency and business partners — have convened to develop and define
the legislatively required elements of the Framework of Quality: Wage Thresholds, Demand
Thresholds, Credential Sequencing, and Credential Identification. Upon delivery of the Labor Market
Estimating Conference’s upcoming publication (expected in Q1 of 2022), these workgroups will begin
to assess the labor market information provided to establish the Framework of Quality that will determine
a credential’s inclusion on a Master Credentials List for the state of Florida. During the remainder of this
fiscal year, the Credentials Review Committee will continue its work to align activities and strengthen
outcomes for businesses and stakeholders across Florida’s workforce, education and business
development ecosystem at three planned events: a virtual workshop March 9, at which the product of
the Labor Market Estimating Conference and the final technical report from Education Strategies Group
will be discussed; an in-person meeting in Tallahassee April 28, when final recommendations on the
Framework of Quality will be presented for the Committee’s assessment and adoption; and a June 27
meeting in Tampa coinciding with the Florida Chamber’s Learners to Earners Summit. All meetings of
the Committee and their associated documents can be viewed online.

Local Workforce Development Board Letter Grades

Per Section 14.36(3)(h), Florida Statutes, the REACH Office within the Executive Office of the Governor
is charged with developing the criteria for assigning a letter grade for each local workforce development
board under s. 445.004, Florida Statutes. The criteria for these letter grades must be based on local
workforce development board performance accountability measures, return on investment, and
improvement by each local board in terms of the long-term self-sufficiency of participants based on
outcome measures such as reduction in long-term public assistance and increase in wages relative to
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the period before participation in a program. The state workforce development board, in turn, is
responsible for applying these criteria to assign a letter grade to each of Florida’s 24 local workforce
development boards.

Status update: Led by the REACH Office, within the Executive Office of the Governor, and informed
by the collective experience of various collaborative partners participating in this interagency effort, a
planning committee has begun to evaluate elements of an appropriate methodology for assigning a
letter grade to local workforce development boards (LWDBSs). In addition to a listening session held in
December with representatives from the local boards, LWDBs contributed various metrics to the
workgroup to consider through a network-wide survey launched in January. CareerSource Florida’s
Strategic Policy & Performance Team will support LWDB partners in implementation efforts during the
remainder of 2022.

Florida CLIFF Dashboard

The Florida Career Ladder Identifier and Financial Forecaster (CLIFF) Dashboard was developed
through a partnership between CareerSource Florida and the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta. While
the initial development of this tool predates the passage of the REACH Act, this instrument aligns with
key deliverables and objectives outlined in the law. The Florida CLIFF Dashboard provides information
to help users understand potential earnings from paid employment while also mapping the timing and
size of reductions in public assistance needed as individuals progress along in-demand career
pathways toward self-sufficiency. Development on the CLIFF Dashboard was completed in Q3 of 2021
and may be accessed at www.floridacliffdashboard.com. Information about Florida’s CLIFF Dashboard
is now available on the CareerSource Florida website.

Status Update: In January 2022, CareerSource Florida launched a pilot project with nine LWDBs and
began engaging additional partners invested in helping Floridians to achieve self-sufficiency, including
the Florida Department of Children and Families. The pilot cohort will assess the usability of the CLIFF
Dashboard in case management and career advising settings at local career centers. Pilot groups will
also provide guidance on ways to partner with community organizations in offering programs and
resources to bridge current gaps in wrap-around services and/or net income for individuals training to
enter in-demand occupations. The experience and evidence provided by the pilot cohort will guide a
plan for statewide implementation.

WIOA Unified Plan Two-Year Modification

Under the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), the Governor and publicly funded
workforce development system must submit a Unified or Combined Plan to the U.S. Department of
Labor. In 2020, CareerSource Florida and its WIOA partners submitted the second WIOA Four-Year
Unified Plan. Every two years, states and local boards must review and modify strategies to respond to
changing economic conditions and workforce needs. This activity represents an important opportunity
to describe what has happened in Florida’s economy and workforce system over the past two years,
and to analyze the initiatives that are working, opportunities for improvement and enhancements and
innovations contemplated for the next two years. WIOA core partners including CareerSource Florida,
the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity and the Florida Department of Education’s Divisions
of Career and Adult Education, Vocational Rehabilitation and Blind Services began work on the WIOA
Unified Plan Two-Year Modification in August.
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Status update: The Strategic Policy & Performance Team has led a comprehensive interagency effort
to create the WIOA Unified Plan Two-Year Modification. This document is posted on CareerSource
Florida’s website for public comment as well as feedback from local boards and any stakeholders in the
process — including this council and board of directors. In March 2022, the plan will be uploaded to the
federal portal and feedback from federal partners will be addressed.
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A Closer Look: Policy and Performance

The CareerSource Florida Strategic Policy & Performance Team developed this four-part series to offer
a closer look at specific workforce development initiatives of interest to the work of the state workforce
development board. The goal of these sessions is to further inform Strategic Policy & Performance
Council members of the key elements of the state workforce system and how the actions of the council
and board may support the Governor’s workforce development strategy for Florida.

Below is a short description of the topics covered in the Closer Look Series. Videos of each completed
session can be found on the Workforce Training Institute page of the CareerSource Florida website.

The Federal Workforce System — February 2021

The Strategic Policy & Performance Team highlighted the core federal grant programs implemented by
the state’s workforce system. Elements covered include the populations served by each grant, types of
services provided and types of outcomes sought for each program. Additionally, the team provided an
overview of the Floridians served through these programs.

Performance and Policy — June 2021

In this session, the Department of Economic Opportunity and the Strategic Policy & Performance Team
provided a deeper dive into the performance measures set forth in the federal Workforce Innovation
and Opportunity Act (WIOA) and reviewed Florida’s current and historical performance. This session
highlighted the policy development process and the relationship between policy and performance.

Strategic Planning — December 2021

WIOA requires states to submit a comprehensive strategic plan every four years with modifications
submitted biannually. In this session, the Strategic Policy & Performance Team provided an overview
of the planning process and the partners involved. The session focused on board engagement and
leadership opportunities as well as important elements included in Florida’s WIOA Two-Year
Modification, which is due to the U.S. Department of Labor in March 2022.

Federal Funding and State Board Initiatives — February 2022

Annually, the CareerSource Florida Board of Directors approves the state WIOA budget, which includes
formula-based funding for the local workforce development boards as well as board-led initiatives that
will be funded by the Governor’s set aside — representing 15 percent of the state’s federal WIOA
funding. During this session, the CareerSource Florida and DEO finance teams provide an overview of
the formula funding allocation and how the Governor’s set-aside funding may be used, in addition to a
brief history of initiatives funded by the board.
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U. S. Department of Labor
Employment and Training Administration

Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) and Wagner-Peyser Act Statutory Formulas for State Allotments

State Allotment Formula Descriptions

WIOA Youth Activities
Formula:
1/3: State relative share of total unemployed in areas of substantial unemployment (ASU) (average 12 months ending 6/30)
1/3: State relative share of excess unemployed (average 12 months ending 6/30)
1/3: State relative share of disadvantaged youth (American Community Survey 2011-2015)
Minimums:
(a) If total amount available for States is $1 billion or less:
State allotment cannot be less than
(1) 90% of State relative share of prior year funding
(2) 0.25% of total available funds for States
(b) If total amount available for States exceeds $1 billion:
State allotment cannot be less than
(1) 90% of State relative share of prior year funding
(2) 2014 allotment amount (Not applicable for Adult minimum)
(3) 0.3% of first $1 billion plus 0.4% of amount over $1 billion
Maximum:
130% of State relative share of prior year funding

WIOA Adult Activities
Same as Youth Activities, except
(a) Formula uses disadvantaged ADULTS instead of YOUTH
(b) Threshold for selecting minimum provisions is $960 million instead of $1 billion

WIOA Dislocated Workers
Formula:
1/3: State relative share of total unemployed (average 12 months ending 09/30)
1/3: State relative share of excess unemployed (average 12 months ending 09/30)
1/3: State relative share of long-term unemployed (average 12 months ending 09/30)
Minimum: 90% of State relative share of prior year funding
Maximum: 130% of State relative share of prior year funding

Employment Service (Wagner-Peyser Act)
Formula for 97% of funds:
2/3: State relative share of civilian labor force (average 12 months ending 9/30 (preliminary) or 12/31 (final))
1/3: State relative share of total unemployment (average 12 months ending 9/30 (preliminary) or 12/31 (final))
Minimums:
(a) 90% of State relative share of prior year funding
(b) 0.28% of total available funds for States
Maximum: None
Distribution of 3% of funds:

(1) States with civilian labor force below 1 million and under the national median civilian labor force density
receive an amount which when added to their share of the 97% portion, will result in an amount
equal to 100% of their relative share of the prior year funding.

(2) Remaining States losing in relative share receive a share of the remaining funds prorated based on
the amount needed to achieve 100% of their relative share of prior year funding.

Formula Data Factor Definitions

WIOA Youth and Adults Programs

ASU: contiguous areas with unemployment rate of 6.5% or more

Excess unemployed: higher of:
(1) excess unemployed (unemployment in excess of 4.5%) in ASU's; or
(2) excess unemployed (unemployment in excess of 4.5%) in all areas

Disadvantaged adults: individuals age 22-72 meeting (or member of family meeting):
Census poverty level or
70% of lower living standard income level (LLSIL).

Disadvantaged youth: individuals age 16-21 meeting (or member of family meeting):
Census poverty level or
70% of lower living standard income level (LLSIL).

WIOA Dislocated Workers Program
Excess unemployed: unemployment in excess of 4.5%
Long-term unemployed: number unemployed 15 or more weeks

Employment Service (Wagner-Peyser):
Self-explanatory



FLORIDA FUNDING FOR WORKFORCE INNOVATION & OPPORTUNITY ACT

( FUNDING FROM USDOL - PROGRAM YEAR 2021
$140,847,913
PY2020
($134,967,855) (4.36% Increase)

ADULT PROGRAM YOUTH PROGRAM DISLOCATED WORKER PROGRAM
$45,250,678 $44,306,510 $51,290,725
($42,259,570) (7.08% Increase) ($41,854,792) (5.86% Increase) ($50,853,493) (.86% Increase)
REQUIRED RESERVE FROM EACH FUNDING STREAM FOR STATE -LEVEL ACTIVITIES
$21,127,183

($20,245,179) (4.36% Increase)

25% RESERVE FROM
DISLOCATED WORKER PROGRAM FOR
RAPID RESPONSE
$12,822,681
($12,713,373) (.86% Increase)

REGIONAL WORKFORCE BOARD FORMULA ALLOCATIONS
$106,898,049
($102,009,303) (4.79% Increase)

ADULT PROGAM $33,463,078 (§35,920,634) YOUTH PROGRAM $37,660,534 DISLOCATED WORKER $30,774,437
(7.08% Increase) ($35,576,573) (5.86% Increase) ($30,512,096) (.86% Increase)
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FLORIDA FUNDING FOR WAGNER-PEYSER

Funding from USDOL - Program Year 2021
FY 2021-22 $38,157,663
(FY 2020-21 $38,224,509)

Wagner-Peyser 7(a) (90%)
FY 2021-22 $34,341,897
(FY 2020-21 $34,402,058)

Wagner-Peyser 7(b) (10%)
FY 2021-22 $3,815,766
(FY 2020-21 $3,822,451)

State-Level Projects; Incentives;
Exemplary Models; Services to
Groups with Special Needs

State-Level Program Management
and Administration
FY 2021-22 $2,818,672
(FY 2020-21 $2,818,672)

-

N

LWDB Salaries and Pass-Thru $ 27,087,795
Labor Exchange System $ 4,128,705
LWDB Insurance and HR Fees $ 366,886

LWDB Direct Services \
FY 2021-22 $31,583,386
(FY 2020-21 $31,583,386)
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CareerSource Florida
Strategic Policy and Performance
Council Meeting
Feb. 16, 2022
Consent Item 1
Approved
Disapproved

Consent ltem 1

DECEMBER 2021 STRATEGIC POLICY & PERFORMANCE
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

In accordance with Article VII, Section 7.3 of the approved bylaws, the corporation is required to
keep correct and complete books and records of accounts and shall keep minutes on the
proceedings of the council.

FOR CONSIDERATION

Approval of December 2021 Strategic Policy & Performance Meeting Minutes, to include
any modifications or changes noted by the council.



CareerSource Florida
Strategic Policy & Performance Council Meeting Minutes
Dec. 8, 2021

Call to Order

Chair Birken called to order the regular meeting of the council at 2 p.m. on Dec. 8, 2021.
Roll Call

Lisa Cramer conducted a roll call. The following members were present:

Brittany Birken
Tim Center
Duane De Freese
Sophia Eccleston
Robert Doyle
Jonathon Miller
Samuel Robbin
Patsy Sanchez

A quorum was established.
Strategic Policy & Performance Unit Initiatives Update

CareerSource Florida Vice President of Strategic Policy and Performance Dan McGrew
and Senior Director of Strategic Policy and Performance Adam Briggs provided an update
on the Credentials Review Committee, local workforce development board letter grades,
Florida’s Career Ladder Identifier and Financial Forecaster (CLIFF) Dashboard and the
Workforce and Innovation Opportunity Act (WIOA) Unified Plan Two-Year Modification.

Tim Center asked if the Capital Area Community Action Agency could work with
CareerSource Capital Region and share the information from the CLIFF Dashboard with
its clients. Mr. McGrew stated the information can be shared.

Action Items

1. CareerSource Florida Strategic Policies

Apprenticeship

Board Governance and Leadership

CareerSource Florida Board of Directors Conflict of Interest Disclosure
CareerSource Florida Ethics and Transparency

Florida Workforce System Statewide Brand

Incumbent Worker Training Program

Sector Strategies

State Workforce Development Board Roles and Responsibilities

S@ "0 a0 T

Chair Birken called for a vote to approve the Action Item.
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XI.

Motion: Tim Center
Second: Sophia Eccleston

The Action Item passed unanimously.

2. CareerSource Florida Strategic Policy
a. Comprehensive Employment, Education and Training

Chair Birken called for a vote to approve the Action Item.
Motion: Tim Center

Second: Jonathon Miller

The Action Item passed unanimously.

A Closer Look: WIOA Unified Plan

CareerSource Florida Policy Analyst Warren Davis provided details on the purpose of
the WIOA Unified Plan including an overview of the development process.

DEO Economic Updates

Department of Economic Opportunity Interim Director of the Bureau of Workforce
Statistics and Economic Research Jimmy Heckman provided an update on Florida’s
current economic conditions.

Jonathon Miller asked if Orlando could anticipate a return to pre-pandemic levels of
employment. Mr. Heckman said future employment levels in Orlando will depend on the
recovery of the tourism industry, which is difficult to predict.

Drivers of Performance: A Snapshot

CareerSource Florida Senior Program Analyst Jackie Barreiros provided an overview of
drivers of workforce system performance.

Open Discussion/Public Comment

Chair Birken asked if any council members or members of the public wished to comment
on council business or other topics. No comments were provided.

Chair’s Closing Remarks

Chair Birken recognized council member Sophia Eccleston, who will serve as vice chair
of the council, replacing Stephanie Smith who now serves as board chair.

The meeting presentation can be located on the CareerSource Florida website, Strategic
Policy & Performance Council Meeting - CareerSource Florida.

Adjournment
Chair Birken adjourned the meeting at 3:38 p.m.
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Xll.  Board Secretary Certification

In accordance with Article VII, Section 7.3, | hereby certify these minutes reflect the
proceedings by the Strategic Policy and Performance Council of CareerSource Florida,
have been reviewed by the Board, and approved or approved with modifications which
have been incorporated herein.

Michelle Dennard Date
Board Secretary
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Administrative Policies Summary

Consistent with the agreement between the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity and
CareerSource Florida, Inc., the CareerSource Florida professional team provides administrative
support for the state workforce development board. As described in Strategic Policy
2021.06.09.A.1: Statewide Workforce Development Board Policymaking Authority and
Delegation, CareerSource Florida administrative policies and operational guidance are developed
by the Department of Economic Opportunity Bureau of One Stop and Program Support in
consultation with the CareerSource Florida professional team using best practices from the Policy
Development Framework. Administrative policies and operational guidance include business
rules, requirements, processes and responsibilities that expand, explain or further specify federal
and state legislative policies as well as board-approved strategic policies.

The following administrative policy was reviewed by the CareerSource Florida professional team,
and it was determined this policy does not require approval by the state workforce development
board:

Administrative Policy 095: Youth Program Eligibility was revised to provide updated
guidance to local workforce development boards and youth program service providers on
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act Youth Program Eligibility Requirements. The
updated policy was published on January 24, 2021.
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http://www.floridajobs.org/docs/default-source/lwdb-resources/policy-and-guidance/guidance-papers/2022-guidance-papers/administrative-policy-095---youth-eligibility25e131a4cbbb61cbb02aff01004f56df.pdf?sfvrsn=2b5a50b0_2
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Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA)
Primary Indicators of Performance

The federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) establishes performance
accountability measures, known as Primary Indicators of Performance, to assess the
effectiveness of states and local workforce development boards in achieving positive outcomes
for people served by the workforce development system. The U.S. Department of Labor (USDOL)
oversees the performance accountability requirements of WIOA on a program year basis (from
July to June), which coincides with the state’s fiscal year. Performance on the WIOA Primary
Indicators of Performance is reported to the USDOL on a quarterly basis. The PY 2021-2022 Q2
performance report for these metrics will not be available until later in February. For additional
information, including prior quarter performance, please visit the Indicators of Performance
Reports section on the Department of Economic Opportunity website at: Indicators of
Performance Reports.

Continuous Improvement Performance Initiative

The CareerSource Florida Board of Directors authorized the implementation of the Continuous
Improvement Performance Initiative in fiscal years 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 to recognize the
performance of the local workforce development boards based on three mission-critical metrics.
The initiative includes additional credit for serving individuals with barriers to employment and for
providing staff-assisted, high-value services to business establishments in up to five industry
sectors pre-selected by each local workforce development board. The final FY 2020-2021 Q4
performance report for these metrics will not be available until later in February. Please visit the
Continuous Improvement Performance Initiative for more information about this performance
initiative including past performance.
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WHAT WORKS DURING ECONOMIC
RECESSIONS AND RECOVERIES?
EVIDENCE FROM THE PATHWAYS
CLEARINGHOUSE

res® WAy

The COVID-19 pandemic changed employment in dramatic ways

worldwide and continues to have lasting impacts. In the United
States, at the start of the pandemic, the unemployment rate more
than tripled, increasing from 3.5 to 14.8 percent over only two months
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2021a). Although unemployment rates
have decreased from those historic highs, as of September 2021, the
unemployment rate remained around 4.8 percent. Moreovetr, in the
same month, unemployment was much higher for several groups—for
example, 8 percent for Black men and 12 percent for youth. Much
research suggests that even short periods of unemployment can have
long-term negative effects on a person’s earnings and employment
(Filomena 2021).

Program administrators and managers are considering ways to adapt
their programs to the current economic reality. Evidence on programs
that have effectively improved employment and earnings for people
with low incomes during past recessions and recoveries can help
policymakers and practitioners target their resources as they seek to
improve employment in the wake of the pandemic and beyond.

To provide support for this decision making, the Pathways
Clearinghouse turned to the research literature. First, we conducted

a targeted literature scan for articles that considered why and how
interventions might be effective during recessions and recoveries.
Next, we used rigorous quantitative methods known as meta-analysis
and meta-regression to look across interventions and studies reviewed
for the Pathways Clearinghouse systematic review in order to provide
new evidence about what works to improve employment outcomes for
people with low incomes during recessions and recoveries.

PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

November 2021

What is the Pathways Clearinghouse?

People who run programs for job seekers
with low incomes need evidence on the
interventions and strategies that can help
their clients succeed in the labor market.
Others need this evidence, too—including
those making decisions on how to best
allocate public resources and those seeking
to expand the existing knowledge base.

To provide reliable, accessible information
about what works to help job seekers find
and keep gainful employment, the Office of
Planning, Research & Evaluation at the
Administration for Children & Families
launched the Pathways Clearinghouse. The
Pathways Clearinghouse is built on a foun-
dation of rigor, credibility, and accessibility.

The Pathways Clearinghouse identifies inter-
ventions that aim to improve employment
outcomes, reduce employment challenges,
and support self-sufficiency for people with
low incomes. The Pathways Clearinghouse
systematically evaluates and summarizes
the evidence of their effectiveness.

How can decision makers use this
synthesis report?

Results can help stakeholders to plan,

fund, and implement programs aiming to
improve employment, earnings, and related
outcomes for people with low incomes.
Results can also help practitioners, poli-
cymakers, and researchers more broadly
understand patterns in effectiveness across
economic conditions.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries?
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PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

Research questions

1. Do interventions designed to improve employment outcomes for people with low incomes show evidence of
effectiveness during recessions and recoveries?

2. What specific types of interventions work to improve employment outcomes for people with low incomes during
recessions and recoveries? Are specific types of interventions more or less effective during recessions or recoveries?

3. How should providers consider altering operations in response to economic conditions?

Key Takeaways

e On average, interventions improve employment outcomes among people with low incomes during recessions
and recoveries.

This report considered 30 interventions implemented during recessions. Of these 30 individual interventions,
8 had favorable effects on outcomes including employment, earnings, education and training, and long-term public
benefit receipt. When we averaged across all 30, average effects were also favorable.!

This report considered 95 interventions implemented during recoveries. Twenty-two had favorable effects. When we
averaged across all 95, average effects were also favorable.

¢ Specific types of interventions were especially effective during recessions and recoveries.

During recessions, interventions that primarily focused on case management or other supports, employment
services, and work and work-based learning had evidence of improving outcomes. Interventions focused on case
management or other supports and employment services show the largest effects during recessions as compared
with other types of interventions implemented during recessions.

During recessions, case management interventions tended to have larger effects than during stable economic
conditions, and education and training interventions tended to have smaller effects than during stable economic
conditions.

During recoveries, interventions that primarily focused on education and training, work and work-based learning,
employment services, case management or other supports, and incentives and sanctions had evidence of improving
outcomes. Interventions focused on education and training and work and work-based learning showed the largest
effects during recoveries as compared with other types of interventions implemented during recoveries.

During recoveries, case management interventions had larger average effects than case management interventions
implemented during stable economic conditions.

e Providers can consider changing the types of interventions or services they emphasize based on
economic conditions.

During recessions, when unemployment is rising, practitioners and policymakers should consider placing more
emphasis on case management or other supports, and less emphasis on education and training.

During recoveries, when unemployment is falling, practitioners and policymakers should consider targeting
resources toward interventions focused on education and training, work and work-based learning, employment
services, incentives and sanctions, and case management or other supports.

'The study team combined effect sizes for impacts on earnings, employment, public benefit receipt, and education and training to
estimate average effect sizes.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries? 2
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Evidence Clearinghouse

The Pathways Clearinghouse systematic review

The Pathways Clearinghouse is powered by a systematic review of relevant research. Systematic reviews make
it easier to learn from and apply research findings by identifying the most rigorous and relevant evidence and
summarizing it in a variety of ways. The goal of a systematic review is to take stock of all existing evidence

on a particular question or topic by (1) adopting a transparent, comprehensive search strategy to identify
studies and (2) applying predetermined criteria to rate the quality of the evidence presented in each study
and to characterize findings in a consistent way. Trained reviewers identify, categorize, and assess studies

and summarize their findings in order to convey information concisely to diverse audiences. The Pathways
Clearinghouse includes studies that:

1. Quantitatively estimated an intervention’s impacts by comparing outcomes observed among a group of
individuals who received an offer of intervention services—the intervention group—and a group that did
not—the comparison group.

2. Examined the effects of an intervention for people ages 16 and older with low incomes.

Estimated the effects of an employment or training intervention, implemented in the United States or
Canada, on outcomes related to employment or earnings.

4. Were published or made publicly available in 1990 through 2019 and in English.*

In the Clearinghouse's first searches for relevant research, which took place in fall 2019 and summer 2020, the
review team gathered more than 8,000 manuscripts. Trained staff screened the manuscripts to identify eligible
studies. In total, 360 manuscripts contained research eligible for review. Those manuscripts included 315 studies.
(Multiple manuscripts might describe results from the same study, such as with an interim and final report on
the same evaluation.) Trained reviewers then assessed the studies by using predetermined criteria, with the
goal of determining the extent to which findings from the studies could be considered to reliably represent

the impact of the intervention.** Of the 315 studies, reviewers assigned 195 a quality rating of high or moderate,
meaning that we can be at least somewhat confident in the study findings. The high- and moderate-rated
studies represented a total of 147 unique interventions.

* Although this report summarizes studies available through 2019, the Pathways Clearinghouse continues to review new studies
as they become available.

** For more details on the criteria used to assess outcomes, studies, and interventions, see the Pathways Clearinghouse protocol
(Rotz et al. 2020). For more details on the outcomes, studies, and interventions catalogued by the Pathways Clearinghouse, see
Rotz and Langan (2021).

Methods to determine what works
We used two approaches to address our research questions.
Literature scan

First, we conducted a targeted review for past research that provided theoretical or empirical insights into how or why
effects of employment and training programs might differ depending on the economic context (recession, recovery, or
stable economic conditions). We identified a small literature on this topic, used a short rubric to organize information
from each relevant resource, and looked across the rubrics to identify themes. Appendix A gives further details on the
methods we used to conduct the literature scan.
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Meta-analysis and meta-regression using the Pathways Clearinghouse systematic review

Next, we used rigorous quantitative methods known as meta-analysis and meta-regression to look across interventions and
studies reviewed for the Pathways Clearinghouse systematic review. Meta-analysis is a tool for pulling together findings from
multiple analyses to learn more from past studies. It produces average estimates of impacts, with more weight given to more
precise estimates. Some studies will overestimate effects, and others will underestimate effects. Averaging findings across studies
produces a more reliable estimate of the effect than that of any individual study. Meta-regression is a tool used in meta-analysis
to examine how different factors are related to intervention impacts, while accounting for other factors (Borenstein et al. 2009).
These techniques enabled us to identify types of interventions with the strongest favorable effects on outcomes during different
economic periods. For example, we compared the effects of interventions implemented during recessions and recoveries that
provided similar services and served similar populations.

What are effect sizes, and why do we use them?

Effect sizes make meta-analysis and meta-regression possible. The effect size serves as a standardized unit we can compare to
other, similarly standardized units. For example, effect sizes enable us to compare an increase in employment to a decrease in
public benefit receipt by putting the measures in comparable terms. For this analysis, the Pathways Clearinghouse used the measure
of effect size known as Hedges’ g, or the standardized mean difference (Hedges and Olkin 1985; see Appendix A for details). The
effect size is larger both when an impact is larger and when the outcome examined is spread over a smaller range of values.

Findings considered

The meta-analyses described in this report draw on 1,438 findings from 188 studies of 141 interventions. We only included findings
that Pathways Clearinghouse reviewers determined to be of high or moderate quality (that is, the studies used methods that support
the conclusion that the intervention itself—rather than an outside, confounding factor—caused the observed change in outcomes).

The Pathways Clearinghouse considers impacts on the following outcomes: short-term, long-term, and very long-term employ-
ment; short-term, long-term, and very long-term earnings; short-term, long-term, and very long-term public benefit receipt;
and education and training. For this report, we do not consider short-term public benefit receipt; increased use of public benefits
during recessions is expected and often part of program design. We omitted a handful of other observations because they lacked
key information needed for the analysis (see Appendix A for details on construction of the analytic sample).

The Pathways Clearinghouse aims to explore interventions that help people become more economically self-sufficient;

therefore, it considers decreases in public benefit receipt to be favorable. In contrast, increases in all other outcomes catalogued in
the Pathways Clearinghouse are considered favorable. To make the effect sizes comparable, decreases in public benefit receipt are
represented as positive effect sizes (and increases as negative effect sizes).

Approach to identifying recessions, recoveries, and stable economic periods

There are many ways to define recessions, recoveries, or stable periods. Because the focus of this report is on employment and
economic security of people with low incomes, we chose a definition based on changes in unemployment rates throughout each
year. In addition, although some research considers only two types of economic conditions—recessions and periods that are not
recessions—we chose to instead consider three types of economic conditions—recessions, recoveries, and more stable economic
periods. We made this choice because the economic recovery from the pandemic is projected to span several years (Congressional
Budget Office 2021).

2 Further details on the methods used in this report are available in Appendix A.
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Characterizing economic periods during study enroliment

) ) ) Defining economic recession,
We used seasonally adjusted national unemployment rates published recovery, and stable years?

by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
2021Db) to classify each year from 1980 to 2020 as a recession,
recovery, or stable year (see box). Then, for each finding considered
in this analysis, we used information collected by the Pathways
Clearinghouse on timing of study enrollment to determine whether
the study enrollment period included a recession year, a recovery
year, or neither. The first two categories can overlap. That is, for some
findings, the study enrollment period included both recession and

We classified each year in the
following way:

Recession year. The national
unemployment rate rose by 0.5 percentage
points or more during the year. Recession
years in this analysis included 1982, 1990,
1991, 2001, 2008, 2009, and 2020.

recovery years. In these cases, we classified the study as having an Recovery year. The national
enrollment period that included a recession year and as having an unemployment rate fell by 0.5 percentage
enrollment period that included a recovery year. We only classified
findings as reflecting stable economic conditions if the enrollment

period included exclusively stable years—that is, did not include a

points or more during the year. Recovery
years in this analysis included 1983, 1984,
1987, 1993, 1994, 1997, 2010, 2011, 2013-2015,

. 2017, and 2019.
recession or a recovery year.

Stable year. The national unemployment

Our results provide information on how intervention or service rate was about the same at the beginning
effectiveness varies by the economic conditions when people and end of the year. Stable years in this

are seeking services. The results also reflect differences in the analysis included 1985, 1986, 1988, 1989,
characteristics of people who seek services across economic 1992, 1995, 1996, 1998-2000, 2002-2007, 2012,
conditions. Thus, our findings should support decisions about how to 2016, and 2018.

target resources based on current economic conditions, given the most
likely changes in service needs.

Characterizing economic periods during which outcomes were measured

Economic conditions when intervention participants’ outcomes are measured could also influence intervention effects.
For this reason, we also classify findings by whether the outcome was measured during a recession, recovery, or a stable
year. It is not uncommon for economic conditions during study enrollment to differ from economic conditions when
outcomes are measured. Meta-regressions enable us to look at differences in effectiveness by economic conditions when
participants enrolled—controlling for timing of outcome measurement. Results of meta-analyses do not include these
controls. Throughout the paper, we discuss any meaningful differences between results that do and do not use controls.

Results based on the timing of outcome measurement are also valuable as they show how intervention effectiveness
varies by the economic conditions when the outcomes are measured. We present these results in Appendix B and
highlight any key differences in the report.

Services considered

The Pathways Clearinghouse breaks down each intervention into its component services, and then assigns each
intervention to exactly one primary service based on the primary strategy the intervention used for helping

people with low incomes succeed in the labor market and obtain economic self-sufficiency. We further grouped
interventions into six types based on their primary service (see box). These six categories reflect common theories of

3 The project team developed the 0.5 percentage point cut points based on the distribution of changes in national unemployment
rates in the years considered for this study. The literature scan did not uncover alternative approaches to classifying years into
economic conditions. Sensitivity checks using alternate cut points to define economic periods are available in Appendix C.
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change for employment and training interventions. Creating
these six groups enabled us to ensure enough data was available
to draw meaningful conclusions about each group. To help
understand what types of interventions show evidence of
effectiveness in, we look at evidence from interventions using
different types of primary services and then compared how
these interventions performed across economic periods.

Findings: Can interventions improve
employment outcomes during recessions
and recoveries?

We first look at prior research and our meta-analysis of
interventions considered by the Pathways Clearinghouse to
understand the effectiveness of interventions for improving
employment and earnings outcomes of people with low

incomes during recessions and recoveries. Findings should help
practitioners and policymakers make decisions about how to best
improve employment outcomes among people with low incomes
during the recession and projected extended recovery from the
COVID-19 pandemic (Congressional Budget Office 2021)—and
future recessions and recoveries.

Findings from the literature

Past research in this area has looked at how the effectiveness
of interventions varies with changes in economic conditions.
Most studies we reviewed found evidence of greater favorable
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The six types of primary services

. Case management or other supports

interventions focus on assessing clients’
needs, linking clients to other available
services, and providing other supports
to overcome barriers, such as substance
abuse counseling or classes to promote
financial literacy.

- Education and training interventions focus

on providing or supporting an individual
through education and training programs.

- Employment retention services focus on

helping employed people maintain their
jobs and progress in their careers.

- Employment services help people prepare

for, find, apply to, and obtain jobs.

- Incentives and sanctions interventions

focus on providing, or taking away, cash
or noncash benefits, such as public assis-
tance benefits or funding for child care.

- Work and work-based learning interven-

tions focus on providing clients with work
and on-the-job learning opportunities.

effects of interventions during recessions as compared with other periods. Two meta-analyses of research on interven-

tions to increase employment and earnings implemented in recent decades found that these interventions tended to

be more effective during times of high unemployment (Kluve 2010; Card et al. 2018).#* However, in one of these studies,

this finding was not true for interventions focused specifically on younger workers (age 25 or less) (Kluve 2010). One

meta-analysis (Card et al. 2018) and two studies of individual interventions implemented in European countries (Lechner

and Wunsch 2009; Forslund et al. 2011) also found that interventions were particularly effective when participants
enrolled during a recession and completed the program during a recovery or stable economic period.

In general, research in this area tends to focus on interventions implemented around the world and does not focus specif-
ically on interventions that primarily serve people with low incomes. In contrast, one study of three training programs in
the United States found more mixed evidence; this study focused on workers who were unemployed and had low incomes.
Only one of the three programs examined had evidence of being more effective when participants enrolled during a
recession. In addition, this finding was largely explained by the fact that participants who enrolled during a recession
were more advantaged on observable characteristics—they were slightly older, more likely to be male, and had higher
pre-training earnings—than those who enrolled during stable economic conditions (Heinrich and Mueser 2014).

“Kluve (2010) considered interventions that were active in the period between 1970 and 2004. Card et al. (2018) considered studies
published since 1995.
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Why might interventions have different effects in recessions or recoveries?

There are many reasons why economic context might matter for intervention effectiveness. Past research suggests
a few possibilities:

- Employers might be more selective during recessions, so programs that increase participants’ qualifications might
be more valuable to participants at such times, resulting in larger impacts (Card et al. 2018).

- It is commmon for interventions to lead to a short-term dip in employment relative to a comparison group while
participants are busy with the intervention. This short-term dip might be smaller during recessions—when
intervention participants might not have been able to work anyway. Thus, overall positive effects could be larger
in recessions (Lechner and Wunsch 2009; Forslund et al. 2011; Heinrich and Mueser 2014).

- During recessions, a larger group of workers could be competing for the jobs that program participants typically
apply for, making employment less likely than during stable conditions (Card et al. 2018); this dynamic could result
in interventions being less effective during recessions than during stable conditions.

- If participants during recessions are different from those in recoveries or stable periods, intervention effects could
be different (Heinrich and Mueser 2014; Lechner and Wunsch 2009; Kluve 2010; Card et al. 2018). During recessions,

when many are unemployed, participants might be more highly qualified for employment or a better fit for the

given intervention. For example, a sectoral training program might have more applicants than normal during a
recession and admit only those with the greatest interest or background in the focal sector. Both dynamics could
lead to bigger positive impacts during recessions (Lechner and Wunsch 2009; Kluve 2010). On the other hand,

people with unstable employment might be the first to lose jobs during a recession. Interventions might then
serve people with fewer formal qualifications than those they serve during stable economic conditions—leading

to smaller impacts.

Findings from the Pathways Clearinghouse meta-analysis

On average, do interventions improve outcomes
during recessions and recoveries?

We used meta-analysis to determine if interventions are
effective in improving employment outcomes among people
with low incomes during recessions and recoveries. To do
this, we estimated the average effects of interventions in the
Pathways Clearinghouse that enrolled participants during
different economic conditions. When estimating average
effect sizes, the study team combined effect sizes for impacts
on earnings, employment, public benefit receipt, and educa-
tion and training. Throughout this report, we convert select
average effect sizes to equivalent changes in annual earnings
in 2018 dollars.

This analysis included 30 interventions that enrolled
participants during recessions. Of these 30 interventions, 8
(or 27 percent) had evidence of improving average outcomes,
meaning they had average effects that were statistically
significantly greater than zero (Figure 1). The analysis also

What is statistical significance?

Pathways considers statistical significance to

be support for the existence of an effect of an
intervention. Pathways considers an effect estimate
statistically significant if the p-value of a two-sided
hypothesis test of whether the effect is equal to
zero is less than 0.05. A p-value is the probability of
observing an effect estimate as large or larger than
the one observed, if there were no actual effect.

What is a 95 percent confidence interval?

An effect size represents our best guess as

to the impact of an intervention, but the true
effect might be somewhat higher or lower. The
95 percent confidence interval shows a range
of plausible values. We can say that we are 95
percent confident that a true effect size lies
within this range.
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considered 95 interventions that enrolled participants
with low incomes during recoveries (Figure 1). Twen-
ty-two of these 95 interventions (23 percent) had a
statistically significant average effect. Finally, 33 inter-
ventions in the analysis enrolled participants during
stable economic conditions. In some analyses, we use
studies of these interventions as a point of comparison.

Across all interventions that enrolled participants during
recessions, the average effect on employment outcomes
was favorable and statistically significant. The average
effect size for this group was 0.040, which is equiva-

lent to a $837 gain in annual earnings (Figure 2, Table
B.1). This means that, on average, interventions that
enrolled participants during recessions were successful
in improving employment outcomes among people with
low incomes. Looking across economic periods, average
effects were highest for those interventions that enrolled
participants during recoveries (Figure 2, Table B.1). The
average effect size for interventions that enrolled partic-
ipants during recoveries was 0.062, which is equivalent
to a $1,297 increase in annual earnings. This pattern of
results is similar when we considered economic condi-
tions when outcomes were measured (Table B.1).

We used statistical tests to determine whether the
average effects for interventions enrolling participants
during recoveries and recessions were statistically
significantly different from the overall average effect (to
try to ensure that they were caused by actual differences
in effectiveness rather than chance). We found that the
average effects for interventions enrolling participants
during recoveries were significantly larger compared
with average effects among interventions enrolling
participants in stable periods or recessions (Figure 2).

We used a meta-regression model to do the same test while
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Figure 1. Total number of interventions and
number of interventions with statistically
significant, favorable average effects, by economic
condition during study enrollment

95

33
30

22

6

[ ]

Stable

Recession Recovery

[l Total number of
interventions

|:| Number of interventions
with significant, favorable
average effects

Note: For 13 interventions, the enrollment period included at
least one recession year and at least one recovery year. These 13
interventions are included in the total number of interventions
for which enrollment included a recession year (30 interventions)
and are also included in the total number of interventions were
enrollment included a recovery year (95 interventions). Of these
13 interventions, 5 had significant, favorable effects. These 5

are included in the number of interventions with significant,
favorable average effects for interventions for which enrollment
included a recession (8 interventions) and are also included in
the same count for interventions for which enrollment included
a recovery (22 interventions).

holding several other characteristics of interventions and studies constant. For example, this model compared average
effects across interventions with similar settings and durations, that served similar populations, and that were evaluated
using similar outcome measures. We found the same results in the meta-regression model: average effects for interventions

enrolling participants during recoveries were statistically significantly larger than interventions enrolling individuals during

stable periods or recessions (Table B.3).

Our finding of larger average effects during recoveries differs from the findings of the prior research we reviewed in

the literature scan. This prior research generally showed that interventions implemented in periods of high unemploy-

ment had larger average effects. Differences in context, types of interventions considered, and measure of economic
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conditions could help explain this disparity. The prior research focused on interventions across many countries, and
the Pathways Clearinghouse considers only interventions implemented in the United States and Canada. Also, prior
research considered a broader range of interventions. For example, the study by Kluve (2010) considered employer
incentive programs and interventions that served people with disabilities who might or might not have low incomes.
These interventions would not be included in the Pathways Clearinghouse. Finally, the past research focuses on how
intervention effectiveness changes when the unemployment rate is high or low. In contrast, this report examines how
effectiveness changes when unemployment is falling or rising. For example, a period of high but declining unemploy-
ment would be classified as a recovery in this analysis.

Which interventions improve outcomes during recessions and recoveries?

Thirty-one interventions considered in this analysis had evidence of improving outcomes (Figure 3). This count
includes 8 interventions that enrolled participants during recessions, 22 that enrolled participants during recoveries
(5 of which also enrolled participants during recessions), and 6 that enrolled participants during stable economic
conditions. The 31 interventions with evidence of improving average outcomes represented a range of interventions.
Those with the largest average effect sizes were implemented during recoveries and stable economic periods. The text
box spotlights interventions with the largest favorable effects that were implemented during recent recessions and
recoveries; the full list of interventions is available in Appendix B.

Figure 2. Average effects overall and by economic conditions during enrollment

overall . 0.050 ($1,046) .
I . 1
Economic conditions when
enrollment occured
0.040 ($837)
Recession I @ i

0.062 ($1,297)

Recovery** I @ i
0.033 ($690)
Stable } @ |
-0.04 -0.02 0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1

Average effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: The study team combined effect sizes for impacts on earnings, employment, public benefit receipt, and education and training
to estimate average effect sizes. In this figure, the gray marker and line at the top of the figure indicate the average effect across all
interventions. The dark blue markers and lines indicate average effects by the economic conditions (recession, recovery, or stable)
when enrollment occurred. The marker on each line represents the average effect size, and the line is its 95 percent confidence inter-
val. When this line does not cross the vertical dashed line (which is the case for all lines in this figure), this means the average effect
size is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. If the gray or blue line is completely to the right of the vertical dashed line, the evidence
suggests that the given group of interventions has favorable effects, on average (which is the case for all lines in this figure). For some
studies, the enrollment period included both recession and recovery years. In these cases, we include the given study in analyses
focused on studies for which enroliment included a recession year and in analyses focused on studies for which enrollment included a
recovery year. Analyses focused on studies for which enrollment occurred during a stable economic period only include studies where
all years in the enrollment period were classified as stable.

e Average effect size is statistically significantly different from the overall mean at the 0.1/0.05/0.01 level.
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Figure 3. Interventions with statistically significant, favorable average effect sizes, by economic condition
during study enrollment
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Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: In this figure, the orange line at the top indicates the average effect across all interventions. All other lines represent an intervention.
Different colored lines correspond to economic conditions when enrollment occurred (recession, recovery, recession and recovery, or stable).
The marker on the line represents the average effect size, and the line is its 95 percent confidence interval. When this line does not include
the vertical dashed line, the average effect size is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. If the colored line is completely to the right of the
dashed ling, the evidence suggests that an intervention has favorable average effects.

Delaware's ABC Welfare Reform Program = Delaware's A Better Chance Welfare Reform Program; GAIN, Recovery = Greater Avenues for
Independence, enrollment included recovery; GAIN, Recession and recovery = Greater Avenues for Independence, enrollment included a
recession and recovery; Grand Rapids LFA Program = Grand Rapids Labor Force Attachment Program; I-BEST = Integrated Basic Education
and Skills Training; Jobs-First GAIN Program = Jobs-First Greater Avenues for Independence Program; MFIP = Minnesota Family Investment
Program (MFIP) (as compared with MFIP Incentives Only); PCW: AMP = Partners for a Competitive Workforce: Advanced Manufacturing
Partnership; PCW: HCC of Greater Cincinnati = Partners for a Competitive Workforce: Health Careers Collaborative of Greater Cincinnati;
Portland JOBS = Portland Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program; Riverside HCD Program = Riverside Human Capital
Development Program; Riverside LFA = Riverside Labor Force Attachment Program; PRIDE = Personal Roads to Individual Development
and Employment (PRIDE); TIRP = Transitional Jobs Reentry Demonstration; TJ Program at TWC (as compared to STEP) = Transitional

Jobs Program at the Transitional Work Corporation (as compared to Success Through Employment Preparation); SWIM =The San Diego
Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM); Wisconsin RTPMP = Wisconsin Regional Training Partnership Manufacturing Pathway.
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Spotlight on effective interventions in recent recessions and recoveries

The following interventions were implemented during recent recessions or recoveries and had the largest statisti-
cally significant, favorable average effects.

Recession

- Transitional Jobs Reentry Demonstration (TJRD). The TIJRD program provided people who were formerly incar-
cerated with 30 to 40 hours of temporary paid employment, job search assistance, and other supports, including
job coaching and classes to prepare for employment. Participants in later cohorts in some sites also received
bonuses (up to $1,500) for obtaining and retaining unsubsidized employment. The study of TJRD enrolled
participants during the Great Recession (enrollment occurred from early 2007 to September 2008) and found
statistically significant favorable effects on short-term earnings and short- and long-term employment.

- Personal Roads to Individual Development and Employment (PRIDE). The PRIDE program served people who
received cash assistance and had physical or mental health conditions that limited their ability to work. PRIDE
participants were required to participate in work placements designed to accommodate their health condi-
tions. Those who did not participate could face a reduction in their benefits. Some also had to attend a highly
structured program that incorporated unpaid work experience and educational activities. All PRIDE participants
received job search and placement assistance as well as employment retention services. The study of PRIDE
enrolled participants during the 2001 recession (enrollment occurred from December 2001 to December 2002).
Among single parents, the study found statistically significant favorable impacts on short-term earnings,
employment, and benefit receipt as well as favorable long-term effects on employment and benefit receipt.

Recovery

- Integrated Basic Education and Skills Training (I-BEST). I-BEST served people with fewer formal qualifications
as compared with other job seekers. The intervention offered occupational training courses in a variety of areas,
including allied health, welding, and clerical fields. I-BEST integrated basic skills and occupational training
through a team-teaching model whereby a basic skills and occupational instructor co-led (for at least 50 percent
of class time) an occupational training course. Participants could access financial supports for tuition and sup-
portive services, as well as a dedicated advisor who provided academic supports and career planning. The study
of I-BEST considered in this report enrolled participants during the recovery from the Great Recession (enroll-
ment occurred from November 2011 to September 2014) and found statistically significant favorable effects on
education and training.

- Wisconsin Regional Training Partnership Manufacturing Pathway (RTPMP). Wisconsin RTPMP provided
services and training to people who were unemployed and who wanted to prepare for a career in the manufac-
turing sector. Training included job-readiness training to improve personal and professional skills, occupational
training that provided certificates in specific trades, and apprenticeships. Services included tutoring, job search
assistance, and job referrals to partner employers in the manufacturing industry. The study of Wisconsin RTPMP
enrolled participants during the recovery from the Great Recession (enrollment occurred from January 2010 to
February 2012) and found statistically significant favorable effects on short-term earnings and employment.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries?
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Findings: What types of interventions work during recessions and recoveries?

The findings in this report show that, on average, interventions
have favorable effects during recessions and recoveries and spot-
light interventions that have been successful in recent recessions
and recoveries. In this section, we classify interventions by their
main strategy for helping people with low incomes succeed in the
labor market and achieve economic self-sufficiency. Specifically,
we classify interventions as focused on one of the following six
types of primary services: (1) case management or other supports,
(2) education and training, (3) employment retention services, (4)
employment services, (5) incentives and sanctions, and (6) work
and work-based learning. Then, we ask whether specific types of
interventions are more effective overall, regardless of conditions,
and during economic recessions and recoveries.

Findings from the literature

We found just two prior studies that looked at whether specific
types of interventions tend to produce more favorable effects
during recessions or recoveries. One, which considered interven-
tions implemented in many countries, found that interventions
focused on education and training and work and work-based
learning tended to be more effective during recessions than those
that focused on quickly connecting participants to work through
employment services or incentives and sanctions (Card et al. 2018).
Another looked at interventions implemented in Sweden and found
that those that offered on-the-job learning opportunities were
more effective during recessions than those that offered education
and training in a classroom setting (Forslund et al. 2011).

Why might different types of
interventions have different effects in
recessions or recoveries?

There are many reasons why some types
of interventions might be more effective in
some economic conditions. Past research
suggests a few possibilities:

- Services that aim to get people into jobs
quickly—such as those that help people
prepare for, apply to, or obtain jobs—might
be most effective during recoveries
or stable periods. In these periods,
finding a job quickly can be easier, and
rapid placement services might match
participants to better-fitting, higher-paying
jobs (Forslund et al. 2011; Francis 2013).

- More time-intensive services, such as
education and training, might be more
effective when people participate during
recessions (Card et al. 2018; Forslund et al.
2011; Francis 2013)—perhaps because these
services take participants out of the labor
market when it would have been hard to
find a good job anyway, while increasing
participants’ marketability to employers
once economic conditions improve.
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Findings from the Pathways Clearinghouse meta-analysis

When we do not look separately by economic conditions: What types of interventions improve
employment outcomes for people with low incomes?

Five of the six types of interventions significantly improved employment outcomes, on average, when we do not look
separately by economic conditions: work and work-based learning, employment services, incentives and sanctions,
employment retention services, and education and training. Average effects were highest for interventions focused on
work and work-based learning (Figure 4, Table B.4). These types of programs had an average effect size of 0.075, which

is equivalent to a $1,569 increase in average annual earnings. Effect sizes for the types of interventions focused on
employment services and education and training also exceeded $1,000 (in terms of increases in average annual earnings).
Average effects for interventions focused on employment retention and incentives and sanctions were somewhat smaller,
at 0.024 (corresponding to a $502 increase in average annual earnings) and 0.036 ($732 increase in average annual earn-
ings), respectively.

Looking across intervention types, we found that education and training interventions had significantly higher average
effects, whereas case management or other supports interventions and employment retention interventions had signifi-
cantly lower effects as compared with other types of interventions.

Figure 4. Average intervention effects by type of primary service, when we do not look separately by
economic conditions

Case management or other supports 0.012 ($2571)

Education and training 0.070 ($1,464)

Employment retention services 0.024 ($502)

Employment services 0.055 ($1,150)

Incentives and sanctions 0.036 ($732)

Work and work-based learning 0.075 ($1,569)

Average effect size

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: In this figure, each bar represents the average effect size across all interventions with the given type of primary service. If the
bar is greater than zero, the evidence suggests interventions have favorable effects, on average. If the bar is less than zero, the evidence
suggests interventions have unfavorable effects, on average. Solid bars represent average effect sizes that are statistically significantly
different from zero, at the 5 percent level. Striped bars indicate average effect sizes that are not statistically significantly different from
zero, at the 5 percent level.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries? 13



PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

During recessions: What types of interventions improve employment outcomes for people with
low incomes?

On average, interventions that focused on providing case management or other supports, employment services, and work
and work-based learning improved outcomes when implemented during recessions (Figure 5, Table B.4). The effects

of case management interventions were particularly large as compared with other types of interventions implemented
during recessions. During recessions, these interventions had an average effect size of 0.079, which is equivalent to a
$1,652 increase in average annual earnings. Employment services interventions improved outcomes during recessions by
0.071 (corresponding to an $1,485 increase in average annual earnings), and work and work-based learning interventions
improved outcomes during recessions by 0.049 (corresponding to an $1,025 increase in average annual earnings). Other
types of interventions, including education and training programs, incentives and sanctions, and employment retention
services did not have statistically significant average effects when implemented during a recession. This means that there
is not enough evidence to conclude that the typical interventions focused on these services improved people’s outcomes
during recessions. This pattern of results looked very similar when we classified interventions according to the economic
conditions when the outcomes were measured as opposed to when study enrollment occurred (see results by economic
conditions when outcomes were measured in Table B.5).

Figure 5. Average intervention effects by type of primary service, interventions enrolling participants
during recessions

Case management or other supports 0.079 ($1,652)

Education and training 0.006 ($126)

Employment retention services 0.011 ($230)

Employment services 0.071 ($1,485)

Incentives and sanctions || _ 5 o0 (=$21)

Work and work-based learning 0.049 ($1,025)

Average effect size

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: In this figure, each bar represents the average effect size across all interventions with the given type of primary service for which
enrollment included a recession. If the bar is greater than zero, the evidence suggests interventions have favorable effects, on average.
If the bar is less than zero, the evidence suggests interventions have unfavorable effects, on average. Solid bars represent average
effect sizes that are statistically significantly different from zero, at the 5 percent level. Striped bars indicate average effect sizes that are
not statistically significantly different from zero, at the 5 percent level.
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Comparing average intervention effects across recessions and stable periods suggests that some types of interventions
might be more or less effective during recessions. Figure 6 makes these comparisons. Each bar represents the difference
in average effects for interventions using the given type of primary service implemented during recessions, compared
with those using the same type of primary service implemented during stable economic conditions. If the bar is greater
than zero, the evidence suggests interventions were more effective during recessions, compared with stable periods, on
average. If the bar is less than zero, the evidence suggests interventions were less effective when implemented during
recessions than during stable periods, on average. If the bar is solid, the difference in intervention effectiveness between
recessions and stable periods is statistically significant.

Results in Figure 6 show that interventions focused on case management or other supports had significantly larger
effects during recessions as compared with case management interventions implemented during stable economic
conditions. Interventions focused on education and training had significantly smaller effects. That is, case management
interventions were more successful and education and training interventions were less successful in recessions, that

is periods of increasing unemployment, than they were during times when the unemployment rate was stable. These
findings generally hold when we test differences using meta-regression models to control for intervention and study
characteristics (Table B.6).°

Figure 6. Differences in average effects between interventions implemented during recessions versus stable
economic conditions, by type of primary service

Case management or other supports 0.050 ($1,050)

-0.082 ($1,724) Education and training

Employment retention services 0.005 ($96)

Employment services 0.022 ($465)

-0.005 (-$1M)

Incentives and sanctions

Work and work-based learning -0.024 (-$504)

Lower average effects during recessions Higher average effects during recessions

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: In this figure, each bar represents the difference in average effect size across all interventions with the given type of primary
service for which enroliment included a recession, compared with all interventions with the given type of primary service that enrolled
participants during stable economic conditions. If the bar is greater than zero, the evidence suggests interventions were more effective
during recoveries, compared with stable periods, on average. If the bar is less than zero, the evidence suggests interventions were less
effective when implemented during recoveries as compared with stable periods, on average. Solid bars represent differences that are
statistically significant, at the 5 percent level. Striped bars indicate average effect sizes that are not statistically significantly different
from zero, at the 5 percent level.

5In the meta-regression models, the difference in average effects for case management interventions implemented during recessions
as compared with during stable periods becomes statistically insignificant at conventional levels (p = 0.104). However, the coefficient
remains similarly sized, and the p-value is still quite low, suggesting the difference is meaningful but not significant at conventional
levels because of the relatively small sample size and number of controls in the meta-regression.
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During recoveries: What types of interventions improve employment outcomes for people with
low incomes?

Five of the six types of interventions improved outcomes during recoveries (Figure 7, Table B.4). In particular, inter-
ventions focused on education and training, work and work-based learning, and employment services had statistically
significant average effects of 0.076, 0.072, and 0.066—which are equivalent to average increases in annual earnings of
$1,590, $1,506, and $1,381, respectively. Interventions that focused on incentives and sanctions or case management
or other supports also significantly improved outcomes during recoveries (Figure 7, Table B.4). This pattern of results
looked very similar when we classified interventions according to the economic conditions when outcomes were
measured as opposed to when study enrollment occurred (see results by economic conditions when outcomes were
measured in Table B.5).

The average effects of interventions were generally similar during recoveries and stable periods, with one exception.
Interventions focused on case management or other supports had significantly larger effects during recoveries than
during stable economic conditions (Figure 8). That is, case management interventions were considerably more successful
during periods of declining unemployment, as compared with periods of stable unemployment. We found the same result
when we tested differences using meta-regression to control for intervention and study characteristics (Table B.6). These
finding—together with the result presented above, that case management interventions also had significantly larger
effects during recessions as compared to stable economic periods—suggests that this type of intervention may be less
effective during stable economic conditions. It may be that that interventions that primarily focus on case management
give job seekers a particular leg up when unemployment is falling (during recoveries) or rising (during recessions).

Figure 7. Average intervention effects by type of primary service, interventions enrolling participants
during recoveries

Case management or other supports 0.049 ($1,025)

Education and training 0.076 ($1,590)

Employment retention services 0.023 ($481)

Employment services 0.066 ($1,381)

0.044 ($920)

Incentives and sanctions

Work and work-based learning 0.072 ($1,506)

Average effect size

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: In this figure, each bar represents the average effect size across all interventions with the given type of primary service for which
enrollment included a recovery. If the bar is greater than zero, the evidence suggests interventions have favorable effects, on average. If
the bar is less than zero, the evidence suggests interventions have unfavorable effects, on average. Solid bars represent average effect
sizes that are statistically significantly different from zero, at the 5 percent level. Striped bars indicate average effect sizes that are not
statistically significantly different from zero, at the 5 percent level.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries? 16



PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

The findings described here are generally similar to findings from the limited prior research in this area. For example,
past research has also pointed to work-based and on-the-job learning opportunities as effective during poor economic
conditions (Card et al. 2018; Forslund et al. 2011). However, the types of interventions and the contrasts we considered
are somewhat different from what past research has examined, so it is difficult to make direct comparisons. In particular,
no other research has considered how the effectiveness of interventions focusing on case management varies across
economic conditions—and we found that interventions with this focus tend to be more effective during recessions and
recoveries than during stable economic conditions. In addition, as we noted previously, unlike the interventions included
in the Pathways Clearinghouse, prior research considered interventions implemented in countries other than the United
States and those that served people who might or might not have low incomes.

Figure 8. Differences in average effects between interventions implemented during recoveries versus stable
economic conditions, by type of primary service

Case management or other supports 0.108 ($2,249)

Education and training 0.002 ($48)

Employment retention services -0.002 (-$42)

Employment services 0.019 ($400)

Incentives and sanctions 0.022 ($462)

Work and work-based learning -0.013 ($264)

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.

Notes: In this figure, each bar represents the difference in average effect size across all interventions with the given type of primary
service for which enrollment included a recovery, compared with all interventions that enrolled participants during stable economic
conditions. If the bar is greater than zero, the evidence suggests interventions were more effective during recoveries, compared with
stable periods, on average. If the bar is less than zero, the evidence suggests interventions were less effective when implemented
during recoveries as compared with stable periods, on average. Solid bars represent differences that are statistically significant, at the 5
percent level. Striped bars indicate average effect sizes that are not statistically significantly different from zero, at the 5 percent level.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries? 17



PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

Cautions for interpreting findings
When interpreting findings, consider four key limitations of this analysis:

There are challenges measuring recessions and recoveries. There is no, one objective way to measure recessions or
recoveries. In this analysis, we chose to classify years as recession, recovery, or stable economic years based on changes
in unemployment rates over the year. In Appendix C, we show that the results of this analysis do look somewhat—but not
very—different when we chose different ways to measure recessions and recoveries. Alternate constructions we tested
included using different cutoffs in yearly unemployment changes and using a definition of recessions and recoveries

that focuses not just on changes in unemployment rates but also on economic indicators such as gross domestic product,
wholesale-retail sales, and industrial production.

This report presents differences, not impacts. This analysis includes only findings that the Pathways Clearinghouse
has assessed and determined to have high or moderate quality. This means that we can be at least somewhat confident
that the effects included in this analysis represent the causal effects of the interventions examined, rather than some
other factor. However, this does not mean that the differences in the effects are caused by differences in the interventions
examined. For example, we can be confident that education and training interventions implemented during recoveries
improved outcomes by an average of 0.076 standard deviations and that interventions focused on case management or
other supports implemented during recoveries improved outcomes by an average of 0.049 standard deviations. But we
cannot conclude that during a recovery, choosing to focus an intervention on education and training, rather than case
management or other supports, increases an intervention’s effect by 0.027 standard deviations (0.076 — 0.049 = 0.027).
Other differences between the interventions, such as the populations served or implementers, could lead to differences in
average effect sizes.

This report considers just a select group of outcomes. The analysis was limited to the outcomes and intervention
characteristics catalogued by the Pathways Clearinghouse. All included outcomes measure employment, earnings, long
and very-long term public benefit receipt, or education and training. However, other outcomes, such as those related to
health or well-being, are also important. In addition, the Pathways Clearinghouse recorded information on only a subset
of outcomes within these groups. For example, it did not record information on every possible measure of employment
reported (see Rotz et al. 2020 for details).

The findings in this report could be affected by publication bias. The tendency of study authors to report and
publish favorable findings more often than other findings could lead to overly optimistic results. This phenomenon is
known as publication bias. To address this concern, the Pathways Clearinghouse and this report include findings from
published and unpublished reports (Pigott and Polanin 2020). However, if the least favorable findings are not available in
published or unpublished research (termed the “file drawer” problem, see Dalton et al. 2012), this type of bias could still
affect the meta-analysis.

How should providers consider altering operations in response to
economic conditions?

This meta-analysis reveals that there is important variability in the types of interventions that work during different
economic conditions. Some types of interventions appear to improve outcomes across economic conditions, whereas
other types appear successful only under certain conditions. Nevertheless, interventions supporting employment and
economic self-sufficiency for people with low incomes have been successful in a variety of economic conditions.
Figure 9 lists the intervention types with evidence of improving outcomes by economic condition; those with the
biggest effects are listed first.
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These findings indicate that decision makers should consider economic conditions when planning types of interventions
to emphasize. In particular, during recessions, that is when unemployment is increasing, practitioners and policymakers
should consider placing more emphasis on case management or other supports, and less emphasis on education and
training. When the unemployment rate is falling during a recovery, practitioners and policymakers should consider
targeting resources toward interventions other than those focused on employment retention services.

As the economy enters a period of recovery from the COVID-19-induced recession, decision makers can use these findings
to target resources. However, it is important to keep in mind that although the differences in effects during recessions and
recoveries could be caused by actual differences in effectiveness during recessions and recoveries, these differences might
also be driven by differences in the types of individuals who enroll in programs or nuances of the programs provided. That
is, we do not (and cannot) compare the same interventions delivered to the same types of people during different economic
conditions. Moreover, economic conditions in the economy as a whole might differ from the conditions faced by a specific
group of clients or in a specific area. People who support or run programs should therefore consider these overall findings
and the characteristics of their clients and specific economic context when selecting a program.

Even with these limitations in mind, this report shows evidence that interventions can improve employment outcomes
among people with low incomes—even during recession and recoveries or when economic conditions are uncertain. It
provides lessons from past recessions and recoveries that can help decision makers think about what types of interven-
tions might best match economic conditions facing the people they serve.

Figure 9. Types of interventions with evidence of improving outcomes among workers with low incomes

Recession Recovery Stable

Unemployment rate

—

- Case management - Education and training - Education and training
or other supports - Work and work-based learning - Employment services

- Employment services . Employment services

* Work and work-based . Case management or other supports
learning

- Incentives and sanctions

Source: Pathways Clearinghouse database.
Note: The types of interventions with the biggest effects within recessions, recoveries, and stable economic periods are listed first in
each column. The trend in the unemployment rate is a stylized representation of economic conditions from 2007 to 2019.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries? 19



PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

References

Borenstein, M., LV. Hedges, J.P. Higgins, and H.R. Rothstein (2009). Introduction to meta-analysis, Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley and Sons.

Card, David, Jochen Kluve, and Andrea Weber (2018). What works? A meta analysis of recent active labor market program evaluations,
Journal of the European Economic Association 16(3): 894-931.

Congressional Budget Office (2021). An overview of the economic outlook: 2021 to 2031, Washington, DC: Congressional Budget Office.
Available at https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2021-02/56965-Economic-Outlook.pdf.

Dalton, Dan R., Herman Aguinis, Catherine M. Dalton, Frank A. Bosco, and Charles A. Pierce (2012). Revisiting the file drawer problem in
meta-analysis: An assessment of published and nonpublished correlation matrices, Personnel Psychology 65(2): 221-249.

Filomena, M (2021). Unemployment scarring effects: A Symposium on empirical literature, Working paper, Ancona, ltaly: Marche Poly-
technic University.

Forslund, Anders, Peter Fredriksson, and Johan Vikstrom (2011). What active labor market policy works in a recession?, Nordic Economic
Policy Review 1:171-207.

Francis, Carolyn (2013). What we know about workforce development for low-income workers: Evidence, background and ideas for the
future, National Poverty Center Working Paper Series, Ann Arbor, Ml: University of Michigan, National Poverty Research Center. Avail-
able at http://www.npc.umich.edu/publications/working_papers/?publication_id=2588&.

Hedges, L.V, and I. Olkin (1985). Statistical methods for meta-analysis, New York, NY: Academic Press.

Heinrich, Carolyn, and Peter Mueser (2014). Training program impacts and the onset of the Great Recession, Columbia, MO: Depart-
ment of Economics, University of Missouri-Columbia.

Kluve, Jochen (2010). The effectiveness of European active labor market programs, Labour Economics 17:904-918.

Lechner, Michael, and Conny Wunsch (2009). Are training programs more effective when unemployment is high?, Journal of Labor
Economics 27:653-692.

Pigott, T., and J. Polanin (2020). Methodological guidance paper: High-quality meta-analysis in a systematic review, Review of
Educational Research 90(1): 24-46.

Rotz and Langan (2021). Synthesis Report: An overview of research reviewed by the Pathways Clearinghouse, Washington, DC: Office of
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Rotz, Dana, Emily Sama-Miller, and Paul Burkander (2020). Protocol for the Pathways to Work Evidence Clearinghouse: Methods and
standards, OPRE Report #2020-44, Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2021a). Labor force statistics from the Current Population Survey, Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Available at https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LNS14000000.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2021b). Labor force statistics from the Current Population Survey, Series title: (Seas) Unemployment
Rate. Age: 16 years and over, Series ID: LNS14000000. Available at https:/www.bls.gov/.

Synthesis Report: What Works During Economic Recessions and Recoveries? 20


https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2021-02/56965-Economic-Outlook.pdf
http://www.npc.umich.edu/publications/working_papers/?publication_id=258&
https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LNS14000000
https://www.bls.gov/

‘ PATHWAYS TO WORK

Evidence Clearinghouse

Goals of the Pathways Clearinghouse

The Pathways Clearinghouse systematically evaluates and summarizes the evidence on the effectiveness of
interventions that aim to improve employment outcomes, reduce employment challenges, and support self-
sufficiency for populations with low incomes. It has several goals:

* Conduct a transparent, comprehensive search to identify studies of employment and training interventions
designed to improve employment, increase earnings, support self-sufficiency, or advance education and
training for populations who are low income.

* Rate the quality of those studies to assess the strength of the evidence they provide on the different interventions.
* Determine the evidence of effectiveness for those interventions.

* Share the results, as well as other Clearinghouse products, on a user-friendly website to help state and local
TANF administrators, policymakers, researchers and the general public make sense of the results and better
understand how this evidence might apply to questions and contexts that matter to them.

* Synthesize the overall state of evidence in the field by creating and disseminating a variety of reports, briefs,
and other products.

For more information, see https://pathwaystowork.acf.hhs.gov.
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