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ABSTRACT 

 
The mission of the federal Assets for Independence (AFI) program is to help low-income 

families improve their financial literacy and acquire long-term assets by saving in special 

matched savings accounts called individual development accounts (IDAs). This paper evaluates 

the AFI program, specifically the effect offering financial and social services has on participant 

saving in individual development accounts. Using data from the AFI Annual Data Report, a 

cross-sectional analysis and a panel data analysis are both run to test this research question. Both 

models control for IDA participant characteristics. The results of these analyses illustrate that the 

availability of financial services for IDA savers has a positive impact on average participant 

savings. This may be an argument for requiring all AFI grantees to offer a minimum level of 

financial supports to participants.  
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Introduction  
 

One-quarter of all American households would not be able to support their family’s basic 

needs for three months if their source of income was interrupted. These households are 

financially vulnerable, especially in times of crisis like unemployment and medical emergency, 

because they live in asset poverty; they do not have the wealth or financial resources necessary to 

live even for three months at the federal poverty line. Wealth in the form of assets provides 

economic security to families, but it also gives families more control over their social mobility 

and better enables them to stop the intergenerational transmission of poverty. Assets may take 

many forms, including checking and savings accounts and the ownership of a home or business. 

It is a little known fact that the prevalence of asset poverty far exceeds the national income 

poverty rate, which was 14.3% in 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau). Children are disproportionately 

affected by asset poverty, with half of children belonging to families who are asset poor.   

 While low-income families are likely to also need income assistance, welfare programs 

that focus on income assistance alone are unlikely to improve asset poverty. Individual 

Development Account (IDA) programs are a recent addition to cash welfare programs. These 

IDA programs exist to encourage low-income families to save money and acquire assets, like a 

home, business, or education, to improve their long-term economic situation. One such IDA 

program is the federal Assets for Independence (AFI) program. In the AFI program, participants 

are surrounded by an array of other supportive services in order to encourage the successful 

completion of their savings goal, asset purchase, and mobility out of poverty.   

 This study will investigate the effect of the social and financial services offered by an 

AFI grantee on participant savings in their IDA. Using data from the AFI Annual Data Report 

FY1999-FY2009, this study will diversify the research on individual development accounts, as 
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little program evaluation exists of the AFI program. The findings of this study will inform asset 

building practitioners how offering social and financial services to AFI IDA participants impacts 

savings in the program.  

Background   
 

For more than 60 years, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) was the 

foundation of welfare policy in the United States. Financial assistance was provided by the 

federal government to children whose families earned little to no income. TANF, enacted in 

1996 through the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act, was considered significant 

welfare reform, transferring power to the States to design and administer their own welfare 

programs. The incentives associated with welfare assistance changed as well, instituting work 

requirements and limiting the amount of time families can be receiving benefits. These changes 

led to a significant decrease in welfare recipients, but the poverty rate has only seen minimal 

decline. Although welfare policy has evolved over time, its focus has remained on cash transfers 

and has done little to address asset poverty.  

 In the early 1990’s, discussion of a new anti-poverty strategy emerged, led by Michael 

Sherraden’s Assets and the Poor. Sherraden advocated for fighting poverty through asset 

accumulation, using special matched savings accounts called IDAs. The Center for Social 

Development at the University of Washington in St. Louis tested the effectiveness of IDAs with 

the American Dream Demonstration from 1997 to 2002.  

The Assets for Independence (AFI) Act was enacted as a demonstration program as part 

of title IV of the Community Opportunities, Accountability, and Training and Educational 

Services Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1998. AFI is a discretionary grant program that 

offers low-income people financial education and an opportunity to save in individual 
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development accounts. Managed by the Office of Community Services within the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, more than 600 grants have been awarded to 

nonprofit organizations and state and local governments to administer AFI projects in almost 

every state. AFI was appropriated about $24 million in 2010.  

Eligible individuals must meet two criteria. First, they must either (a) be eligible for 

TANF, (b) be eligible for the EITC, or (c) have a total household income of less than 200% of 

the federal poverty line. Second, household assets cannot exceed $10,000, excluding a residence 

and one car. These requirements ensure that the program is serving low-income families with 

few financial assets.  

Participants are taught about budgeting, accessing federal tax credits, mainstream 

financial institutions, credit scores, and other financial topics so individuals are confident in their 

ability to make sound financial decisions in the future. For every dollar of earned income a 

participant saves in their IDA, it is matched with public and private funds at a rate that varies 

from 1:1 to 8:1, depending on the nature of the project. Participants can then use their savings to 

purchase a first-time home, to start a small business, to pay for post-secondary education or 

vocational training, or to transfer to a dependent. Participants who wish to spend their savings on 

an unapproved purchase or who leave the program prior to achieving their savings goal may 

keep their savings, but they will not receive matching funds. This incentivizes participants to 

spend their savings on one of the four approved assets.    

Literature Review 
 
 At the foundation of individual development account programs is the premise of whether 

low-income people can be successful at saving money. Using the life-cycle model, researchers 

posit that individuals should accumulate wealth over time, but this does not prove to be true for 
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poor people. Using data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, the Survey of Consumer 

Finances, and the Consumer Expenditure Survey, one study finds a strong positive relationship 

between savings and lifetime incomes (Dynan et al 2004). Since poor individuals have lower 

lifetime incomes, their savings is minimal. This correlation is explained by a high level of 

uncertainty regarding a household’s earnings, medical expenses, and length of life (Dynan et al 

2004, Hubbard et al 1994), as well as participation in asset-based, means-tested welfare 

programs (Hubbard et al 1995). In other words, low-income families who rely on social 

programs are discouraged to save because of the asset restrictions of means-tested programs. 

Even those families who are near-poor, but not yet receiving welfare may be deterred from 

saving because they treat cash assistance as sort of income insurance; if they were to find 

themselves in a crisis, these families would be forced to spend down any of their saved assets 

before they would be eligible for welfare. These conclusions suggest that low-income 

households need incentives to save in order to overcome the other disincentives they face.  

Low-income families, however, are much less likely to have access to savings incentives, 

as well as institutionalized saving mechanisms and targeted financial education (Beverly et al 

1999). If they are offered savings incentives, evidence exists that low-income households will 

take advantage of these opportunities. In a randomized experiment of 14,000 low- and middle-

income tax filers in St. Louis who were offered matches of zero percent, 20 percent, or 50 

percent of their Individual Retirement Account contributions, take-up rates increased with the 

size of the match offered, and IRA contributions in the match groups exceeded IRA 

contributions in the control group by more than $300 (Duflo et al 2006). IDAs are one type of 

program that exist to provide an incentive for low-income populations to save. Research from the 
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American Dream Demonstration says IDA participants can and do save (Christy-McMullin et al 

2005).  

 The American Dream Demonstration (ADD) was designed to test the effectiveness of 

individual development accounts. More than 2,300 IDAs were opened with the help of 13 

nonprofit organizations nationwide. The first experimental IDA program existed as part of the 

ADD. Known as the American Dream Demonstration Experiment (ADD-E), 1,103 program-

eligible participants were randomly assigned to treatment or control groups in the IDA program 

of the Community Action Project of Tulsa County between November 1998 and December 1999. 

The results of the ADD-E are limited, however, as the experiment does not include any 

individuals who did not apply for the program, so the analysis of the ADD-E only estimates the 

impact of the IDA program on applicants, not on the broader population.  

By contrast, the Assets for Independence program does not contain an experimental 

component; quasi-experimental methods using comparison groups have been used to a limited 

extent to evaluate AFI. Using propensity score matching from the 2001 Survey on Income and 

Program Participation and OLS regression, Mills et al (2008) found that the AFI program 

increased employment among participants by 4.9 percentage points. The researchers did not, 

however, find any statistically significant impact on earnings or participation in means-tested 

programs. According to the AFI Tenth Report to Congress (Office of Community Services 

2010), as of fiscal year 2009, 60,108 IDAs have been opened through the AFI program since 

fiscal year 1999, resulting in more than $56 million in cumulative savings deposits by 

participants. This equates to approximately $943 in savings per participant. Of the more than 

46,000 participants who have withdrawn earned income from their IDA savings, about 23,000 
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participants, or 39% of total IDAs, received matching funds, made asset purchases, and 

successfully completed the program.  

 There is much variation in the supportive social and financial services that are available 

to IDA participants, but there is little evidence as to how these services affect participant saving. 

For ADD participants, transportation issues affected savings negatively (Curley 2003) while the 

availability of peer mentoring group meetings were associated with higher savings (Curley et al 

2005; Grinstein-Weiss et al 2006). The ADD-E study found that a universal IDA program would 

likely require a high-tech “low-touch” design because of the costs associated with a “high-touch” 

program (Schreiner 2006). Programs that are considered “high-touch” involve heavy case 

management, access to additional social services for participants, frequent communication 

between program providers and participants, and regular monitoring of participant savings 

habits.  

However, less rigorous research designs have demonstrated the benefit of offering 

additional services and support to IDA participants. In a study of 19 IDA programs in North 

Carolina, qualitative analysis found that successful program completion was related to the 

effective of case management provided to the 433 participants in the sample (Rohe et al 2005). 

In-depth interviews with 30 women from the Redevelopment Opportunities for Women’s 

Economic Action Program in St. Louis illustrated that program support to participants was 

related to successful savings deposits (Sanders 2007).   

 As one of the primary services offered to participants by grantees, financial education is a 

key piece to any IDA program. Generally, more financial education has been linked to higher 

monthly savings (Curley et al 2005; Grinstein-Weiss et al 2006; Han et al 2007; Schreiner 2005; 

Schreiner 2007; Zhan 2003;), but research finds diminishing returns to financial education 
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(Clancy et al 2001; Schreiner et al 2002). Up to twelve hours of financial education was 

positively associated with average monthly net deposits and frequency of IDA deposits (Clancy 

et al 2001). One study of the Learn$ave IDA program in Canada found that financial 

management training and case management services were not associated with deposits (Leckie et 

al 2009).  

Many studies have demonstrated the intent of low-income people outside of IDA 

programs to utilize the EITC to save and purchase assets, with as many as one-third to one-half 

of EITC participants having planned to use their tax refund for this purpose (Romich et al 2000; 

Linnenbrink et al 2008; Smeeding et al 2000). A program that encouraged low-income workers 

to directly deposit their tax refunds into low-cost bank accounts found the program promoted 

account ownership for unbanked participants and connected participants to other financial 

services and products (Beverly 2004).  

 A number of factors have been recognized as barriers to saving in IDAs. In an evaluation 

of the New Hampshire Community Loan Fund IDA program, level of income was identified as a 

significant barrier to saving (Betsy Black Consulting Inc 2004). Rohe et al (2007) found that the 

loss of a job was one of the most frequent reasons for leaving an IDA program, in addition to 

other personal problems and needing to pay for financial emergencies, like car repairs. 

Recipients of Social Security Income or Social Security Disability Income in the Family Assets 

for Independence in Minnesota program were more likely to discontinue saving and leave the 

program without attaining their savings goal (Grinstein-Weiss et al 2001). Banov (2005) found 

that medical debt and a lack of health insurance may be a barrier to saving for participants in the 

American Dream Demonstration.  
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Even though low-income families may be earning very limited incomes and accessing 

financial supports like TANF or the EITC, welfare recipiency was not found to be linked to 

savings outcomes for IDA participants in the ADD (Zhan et al 2004; Schreiner et al 2005). 

Participants from the Arkansas Individual Development Account Program even indicated a 

decreased reliance upon public assistance, specifically on food stamps, after participating in an 

IDA savings program (Rowett 2006).  

Asset limits in state welfare programs may also discourage saving and, subsequently, 

asset accumulation, but the evidence is mixed. Income from cash-transfers, with or without asset 

tests, has been shown to discourage liquid-asset accumulation (Ziliak 2003). Sullivan (2006) 

found that including a full vehicle exemption in welfare asset tests increases the probability of 

car ownership by 20 percentage points for single mothers. While Hurst et al (2006) predicted that 

welfare reform and the subsequent changes in asset limits by state would increase total savings 

for welfare-receiving households, they found no such impact.  

Gaps in the Literature 

 Despite this body of literature, significant gaps remain in the research. This may be due 

in part to the nature of IDAs as a relatively new policy intervention. Very few studies utilize 

rigorous experimental or quasi-experimental research designs. The majority of the existing 

research focuses upon the American Dream Demonstration, while there is little program analysis 

of the AFI program.  

Much remains to be known about IDA program design and its effect on participant 

savings and other outcomes. Of the program features that have been studied, the research has 

focused upon financial education, match rates, match caps, and savings targets, but much can be 

learned about the role of the financial institution, the type of organization administering the AFI 
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grant, the role of funders, and the quality and training of the staff delivering services (Zielewski 

and Johnson 2009). Little is known about the costs and benefits of IDA programs, how the 

national economy affects IDA programs and participants, and the long-term outcomes of IDA 

participants, including how IDA savings affect their social and economic well-being in the long 

run (Zielewski and Johnson 2009). This study aims to contribute to this area of the literature by 

examining the role of supportive financial and social services offered to participants and how 

participant savings is impacted. 

Conceptual Framework 
 

IDAs create a monetary incentive for participants to save more of their earned income, 

achieve their savings goal, and purchase an asset. However, the success rate of AFI participants 

(the percentage of savings withdrawals that result in the purchase of an asset) is only about 39 

percent. Participants will drop out of an IDA program because they cannot afford to pay for both 

basic necessities and save in their IDA. For many participants, saving money is a new, 

unfamiliar, and stressful experience, which also contributes to attrition. The presence of 

additional support services for participants may give them the social and financial assistance they 

need to be successful savers in an IDA program. Both social and financial products and services 

offered by an AFI grantee may give participants more flexibility with their finances because their 

budgets are less constrained, allowing them to contribute more savings to their IDA. When 

grantees offer additional financial and social supports for their AFI participants, these services 

may make life a little easier on participants, easing their budgetary constraints, improving their 

financial confidence, and allowing for greater savings in an IDA.  

Although the availability of matching funds creates an attractive incentive for low-

income people to save, there are many other factors that affect an IDA participant’s saving 
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success. This discussion will focus upon how participant characteristics, IDA program 

characteristics, and economic conditions affect savings in IDAs. 

Participant characteristics 

Historically, AFI participants have mostly been educated African American single 

mothers living in urban areas. The demographics of AFI IDA participants may impact their 

ability to save. Most notably, the level of income an AFI participant earns will dictate the amount 

of money that participant has available to pay for basic necessities and to save in an IDA. 

Educational status may signal the existing knowledge a participant has about managing finances 

prior to enrolling in an IDA program. It is therefore possible that the characteristics of AFI 

participants may affect their savings outcomes and must be controlled for in this study.  

AFI IDA program characteristics 

 AFI grantees are given the freedom and flexibility to design their own IDA programs. 

This results in great variation between AFI projects; match rates, maximum savings amounts, 

minimum monthly deposits, hours of required financial education, and other characteristics are 

often different for each program. Some of these program characteristics may present as more 

attractive to participants than others. Higher match rates may be more appealing to participants, 

encouraging them to save more money in order to maximize the return on their savings. Different 

financial education curriculums may be more effective at teaching participants budgeting and 

saving principles, resulting in higher savings in IDAs. Because this variation exists between 

grantees and not over time, using a grantee fixed effects model will essentially control for AFI 

IDA program characteristics in the panel analysis, but the cross-sectional analysis will include 

program characteristics in the model.  
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Economic conditions 
 

AFI programs require participants to contribute earned income into their IDAs. Thus, 

poor economic conditions and high unemployment can affect participant savings. If a participant 

loses his source of earned income, he may be forced to withdraw from the IDA program and not 

achieve his savings goal. Similarly, an AFI grantee that is operating a project in an economically 

distressed area with a high percentage of the population on public assistance or with a lower 

median income may record lower participant savings rates. It is important to control for state 

economic indicators so varying economic conditions do not cloud the effect of the variables of 

interest. 

Hypothesis 
 

It is the hypothesis of this study that AFI participants who have additional financial and 

social supports available to them through the AFI grantee will be more likely to achieve their 

savings goals than participants who are saving through AFI programs where additional financial 

and social supports are not available. Similarly, it is thought that grantees who offer social and 

financial services to their participants will report a higher average total savings deposits 

compared to grantees who do not offer these supports to participants.  

Data 

Data Source 
 

The data for this analysis are from the Assets for Independence Annual Data Report 

(ADR), made available by the Assets for Independence Program within the Office of Community 

Services, Administration for Children and Families at the U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services. The ADR is an annual survey that is required of all organizations that administering an 
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Assets for Independence grant during the fiscal year. If an organization has an active AFI project 

prior to September 30, by law they must submit an ADR for that year by December 1. This 

results in a response rate of nearly 100%, although grantees vary in the completeness of the 

responses. The AFI Resource Center compiles the data from the ADR and crafts an annual 

Report to Congress, which is used to illustrate the effectiveness of the program and to ensure that 

the AFI Program is continually funded.  

Grantees self-report the information required for the Annual Data Report by recording 

data about their participants throughout the year and aggregating that data for the ADR. 1 

Participants are low-income individuals and families who either qualify for EITC or TANF or 

whose income is less than two times the federal poverty line, and who have less than $10,000 in 

asset wealth. There are a variety of organizations that administer AFI projects, including 

nonprofits, state and local governments, economic development corporations, community action 

agencies, and other organizations.  

 Using data from the ADR, two separate datasets are employed for this study. The first, a 

cross-sectional dataset, consists of cumulative data from FY 1999 to FY 2009. Therefore, this 

dataset holds the information current to FY 2009 for each grantee. For grantees that have 

completed the five-year grant cycle, this dataset contains information from the grantee’s fifth 

ADR. For grantees that have not completed the grant cycle prior to FY 2009, the dataset contains 

information from their most current ADR submission, which may represent their first, second, 

third, or fourth year in the grant cycle. For example, a grant that was awarded in 2001 will 

complete its AFI project in 2006, and the FY 2009 ADR will contain information about that 

                                                
 
1 “Through FY 2009, HHS funded 611 AFI projects since the program’s inception. Grants were awarded to 
352 organizations that implemented 590 regular AFI projects. Of this number, a total of 548 projects were 
active at the end of FY 2009.” AFI Tenth Report to Congress (2010).  
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grantee from 2006. For a grant awarded in 2007, the FY 2009 ADR will contain grantee 

information as of FY 2009, the second year of the grant.   

 A panel dataset has also been constructed by pooling multiple years of the available ADR 

data. The panel contains data from FY 2006 through FY 2009, and illustrates grantees in various 

stages of grant maturity. Because the panel could at most represent four years of data for one 

grant, the data is limited in that we are not able to observe a grant through its full five-year cycle. 

A visual representation of the data included in the panel by grant year and ADR report year is 

illustrated in Table 1.  

Table 1. Data Utilized for Panel Dataset by Grant Year and ADR Year 
 Grant Year 

 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
ADR Year  

1999            
2000            
2001            
2002            
2003            
2004            
2005            
2006    X X X X X    
2007    X X X X X X   
2008     X X X X X X  
2009      X X X X X X 

 

Because data reporting and management techniques vary amongst AFI grantees, some 

observations were missing key demographic information. The same process was used to impute 

missing for each demographic variable. If a grantee had any other active grants in the sample, the 

mean value of the other grants was assigned for the missing data, with the rationale that it is 

likely the grantee serves similar populations across all of their AFI projects. If the grantee did not 

have any other AFI projects to reference, then the variable was assigned the mean value of other 
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grants from the same state. Finally, if no other projects existed in that state, the characteristic was 

assigned the mean value from other projects operating in the same grant year.   

 For grantees who did not report the total number of IDAs opened through their AFI 

project, but who did report the total number of male and female account holders, the total 

number of individual development accounts was generated by adding the number of male 

accounts and the number of female accounts together. If the grantee also did not report the 

number of males and females holding accounts, the total number of IDAs was assumed to be 

zero.  

 As discussed previously, grantees are responsible for setting the maximum savings limit 

for their AFI projects. If grantees failed to report this information, MaxSavings was first assigned 

the value of that variable for other projects by that same grantee. If the grantee did not administer 

any other projects, the maximum savings limit was set to the mean maximum savings limit of all 

grantees. Similarly, grantees are expected to designate the minimum required monthly deposit 

amount. Some grantees may allow savers to not deposit any money in a month. If this data was 

missing, MinDeposit was first assigned the value of that variable for other projects administered 

by that same grantee. If the grantee did not administer any other AFI projects in this sample, then 

MinDeposit was assigned a value of zero.  

Although AFI grantees are required to list their state in their grant application, 

information on the State variable was missing for a number of grantees in the ADR. To prevent 

observations with missing State data from being dropped from the state fixed-effects model in 

the cross-sectional analysis, this information was obtained through an additional data request to 

AFI and was manually imputed by grant number.  
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The data from the 2006 Annual Data Report did not contain the variable ReportYear, 

which was a necessary component in computing the YrInGrant variable. An additional data 

request was made to the Assets for Independence program to obtain this information, and the 

report years for the 2006 data were assigned manually based upon these records. Several 

duplicate observations also appeared in the data once the panel dataset was compiled. In order to 

complete the time series analysis, 30 grant numbers were dropped from the sample to eliminate 

duplicate observations. The duplicate observations appeared to be random. Any missing data in 

the panel was imputed according to the same process described for the cross-section data.   

Information on economic conditions was merged with the AFI cross-sectional dataset in 

order to control for other time-varying characteristics that may be correlated with savings 

decisions. Specifically, this analysis includes unemployment rates by state in the model by using 

data from the University of Kentucky Center for Poverty Research.  

Operationalization  

Saving  

The dependent variable savings is to be measured in two ways and separate models will 

be run with each construct. Savings will be measured as the grantee’s average total IDA savings 

deposited per participant by dividing total savings deposits per grantee by the number of IDAs 

ever opened by that grantee. This measure is adjusted to 2010 dollars by using the Consumer 

Price Index.  

The second savings variable will be the average savings success rate per grantee. This 

variable is created by dividing the number of IDAs that were closed to make an asset purchase 

by the total number of IDAs ever opened, constructing the percentage of participants who 

achieved their savings goals and made an asset purchase. It is necessary to note that projects that 



16 
 

are in an early stage of the grant cycle will likely have lower savings success rates, but a measure 

for the year of the grant cycle (YearInGrant) will be included in the model to moderate this 

effect.  

Social Services  

Grantees are asked whether their AFI program offers a number of different social 

services, including employment support, child care, transportation, medical services, crisis 

management, structured planning exercises, mentoring, peer support, or other social services. 

Each of these forms of social support are represented as binary variables in the model. It is 

thought that additional social supports will benefit the low-income population of AFI 

participants, leading to higher savings in their individual development accounts. This analysis 

will simply consider the presence of these services, not how many participants were actually 

utilizing each service, as the data on the percent of participants receiving each service is 

incomplete.  

Another measure of social services to be used in this analysis is the total number of social 

services offered by a grantee. SocialServTotal is a continuous variable with possible values of 0 

to 9. Based upon the total number of social services offered, binary variables SocServ12 

SocServ34, SocServ56, and SocServ79 indicate whether a grantee offers a bundle of 1-2 services, 

3-4 services, 5-6 services, or 7 or more services. A grantee who offers zero social services serves 

as the omitted group.   

Financial Services 

Grantees are also expected to report whether certain financial services are offered to their 

AFI program participants. These financial services include cash grants, counseling, loans, credit 

repair, specialized financial education, and other financial supports. Each financial service is 
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measured as a separate binary variable in the model. Financial services offered by AFI grantees 

to participants may give participants more flexibility with their finances and more knowledge to 

make better financial decisions, easing their budget constraints and allowing participants to save 

more in their IDAs. As with the data on grantee social services, due to incomplete data, the 

financial services variables measure the presence of a service being offered, not the percent of 

participants actually receiving the service.  

The total number of financial services offered to participants by a grantee will also serve 

as a variable of interest. FinancialTotal will be a continuous variable, measured 0-6, representing 

how many financial services are offered by each grantee. Finally, grantees will be grouped by 

how many financial services they make available to participants. Grantees who offer zero 

financial services will serve as the omitted group, while Financial12, Financial34, and 

Financial56 will be measured as dichotomous variables representing grantees who offer 1-2, 3-4, 

or 5-6 financial services, respectively.  

Participant Characteristics 

Grantees report data on the percentage of their participants who illustrate certain 

demographic characteristics. The model will include measures for participant demographic 

characteristics, which are discussed in detail below.  

Gender is reported as percent of AFI account holders who are male and female. Program-

wide, AFI serves more females than males. Female will represent the percentage of female 

participants in an AFI grantee’s IDA program.  

Race is reported as a percent of AFI account holders who identify as Caucasian, African 

American, Native American, Hispanic, or Asian American. Non-white individuals typically have 

lower incomes than white individuals, which may result in lower savings in an IDA. Black and 
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Hispanic will represent the percentage of participants in an IDA program who are African 

American and Hispanic, respectively. Caucasian participants will serve as the omitted group. 

Higher incomes are still likely to result in more expendable income and therefore more 

savings. Grantees report the percentage of AFI account holders who indicated the following 

household earned incomes at the time of enrollment: Below the federal poverty line, 100-150% 

of the federal poverty line, and more than 150% of the federal poverty line. The percentage of 

participants living below the poverty line will serve as the omitted group, while <150Poverty 

and >150Poverty will be included in the model.   

Savers with more education may have a stronger knowledge of financial education 

principles and better money management skills, contributing positively to their savings habits. 

Education is measured as a percent of AFI account holders who achieved less than 12 years of 

education, a high school diploma, or some amount of post-secondary education. Participants 

without a high school diploma will serve as the omitted group. HighSchool and PostSecondary 

will represent the percentage of participants who achieved each a high school diploma and some 

type of post-secondary education, respectively.  

Younger participants may have weaker foundation of financial literacy knowledge than 

older participants because they have less experience managing finances compared to older 

participants, which may affect their savings and budgetary habits. Age is categorized as the 

percent of AFI account holders who fall into the following age groups: 29 years and younger, 30-

39 years, and 40 years or more. Savers who are 29 years old or younger will serve as the omitted 

group, while the other two age groups (30-39Yrs, 40+Yrs) will be represented as variables in the 

model.  
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Children are an added monetary expense to any household’s budget, decreasing 

expendable income and leaving participants less money to contribute to their IDA. Responses 

were categorized into the following variables: Percent of AFI IDA account holders with no 

children, one child, and two or more children. Participants with no children will be the omitted 

group, while 1Child and 2PlusChild will represent the percentage of participants with one child 

and two or more children, respectively. The operationalization of the child variable is guided by 

the way in which EITC eligibility is constructed.   

Program Characteristics 

 Because certain characteristics of AFI IDA programs do not vary over time, it will be 

unnecessary to include these types of variables in the grantee fixed effects model. Thus, 

measures for hours of financial education, match rate, minimum required monthly deposit, 

maximum savings amount, and other basic program characteristics drop out of the grantee fixed 

effects model, but will be controlled for in the cross-sectional analysis. Hours of financial 

education (HrsFinEd), minimum required monthly deposit (MinDeposit), and maximum savings 

amount (MaxSavings) are each continuous variables. MatchRate takes on a value of 1 to 8, 

representing the ratio at which a grantee will match a participant’s savings.  

AFI account holders may choose to save for one of three assets: a first-time home, a post-

secondary education, or a small business. Grantees may choose to identify varying savings limits 

that are associated with each of these asset purchases, as purchasing a home is likely to be more 

expensive than purchasing a year of post-secondary education. Therefore, there may be variation 

in savings depending upon which asset a participant is saving towards. Grantees report whether 

IDA participants are allowed to save toward each type of asset. The ability to save for 
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homeownership will be the omitted group, with AssetEduc and AssetBusiness as indicator 

variables representing grantees who allow for each type of asset purchase.  

 Grantees can exist as single entities or in conjunction with a larger network of other 

organizations. Network grantees have access to more resources and services to offer to 

participants, which may lead to stronger supports for savers and better savings outcomes. 

TypeNetwork is a binary variable indicating that the grantee is designated as part of a larger 

network.  

 It is also necessary to control for in what year of the five-year grant cycle the grantee is 

operating. Because AFI projects require significant fundraising, marketing and recruiting in the 

first and second year of the grant, grantees are not likely to record high savings rates early in the 

grant cycle. To capture this effect on participant savings, YearInGrant is a continuous variable 

with values 1-5 that identifies in which year of the grant cycle the grantee is operating. 

YearInGrant is constructed by subtracting the grant year from the ADR report year (ReportYear - 

GrantYear).    

Grantees can apply for AFI grants up to $1 million per grant cycle to administer their AFI 

projects, but some smaller organizations apply for grants under $100,000. The grant size may be 

indicative of the organizations capacity to execute an IDA program and to provide services to 

AFI IDA participants. GrantSize will be measured as a continuous variable, with the maximum 

grant size equal to $1 million.  

Methods & Results 
 
 This study utilizes two types of analysis to investigate the relationship between grantee 

support services and participant savings. The methods and results of the cross-sectional data 
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analysis are described first, followed by the estimation strategy and findings of the grantee fixed-

effects model.  

Cross-Sectional Analysis 

Method 
 
 The cross-sectional data analysis uses ordinary least squares as an estimation strategy to 

test the effect of social and financial servings on IDA participant savings. This model will 

include state and grant year fixed effects in addition to controlling for participant characteristics 

and program characteristics. The general model to be estimated is:  

Savings = β0 + β1SocialServices + β2FinancialServices + β3ParticipantCharacteristics + 
β4ProgramCharacteristics  + β5GrantYear + β6State + µ  

Descriptive Results  
 

The population of this study includes 548 AFI grants that were active or completed at the 

end of fiscal year 2009. These grants reported opening a total of 60,108 IDAs. Of the grants in 

this study, 92% of grantees allow participants to save towards purchasing a first-time home, 82% 

allow participants to save for a small business, and 85% allow participants to save for a post-

secondary education. The average savings success rate, meaning that participants achieved their 

savings goal, received matching funds, and closed the account upon completing their asset 

purchase, was about 27 percent.  

Table 2 reports the number of single site and network grants that offer varying amounts 

of social and financial services. More than a quarter of all grants (28.36%) do not offer any 

additional social services to their IDA participants. About 14% of grants do not offer additional 

financial services to their IDA participants.  
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Table 2. Total Number of Social & Financial Services Offered by Grantee Type 

Number of Social 
Services Offered 

Single-Site Network Total 

0 109 45 154 
1-2 63 26 89 
3-4 81 31 112 
5-6 48 39 87 
7+ 40 61 101 

Total 341 202 543 
Number of Financial 

Services Offered 
   

0 51 27 78 
1-2 124 50 174 
3-4 150 86 236 
5-6 16 39 55 

Total 341 202 543 
 

 Table 3 illustrates the percentage of grantees that offer a specific type of social or 

financial service. In almost all cases, network grantees are more likely than single-site grantees 

to offer a specific social or financial service. Financial counseling services and credit repair 

services are the most frequently supplied service offered by grantees to participants.  

Table 3. Percent of Grantees that Offer Social and Financial Services to IDA Participants 
 Single-Site (%) Network (%) All Grantees (%) 
Social Service    

Employ Support 40.76 58.91 47.17 
Child Care 31.38 49.50 37.84 
Transport 21.11 39.11 27.61 
Medical 5.87 19.80 10.97 
Crisis Management 41.62 62.87 49.18 
Structured Planning 41.06 57.92 46.98 
Mentor 44.87 57.92 49.36 
Peer Support 42.82 53.96 46.61 
Other Social Service 5.28 13.86 8.41 

Financial Service    
Cash Grant 12.61 28.71 18.46 
Counseling 78.59 77.72 77.70 
Loans 27.27 45.05 33.64 
Credit Repair 72.43 78.22 74.04 
Specialized Education 38.71 45.55 40.95 
Other Financial Service 5.57 9.90 7.13 
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 The focus of this study is to analyze the effect of offering various social and financial 

services on the savings of IDA participants. Table 4 offers preliminary results to this question. 

Grantees, both single-site and network, who offer zero social and financial services report lower 

average saving success rates than grantees who offer even one social or financial service. In fact, 

grantees who offer even just one or two social or financial services have a higher average savings 

success rate than the overall average savings success rate of about 27 percent.  

Table 4. Average Savings Success Rate per Grant by Number of Services Offered 
 Single-Site Network All Grantees 

Number of Social 
Services Offered 

   

0 0.2415 0.1467 0.2138 
1-2 0.3098 0.3259 0.3145 
3-4 0.3069 0.3074 0.3071 
5-6 0.3036 0.3533 0.3259 
7+ 0.2480 0.2678 0.2600 

Number of Financial 
Services Offered 

   

0 0.1753 0.1639 0.1713 
1-2 0.2926 0.2374 0.2768 
3-4 0.3007 0.3122 0.3049 
5-6 0.3040 0.2968 0.2989 

Overall  0.2792 0.2709 0.2761 
 
 
 Table 5 provides statistics on which specific social and financial services are associated 

with higher average savings success rates. Grantees who offered loans (31.90%), specialized 

financial education (31.42%), medical services (31.14%), structured planning exercises 

(30.10%), or peer support (30.11%) reported the highest average saving success rates. There 

appears to be little variation between single-site grantees and network grantees as to the savings 

success rates associated with offering each service, perhaps indicating that services are 

implemented similarly in each type of grantee structure.  
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Table 5: Average Savings Success Rate per Grant by Type of Service Offered 
 Single-Site Network All Grantees 
Type of Social Service Offered    

EmploySupport 0.2773 0.2936 0.2848 
ChildCare 0.2857 0.3200 0.3022 
Transport 0.2798 0.2698 0.2745 
Medical 0.3136 0.3103 0.3114 
CrisisManage 0.2855 0.2976 0.2912 
StructuredPlan 0.3041 0.2974 0.3010 
Mentor 0.2894 0.3078 0.2974 
PeerSupport 0.2919 0.3135 0.3011 
OtherService 0.2578 0.2749 0.2682 

Type of Financial Service Offered    
CashGrant 0.3300 0.2764 0.2992 
Counseling 0.2944 0.2929 0.2938 
Loans 0.3318 0.3060 0.3190 
CreditRepair 0.2872 0.2922 0.2892 
SpecializedEduc 0.3147 0.3134 0.3142 
OtherFinService 0.2774 0.2896 0.2837 

Overall 0.2792 0.2709 0.2761 
 

Table 6 illustrates the demographic characteristics of all AFI IDA participants through 

fiscal year 2009 and the average rate at which different demographic groups meet their savings 

goal2. Nearly three-fourths of all IDA participants are female. Most IDA participants identify 

themselves as African American. At the time of enrollment into an AFI project, most participants 

reported having at least one child living in the home. A small minority of participants (12%) had 

not earned a high school diploma or GED at the time of enrollment, but more than half (56%) 

had at least some post-secondary education or vocational training. The summary statistics 

suggest a positive relationship between education level and likelihood of savings success, while 

the number of children present in the household appears to be negatively correlated with savings 

success rate.  

                                                
 
2 Not all grantees collect information on all demographic indicators. Therefore, average savings success 
rate is measured only using grants that reported that characteristic, prior to imputing values for missing 
data.  
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Table 6. Summary Statistics and Average Rate of Savings Success by Participant 
Characteristic 
 

N 
Avg. # of 

Participants 
per Grant 

St. Dev Avg. Savings 
Success Rate 

Participant Characteristic     
Gender     

Male 15,067 29.72 47.04 0.1880 
Female 42,629 83.92 120.67 0.1679 

Race     
White 15,832 31.35 63.11 0.1964 
Black 25,362 50.42 98.59 0.1471 
Hispanic 9,425 18.85 41.30 0.1565 
Asian 2,857 5.69 21.15 0.2317 
Native American 1,007 2.01 11.22 0.1214 
Other Race 2,807 5.64 23.72 0.2196 

Income     
Below Poverty Line 12,962 29.26 60.15 0.1631 
100-150% of Pov Line 11,461 25.87 50.46 0.2249 
150+% of Pov Line 22,117 50.27 100.95 0.1680 
Unknown Income 2,297 5.60 21.39 0.1181 

Age     
29 & Under 16,448 34.27 48.79 0.1621 
30-39 18,658 38.63 58.67 0.1484 
40-49 17,635 36.66 58.42 0.1582 

Age Unknown 4,553 9.88 43.33 0.0938 
Marital Status     

Single 30,395 60.91 93.00 0.1694 
Married 13,016 26.08 42.08 0.1899 
Separated 3,210 6.45 11.16 0.1319 
Divorced  8,275 16.65 25.13 0.1675 
Widowed 608 1.23 2.30 0.1260 
Other Marital Status 427 .88 8.91 0.1720 

Education     
No GED 6,693 13.80 23.68 0.1353 
GED 16,319 33.17 61.89 0.1578 
Post Secondary Educ 31,758 65.48 93.88 0.1700 
Unknown Education 2,401 4.99 19.13 0.3788 

Children     
No Children 13,334 27.10 42.59 0.2001 
1 Child 13,457 27.41 42.33 0.1670 
2+ Children 26,591 54.49 83.36 0.1498 
Unknown # of Children 3,418 7.14 29.41 0.1051 
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Regression Results  
 
 The central research question of this study examines whether the presence of social and 

financial services offered by an AFI grantee to IDA participants affects different aspects of 

participant savings. Table 7 reports the results of regressing each social or financial service 

individually on average rate of participant saving success and on average participant savings per 

grantee. The presence of transportation services and specialized financial education are 

statistically significantly related to both average rate of participant saving success and average 

participant savings, although the presence of transportation is negatively correlated with these 

outcomes.   
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Table 7. Individual Social and Financial Services on Savings (Cross-Section) 

 Variable 
(1) 

Average Rate of 
Saving Success 

(2) 
Average Participant 

Savings 
 Social Support Services 

(1) Employment 
Support 

-0.030†  
[0.019] 

38.94 
[54.292] 

(2) Child Care -0.008 
[0.019] 

-52.21 
[55.469] 

(3) Transportation -0.045** 
[0.021] 

-149.86** 
[38.726] 

(4) Medical 0.035 
[0.031] 

108.75 
[88.112] 

(5) Crisis Management -0.035* 
[0.019] 

7.93 
[55.447] 

(6) Structured Planning 0.009 
[0.019] 

-14.68 
[54.921] 

(7) Mentoring -0.007 
[0.018] 

-83.28† 
[52.888] 

(8) Peer Support -0.004 
[0.019] 

-18.96 
[55.162] 

 Financial Services 

(9) Cash Grant 0.024 
[0.024] 

31.23 
[70.407] 

(10) Financial 
Counseling 

-0.010 
[0.022] 

64.88 
[64.612] 

(11) Loans -0.033†  
[0.021] 

82.75 
[59.979] 

(12) Credit Repair 0.015 
[0.022] 

32.15 
[62.815] 

(13) Specialized 
Financial Education 

0.030† 
[0.019] 

81.42† 
[55.495] 

Notes: Each of the thirteen social and financial services was regressed individually with 
each savings outcome. Sample size was 542 for each of the 26 regressions described 
above. Author’s calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1Service + β2Controls + β3State + 
β4GrantYear. Regressions include controls for state unemployment rate, grant amount, 
year in grant cycle, match rate, maximum savings allowed, minimum monthly deposit 
amount, grantee type, type of asset purchase allowed, and gender, race, income, age, 
education, and number of children of participants. Standard errors in parentheses. *** 
p<0.01, ** p<0.05,    * p<0.10, † p<.15  

           
 Table 8 describes the relationship between the total number of financial services offered 

and the total number of social services offered on both outcome variables. The total number of 

financial services offered has a statistically significant effect on both savings outcomes, whether 
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it is regressed individually or with the total number of social services variable. The marginal 

effect of an additional financial service on the average successful savings rate is .029 percentage 

points, or about a .1% increase when evaluated at the mean successful savings rate of .2761.  

Upon regressing both the total number of social services offered and the total number of 

financial services offered on the average rate of savings success, the social services variable 

becomes negative and is no longer statistically significant. The same pattern occurs when 

analyzing the relationship between these two variables and average participant savings. Although 

appearing as a positive and significant effect when regressed individually on average participant 

savings, total number of social services offered becomes negative and insignificant when also 

regressed with total number of financial services offered.   

 
Table 8. Total Number of Social and Financial Services Offered on Savings (Cross-Section) 

Variable 

(1) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(2) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(3) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(4) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(5) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(6) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

Total Number 
of Social 
Services 
Offered 

0.008** 
[0.004] --- -0.001 

[0.005] 
20.36** 

[10.127] --- -3.68 
[12.632] 

Total Number 
of Financial 

Services 
Offered 

--- 0.028*** 
[0.008] 

0.029*** 
[0.009] --- 69.79*** 

[18.722] 
73.95*** 

[23.562] 

N 547 547 547 547 547 547 
Notes: Author’s calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1TotalServices 
Standard errors in parentheses.    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 
The data from Table 9 expand upon the relationship between the outcome variables and 

the total number of social and financial services offered by controlling for participant 

characteristics and IDA program characteristics. These findings suggest that holding other 

variables constant, offering an additional financial service is associated with a 1.3 percentage 

point increase in the average rate of saving success and an increase in average participant savings 
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of about $54. The relationship between the total number of social services offered and both 

outcome variables is negative and significant.  

Model (2) and Model (4) in Table 9 also include a quadratic term for each Total Number 

of Financial Services and Total Number of Social Services to estimate whether the relationship is 

linear between these variables and the outcome variables. The relationship appears to be linear 

between each type of service and successful savings rate. However, the sign of the quadratic 

terms in Model (4) indicates a nonlinear relationship between each type of service and average 

participant savings, implying diminishing returns to offering social and financial services to AFI 

participants. 

 The percent of a grantee’s participants who identify as female, African American and/or 

Hispanic is negatively related to the average rate of saving success; however, the percent of 

African American participants is the only statistically significant relationship. A 1 percentage 

point increase in the percent of a grantee’s African American participants is associated with both 

a .2 percentage point decrease in the average saving success rate and a decrease of about $3 in 

average participant savings.  
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Table 9. Total Number of Social and Financial Services on Savings, with Controls (Cross-Section) 

Variable 

(1) 
Average Rate of 
Saving Success 

(2) 
Average Rate 

of Saving 
Success 

(3) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(4) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

Total Number of 
Financial Services 

Offered 

0.013†  
[0.008] 

0.010   
[0.020] 

54.39** 
[22.256] 

90.22†     
[57.530]      

Total Number of 
Financial Services 

Offered2 
----- 0.0004 

[0.004] ----- -7.55 
[11.043] 

Total Number of Social 
Services Offered 

-0.004 
[0.004] 

-0.001    
[0.012] 

-23.20* 
[11.733] 

19.27    
[34.392]     

Total Number of Social 
Services Offered2 ----- -0.0008 

[0.002] ----- -5.84 
[4.393] 

Minimum Monthly 
Deposit Required 

-0.00003 
[0.00003] 

-0.00003 
[0.00004] 

-0.097 
[0.103] 

-0.105  
[0.103]       

Maximum Savings 
Limit 

0.00005*** 
[0.00002] 

0.0001***   
[0.00002] 

0.333 
[0.043] 

0.324***    
[0.044]      

Year in Grant Cycle 0.108*** 
[0.028] 

0.108***    
[0.028] 

170.01** 
[79.277] 

168.22**    
[79.176]      

Network Grantee -0.014 
[0.022] 

-0.013 
[0.022] 

-30.70 
[62.866] 

-19.51    
[63.093]     

Hours of Financial 
Education 

0.001 
[0.002] 

0.001    
[0.002] 

6.91†  
[4.573] 

6.92† 
[4.566]         

Match Rate 0.017** 
[0.007] 

0.016**  
[0.008] 

4.01 
[21.198] 

1.08 
[21.482]       

% Female Participants -0.057 
[0.067] 

-0.055 
[0.067] 

73.34 
[191.641] 

77.60 
[192.121]      

% Black Participants -0.179*** 
[0.039] 

-0.178*** 
[0.039] 

-308.61*** 
[111.995] 

-305.78***    
[111.94]     

% Hispanic 
Participants 

-0.108* 
[0.062] 

-0.107*    
[0.062] 

-308.49* 
[177.784] 

-302.12*    
[177.582] 

R2 0.5799 0.5802 0.4391 0.4431 
N 542 542 542 542 

Notes: Author’s calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1TotalSocialService + β2TotalSocialService2 + 
β3TotalFinancialService + β4TotalFinancialService2 + β5Controls + β6State + β7GrantYear. Regressions 
include controls for state unemployment rate, grant amount, year in grant cycle, match rate, hours of financial 
education, maximum savings allowed, minimum monthly deposit amount, grantee type, type of asset 
purchase allowed, and gender, race, income, age, education, and number of children of participants.  
Standard errors in parentheses.    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 
 
 Table 10 reports the relationship between the outcome variables and different bundles of 

social and/or financial services. Offering 1-2, 3-4, or 5-6 social services was found to be 
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positively and significantly related to both average rate of saving success and average participant 

savings. Even offering just one or two social services is associated with more than a 10 

percentage point increase in the average likelihood of saving success and an increase in average 

participant savings of $246, relative to grantees who offer no social services. However, when 

bundles of financial services are also included in the model, the effect of one or two social 

services decreases, resulting in an increase in the average rate of saving success of 7.4 

percentage point and an increase in average participant savings of $153.36, compared to grantees 

who do not offer any social or financial services. The impact of offering three or more social 

services on average participant savings is not statistically significantly different from offering 

zero social services, illustrating the diminishing effects to a grantee offering social supports 

when financial services are also being offered and coinciding with the results reported in Table 9. 

 Bundles of financial services were also found to have a positive, significant impact on 

both the average rate of saving success and average participant savings, with the largest effect 

associated with grantees who offer 3-4 financial services. When also including bundles of social 

services in the model, offering three or four financial services to IDA participants results in a 12 

percentage point increase in the average likelihood of participant saving success and an increase 

of $359 in average participant savings, relative to those grantees who offer zero social and 

financial services to IDA participants.   
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Table 10. Bundles of Social and Financial Services on Savings (Cross-Section) 

Variable 

(1) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(2) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(3) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(4) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(5) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(6) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

1-2 Social 
Services 
Offered 

0.106*** 
[0.035] --- 0.074** 

[0.037] 
246.82*** 
[88.141] --- 153.36* 

[91.958] 

3-4 Social 
Services 
Offered 

0.099*** 
[0.033] --- 0.051 

[0.036] 
224.17*** 
[62.803] --- 82.73 

[90.508] 

5-6 Social 
Services 
Offered 

0.117*** 
[0.036] --- 0.063†  

[0.040] 
236.75*** 
[88.786] --- 84.97 

[99.309] 

7+ Social 
Services 
Offered 

0.052†  
[0.034] --- -0.009 

[0.041] 
137.02†  
[84.725] --- -18.00 

[101.703] 

1-2 
Financial 
Services 
Offered 

--- 0.114*** 
[0.036] 

0.087** 
[0.039] --- 322.64*** 

[88.305] 
277.84*** 
[95.580] 

3-4 
Financial 
Services 
Offered 

--- 0.142*** 
[0.034] 

0.120*** 
[0.040] --- 390.20*** 

[84.508] 
359.40*** 

[100.351] 

5-6 
Financial 
Services 
Offered 

--- 0.139*** 
[0.046] 

0.125** 
[0.055] --- 320.48*** 

[114.899] 
308.93** 

[136.351] 

N 547 547 547 547 547 547 
Notes: Author’s calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1ServiceBundle 
Standard errors in parentheses.    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 

The last piece of the cross-sectional data analysis further describes the effect offering 

different bundles of social and financial services to participants has on savings while controlling 

for participant characteristics and program characteristics, as illustrated in Table 11. The 

presence of 3-4 financial services is associated with a $230 statistically significant increase in 

average participant savings. Offering 5-6 financial services has a positive and significant 

relationship with each savings outcome. The presence of 5-6 financial services for participants is 
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associated with a 7.8 percentage point increase in the average likelihood for a participant to 

achieve their savings goal and also a $300 increase in average participant savings per grantee. In 

regard to grantees offering various bundles of social services, the results in Table 11 are 

consistent with the above discussion of the diminishing returns to average successful saving rate 

and average participant savings.  
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Table 11. Bundles of Social and Financial Services on Savings, with Controls (Cross-Section) 

Variable 
(1) 

Average Rate of Saving 
Success 

(2) 
Average Participant Savings 

1-2 Social Services Offered 0.022 
[0.031] 

90.22 
[86.448] 

3-4 Social Services Offered -0.0005 
[0.029]    

93.44 
[83.524] 

5-6 Social Services Offered -0.045 
[0.033]        

-191.82** 
[92.232] 

7+ Social Services Offered -0.061* 
[0.033]     

-186.78** 
[94.497] 

1-2 Financial Services Offered 0.013 
[0.031]          

131.31† 
[88.264] 

3-4 Financial Services Offered 0.044 
[0.032]         

230.57** 
[91.939] 

5-6 Financial Services Offered 0.078* 
[0.046]          

301.50** 
[130.708] 

Minimum Monthly Deposit 
Required 

-0.00003 
   [0.00004]    

-0.119 
[0.102] 

Maximum Savings Limit 0.00006*** 
[.00002]         

0.338*** 
[0.043] 

Year in Grant Cycle 0.107*** 
[0.028]         

166.61** 
[77.892] 

Network Grantee -0.013 
[0.022]     

-19.93 
[62.561] 

Hours of Financial Education 0.001 
[0.002]         

7.20†  
[4.515] 

Match Rate 0.015** 
  [0.008]        

-2.84 
[21.327] 

% Female Participants -0.059 
[0.067]    

44.195 
[189.122] 

% Black Participants -0.179*** 
[0.039]        

-310.44*** 
[110.840] 

% Hispanic Participants -0.108* 
[0.062]        

-319.93* 
[177.004] 

R2 0.5852 0.4596 
N 542 542 

Notes: Author’s calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1SocialServiceBundle + β2FinancialServiceBundle + 
β3Controls + β4State + β5GrantYear. Regressions include controls for state unemployment rate, grant 
amount, year in grant cycle, match rate, hours of financial education, maximum savings allowed, 
minimum monthly deposit amount, grantee type, type of asset purchase allowed, and gender, race, 
income, age, education, and number of children of participants. Standard errors in parentheses. *** 
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 



35 
 

Panel Data Analysis 
 

Method 
 

A grantee fixed-effects model is used to test the effect of the social and financial services 

a grantee offers on participant savings, controlling for participant demographic characteristics. 

The time series is defined by grant number and the year of the grant cycle in which the grant is 

operating. The general model to be estimated is:  

Savings = β0 + β1SocialServices + β2FinancialServices + β3ParticipantCharacteristics + µ  

Descriptive Statistics 

 The panel dataset contains 969 observations that are organized by grant number and the 

year in the grant cycle in which the project is operating. Table 12 illustrates the distribution of 

grants over each time variable: ADR Year, Grant Year, and Year in Grant Cycle.    

 
Table 12. Frequency of Grants by Time Variables 

ADR Year Frequency Percent 
2006 211 21.78 
2007 273 28.17 
2008 292 30.13 
2009 193 19.92 

Grant Year   
2002 104 10.73 
2003 115 11.87 
2004 188 19.40 
2005 152 15.69 
2006 223 23.01 
2007 125 12.90 
2008 62 6.40 

Year in Grant Cycle   
0 132 13.62 
1 145 14.96 
2 193 19.92 
3 187 19.30 
4 176 18.16 
5 136 14.04 

Total 969 100% 
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 To ensure sound analysis, there must be sufficient variation in the total number of social 

and financial services offered by grantees to participants. Table 13 analyzes the year-by-year 

variation in the total number of social and financial services offered by a grantee. About 68% of 

grantees did not vary the number of social and financial services they offered to IDA participants 

through the life of the grant cycle. This is not to say that they didn’t offer any services, but 

simply that they consistently offered the same number of social and financial services each year.  

 
Table 13. Change in Number of Social & Financial Services Offered During Grant Cycle 

Change in Total Number of 
Social Services Offered Frequency Percent 

0 659 68.86 
1 139 14.52 
2 52 5.43 
3 61 6.37 
4 17 1.78 
5 11 1.15 
6 10 1.04 
7 7 0.73 
8 1 0.10 

Change in Total Number of 
Financial Services Offered 

  

0 650 67.92 
1 175 18.29 
2 80 8.36 
3 39 4.08 
4 8 0.84 
5 5 0.52 

Total 957 100% 
 
 Grantees are given five years to complete their AFI projects because it is understood that 

it takes time to recruit participants, to provide participants with financial education, and to allow 

participants sufficient time to contribute savings to their IDAs. Thus, it expected that the highest 

average rate of saving success for a grantee will occur in the fifth and last year of the grant. The 

same is true for the average amount of total deposits; participants will have saved the most as 
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they meet their savings goal later in the program and prepare to make an asset purchase. Table 14 

depicts the average rate of saving success and average total deposits per year of the grant cycle.  

 
Table 14. Average Grantee Savings Outcomes by Year in Grant Cycle 
 Year in Grant Cycle  
 1 2 3 4 5 Overall 
Outcomes       

Avg. Saving Success Rate 0.0372 0.0855 0.1524 0.1999 0.3309 0.1362 
Avg. Total Deposits 335.98 579.24 737.38 889.24 991.09 620.68 

N 145 193 187 176 136 969 
Notes: This table does not include statistics from ‘Year 0’ (N=132) of the Year in Grant Cycle.  

 
 Table 15 provides data on the average saving success rate of participants holding certain 

demographic characteristics by the year in the grant cycle. Consistent with the data from Table 

14, the average saving success rate is lower for all demographic categories in the first two years 

of the grant cycle. This is consistent with the basic structure of the AFI program, as grantees are 

expected to recruit and train participants within the first few years of the grant cycle, and 

participants use the latter years of the grant to accumulate savings. Certain demographic 

categories, like males, Caucasians, married individuals, and individuals earning higher incomes, 

appear to reach a peak average saving success rate near the middle of the grant cycle, as opposed 

to the end of the grant cycle. 
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Table 15. Average Saving Success Rate by Demographic Characteristic and Year in Grant Cycle 
 Year in Grant Cycle Overall 
 1 2 3 4 5  
Gender       

Male 0.1314 0.1726 0.2719 0.2088 0.2205 0.2054 
Female 0.1508 0.1530 0.1624 0.1548 0.2025 0.1619 

Race       
White 0.1910 0.1797 0.2649 0.2310 0.1894 0.2129 
Black 0.0878 0.1227 0.1866 0.1583 0.1651 0.1519 
Hispanic 0.0911 0.1671 0.1496 0.1611 0.1714 0.1508 
Asian 0.1455 0.1651 0.2296 0.2856 0.2627 0.2315 
Native American 0.1605 0.0868 0.1811 0.1747 0.2563 0.1673 
Other Race 0.0845 0.1666 0.1975 0.2199 0.2444 0.1901 

Income       
Below Poverty 0.1134 0.1005 0.1655 0.1677 0.1772 0.1531 
100-150% of Poverty 0.2049 0.2027 0.1855 0.2132 0.2571 0.2098 
150+% of Poverty 0.0615 0.1410 0.2466 0.2194 0.1784 0.1793 
Unknown Income 0.1667 0.0730 0.1251 0.0400 0.1711 0.1165 

Age       
29 & Under 0.1307 0.1310 0.1770 0.1810 0.2049 0.1670 
30-39 0.1451 0.1352 0.1544 0.1831 0.1818 0.1580 
Over 40-49 0.0828 0.1454 0.1411 0.1797 0.1821 0.1494 
Age Unknown 0.0625 0.0841 0.0200 0.2351 0.1264 0.1189 

Marital Status       
Single 0.1140 0.1628 0.1517 0.1839 0.1857 0.1619 
Married 0.1459 0.1803 0.1936 0.1810 0.2301 0.1858 
Separated 0.0563 0.1541 0.1317 0.1862 0.2159 0.1544 
Divorced  0.1308 0.1694 0.1717 0.1678 0.1995 0.1665 
Widowed 0.0991 0.2047 0.1311 0.1050 0.1995 0.1513 
Other Status 0.0000 0.0974 0.2437 0.0873 0.1111 0.1156 

Education       
No GED 0.0789 0.1361 0.1261 0.1237 0.1531 0.1240 
GED 0.1289 0.1534 0.1632 0.2233 0.2189 0.1796 
Post Secondary 0.1451 0.1489 0.1807 0.1850 0.2056 0.1705 
Unknown Educ 0.0118 0.1501 0.1932 0.1372 0.8360 0.2932 

Children       
No Children 0.1286 0.1186 0.2070 0.2066 0.2509 0.1883 
1 Child 0.1272 0.1522 0.1673 0.1669 0.1885 0.1601 
2+ Children 0.1178 0.1216 0.1395 0.1779 0.2013 0.1508 
Unknown # of 
Children 

0.0065 0.1009 0.0354 0.1163 0.2073 0.1235 
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Regression Results  
 
 Using longitudinal data in addition to a cross-sectional analysis allows for this study to 

examine the effect of social and financial services on savings over time and to compare the 

longitudinal results to the cross-sectional results for consistency. Table 16 reports the effect of 

regressing each individual social and financial service on each outcome variable. As with the 

cross-sectional analysis, the presence of loans and credit repair services has a positive and 

significant effect on average participant savings. In this sample, the presence of employment 

support to participants also has a positive and significant effect on average participant savings, 

but the effect size is increased by nearly $100 more and the estimate becomes significant.  
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Table 16. Individual Social and Financial Services on Saving, (Panel) 
 

Variable 
(1) 

Average Rate of 
Saving Success 

(2) 
Average Participant 

Savings 
 Social Services   

(1) Employment Support -0.005 
[0.018] 

131.53** 
[65.436] 

(2) Child Care -0.005 
[0.018] 

44.58 
[65.447] 

(3) Transportation -0.020 
[0.020] 

10.25 
[73.510] 

(4) Medical 0.022 
[0.028] 

20.40 
[98.462] 

(5) Crisis Management -0.003 
[0.018] 

11.46 
[64.806] 

(6) Structured Planning 0.035** 
[0.016] 

13.33 
[59.72] 

(7) Mentoring 0.016 
[0.016] 

-14.139 
[58.445] 

(8) Peer Support 0.042*** 
[0.016] 

12.01 
[60.251] 

 Financial Services   

(9) Cash Grant 0.001 
[0.018] 

7.60 
[67.025] 

(10) Financial Counseling -0.003 
[0.018] 

49.30 
[67.058] 

(11) Loans -0.016 
[0.016] 

108.04* 
[59.759] 

(12) Credit Repair -0.014 
[0.017] 

98.184† 
[61.732] 

(13) Specialized Financial 
Education 

0.011 
[0.015] 

0.231 
[55.750] 

Notes: Each of the thirteen social and financial services was regressed individually 
with each savings outcome. Author’s fixed-effect calculation using: Saving = β0 + 
β1Service + β2Controls + β3YrInGrantCycle +β3Grant. Regressions include controls 
for participant gender, race, income, age, education, and number of children. 
Standard errors in parentheses.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 
 Table 17 illustrates the effect of the total number of social and financial services a 

grantee offers on the average rate of saving success and average participant savings. The total 

number of social and financial services offered to participants has a negligible effect on the 

average rate of saving success in this sample. When the total number of social services is 

regressed individually on average participant savings, the coefficient is positive. However, when 
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adding total number of financial services to the model, total number of social services becomes 

negative. These findings in regard to average participant savings are consistent with the cross-

sectional analysis, but the coefficients are reduced and insignificant.  

 
Table 17. Total Number of Social and Financial Services on Savings (Panel) 

Variable 

(1) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(2) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(3) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(4) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(5) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(6) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

Total Number of Social 
Services Offered 

0.003 
[0.005] --- 0.004 

[0.005] 
9.43 

[15.236] --- -1.77 
[17.206] 

Total Number of 
Financial Services 

Offered 
--- -0.001 

[0.007] 
-0.004 
[0.008] --- 34.03† 

[22.310] 

 
35.24 

[25.234] 
N 957 957 957 957 957 957 

Notes: Author’s fixed-effect calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1TotalServices + β2Grant  
Standard errors in parentheses.    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 
The results of the relationship between the total number of financial and social services 

offered by a grantee and participant savings, controlling for participant characteristics, are 

displayed below in Table 18. The magnitude of the relationship between average rate of saving 

success and total number of both financial services and social services appears to be small. A 

one-service increase in the total number of financial services offered to participants, while 

statistically insignificant, results in an increase of $27 in average participant savings. A one-

service increase in the total number of social services offered to participants, however, appears to 

be associated with only a $3 increase in average participant savings.  

The relationship between total number of financial services and both savings outcomes 

appears to be nonlinear, as evidence by the quadratic term that is included in Model (2) and 

Model (4). This is in contrast to the results of the cross-sectional analysis, where total number of 

financial services and successful savings rate remained linear. A nonlinear relationship exists 

between total number of social services and average participant savings, and the relationship 
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between total number of social services and successful saving rate appears to be linear, which is 

consistent with the results of the cross-sectional analysis.  

 Interestingly, the direction of the coefficient on the percent of African American 

participants is now positive, where it was negative in the cross-sectional analysis. A 1 percentage 

point increase in the percent of African American participants in an AFI project is associated 

with an increase of .05 percentage points in the average rate of saving success and an increase of  

$3.17 in average participant savings.   

 
Table 18. Total Number of Social and Financial Services Offered on Savings, with 
Controls (Panel) 

Variable 

(1) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(2) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(3) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(4) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

Total Number of Financial 
Services Offered 

-0.006 
[0.006] 

0.004 
[0.016] 

27.30 
[22.684]      

44.46 
[57.834] 

Total Number of Financial 
Services Offered2 ----- -0.002 

[0.003] ----- -3.45 
[10.278] 

Total Number of Social 
Services Offered 

0.006 
[0.004]       

0.001 
[0.010] 

3.36 
[15.279]     

13.21 
[36.547] 

Total Number of Social 
Services Offered2 ----- .0006 

[.001] ----- -1.45 
[4.535] 

% Female Participants -0.051 
[0.054]        

-0.056 
[0.054] 

72.10 
[197.547]      

68.08 
[199.325] 

% Black Participants 0.050 
[0.036]        

0.053† 
[0.036] 

317.89**    
[132.405]     

321.22** 
[133.622] 

% Hispanic Participants -0.077†   
[0.051]     

-0.079† 
[0.051] 

31.68 
[186.134]     

24.85 
[186.893] 

N 957 957 957 957 
Notes: Author’s fixed-effect calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1TotalSocialService + 
β2TotalSocialService2 + β3TotalFinancialService + β4TotalFinancialService2 + β5Controls + 
β6YearInGrant + β7Grant. Regressions include controls for participant gender, race, income, 
age, education, and number of children. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** 
p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 
Table 19 reports how a grantee offering a bundle of social and/or financial services can 

affect savings. In contrast to the results of the cross-sectional analysis, offering different bundles 

of services does not have a significant relationship with the average rate of saving success. The 
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largest effect size, found when grantees offer seven or more social services, indicates that the 

average rate of saving success increases by 4.1 percentage points, which equates to about a 15% 

increase in this savings outcome when evaluated at the mean successful savings rate.  

A positive and significant relationship between average participant savings and offering 

1-2 financial services or 5-6 financial services is also illustrated below. Grantees who offer 1-2 

financial services are associated with an increase in average participant savings of $211, 

compared to grantees who offer zero financial and social services. For grantees offering 5-6 

financial services, the resulting increase in average participant savings is $312. 

 
Table 19. Bundles of Social and Financial Services on Savings (Panel) 

Variable 

(1) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(2) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(3) 
Average 
Rate of 
Saving 
Success 

(4) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(5) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

(6) 
Average 

Participant 
Savings 

1-2 Social 
Services Offered 

0.008 
[0.024] --- 0.009 

[0.025] 
154.06* 
[80.989] --- 125.33† 

[83.966] 
3-4 Social 

Services Offered 
0.014 

[0.027] --- 0.015 
[0.029] 

92.20 
[90.730] --- 52.29 

[97.221] 
5-6 Social 

Services Offered 
-0.036 
[0.030] --- -0.035 

[0.033] 
-27.69 

[100.157] --- -94.705 
[109.061] 

7+ Social Services 
Offered 

0.040 
[0.035] --- 0.041 

[0.038] 
118.58 

[117.146] --- 31.69 
[126.849] 

1-2 Financial 
Services Offered --- 0.002 

[0.028] 
0.005 

[0.029] --- 197.72** 
[92.634] 

211.75** 
[97.593] 

3-4 Financial 
Services Offered --- -0.002 

[0.029] 
-0.001 
[0.033] --- 143.59†  

[97.453] 
148.42 

[107.75] 
5-6 Financial 

Services Offered --- 0.009 
[0.038] 

0.002 
[0.041] --- 317.11** 

[124.473] 
312.47** 
[134.863] 

N 957 957 957 957 957 957 
Notes: Author’s fixed-effect calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1ServiceBundle + β2Grant. Standard 
errors in parentheses.    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 

 The final piece from the panel data analysis illustrates the relationship between the 

presence of different bundles of social and financial services and savings, while controlling for 

participant characteristics. The presence of 1-2 financial services is marginally significant with 



44 
 

respect to average participant savings, resulting in an increase of $140. Offering 5-6 financial 

services also demonstrates a positive and significant relationship, resulting in an increase in 

average participant savings of $202. In contrast to the cross-sectional results where offering 1-2 

social services resulted in a $90 statistically insignificant increase in average participant savings, 

the panel analysis finds that offering 1-2 social services to IDA participants results in an increase 

in average participant savings of $158. 

 The direction of the coefficient on the percent of African American participants has 

changed from negative in the cross-sectional analysis to positive in Table 20 below. A 1 

percentage point increase in the percent of participants who identify as African American is 

associated with an increase of .05 percentage point in the average rate of savings success and an 

increase of $3.39 in average participant savings. The relationship between average participant 

savings and percent of African American participants is statistically significant at the 5% level.  
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Table 20. Bundles of Social and Financial Services on Savings, with Controls (Panel) 

Variable 
(1) 

Average Rate of 
Saving Success 

(2) 
Average Participant Savings 

1-2 Social Services Offered 0.017 
[0.020] 

158.05** 
[74.778] 

3-4 Social Services Offered 0.029 
[0.024] 

88.95 
[86.590] 

5-6 Social Services Offered 0.00001 
[0.027] 

7.60 
[97.60] 

7+ Social Services Offered 0.039 
[0.031] 

40.87 
[112.862] 

1-2 Financial Services 
Offered 

-0.013 
[0.024] 

140.46† 
[88.861] 

3-4 Financial Services 
Offered 

-0.003 
[0.027] 

115.51 
[97.276] 

5-6 Financial Services 
Offered 

-0.028 
[0.033] 

202.60* 
[122.416] 

% Female Participants -0.041 
[0.054] 

51.86 
[198.653] 

% Black Participants 0.050 
[0.036] 

339.26** 
[133.12] 

% Hispanic Participants -0.074 
[0.051] 

75.78 
[187.535] 

N 957 957 
Notes: Author’s fixed-effect calculation using: Saving = β0 + β1SocialServiceBundle + 
β2FinancialServiceBundle + β3Controls + β4YearInGrant + β5Grant. Regressions include 
controls for participant gender, race, income, age, education, and number of children. Standard 
errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10, † p<.15  

 

Discussion 
 
 The hypothesis of this study posited that AFI projects where additional social and 

financial services were offered to IDA participants would boast greater savings outcomes than 

projects where these services were not offered. The motivation for this reasoning was that the 

low-income and low-asset families that the AFI program serves would face less financial 

constraints as a result of these additional services, resulting in higher savings in IDAs.   
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 There is some evidence from this study that this hypothesis is supported. The results 

indicate, however, that the availability of additional financial services is more important than the 

availability of social services, and that the availability of services has a stronger impact on 

average participant savings as opposed to average saving success rate. Both the cross-sectional 

analysis and the panel analysis illustrate the positive relationship between the total number of 

financial services offered and average participant savings, holding all else equal, although it 

appears at some point there are diminishing returns to average participant savings. This 

conclusion is further reinforced when specifying financial services as various bundles, as 

offering 1-2 financial services and 5-6 financial services had a positive effect on average 

participant savings in both analyses.  

 Analyzing the effect of specific social and financial services on savings outcomes 

produced mixed results between the cross-sectional and panel data. Further analysis is required 

to clarify this effect. Interestingly, the services that were found to have a statistically significant 

positive relationship with average participant savings in the panel analysis were those that 

especially impact a participant’s income and access to financial products: employment support, 

loans, and credit repair. The fact that peer support and structured planning exercises were the 

services that were found to have a statistically significant positive relationship with the grantee’s 

average rate of savings success in the panel analysis is perhaps indicative of an AFI participant’s 

need for interpersonal support during the savings period. Perhaps, depending upon whether a 

participant is questioning their very involvement in the program or whether the participant is 

struggling to increase their total savings, different types of services are required to improve each 

savings outcome.  
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 It is possible that the presence of social and financial services in AFI projects is simply 

indicative of the grantee’s broader organizational capacity. Successful AFI grantees may offer 

additional services, but they might also have a greater staff size, have more experience providing 

IDAs, have a longer history of being awarded AFI grants, or any number of other factors that 

may translate into the organization being better equipped to support IDA savers. However, it is 

apparent from the results of this analysis that financial services for IDA participants do play 

some role in savings outcomes. If it was shown to be cost-effective, this may be an argument for 

the AFI program to require all grantees to offer some level of additional financial services, as 

14% of AFI grantees do not offer any financial services at all.   

 The results of this analysis are not without limitations. Of particular concern are the 

issues of selection bias and measurement error. Because Assets for Independence participants 

choose to apply to the IDA program, we cannot be certain that there is not something inherently 

different about this population that is affecting their savings outcomes. AFI is not currently 

structured to include an experimental design or another mechanism to address the issue of 

selection bias.   

The focus of this analysis was whether a grantee simply offering a social or financial 

service to IDA participants had an effect on savings outcomes. This may be very different from 

how many IDA participants actually utilized each social and financial service. While the ADR 

does include a measure for the percent of participants receiving each social or financial service, 

grantees did not consistently report this data, and therefore the reliability of this variable was not 

sufficient to be included in the model. 

 The panel dataset was defined by using the GrantNumber and YearInGrant variables, but 

it is possible that the YearInGrant variable is inaccurately specified, thus affecting how the panel 
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is constructed. YearInGrant is defined by subtracting the report year from the grant year. 

However, the ReportYear variable was phased out after the 2008 report year, and the ReportYear 

values for the 2009 ADR had to imputed according to the author’s deductive reasoning. Even 

after imputing the ReportYear data, this analysis still cannot observe a grant through a complete 

panel.   

The cross-sectional analysis included state fixed-effects in the model, but initially, the 

State variable was missing for a number of grantees. The state information was primarily missing 

for earlier grants, perhaps reflecting evolving data practices and reporting procedures. As 

grantees must obviously report their state on their grant applications, this information was 

obtained by accessing AFI’s other data management tools, MonAFI and AFI2. Additional 

integration between the ADR, MonAFI, and AFI2 may be useful for addressing issues of missing 

data.  

As described above in both Method sections, missing data was problematic for many 

variables, especially demographic measures. Inaccurate demographic variables may affect this 

analysis in that variation in savings outcomes due to demographic characteristics may not have 

been controlled for properly. Grantees reported the number of participants with certain 

demographic characteristics, but in many instances, these numbers did not combine to equal the 

total number of IDAs opened for that grantee. For example, the number of male account holders 

and the number of female account holders did not always equal the total number of IDAs opened 

by that grantee. This was somewhat problematic, as demographic variables were included in the 

regression models as a percent of the grantee’s total accounts opened.  

 Assets for Independence is a relatively new anti-poverty strategy, and thus the evaluation 

from this demonstration program is not nearly complete. This analysis only begins to understand 
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one aspect of the variation in grantee savings outcomes. Given the limitations of the current 

ADR data, AFI should continue to provide data management and technical assistance to grantees 

to ensure each grantee’s ADR submission is timely, complete, and accurate. As the data 

management capacity of grantees varies widely, every effort should be made to ensure the AFI2 

system is functional, practical, efficient, and conducive to the data needs of the grantees. 

Improving the collection, management, and accuracy of AFI data may only become more 

essential over time, as many federal programs increasingly face budgetary constraints and 

legislative opposition. In order to ensure the continuation of this program, AFI must be able to 

justify its existence by demonstrating through rigorous data analysis that this program effectively 

accomplishes the goals of increasing long-term assets for the poor and of lifting low-income 

families out of poverty. Furthermore, without reliable and convincing data to demonstrate the 

program’s successful implementation, it is uncertain that AFI, the largest federal IDA program in 

the country, will ever expand to meet the asset-building needs of the nation’s poor families.  

Data from the Assets for Independence program has only begun to be evaluated using 

regression analysis, and the opportunities for future research are numerous. Once the 2010 ADR 

is available for analysis, this study should be repeated using this additional incremental data so 

that grants can be observed through the full grant cycle. As this study merely examined the effect 

of the presence of social and financial services on savings, further analysis could consider the 

relationship between saving and the number or percent of participants receiving additional social 

and financial services. Similarly, future research could study whether TANF and/or EITC 

recipients fare better in AFI projects compared to non-TANF and/or non-EITC recipients, as 

welfare beneficiaries may already be connected with support services outside of the IDA 
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program prior to enrolling, and EITC and TANF in themselves are additional forms of financial 

support.  

The social and financial services that are offered to IDA participants by AFI grantees is, 

in part, a signal of the grantee’s organizational capacity. Future research should investigate other 

factors that contribute to a grantee’s organizational capacity, like the size of the grantee’s staff, 

the type of organization receiving the grant, and how many AFI grants the grantee has been 

awarded in the past. Understanding how these factors impact savings in IDA programs may help 

researchers, policymakers, and grantees to construct the best possible environment in which to 

administer an IDA program, ultimately improving savings outcomes for low-income individuals.  
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