Chapter Eleven
CONCLUSION

Beginning in the 1960s, concern about the unintended consequences of the AFDC program led
to a sequence of reform efforts. The goals of these reforms were to promote work and reduce
dependence while still alleviating need. These efforts culminated with PRWORA, which
replaced the AFDC program with TANF. In addition to promoting work and reducing
dependence, PRWORA also aimed to promote marriage and to reduce unwed childbearing.
Welfare reform may also have implications for poverty and the well-being of low-income
children.

The challenge for future reform efforts is not in achieving any one of these goals but in
achieving them all simultaneously. As we will see below, most reform policies increase
employment. Some raise both income and welfare use in the process, whereas others reduce
welfare use but leave income unchanged. Likewise, some policies are more effective at
improving children’s outcomes or at least at not leaving children worse off. As lawmakers seek
to refine the new welfare system, it is important that they understand the trade-offs that
different policies entail.

Our task has been to synthesize the evidence on how recent welfare reform policies affect these
goals, as measured by a series of outcomes. Each of the preceding chapters has focused on a
particular set of outcomes, such as welfare use, employment and earnings, or income and
poverty. In this concluding chapter, we evaluate the trade-offs among the different reform
goals that arise from different policies. The next section synthesizes the literature across all
outcomes and all policies. After that, we assess the strengths and limitations of the existing
research base. We close by discussing directions for future research.

11.1. SYNTHESIZING THE LITERATURE ACROSS ALL OUTCOMES AND ALL
POLICIES

To compare and contrast the impacts of our list of policies on our list of outcomes, we return to
the idea of a matrix, like the one discussed in Chapter 1. In Table 11.1, we list policies we
examined along the rows and outcomes we examined along the columns. The outcome
columns appear in the order of the chapters in which the outcomes were discussed.106 Many
of the policy rows correspond to the entries in the tables in Chapters 4 to 10. In a few cases, we

106Table 11.1 lists only three of the outcomes considered in Chapter 9. The results for adult health insurance coverage
are similar to what is shown for children’s coverage. Many of the cells for the other outcomes considered in the chapter
would be blank or have an asterisk.
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have disaggregated the policies further along dimensions where their effects may differ. For
mandatory work-related activities combined with financial work incentives, we distinguish
between programs with strong incentives (e.g., MFIP and FIP) and those with weaker incentives
(e.g., WRP and TSMF). The latter programs involve implicit tax rates that may be higher than
those under AFDC. For time limits, we distinguish pre-time limit effects from post-time limit
effects. The effects of reform as a bundle, in row (11), pertain only to the pre—time limit period.
The assignment of particular studies to the rows of Table 11.1 is detailed in Appendix B.

The entries in the cells of Table 11.1 are qualitative summaries of the effect of each policy on
each outcome. The words in the cells indicate the direction of the effect, whereas the shading
of the cells indicates the depth of the knowledge base, that is, how much is known about the
effect of that policy reform on that outcome.'%” The entry “increase” indicates that a majority of
the studies that analyze the policy-outcome pair in question show that the policy increases the
outcome. The entry “decrease” indicates the opposite. The entry “mixed” indicates that there
are roughly as many results showing a decrease as an increase. The entry “no change” indicates
that the estimated impacts are mixed in sign and that nearly all are small and insignificant.

Cells with a deep knowledge base are indicated by the dark gray shading. These cells are
populated by several high-quality studies, most of which vield similar and significant estimates.
At the other end of the spectrum, cells with a shallow knowledge base are indicated by no
shading. These cells are populated by a single high-quality study that yielded a significant
estimate, two moderate-quality studies that yield similar and significant estimates, or similar
constellations of evidence. Cells whose knowledge base falls between these two categories are
indicated by intermediate gray shading. Cells populated by a single moderate-quality study, or
one or more high-quality studies whose results were insignificant, are indicated by an asterisk,
denoting a nearly empty knowledge base. Cells for which there are no studies are left blank.

The entries in column (B) indicate that most reforms or combinations of reforms considered in
Table 11.1 increase employment, although we assign varying degrees of confidence to this
qualitative assessment. Column (C) shows that many of these policies also increase earnings.
Beyond employment and earnings, however, the impacts of specific policies vary to a greater
extent, illustrating the trade-offs facing policymakers. Thus, we organize the remainder of our
discussion of Table 11.1 by the table rows.

11.1.1. Financial Work Incentives

Although all the recent reform policies are capable of increasing employment (column (B)),
they involve different trade-offs between reducing welfare use (column (A)) and increasing
income (column (H)). Programs with generous financial work incentives generally increase
welfare use, as seen in cell Al. This is also true for financial work incentives tied to hours of
work through an earnings supplement outside the welfare system (cell A2), where transfer
payments (welfare payments or the earnings supplement) increase. Welfare use also increases
when generous financial incentives are combined with mandatory work-related activities (cell
AB), but the opposite is true for programs with weaker incentives (cell A6).

107appendix B provides the details on how we determined the indicators for the direction and depth of the knowledge
base assigned to each cell in the table.
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We are unable to assign a direction for financial work incentives alone on the use of food
stamps or Medicaid (cells D1 and E1). A shallow evidence base suggests financial work
incentives tied to hours of work may increase food stamp use (cell D2). When combined with
work requirements, it appears that both strong and weak financial work incentives may
decrease food stamp use (cells D5 and D6). Such programs decrease (weak incentives) or have
an uncertain impact (strong incentives) on Medicaid use (cells E5 and E6). A very shallow
knowledge base suggests that financial work incentives alone may increase marriage (cell F1),
but we do not have enough evidence to say how marriage is affected when financial work
incentives are tied to hours worked or combined with work requirements. There is some
suggestive evidence from MFIP that programs that provide generous financial work incentives
combined with work requirements may increase marriage or keep existing marriages intact.
However, the mixed results for the Canadian SSP suggest caution in interpreting the MFIP
results. There is no evidence base from which to assess the relationship between financial work
incentives and fertility.

Since financial work incentives allow families to keep more of their welfare benefits as their
earnings rise, they also increase income and decrease poverty, as shown in columns (H) and (I).
However, these programs increase income by modest amounts. The most effective program
was MFIP, which combined a strong financial incentive—stronger than most state TANF
plans—with mandatory work-related activities for long-term recipients. MFIP increased the
income of long-term recipients by 12-15 percent throughout the three-year follow-up period.
However, even in MFIP, participants’ incomes remained low, averaging $12,000 per year, even
after accounting for the EITC. More than one-half of the participants had income from work
and transfer programs that szill fell below the official poverty line. At best, these programs
abate poverty somewhat; none can be said to alleviate it altogether.

With one exception (cell K6), financial work incentives (alone, or tied to hours of work, or
combined with work requirements) are also associated with improvements in other measures
of well-being such as food security, children’s health insurance coverage, and savings (the
intersection of rows (1), (2), (5), and (6) with columns (J) to (K)). However, several of the
relevant cells are empty, and those that indicate a favorable impact are derived from a shallow
knowledge base.

The impact on child well-being is more uncertain, and, when we are able to assign a direction, it
is almost always based on a shallow evidence base. For children who are school-aged at the
time of follow-up, strong financial work incentives (alone, or tied to hours of work, or combined
with work mandates) appear to decrease behavior problems and possibly also school
achievement problems as well (the intersection of rows (1), (2), (5), and (6) with columns (Q) to
(8)). The increase in health problems for this age group associated with strong financial work
incentives comes from statistically significant unfavorable impacts of MFIP-IO and MFIP on
emergency room visits, which may result from less parental supervision or better access to
health care. Thus, it appears that for this age group, the increased income associated with
reforms that incorporate strong financial work incentives may lead to some improvements in
children’s outcomes in certain domains.

In contrast, for adolescents at follow-up, the various policies that include financial work
incentives consistently appear to increase behavior problems and school achievement
problems (the intersection of rows (1), (2), (5), and (6) with columns (T) and (U)). (There is
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insufficient evidence regarding health problems for adolescents as seen in column (V).) The
evidence base available to assess the impact of financial work incentives on outcomes for pre-
school-aged children at the time of follow-up is almost nonexistent although some of the
impacts recorded in Table 11.1 for grade-school-aged children pertain to children who were
preschoolers at the time of random assignment.

11.1.2. Mandated Work-Related Activities

Mandated work-related activities have been studied more than any other reform.
Consequently, most of the cells with the darkest shading are in row (3). A substantial body of
evidence shows that they generally reduce welfare use (cell A3). However, they have little effect
on income, with 11 of 13 studies in the cell finding no significant impact and only one study
each finding a positive or negative impact (cell H3). This is because, in the absence a financial
work incentive, the increase in earnings generated by work mandates (cell C3) is offset nearly
dollar-for-dollar by a decrease in benefit payments. The evidence base is also deep in
indicating that mandated work-related activities reduce food stamp use (cell D3). These
programs also appear to decrease Medicaid use, although the knowledge base for that
conclusion is much shallower (cell E3).

However, viewed from a different perspective, row (5) of the table shows that it is possible to
require work and raise income at the same time. The key is to combine the work requirement
with a strong financial incentive, so that earnings rise more rapidly than benefits fall. The price
for raising incomes is higher welfare use, which again illustrates the central trade-off facing
efforts to reform welfare.

Turning to the poverty results in column (I), the more limited evidence available suggests that
mandatory work-related activities decrease poverty somewhat (cell 13). Although these
programs have no effect on mean income, they may be able to raise incomes for families just
below the poverty line. This is consistent with the evidence presented in Appendix A that such
programs have greater effects on income among relatively advantaged recipients than among
disadvantaged recipients.

This policy has no effect on marriage or fertility (cells F3 and G3), a conclusion that is based on
five years of follow-up data for seven programs and two years of follow-up data for five other
programs (hence the dark shading). Regarding other measures of well-being, the available
evidence suggests that mandated work-related activities reduce food security and children’s
health insurance coverage (cells J3 and K3). A somewhat more substantial evidence base
provides a very mixed picture of the impact of these programs on child well-being for all three
of the age groups shown in Table 11.1 (the intersection of row (3) with columns (N) to (V)). The
only favorable assessment is for health problems of grade schoolers (cell S3), while the one clear
unfavorable impact is for school achievement problems of adolescents (U3).

11.1.3. Sanctions

While financial work incentives and work mandates have been relatively well-studied, other
policy reforms have been analyzed less thoroughly. As a result, their effects are less well
understood. Sanctions are an important case in point (see row (4)). Many states have enacted
sanctions that are substantially more stringent than those under JOBS. Moreover, many
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families have lost their aid, or at least part of their aid, because of sanctions. However, no
experiments were conducted to isclate the effects of sanctions. Indeed, none of the
experiments we consider involve any experimental variation in sanction policy, except in
conjunction with other policy reforms. Some econometric studies of the caseload indicate that
stricter sanctions have greater effects on welfare use, but evidence showing that substantial
declines in welfare use preceded the imposition of such sanctions by several years clouds the
interpretation of those findings (cell A4). With the exception of a single econometric study of
child maltreatment (represented by the asterisk in cell M4), there are no studies of the effects of
sanctions on any other outcome.

11.1.4. Time Limits

Time limits have been better studied than sanctions, but much less well-studied than
mandatory work-related activities. Because the random assignment studies that involved time
limits all involved other reforms as well, the experimental results from those studies do not
isolate the effects of time limits. Several econometric studies have analyzed the behavioral
effects of time limits, that is, how time limits affect behavior before recipients exhaust their
benefits. These studies form the basis for the cell entries in row (7) (see Table B.1 in Appendix
B). The cell entries in row (8) are based on nonexperimental estimates from two random
assignment studies, along with one econometric study of employment, that provide some
insights into how behavior changes once recipients begin reaching the time limit.

Most of the econometric studies suggest that time limits reduce welfare use during the pre-time
limit period (cell A7). One set of studies reports results that are consistent with the notion that
some families bank their months of eligibility for future use. Only two studies suggest that time
limits also increase employment during the pre-time limit period (cell B7), so we place less
confidence on this cell entry. There is insufficient evidence or no evidence available for
assigning the direction of impact of time limits before recipients reach the limit for any of the
other outcomes shown in Table 11.1, including child well-being.

The knowledge base regarding the post—time limit effects of time limits is even shallower. Two
studies show that welfare use falls sharply once recipients begin to exhaust their benefits.
Effects on employment are mixed, but none of the evidence suggests that it changes much,
either up or down, once recipients start reaching the limit. Clearly, the post-time limit
consequences of time limits could increase substantially once a higher proportion of the
caseload reaches the limit.

11.1.5. Family Caps and Parental Responsibility

Table 11.1 also documents that we know relatively little about how family caps and parental
responsibility requirements affect key outcomes. The limited available evidence points to a
mixed impact of family caps on fertility (cell G9). An equally shallow evidence base also
produces mixed evidence with respect to the impact of family caps on welfare use (cell A9).
Parental responsibility requirements, specifically those related to well-baby and well-child
services (e.g., vaccinations), have been assessed in terms of their direct impact on the behaviors
they seek to change, with some limited evidence of favorable effects in terms of child health for
young children (cell S10). How this policy affects other outcomes is unknown.
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11.1.6. Welfare Reform as a Bundle

Looking beyond specific policy reforms, a number of econometric studies and the six random
assignment studies that involved TANF-like bundles of reforms provide insights into the effects
of reform as a bundle. For many outcomes, welfare reform as a bundle produces impacts
similar to those seen for mandatory work-related activities with weak financial work incentives
(compare rows (6) and (11)): a decline in welfare use and food stamp use, and an increase in
employment, earnings, and income. This is plausible given that most states implemented
weaker financial work incentives combined with mandatory work-related activities, and given
that what is known about the behavioral impacts of time limits suggests that they operate in the
same direction as weak financial work incentives and work mandates (compare cell A6 with A7,
and B6 with B7).

For other outcomes, the knowledge base is very shallow. The impact on Medicaid use,
marriage, and fertility is mixed (cells E11, F11, and G11), while poverty appears to decrease (cell
[11). There is too little evidence to assess the impact of reform as a bundle on other measures of
well-being in columns (J) to (L). In the case of the child well-being outcomes in columns (N) to
(V), the limited available evidence appears to show a mixed impact on behavior problems of
young children and adolescents, and an increase in school achievement problems for
adolescents. There is some indication of reduced health problems for grade schoolers.
However, the cells that are signed in these columns are based exclusively on results from two
random assignment studies, FTP and Jobs First. The bundle of reforms implemented in these
two states is not very representative of the reforms implemented in other states in terms of the
length of the time limit (two years or less in both cases) or the generosity of the financial work
incentives (notably in Connecticut). Thus, the impacts in row (11) for these columns should be
interpreted cautiously.

It is also important to note that, regardless of the depth of the knowledge base, the entries in
row (11) represent the effects of reform as a bundle during the pre-time limit period. Post-time
limit evidence is very limited, and most studies summarized in this row cover time periods prior
to when recipients could have exhausted their benefits. Once recipients reach the limit in
substantial numbers, these effects could change.

11.1.7. Welfare Reform Effects on Subgroups

As detailed in Appendix A, for the most part, the effects of reform do not generally appear to be
concentrated among any particular group of recipients. Many observers would view this as
good news, since there was widespread concern when PRWORA was enacted that only relatively
advantaged recipients would respond, leaving the most disadvantaged behind. The subgroup-
specific analyses provide no consistent evidence about this effect. In some cases, subgroup-
specific impacts are similar for persons of different levels of disadvantage. In other cases,
different measures of disadvantage generate different patterns, some appearing to favor the
relatively advantaged and some appearing to favor the relatively disadvantaged. In many cases,
subgroup-specific estimates are insignificant, in part because subgroup-specific sample sizes
are too small to generate precise results even when the program has a substantial effect.
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11.2. STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE EXISTING KNOWLEDGE BASE

Another way to use Table 11.1 is to look across the whole table and assess the general state of
the knowledge base (the types of shading or lack of shading in the various cells). Table 11.1
reveals that the knowledge base is strongest for understanding the impact of various welfare
reform policies on welfare use, employment, earnings, and income. The base is weakest for
assessing the impact of policies on broader measures of well-being, especially child outcomes,
most notably those for pre-school-age children. Among the policies, a solid base of research
exists to evaluate the impacts of mandatory work-related activities on most outcomes, and it is
nearly as strong for financial work incentives, either alone or when tied to hours worked or in
combination with mandatory work-related activities. As we have already discussed, several
reform policy components have received less attention, most notably time limits, sanctions,
family caps, and parental responsibility requirements. Overall, just under half the cells in our
matrix (120 out of 242 cells) are empty, indicating no research base exists to assess the policy-
outcome pair. Another 36 cells (those with an asterisk) are nearly empty.

Some of the gaps in the knowledge base are particularly relevant for policy. For example, there
have been relatively few causal studies of how welfare reform has affected Medicaid
participation, as shown in column (E), or the health care coverage of children more generally,
as shown in column (K). This omission is particularly important in light of the initial decreases
in Medicaid enrollment that occurred following the implementation of TANF—despite 15 years
of policy initiatives designed to increase the coverage of poor children. As seen in columns (F)
and (G), less is known about the impact of individual welfare reform policies and reform as a
whole on marriage and fertility despite continued interest among many policymakers in
policies to promote the formation and maintenance of two-parent families and to reduce out-
of-wedlock childbearing. Columns (N)-(P) show that little is known about welfare reform and
child development prior to school entry, which is troublesome given the increased emphasis on
work for mothers of children as young as age one or younger. This is an issue that is particularly
relevant for policies aimed at improving early care and education.

For the policy-outcome combinations where we have a more substantial knowledge base, a
nearly universal limitation of our conclusions is that they apply mostly to the short run. Most of
the studies present evidence from follow-up periods of roughly two years, although the 11
NEWWS programs and several others provide results based on four or five years of follow-up
data. The limited available evidence suggests that some of the effects change over time for
reasons that are not well understood.

The short-run nature of the evidence limits our understanding of whether reform has
accomplished its goals of reducing unwed childbearing, encouraging marriage, and
maintaining two-parent families. Marriage and fertility involve substantially more inertia than
other aspects of behavior. As a result, we would expect the effects of welfare reform on such
outcomes to become apparent only over a longer horizon. With mostly a short-run follow-up
period to draw on, it should come as little surprise that most of the evidence from high-quality
studies is mixed and statistically insignificant. One exception is MFIP-10, which appears to
have decreased marital disruption among married couples and perhaps increased marriage
among previously unmarried recipients. However, the results from SSP suggest caution in
interpreting the MFIP-IO results. In SSP, a similar program of financial work incentives
provided through an earnings supplement, marriage increased in one site but decreased in the
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other. The different outcomes may be the result of the different treatment of recipients who
marry, but more research is needed. The other exception is the NEWWS evaluation, which
provides consistent evidence that mandatory work-related activities have no impact on
marriage or fertility up to five years after random assignment.

The short-run nature of the data also poses a problem for assessing how welfare reform affects
the well-being of children. Although some aspects of a child’s well-being, such as behavior
problems, may respond quickly in reaction to changes in his or her parent’s behavior, other
aspects, such as cognitive skills, are likely to take much longer to change. Furthermore, even
effects apparent in the short-term may change as children are exposed to cumulatively lower
levels of welfare use and higher levels of employment on the part of their parents. In the short
run, there is some evidence of favorable impacts on grade-school-aged children in the behavior
and school achievement domains associated with programs that include more generous
financial work incentives, either alone or tied to hours worked or to mandatory work-related
activities. But the available evidence shows both favorable and unfavorable impacts associated
with work requirements and reform as a bundle in these same domains. In the case of
adolescents, there is more consistent evidence of unfavorable behavioral and school
achievement impacts associated with these same policies up to five years after reform. Whether
these same patterns will continue in the longer run—or whether they will be attenuated or
exacerbated—remains to be determined.

A more general omission is any understanding of how reform has affected families’ decisions to
go on welfare to begin with. Random assignment experiments are a powerful research design
for revealing how policy reforms affect families’ decisions to leave the welfare rolls, but they
provide no information at all on how families decide to join the rolls. Econometric studies of
welfare use reflect the effects of entry decisions, but they do not distinguish them specifically.
To date, there have been few econometric studies that focus specifically on welfare entry.

This omission is significant because entry appears to be important. Theoretical considerations
lead us to expect that most policy reforms affect both entry and exit. Recent empirical work
indicates that as much as one-half of the recent decline in the caseload is attributable to
declining rates of entry. To the extent that welfare entry is the point at which many families
learn they are eligible for Medicaid, the effects of welfare reform on welfare entry may work
against the policy goal of expanding health coverage among the poor. Finally, as we argued in
Chapter 7, understanding the full effects of reform on marriage and fertility will require that we
understand how reform affects the types of behavior that historically have triggered recipients’
initial entry onto welfare.

This discussion highlights a number of gaps in our knowledge base and indicates that we do not
know everything that ideally should be known as policymakers begin to debate the
reauthorization of PRWORA. To some extent this is inevitable. Policy evaluations take time to
conduct, and the policies being evaluated have been in place for at most the last decade.

Another conclusion that we draw from the same evidence is more constructive. It shows that,
with sufficient time and sufficient resources, we can greatly expand our knowledge about the
workings of new policies. NEWWS provides the leading case in point. Because of the NEWWS
evaluation, the effects of mandatory work-related activities are among the best-understood of
all social policies.
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11.3. AN AGENDA FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

From this example we draw a broader lesson: Our knowledge base in 2002 is stronger because
of research programs put in place in the late 1980s and early 1990s under the strong guidance of
USDHHS, and that increase in knowledge occurred only as a result of major expenditures on
program development and evaluation. Likewise, the inclusion of research funding in the
PRWORA legislation supported a continuation of the research and evaluation studies that were
initiated prior to federal reform. Consequently, the available knowledge base associated with
the welfare reforms implemented in the last decade is superior in many respects to that
available for many other areas of social policy.

To add to that knowledge base, it is desirable to learn about current policies that are poorly
understood and about reforms that may be proposed in the future. To do so requires that we
act now, putting in place a research agenda capable of bearing fruit in time for the next
reauthorization. Since the research cycle is at least as long as the policy cycle, we need to
continue to put research efforts in place now for what we will need to know when the nation
next considers major welfare reform.

Several specific agenda items deserve priority. To begin, more long-run information on the
effects of current policies is crucial. Current long-run studies should be continued and, where
possible, extended. Long-term evaluations should include such outcomes as child well-being,
where the impacts may take time to materialize or where they may vary with the stage of child
development. Further research is also needed to understand the effectiveness of alternative
strategies for promoting the transition from welfare to work for subgroups of the welfare
population, such as for recipients with substance abuse problems and those who experience
domestic violence.

Other policies that are less well understood need further evaluation. Time limits represent an
important example. Although the time has probably passed for conducting experiments to
understand their behavioral effects, their mechanical effects will soon become increasingly
important: As of April 2001, roughly 120,000 families had hit their time limits, most of whom live
in states with time limits that are shorter than the federal five-year maximum (Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, 2001). The number of families exhausting their benefits may grow sharply
in the near future as recipients in other states reach the federal five-year time limit. Studies to
assess how families respond are critical.

Sanctions are among the most poorly understood of all of the policy reforms. This is an area
where both econometric and experimental work would be useful. Econometric analyses that
incorporate information on the likelihood of sanctioning and the monetary value of sanctions
would provide a more complete understanding of this policy than the studies that are currently
available. Experimentation could also help reveal how different levels of sanctions affect a
broad range of outcomes. In either case, future research should continue on the path of
expanding the range of outcomes examined, in addition to welfare use, employment, and
earnings, which have been the focus of most studies to date.

Entry effects need to be better understood, both to fully grasp how reform has affected welfare
use and labor market behavior and to understand how it affects fertility and the utilization of
important in-kind services. This is an area where experimentation has less to offer. What is
needed are high-quality econometric studies that focus directly on entry decisions.
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Evidence from future econometric studies would be more useful if researchers characterized
the variation in specific policy reforms across the states. Sanctions can be characterized by
their monetary penalties, as suggested above; financial work incentives can be characterized by
the benefit payment available to working recipients, as some researchers have done. More fully
characterizing the policy environment is essential if econometric studies are to move beyond
estimating the effects of reform as a bundle. Although existing national databases pose
limitations for such efforts, approaches that utilize richer representations of states’ policies are
more likely to vield success in estimating the effects of specific reforms than approaches that
rely on policy-specific dummy variables (Moffitt and Ver Ploeg, 2001; Adams and Hotz, 2001).

Initiatives sponsored by USDHHS and other agencies in several of these areas will add to the
current knowledge base. For example, follow-up studies continue for a number of the
experimental evaluations we examined in Chapters 4 to 10, and evaluations are under way in a
number of other states that implemented other bundles of reforms. Reports are expected soon
with longer-term results for Indiana’s IMPACT program, lowa’s FIP, and Vermont’s WRP,
including impacts on child well-being up to five years after randomization (like those already
available for the NEWWS programs). Other studies are under way to understand issues
regarding accessing Medicaid and the Food Stamp Program, to evaluate the effectiveness of
programs serving particularly disadvantaged segments of the welfare population, and to
evaluate alternative approaches to promoting job retention and advancement among TANF
recipients.

As in the past, advancing such an ambitious research agenda will require substantial federal
participation. Many of the experiments reviewed here were conducted to satisfy the
requirement that waiver-era reforms be evaluated and because the federal government paid for
a portion of the costs. TANF’s devolution of discretion to the states removed the requirement
for rigorous evaluation. If we are to increase our knowledge base between now and the next
time the nation considers major welfare reform, federal funds need to be invested to continue
the evaluation of state investments under TANF. Even given TANF’s devolution of welfare
policy to the states, a strong federal role in research and evaluation remains necessary. As this
study demonstrates, knowledge gained in one state may be broadly applicable in others.
Because of these knowledge spillovers, the states cannot be expected to finance and carry out
the needed amount of evaluation research without federal assistance.

Although the current research base provides answers to many of the important questions about
welfare reform, many others remain unanswered. With planning, resources, and action, many
of the outstanding questions can be addressed in time for the next reauthorization debate.
With further research, we can better understand the trade-offs that reform entails and
determine whether it has met its goals.






Appendix A
EFFECTS OF WELFARE REFORM FOR SUBGROUPS

A key question for many policymakers is whether different subgroups respond to welfare
reform differently. Since groups facing different barriers or advantages may respond differently
to different reformes, it is possible that some groups could be left behind, even as others fare well
under the new regime. Understanding such responses would enable legislators and
administrators to refine their programs, targeting groups most in need of assistance and
improving their programs’ overall performance. In this appendix, we discuss what is known
about the effects of the various welfare reforms and outcomes considered in Chapters 4 to 10 on
different segments of the welfare population.

In the case of the random assignment studies, it is possible to consider impacts for subgroups
of the populations served by a particular demonstration.'® Table A.1 shows the subgroups
analyzed across the random assignment studies, with codes to indicate which outcomes are
analyzed for each subgroup. For example, Vermont's WRP examines impacts on welfare use
(W), employment and earnings (E), use of other government programs (G), and income and
poverty (I) for subgroups defined by a composite measure of disadvantage and a measure of
prior welfare receipt. Depending on the study, the composite measure of disadvantage may be
designed to reflect risk of long-term dependency, barriers to employment, or other combined
measures of disadvantage. Other subgroups are defined by single dimensions that capture
prior welfare use or labor market history, human capital accumulation, demographic
characteristics, health and family structure, or child characteristics. All characteristics are
measured as of the time of randomization.

It is evident from Table A.1 that some subgroups receive more analysis than others, and that
most subgroup analyses are confined to the basic outcomes of welfare use, employment and
earnings, and income and poverty. Subgroup differences for family structure and other
measures of well-being are examined by only one study each. A number of studies do not
analyze subgroups for any of the outcomes shown in Table A.1.

Given the differences in which subgroups are examined for a given outcome, it will often not be
possible to cross-validate findings across multiple studies as to whether the impacts of a given
policy or bundle of policies vary by subgroup. Even when two studies within our classification
scheme consider differences for the same outcome and subgroup category, differences across
studies in the way the subgroups are defined often make results less comparable. Some

1081y principle, econometric studies could provide subgroup-specific estimates, but few do, probably because of the
small samples that result from subsetting the data.
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subgroups that might be of interest, for example immigrants are not covered at all by the
studies in Table A.1.

Two other issues complicate our ability to examine differences by subgroups. The first involves
sample sizes. In many random assignment studies, the overall sample size is chosen to ensure
that the overall program impacts will be statistically significant if their magnitudes are
economically meaningful. However, detecting differences in effects between subgroups
requires samples sizes several times larger than those required to detect an overall effect. Thus,
there may be important variation in effects across subgroups, but they will not be detected
unless the sample is much larger than that needed to generate significant results in the full
sample. Many studies are based on samples that are too small to reliably detect even important
differences between groups.

The second issue involves hypothesis testing. All the studies report whether the subgroup-
specific estimates are significantly different from zero. Of equal importance is whether they are
significantly different from each other. However, tests for the heterogeneity of impacts across
groups are reported in only a few studies, leaving the reader to draw conclusions about group-
specific differences from less objective criteria.

The remainder of the appendix discusses the results for program impacts by subgroups for the
outcomes examined in Chapters 4 to 10, following the same order as the chapters. In the case of
the Chapter 7 analysis of fertility and marriage, only one study includes any subgroup analyses,
so those results are reported as part of the main discussion in Chapter 7. For the outcomes
covered in this appendix, we note that the subgroup analyses may be based on a shorter follow-
up period than the main results presented in the body of the report. For example, throughout
the appendix, our analysis of subgroup impacts for Jobs First is based on outcomes measured in
the 18-month follow-up survey (Bloom et al., 2000) or administrative data through years two or
three (Hendra, Michalopolous, and Bloom, 2001). Subgroup results based on the three-year
follow-up survey and administrative data through vear four provide a more limited set of
analyses (specifically by level of disadvantage, welfare recipiency status, and race/ethnicity)
than those reported here (Bloom et al., 2002). Likewise, the subgroup analyses for the NEWWS
programs are based on a pooled analysis using data through the third follow-up year (see the
discussion of Michalopoulos and Schwartz, 2000, below). Subgroup results are not available in
the five-year follow-up study of the NEWWS programs (Hamilton et al., 2001).

A.1. WELFARE USE

Subgroup differences for welfare use are reported for a subset of the random assignment
studies reviewed in Chapter 4. The available results for ten of the programs are reported in
Table A.2. The table records impacts for up to four different subgroups, with subgroups arrayed,
to the extent possible, from most to least disadvantaged. Some studies report only whether
subgroup impacts are statistically significant (denoted using asterisks next to the impact
estimate); others also report whether differences in impacts across subgroups are statistically
significant (denoted in the first column by x’s). We indicate when the statistical significance of
subgroup differences is not available. Thus, when that cell in the table is empty, it means that
the differences by groups are not statistically significant.
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A.1.1. Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives

As seen in Panel A of Table A.2, there are two programs in this category, WRP-10 and MFIP-IO,
that provide subgroup results for welfare use. Both provide subgroup-specific impact
estimates, but the MFIP impacts for subgroups are available only for the recent applicants.1®
None of the subgroup-specific impacts from WRP-10 are significant. In MFIP-I0, program
impacts are significantly different from zero for both short-term recipients and new applicants.
There is no way to determine whether the subgroup-specific estimates are significantly
different from each other, however.

A.1.2 Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives Tied to Hours of Work

New Hope provides tests for subgroup differences; none of these tests rejects homogeneity
across the three groups shown (Panel B). The evaluations of SSP Applicants and SSP Plus
provide no subgroup analyses. The main SSP evaluation estimates subgroup impacts on
employment (see below), but not on welfare use.

A.1.3. Programs That Focus on Mandatory Work-Related Activities

A different type of evidence on subgroup effects is available for policy reforms involving
mandatory work-related activities (Panel C). For this type of reform policy, there are estimates
from a large number of studies, all of which define subgroups in a consistent manner.
Michalopoulos and Schwartz (2000) reanalyze the microlevel data from 20 studies that involve
mandated work-related activities, including the eleven NEWWS programs discussed above as
well as MFIP and FTP.11° By systematically reanalyzing the microdata from these studies, they
are able to construct more rigorous and powerful tests for subgroup differences than can be
obtained by simply comparing group-specific program impacts from separate studies.
Unfortunately, Michalopoulos and Schwartz (2000) do not analyze welfare use, but rather focus
on welfare payments. As a result, we defer our discussion of their results to Section A.4 below,
where we discuss components of income.

Subgroup results for L.A. Jobs-First GAIN, which was not included in the Michalopoulos and
Schwartz analysis, are presented in Panel B of Table A.2. Few substantial between-group
differences are readily apparent, with the possible exception of the results for Asians in the
race-ethnicity breakdown. None of the differences are statistically significant.

10 tiller et al. (2000) provide subgroup results for urban recipients for employment and earnings, but not for welfare
use.

HOrhe NEWWS programs focus primarily on work-related activity mandates, as discussed in Chapter 3. MFIP involved
mandates for recipients once they had been on aid for 24 months and also included a financial work incentive.
Although data from MFIP were included in the Michalopoulos-Schwartz analysis, Miller et al. (2000), who provide the
estimates that are available for this synthesis, do not provide welfare impacts by subgroups for single-parent recipients.
In FTP, the treatment and control groups were both subject to work requirements, but the treatment group had access
to a wider range of services than the control group. The treatment group also faced a time limit and a financial work
incentive. Although FTP and MFIP involve major reforms besides mandatory work-related activities, they account for
only about 10 percent of the pooled sample, which implies that their other major reforms are unlikely to substantially
affect the pooled results. The other studies included in Michalopoulos and Schwartz are from earlier time periods,
including the GAIN evaluations of the late 1980s.



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 245

A.1.4. Programs That Combine Financial Work Incentives and Mandatory Work-
Related Activities

Although a substantial number of studies focus on this particular combination of reforms, as a
whole the studies provide little useful evidence about the combination’s effects on different
groups (Panel D). The limitations pertaining to WRP-10 and MFIP-10 discussed above pertain
to the full WRP and MFIP programs as well. None of the subgroup estimates from WRP are
significant. Both subgroup estimates from MFIP are significantly different from zero, but they
are similar, and no test for their difference is available.

In FIP, none of the estimates for families without prior-year earnings or with children under
three are significant, compared to three of the four estimates for families with prior-year
earnings or with no children under three. There are no tests to determine whether the
subgroup differences are statistically significant. The evaluation of TSMF provides no subgroup
analyses for welfare use.

A.1.5. Programs That Focus on TANF-Like Bundles of Reforms

Among studies that combine time limits with other policy reforms, ABC, FTP, and Jobs First
provide subgroup impacts on welfare use (Panel F). However, the subgroups are defined
differently across the studies, as seen in Table A.2, although all the subgroup classifications are
intended to reflect measures of disadvantage. As noted above, all are arrayed from most to least
disadvantaged across the table. In the case of FTP, the length of the time limit provides a
measure of disadvantage because participants with low levels of education, short employment
histories, and lengthy welfare histories were given a 36-month time limit, whereas other
participants were given a 24-month time limit. Using participants’ applicant/recipient status at
random assignment as a measure of disadvantage, as with Jobs First, is based on the
observation that most new entrants will stay on welfare for a relatively short period, whereas
most ongoing recipients are in the midst of what will become a lengthy spell on aid (Bane and
Ellwood, 1994).

Across these groups, there is no clear tendency for program impacts to vary by the level of
disadvantage. The effects of ABC were insignificant at both levels of schooling. They were
largest for those with intermediate levels of prior aid use and were smallest for those with the
most recent employment history. FTP’s effects were similar for all groups. Jobs First increased
aid use by a greater amount among disadvantaged groups during the pre—time limit period. By
some measures, the program decreased aid use among more disadvantaged groups during the
post-time limit period; by other measures, the pattern is less clear. The change in impacts
between the pre- and post—time limit period is fairly similar across the groups. Based on this
relatively small number of studies and differing definitions of disadvantage, we cannot
conclude whether the effects of policy reforms involving time limits have greater or lesser
effects on relatively disadvantaged groups.

A.2. EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS

Although only a subset of the random assignment studies provides subgroup analyses for
employment and earnings, the subset is larger in this case than it was in the case of welfare use.
Thus, we can consider subgroup differences for a broader range of policy reforms than we could
above. Table A.3 presents subgroup-specific program impacts for employment and Table A.4
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presents corresponding estimates for earnings.!! As a whole, the available evidence on
subgroups does not suggest that any of the reforms consistently work to the greater
employment or earnings detriment—or benefit—of relatively disadvantaged groups.

A.2.1. Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives

The two programs that focus on financial work incentives provide no clear evidence that the
effects of this policy vary according to recipients’ level of disadvantage (Panel A). Although the
group-specific employment impacts vary for WRP-IO, they are insignificant and display no
consistent pattern. MFIP-10 has greater effects for participants with higher levels of schooling,
but also for persons with shorter employment histories and longer welfare histories. The
estimates in Table A.4 show that these programs had insignificant effects on earnings for all the
subgroups, which is consistent with the finding that the programs had no significant effect on
third-year earnings overall, as shown in Table 5.1.

A.2.2 Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives Tied to Hours of Work

As seen in Panel B, the first-year employment effects of New Hope are essentially uniform
across groups, defined by differing numbers of barriers to employment, although there are
significant differences in the second-year effects. In both years, employment impacts for
whites are insignificant and smaller than the impacts for blacks and Hispanics. The effects of
SSP are nearly uniform across the distribution of the age of the youngest child, the mother’s
education, employment history, and welfare history. Indeed, formal tests indicate that these
effects are homogenous across levels of disadvantage for all the disadvantage measures
considered.

Only New Hope provides subgroup estimates for earnings. The earnings effect of the program
is strongest for the middle-disadvantage group. By race, the impacts of New Hope are positive
for blacks and Hispanics, but negative (though always insignificant) for whites.

A.2.3. Programs That Focus on Mandatory Work-Related Activities

Employment and earnings impacts by subgroup from L.A. Jobs-First GAIN are presented in
Panel C of Tables A.3 and A.4. Employment impacts differ significantly only among subgroups
defined by English proficiency and by the recipient’s overall level of disadvantage. None of the
earnings impacts differ significantly across the different subgroups.

Panel C of Table A.4 also presents subgroup-specific earnings impacts from Michalopoulos and
Schwartz (2000). As noted above, these estimates are based on pooled microdata from the
NEWWS programs and several other experiments that involved mandatory work-related
activities. Several of the subgroup differences are statistically significant. However, in some
cases the impacts are larger for relatively disadvantaged groups, such as families with several

Egr SSP, subgroup impacts are available only for employment.



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 247

Juowkordwa 1.4 JO SYIUC

%69k wer 0'€ V' s 9€ e s €€ 6'¢
£2 0107 GEO1FZ SYIUOW 9§ sxead ¢ roud ur pre uo sypuowt &g
%EET s LT 0oz %L 6% s 9T L %¥ 08 s 1 TS WP GTT s 0'€ 9 owforduwa 1. Jo syiuey
1.4 podordusy 1.d podordusy pofordwoun 2210 104E[ JO INQ) wyy 1e smels Juswdordws Ag
syuardar o
yusred-afdurg dss
ey s L€ <L %0001 e €€ €€ Juawiojduwa 1.1 Jo SYIUO
[enuapaid jooyds ydig [enuapar [ooyds ysiy oN wuoneanps Ag
%8'CE + 07 o %19 wer V'E e s C€ Ve %S'6L e §€ Vv Juawiojduwa 1.1 Jo SYIUO
1040 pUR 9T GTO1Z2T 1018 2010 spriyo 1sa8unoA jo ade Agq
%070 00 9T %L 0] e e €0 9T 2 1eod ‘podoidund s1o1endy
€0 9T %PGT P ) 9T %T6T sz §0 97 T 1204 ‘pasojdwo s1011en() sorrurey 1ood v
aHgM oruedsTi URDIOWY-URDLY ATuyia aoer Ag
adory moN
%LL- 0 87 %L1C s G0 € €0 Ve 7 1eak ‘pasojdwa s1a)end) XX
e - . e . . X . ¢t vy 1 1. padordura
%091 s VO 144 %L1C s G0 €7 e 90 e 1 Jead ‘pafojdwsa sianend) sonIuIEy 1004
(g) suoN [GEUe} (©) om], uswdordurd 01 s1atireq &
NI0AY 1O RIIDI 01 DA SATUS BB [BPOUNIT U0 S0507 PO SwEiBo o
%pe 9T 2y . 6 ¢ oA ‘o1e1uowiordwn £1011eNd) eu
SIROA G TR 850 $IEOA DIOW I0 § :vy 01 Touid pre uo stead Aq
9T oT 96 %G T . Fog ¢ oA ‘o1e1uowiordwn £1011eNd) eu
syuardoar R
syuased s[urs ueqin Ol-dIdIN
VY 910J3q Jeak Ut payIosm VY 210§3q Jeak urI0m ON sy 1032q Jead Uy Justwhopdwe Ag
%6 . 81 96l %G°2- 60" LS g 1ead ‘grer Juswibordwe Apaendy eu
210w I0 71 21 uey) $$9] :Burrooyds jo syeed Aq
%T6 ¢S G668 %L0 €0 6Th %L '62 66 eEe (1130 sow ¢ 3se[ ur pasordugy '
(T) poSEIURAPESID 1580 (1) poSerueapesIp APIRIZPO (1) padeIURAPESIP 1SOIN :adejueApesIp JO [949] A9 siueondde
pue mﬁ_m_m_um\_ Ol-ddm
%59 oe 716 %G ¢z 0¥ 430 sow ¢ sy ur pofojdury U ared-srdurg
weaddy uarday Wy e sniels Ag

oA e EuR s gL B s

% 1oedury REERY %
J00U0D

1oedun

upawt
[01U0)

% ordury ueswt

[onuo)

% JoeduIy ueawy
jonuon

I dnoiny

¢ dnoiny

¢ dnoiny

1 dnoigy

msealy

‘Pip dnoild
Jo pudig

PoAISS sase) AWeN

sarpm§ Juswusissy wopuey :sdnoiSqns 10y Juswiojduryg uo wIoJay 31eJoM Jo 1oedw] parewnsg—e'y 9[qeL



1S

A Research Synthesi

248 Consequences of Welfare Reform

%ITC  wex 801 Lp %892 wew 11 6Cr ¢ IeaX ‘91er judwAo[dwa Apraeng) eu
SIBOA G 1B $50°] S1BDA DIOW 10 € Wy 03 ao1xd pre uo siesi Ag
%L (47 96 %99 - 1'se ¢ 180X ‘0B JudWAo[d WO ApIo1rend) ‘eu
s1uo1d1oar
syuosed ofdurs ueqin ALTIN
VH 910JO( JRIA UT POIOM VY 010JIQ JRIA UT YI0OM ON vy 91032 JeaA Ul Juowriojdwre Aq
%IVE  wuw 2T 9’6l %992 s €6 2°6g € 180 ‘Me1 IUSWAOId WO Aorengy eu
2I0W 10 2] 21 uBy) S8°] :Burfooyos Jo sread Aq
%811 w072 G§'6S %Y'1C s 86 342 %LCE = 6701 €€e N Jo sow ¢ 1se] ut padojdury Bu
(1) poSeIueApERSIp 158 | (1) poSeiueApeSIp A[01RIDPOIA (1) poSeIURADESID 1S0JA :o8e1ueApeSIp JO [9A9] A swondde
pue sjuardioa JIM
UFZT e 99 Vis %lee e €01 oov 14 Jo "sow g Ise] ur posojduw eu emd-af3us
Jueonddy Juidoy Wy 18 smels Ag
SHITATIOE PO oM SIDTDBUD U DI SOANI oM EDUE 0 STao e SRl ey
%9EE sas TEL €66 -1 s1ea4 ur pasoduwa 194 XX
(2) paSelueApeSIp ISOIN :adeueapesip Ag
%0°¢ e U vee %E6T sas 81 PER -1 s1ead up padordua 194
pasojdug pasojdws JON Vi 01 1ond 1ead ur yuowidordure Ag
%0°L Ly 55 €8 679 %91 s 0T 666 -1 s1ead u1 pedofduwa 10A7
weorjdde maN Juardoal unsl-110ys Juardmar wsl-8uoT Vo e smels Ag svondde
pue syudrdoar NIVD 18111-8q0] V']
%IFL s 06 0F9 %E6T e TOU €728 Z-1s1ead w1 pasorduwa 10a7 twored-of3urs
(JH5) 10 vwodicl agH 1o ewoydip oN woneonps Aq
%61 s 06 €09 %992 sex VCI 291 2-1 SIedA ur poAodwo 1oAY XX
JUDIDIJOI] yuonijord JON :Aousroyord ysiBuyg Aq
BI1'SI ==z €8 8're %0 1€ s 01 61 %6'0C s 0°CT g8 %901 s=x 90 09 2-1 s100A U1 podordwo 1oAY
21YM uersy oruedsig UBILIDWY-UBDILIJY Aruajaser Aq

SOHUIE BOTBIS T SIOA SIIUUDUE o SHOOT IR SR EG ]

% 1oedw] ueall % jorduwy HEoW % loedwy HBOWE % loedwy uBgwl QINSEIN POAIAS SASBD) aWEN
[OIIU0) 101U07) JONU0) JOU0y ‘Jip dnoid

¥ dnoin ¢ dnorn 7 dnoin 1 dnoify Jo qrudig

panunuo)—g¢'y a[qe],



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 249

z 1eof quowkojdwo poreng)

% 6 + 76 785 %61 s GL 8¢ %691 = ¥ @LE BTU
(S) S Isea] (6) ¥s11 wmpagy () ASHISOIN DS JO [949] A9
09 w €T STL 76 s 99 7L 7-1 stead ur pasojduws 1A BU
syueondde
pue syuardooy dLd
IBA0 IO § ¢ 1apun :pry2 3sadunos jo age Aq
99 s 9 07 78 e 8C FOL -1 szeai ur pasordwa 1ea BU
(1) squuowt 7 () spuow gg s swm jo yduay Aq
] 0°¢ a9y ez s @11 ey oLt 9 gLE MI[ATSIU[ ABAINS J2 BURLIOM JUSDI] BU
T UBL ssa 701 corg :s1ea4 g 1sed ul pre uo sread Ag
Ser s §9 ;9274 91z o FL £FE MIIATRIUT A2AINS 1B BUDIOM JUSdIad BU
2I10W 10 7T 21 UBLp $sa] :Burjooyss Jo s1eas Ag
§81 s 16 £6b €6 s 68 191 €9 g8 MIAIDIUT ADAINS I BURHIOM JUSIO] U
syueondde .
pue s1uaidioay DAV
VY JO SYIUOW 9 UTIAL VY 210Jaq SyIUOW £7 019 VY 210J9( SYIUOW 210W 10 §7 :pasojdurs Ise] usym Ag
i s 89T Tve £6 v 88y 9 9¢ LEy MITAIRIUT A9AINS 1B BUDHOM 1USDI8] BU
Ioplo pue 9 go1e ¢ Iapufy :pryo 1sadunok jo ade Ag
Aty s GTT 98 §'eT s 66 fara’s 7 €T Ehid MI[ATSIU[ ABAINS J2 BURLIOM JUSDI] BU
I9A0 PUR G FLo1cy Gz 1pUn :1ayjou jo afe Ag
{300 10 SEHIANOP DAIRISTION SOSTIUDOTY IRIUNUE 1A STOY DI0H SUTIONYT (0 SIDURG DI INV] U0 Sio01 10 i ot
SHUGIST ERDIARNS e no shantens aipTiery o
%' 60 022 %66 wx 69 002 1 1208 uswsordws fuy e
€ UBY) SO UAIP[IYI ON € UBY) $SI UDIP[IYD AUy 1€ ueY) SSI] USIPTIYD Ag
syueorddy
%l'E 2e 8'¢8 %671 « €9 68V 1 Je0A Tuswisoduwo Auy eu
sSuruIeo owog sSurures oN 2y 10j0q Jvad Ul sBuures Ag
drd
%V0- €0 61 %9 e VY 289 z 1eaA quowsordur Auy e
€ URY]) $SO] UIIP[IYI ON € URY) $SI] UDIP[IY AUy 1§ UBT) §$I] USIPTIYD A
siuardroay
%6'1 ST 018 %L'E T 768 z Teas quowAodwd Luy eu
sSuruIed owog sSurures oN 2y 10j0q Jvad Ul sBuures Ag
% 1edurg uesUW % wedwy  ueawr % 1eduw] uLawW % 1oeduw uBaUY QINSLIA POALIIS SIS QureN
010D JOU0D) [0 U0D) 101007 ‘Jjip dnoid
¥ dnoloy ¢ dnoiny ¢ dnory T dnoin 10 judis

panunuod—ETy d[qeL



1S

A Research Synthesi

250 Consequences of Welfare Reform

vy 01 Joud Syluow 1z 9y) SULINP PIe 0U PIAIddIL

oya oso) ore  syuedrdde mop, vy 01 1oud syiuow 1z o) SULIN SYIUOW g 01 [ 10] PIE PIAIIDII 0ya 9SO 01 S1uordindr , wiio) 1oys, vy 01 Joud Syiuow L 94l JO g 1SBd] 18 10J PIe POAIId0I oym osot]) d1e siuordor  wad Suoy, (1)
‘BLIDILID 9SO JO QUOU 120W | poSRIUBAPRSIP 1SBI, QUL VY 01 10L1d SyIUOW 1z 941 JO ¢ I1SBI 1B PIB U0 UID] SUTARY PUR ‘Y 01 1011d 1804 O Ul POI0OM SUIARL 10U ‘[RNUIPIII [00IS Y31 OU SUIARY SB POULIP ST podRIuBAPESIP 1SOIA, (9)

“Xopur Aouspuadap 911 JO UenNGLNSIP o) JO IGURT I[NIBNDINUT O] UT ST DIOIS YSLI ISOUM IS0 IR S10quow d[dwes  qsu wnipdpa, ‘xopur Luopuadop

A JO UONNQLISIP 9] JO d[NIEND WON0Q O UT ST 01008 YSLI 9SOUM 9SO D18 SIdqudw O[dwes Ysu 1R IS8y, _'Xapur Louspuodap,, B Jo uonnguisip o) jo o[riaenb dol oy Ul ST9109S YSLI 350U 9SO} 0B SIoqudw [dwes  YS1 18 15014, (€)
W] QW IUOW-§g B pausisse alam siuednned 10110 G swn YIuow-g¢ B pausisse alam sal1ols1y aIejjam Suoj pue $ar101s1y Juawiiojduwa 110U ‘UOTIRINPA JO S[2A] MO[ (m sJuednIeg (3)

‘[EnUapaI1d [ooyds Y31y e Sutary 1ou pue sqol Bunse[-1s93U0] $, U0 WO Paly usaq SUIARY ‘T I9PUN SI0W 10 INOJ 10 XIS I9PUN USIP[IYD S10W 10 7 UlARY ‘9T 988 a0UIs paiselie 3UIaq sIBa XI5 1sBd SU1 Ul payIom BUIARY 10U apn[oUl sIaLLRg (£)
vy wopuelr 01 1o1d 1894 o) ut Aed 10§ I0a 10U PIP PUR (145 10 BwOdIp © 0ARY 10U PIp 0ym $1udId1001 wi1d)-3Uof JO S1SISU0D |, poSRIuBAPRSIP IS0, (2)

*0M] 1O QU0 PRy , POSRIUBAPESIP A[MBIOPOW  SB POYISSLID SU0SIOd SIIE1) 9S0Y) JO JUOU ey PISBIURADESIP ISEI],,

SE POIJISSE[D SUOSIIJ "[RIIUDPIID [00Y2S YSIY B OABY 10U PIP (€) P (oA 1o11d oY) Ul pox10m jou pey (¢) Tuswudisse wopues 0} Joud Syiuow bz Ay Jo 2z 1Se9] 18 J0j PIe U0 uddq pey (1), POSLIUBAPRSIP 1SOW,, S& PIIJISSEd SU0SIod (1)

0 | =XXX 1056 =XX {501 =

"3]GE[TBAR JOU = 'B'U JUAWUSISSE WOPURI = VY ‘10)END=() SUOTEBIAAIGY

{q poIRDIpUT ST SO2UDIDFHIP SANCIZNS 10§ 159 JO IDURIYIUBIS %[ = s “%C=sx ‘%0 1=, *AQ PIIBIIPUL ST SIIUDIPIP [ONUOI-TUDWILIT) JOJ $1S3) 0DURDYIUSIS "b°E O[qB], 998 ‘SUONENO pue soweu wesdoxd [N} 104 SHLON

%6 9'¢ €L %Z'8 w 0§ 019 %L°9€ s PIL T'1e 80 quowsoduwa Luy e
e 8cL %C21 sex 69 0'cs %1°SY sxx G0 gge 9-10 Muewiiojdws s1apenb Hay e
0005$ 10A0 000501 1$ s3utured oN 1y 910J3q Teak ur sSurures Agq
e Vb 099 %.°98 e V1T g 80 uowsodwo Auy T
%V'8 v CG 6'19 9-10 quowio[dwa Apolienb “Say
padorduwyg pasojdws JON VY 210§aq 1ea4 ur Juswdodws Ag
¢ e %211 s €9 PR %G'GT sas €11 {844 80 MuswAodurs Auy U
s 1€ 897 21 e 19 L8y %1°2¢ s 121 L8 9-10 ewiojdws spa1enb Hay

vy a10jaq read ur 1diasal pre Aq

(2) uedndde moN (2) 1001d1001 WIRN-1I0YS (2)1u01d1a1 wid-3uo'| sweondde .
pue syuatdoy ISILLSAOL
%8l §'s o€y %'ET s 1L 918 %581 s 16 zer 80 uowsodwo Auy eu
%002 we 9L 08¢ s 0701 99y %L1 wxx CL vy 9-10 uswiordwd Aporienb Say eu
8L 0171 11019 9 URU S8 :priyo 1sa8umoA Jo ade Ag
e 1L s O'TT 70e ¢ 1ak ‘are1juswidojdurs ‘Bay
¢ 699 gL s UFT 6L Z-1 sIeai ‘gl uawiordus Bay U
(9) paSelUuRAPESIp 15T (9) paSeluRApRSIP ISOIN :adeueapesip Ag
29 55 L'E £'68 ST s 0'8 208 123 ‘91l juswiordws ‘Bay
9¢ + 87 667 9z w0 60T 8Tr Z-1 sIeed ‘ere1juswioidwe Bay e
Jueoyddy Juerday Vo e smels Ag
% 1oeduy uraw % AWl upow % wedw]  uesw % 1oedury urow amsealy PAAIDS SASB]) aweN
[OTUOT) [OTU0D) 1OIIUO7Y 1OTU0) ‘Pip dnoid
¥ dnoin ¢ dnoin 7 dnois 1 dnoiny Jo ugig

panupuoD—¢'V IqeL



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 251

%101~ PI8$-  Pa0es veL$ L6088 %6 e 9189% z Teak ‘sgururei
%¥ T~ g 6679 w SOCT$  OPT9$ %10C s OTT'TS 95cs$ T a4 SFurure sai[ruey 100d [V
AUYM oruedsiT URDLIOWY-URDLIJY Atuyla/aser Aq
odoH moON
%L ET- 720$- 6EPLS % 0C e 069'T$ %€ LTS £126% 7 i sFuurer XX
g ‘ . < X vy 18 L4 poAoidwo
%T'6 067$ BIESE %L'6T = VSTT$ 87TFS %291 579% 058'c$ T 104 SButuIR SOUIWIE) 1004
() SUON (¥) a0 (7) oML Suawdojdws oy siapeq Ag
FIOM (D SII0L 01 DU SAUUAOUE Y IOM IRDURINE U0 8100] 1] stiviio ) o
9489~ 16~ FrARES %UL0 o 8021$ ¢ Iead ‘surures A1arenhb Bay ‘e'U
SIBOA C1B1[) §5O°] s1eod oIow 10 § :yy 01 aotad pre wo sreald Aq
%611+ 261$- SS9l %I1°1 4L 190'1$ € 180A ‘s3urureo Aporienb Bay e
s1u01dar ~
syuoaed odurs ueqin Ol-dLIN
VY 010J3q JBIA UT POIOM VY 910JO¢ JROA UT YI10M ON vy 210§9q s ur Juswsordws Ag
%9t~ % 981§ %211 88%- 288 € 4v0s ‘suruieo Apolenb Bay vu
2I0W 10 2| 21 uel]) $$9°] :Burfooros Jo sreak Agq
BE'TT ovie 0°2681 WL L~ 801$- V1% %11 06$ 108% 14 Jo "sow ¢ Ise[ ut sgutuIey eu
(1) poSelueApeSIp 158 | (1) poSeIUBADRSIP A[NRIOPOJA (1) poSeIuRApESID 1S0JA! :a8vIurApESIp JO [PAS[ A ad
siueordde
pue siuatdinal OI-ddMm
%9'g 68 o8cl$ %01 geg- onIs 01430 "sow ¢ 1% ut pasordury vu wared-ajBur
Jueoyddy Juerdroay Vd Ju smyels Ag

% eduy uBdw % weduy uedw

{01400 {onuo)

% 1oeduwy ueour

[013U0)Y

v dnoany ¢ dnoin

¢ dnoigy

2NSBO

Jip dnoud
Jjo pudis

SaAal st e sase I S n Ly

POAIOS SOSE)) sweN

sorpms Juswudissy wopuey :sdnoidqns 10y sSururerdq uo wiojay dIejoM Jo 1oedw] parewunsi—g'y d[qeL,



1S

A Research Synthesi

252 Consequences of Welfare Reform

%9'9¢ e 901'T$ S20'C$

VI e VESS 802'€$

%6°12 su VDES 08r'e$

yueodrddy

sax [2V$ 199°s$

1uordioor wiol-1Ioys

%E0C wer 665 €56'2$

1u01do1091 WIs-§uo|

%I TV s VOV £86$

(2) PASEIURAPESIP 1S

%e0T sss 82E$ 96TCS

(7) PIBRIUBAPESIP A[91RISPOI

e €998 256'2$

(2) PRSEIURAPRSIP ISOTY

%(LT s 209% £25T$

auQ

om[,

e L79% 15L'e$

AIOW 10 JAIYT,

%€ T L99T$

[eNuspaId [0oYds ySIH

[eNUdPAII [00YS Y31y ON

£-18180A ‘sdurures [enuue “Say

vy Je smuels Ag

£-18180A ‘sdurures [enuue “Say

:adejueApeESIp JO [9Ad] A

¢-TsIRaA ‘s8UIUIRS [RNUUE “BAY

TUAIPNIYD JO Iaquinu Ag

¢-TsIRaA ‘s8UIUIRS [RNUUE “BAY

moneonps Agq

XX

XX

sueordde
pue spuatday pojood-song SMMHN

%62 s B1C$ 156'9% %YTT e 668 CTV'ES %9CE s 128 VeLT$ ¢-1s1eak ‘sBurued [enuue Say
000S$ ueI) IO SSO[10 000°S$ sdutuiea on :yy 01 xouad reak ur sSuruaes Ag

%ege e 0TS 129T$ 2-1 $183A U SBUIUIRD [B10],
() poSeIURADESID 1S0IA! a8viueapusip Ag

UCZL ww SOVIS  2ITTIS %EBY o 0821 V29SS 2-1 s1vak ur sgurured [eioL
porordwy posordwo 10N vy 03 xoud eask ur yuswiodws Aq

%19 68% 1ve'e$ %E'El w VIZI$ 856'8% %E'EE o 208°T$ OTVSH 2-1 s1eo& ursBurureo [eio],

Juedipdde moN

%F9 sse CS0C$ TTEVS

1uo1doar uiol-1Ioys

c08'1$  vir'gs

Juordor wi-8uo|

%6°1E o 18VT$ 0 L19$

4o 1o ewordiq

%T'TT we EPCT$ 9E6'9$

49 10 ewodip oN

%LV s GOG'T$ POTTS

RIS GRE

9%0°0¢ we C98'T$ TITOS

wuspyord JoN

%L0T e 6CVTI$ 6069$

urISY

% wedwy uedw

[onuo)

omedsiy

% 1oeduwy ueour

(01U

URDLIOWY-URDLIJY

% 15eduwy ugow
jonuo)

¢ dnoin

¢ dnoigy

1 dnos

vy Je smuels Ag

2-1 S1e0A ur sSuruIed (810,

uoneanpa Ag

Z-T $Tea4 Ul s3uTUIes [R10],

:Aouarogord ysij8ug Ag

Z-T $Tea4 Ul s3uTUIes [R10],

AoTuyla/a0er Ag

2NSBO

Jip dnoud
Jjo pudis

sueordde
pue sjuatdoal NIVS ISILT-sq0f V1
wared-a8urg

ST PO wans ApenuBi U Shon I sEdn Ly oy

POAIOS SOSE)) sweN

panupuOD—4'V IqeL



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 253

at4

wee SLUT$ THY'SH w0998 26928 %507 26828
(9) st 1se] (9) s umipojy [OF SRR
66 « 0798 697'9% 9'¢T s SOTTS SEB'FS
IDA0T0 ¢ ¢Iopun
rel s 0EBS L£8'08 891 + EEL$ L9818

(©) sypuow 1z

() sypuow gg

7 Teas ‘s8urureg

YSII Jo [949] AG

Z-1 sTea4 ‘sSururea Jelo],

priyd 1se8unoA Jo e8e Ag

-1 sIead ‘suruaee [B10],

aruy awn jo yISuay Ag

eu

eu

siueondde
pue syuardoay LT

{1100 10 SHUTATITE Turiuin SInAs SRS VI TR EYERITY (IR SIRTE OTHIE SIIORE 6 SISUNG SAIT INIUE 10 Shvat e oty

SOOI [ERDIAIDUL 10110 10 Shanl 1y suisnny o

%6C 6618 6969% %6L1 e 1896$ 69K°eS 1 1eai ‘sBuruiey LS
¢ UBY) $52] UBIP[IYD ON ¢ uny) ssa] uaIp[IYD AUy ig upyy sso] ULIPIIYD Ag
syuearddy
9.8 ¥80'8$ %6791 (3129 ¥8ITS 1 1eai ‘sBuruiey Bu
sdurures aulog sSumuiee oN Wy 210joq 1aA ur sSurures Ag
dLI
%9% €TSS Pe8'TS %6°CT P sy 987 7 1004 ‘surureg ‘B'u
€ URY) $8O] UDIPTIYD ON € URTJ) $SO] UIPTIYD AUy ¢ ueyy s3] uIpyd g
sjuardmoay
o6 T21'9% 9981 s LESH 6067 2o ‘sBuruey vu
squruIes swos sButures oN 7y a10Jaq Ieak ur sSuruies Ag
<918 8211$ %9°g LIS 8021S ¢ Ieas ‘sgururee Apaanenb Say U
sIeeA G TRy 589 s1eaf 810W 10 ¢ vy 03 1ou1d pre uo sicad Ag
%0 995~ ¢69'l$ %1eg e 928 VO01S £ Jeaf ‘s3ujured A1ourenb Bay U
syuardoar
. syuored a[Surs ueqin AL
Vi1 910Jaq Irak ul pay1oa VAl 910J3(] IBAA UI Y1oM ON vy 210§9q Iead u Juswhordws Ag
%89 2018 %8°€T 9814 £82% € Teos ‘surures Azoirenb Bay eu
oIoW 10 21 71 Uey sso7 Burfooydss Jo s1eak Ag
9T = 0TS 268'T$ %0'Y 9¢% 90V T$ £97$ 108% (1:J0 "sout g )se] Ut sBuiLLIEy vu
(1) paSeiueapesip 1ses] (1) poSerueapesip A[01eI3poI (1) paSeiueapestp IS0 a3eyueapesip Jo [aas] Ag sueoydde
pu sjuardie Jam
%611 . 681S 98414 £65 ovL1s :1Jo "sow ¢ 1se] wl pasodury eu 1uaed-a3urg
queorddy Juarday vy Je snivls Ag
SOBEASE PN I0A VI IRRINI DUY SISO UTIIOM PDOUBIE UG SO I sanine g
1edury ueaur % 1wedwy ueawr wedwy urawr 1oedug ueauy amSeajN PIAIDS SISED) duweN
JOHU0D JOLIUOD Jonuoy Jonuoy ‘Jup dnord
F dnoin ¢ dnoio Z dnoi T dnoigy Jo Jrusis

panunuo)—py S[qeL,



W 01 1011d SYIUOW $7Z 811 BULINP PIE OU PIATSIAT OYm

asop are  syuearjdde maN, vy 01 1oud stpuow 7 a1) SULNp SYIUOUL ZZ 01 T 10] PIR PAAISISI OUM 350U ATk sJUIdidal | uiisl 110YS, Wi 01 1oud SYIuow ¥7 9yl JO 77 ISea] 1B 10] PIB PAAISIal 0Um as01f] a1 sjuardoar  ure) 3uoT, (§)

"BLIDILID OSDU) JO QUOU 190W  pAZRIURAPESIP 1SBI[, YL, VY 01 Joud syjuow 1z oY) Jo 1¢ 1SeI] 1B PIe uo uddq Sutaey pue vy 01 1oud 1eai o) ur podp1om SuraBy 10U “[BIUIPAId [00Y2s YSIY 0U SUTARY SB PAULDP ST, pOSRIUBAPRSID 1SOIN . (2)

*XIpUI A2U2pUdap ) JO UONNQINSIP Y] Jo 93URI S[I1IBNDIANUT I UT ST D10DS %SLI S0YM ISOY) AR $10quow djdwes , S wnIpaA, “Xopur Adudpuddop

S JO UOCTINGLISIP A JO 9[11eND WONOq Y UT ST 0J00S SLI ISOYM ISOY) 0B SIOqWdW dduwes  YSL 1B ISed [, ,"Xopul Aouopuadop,  Jo uonnginsip oy jo o[nenb dol 9 ur S1 21008 XS 050y M 9SO} 08 S1oquiow ajduwies 3su 1B 1o, (9)
W] QW UOU-FZ B paudisse a1am sjuedronred 19710 1w awrn puou-g¢ e paudIsse alam $aL1olsly aIej[am SUo] pue $ar1olsty JuswAodwa 110Us ‘UONRINDPS JO S[2Aa] MO] YIm s1URdONIR] (6)

‘[enUapPaId [0oyds Y8y e Burary Jou pue sqol Sunse[-15a8u0[ $,aU0 uror) pair usag SUIARY ‘7T IOPUN 210U 10 NOJ 10 XIS I2PUN UIPIYD a10w 10 g Suisry (91 a8e aouls paisaire 3uraq s1ead x1s 1sed ay) ur pay1om SUIARY 10U apnjour SIaUIRY (§)
"Wy Wopuel 01 10ud 1eas oyl ul Aed 10] }I0M JOU PIP PUE (119 10 woldIp B 9ARY 10U PIP oym $1ua1dioal uiia)-3uo] Jo s1SIsUod | paSelueapesip IS0, (€)

. 'PISEIURAPESIP A[QIRISPOTN, $B PAISSE[D 2IaM SIS0 [[V "SONSTIAORIRYD 353y

19 9S0UT. "W 03 1011d 3I0W 10 $TRAA 0M) BIEJ]aM PIAIRIRI PUE ‘TENUSPAID [00U3S YRIY B INOYIM VAT 01 10ud I2a4 91 Ul s3Uriies ou y1im 3501 Sk PayIssed ST, padeiueapesip SO, (7)
"0M) 10 DUO pey] | paSrIuBApRSIP A[D1RIOpOU, SB PIIJISSEI SU0SIOd $11R1) 0S91) JO UOU PRY POSBIURAPBSIP 1SBI],

SB POIJISSB[I SUOSIDG “[BNUDPAII [002s YSIY © dakY 10U pIp () puk ‘1eod Joud o) ur pax1om 10U pey (2) Hudwuisse wopues 01 10ud SIUOW pz ) JO 2z 1SeI] 1B 10] PIE U0 U3q pey (1) , paSeIUBAPESIP 1SOW, SB PIIJISSBI SUOSIN (1)

JO BUOU PRY , PISRIUBAPRSIP ISBAT,

"AIYE[IBAR 10U = "B'U QUAWUSISSE WOPURI = V] “101enb=() SUONBIASIGQY

04 T=XXX {046 (1 = X :4q pageoIpuI ST

OURIAFIP sANOIZGNS 10§ 1531 JO SOURIYIUBIS "04T =45 “%C=4s ‘%0 T=; 1Aq PRIBOIPUI ST SIOUSIBHIP [0DUCO-IUSUNBAT 10] $1531 SOUBOYIUSIS "F'¢ SR 998 ‘SUONEID pue seureu werdold [y 10,1 SILON

1S

A Research Synthesi

9% 716°7$ %88 i3 768°T$ %E°6E s E16$ 96L$ 80 ‘s3urres BU

%GL [ R A 44 %z TL + 911§ €€0TS$ %L 6E s VOIS TS 9-10 ‘sBupues AiLimnb Bay i
GOG.L.% IBA0 0005 O A@ mmﬁ_ﬂ.—mm ON VY 210J°q Teah ur wwﬂ—_:.-dw .%mm

%S s 6602 %E6E s C1€$ 96.$ 80) ‘sdururey vu

%80~ (AL S6ST$ %L 6E s VIS 1o1$ 9-10 ‘s8urureo Apoyrenb Bay “e'u
posordwy pofordwo 10N vy 210§9q s ur Juswsordws Ag

254 Consequences of Welfare Reform

cerg 1€8°1$ = 661% 8651$ %012 o 743 L81°1% 80) ‘sdururey vu
%20 6$- STET$ BTy i 811§ %E VT s 0BT§ 108 9-10 ‘sBupues AiLimnb Bay BU
() 1reondde maN (8) yuatdioal wiIal-110ys () 1uardmar wia-8uoy vy a10jaq a4 ur Jdiedar pre Ag siueondde ) .
pue spuatday ISILT SAO[
9%0'81 0sz$ 98E1$ 9%2°0T 9918 994°T$ %91 s €ET$ 2t 80 ‘suruIE; Tu
%¥Tl €T1$ 266$ %L €89 €61'T$ %08 .« 79% 080'T$ 9-10 ‘sButuies Apmnb Bay U
810171 11019 9 UBY] $SaT TpIIY2 1sa3uno4 jo afe Aq
%5'C" 967$- LT0°71$ zov e SBTTS €L6T$ ¢ 104 sBurures [enuue “8ay eu
%L T BOVE- L2988 069 e GH6E 9IS -1 s1B0A SBUIUIRS [EnuUE “Say
(2) paBEIURAPESIP ISBAT (2) PASEIURAPRSIP ISOTY :adejueapesip Ag
6'9 256$ 8708 0T s 0L9% £6£9% ¢ IRai ‘sBurures [enuue 34y BU
80 67$- 062°6$ el sr LULE 068°¢$ Z-1 sIEed ‘sBuruea [enuue “Say BU
Jueoddy Juerday vy Je smeys &g
1oedwy uRaur % yeduy ureur 1edury ueew 1oeduy ueaur amseagy PRAIS SISE) QueN
1OIIUOT) JOIUOT) [ODUO) JOIUOT) ‘pip dnoid
T anoin ¢ anoin Z dnoin T dnoid 10 Jusig

panunuo)—py S[qeL,



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 255

children, whereas in other cases, the impacts are larger for relatively advantaged groups, such
as recent applicants.

A.2.4. Programs That Combine Financial Work Incentives with Mandatory Work-
Related Activities

Three programs estimate group-specific employment impacts for programs that combine
financial work incentives with mandatory work-related activities: WRP, MFIP, and FIP (Panel
D). For the most part, these programs produce employment effects that are similar across the
distribution of socioeconomic disadvantage. WRP has similar effects for all three levels of its
composite measure of disadvantage, and MFIP has similar effects by education and prior
welfare use. It has smaller effects for persons with recent employment histories than for
persons without any recent employment. The only significant effects of FIP are for relatively
disadvantaged groups, but like most of the other studies, FIP provides no tests for whether the
subgroup differences are statistically significant.

WRP’s impact on earnings is significant only for the least disadvantaged group, although the
estimates for the most and least disadvantaged groups are similar. The only estimate from
MFIP that is significant is the one for persons with no recent work history, which is substantially
larger than the corresponding estimate for persons with recent work histories. Estimates are
similar by education and welfare histories, albeit insignificant. The overall third-year earnings
effect of MFIP, shown in Table 5.1, is of similar magnitude and marginally significant. Smaller
samples by subgroup are probably the reason why the subgroup-specific estimates are
insignificant. The earnings effects of FIP are generally stronger for the more disadvantaged
groups.

A.2.5. Programs That Focus on TANF-Like Bundles of Reforms

ABC, FTP, and Jobs First provide subgroup-specific employment impacts (Panel F of Table A.3).
There is little uniformity in their impacts by level of socioeconomic disadvantage. In ABC,
impacts are larger for older mothers, mothers with older children, and mothers with more
recent work experience, but fairly similar by level of education. They are larger for women with
intermediate welfare histories than for women with more or less recent time on aid.

In FTP, the program impacts on employment are similar by the length of the recipient’s time
limit, by the age of her youngest child, and by her level of dependency risk. In Jobs First, they
are generally greater among the more disadvantaged groups. Earnings impacts in Jobs First
likewise are larger among more disadvantaged groups. However, in FTP, they are greatest for
those at least risk, based on the composite risk scale, but also greater among those with shorter
time limits and with children under age three.

A.3. USE OF OTHER GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

As seen in Table A.5, the only random assignment studies to provide subgroup-specific impact
estimates are WRP, New Hope, FTP, and Jobs First. Only New Hope provides statistical tests for
subgroup differences. Moreover, these studies provide subgroup impacts only for food stamps.
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There is no information in the literature on whether the various reform programs have affected
Medicaid coverage or utilization of other nutrition programs in a manner that varies according
to socioeconomic disadvantage.

Neither WRP-10 nor WRP had significantly different effects on food stamp use by subgroup
(Panels A and D). This underscores the impression from Table 6.1 and earlier chapters that this
program had little effect on behavior overall.

Only one of the subgroup-specific estimates from New Hope is statistically significant (Panel B).
The subgroup impacts do not differ significantly from each other.

Subgroup results for FTP and Jobs First are presented in Panel F of Table A.5. The pre-time
limit impacts of FTP on FSP participation are similar to FTP’s impacts on welfare use. The
impacts vary little by either the length of the recipient’s time limit or the age of her youngest
child. The subgroup-specific FSP impacts of Jobs First are smaller, and mostly less significant,
than the corresponding effects on welfare use. During the pre-time limit period, Jobs First
increased food stamp use significantly among applicants, families with younger children,
shorter-term recipients, and recipients with more favorable work histories. In the post-time
limit period, Jobs First reduced food stamp use significantly among recipients (as opposed to
applicants) and long-term recipients.

In the case of food stamps, a particularly important subgroup to consider is immigrants, since
PRWORA included a provision to remove most legal immigrants from the food stamp rolls.
Although that provision of the law was later overturned, it has been suggested that the provision
had a chilling effect, causing immigrants to leave the program, returning only in smaller
numbers after the law was rescinded. Three sets of analysts consider the decline in food stamp
use between 1994 and 1997, noting that the decline among immigrants was greater than the
decline among natives. Borjas (2001b) observes that the decline in immigrant food stamp use
relative to natives is almost entirely attributable to the substantial relative decline that took
place in California. He conjectures that it may have as much to do with anti-immigrant
sentiment there as with the terms of PRWORA. Lofstrom and Bean (2001), in contrast, factor in
the role of the economy and conclude that the labor market conditions facing immigrants were
responsible for their greater decline in aid use. Haider et al. (2001) reach similar conclusions.

A.4. INCOME, INCOME SOURCES, AND POVERTY

A number of the experimental studies that provide results for income and poverty also examine
impacts for subgroups.!? Tables A.6, A.7, and A.8 record results for the studies with subgroup
impacts for income, welfare payments, and food stamp payments, respectively. We review the
findings by the reform policy or policies evaluated in the experiment for the three outcomes
covered by the tables.

U2None of the econometric studies reviewed in Chapter 8 consider differences for subgroups other than the
differences for groups defined by education discussed in Section 8.3.
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A.4.1. Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives

Only WRP-10 provides results for income, welfare payments, and food stamp payments by
subgroups (Panel A of Tables A.6, A.7, and A.8), in this case defined by a composite measure of
disadvantage and for recipients versus applicants. For the entire sample, impacts on income
and transfer payments were small and insignificant. For the subgroups considered, impacts are
only significant for the least disadvantaged group, which experienced an increase in income
and an increase in food stamp payments. The direction and magnitude of the effects are
similar (but smaller) for the most disadvantaged group; the moderately disadvantaged group is
the outlier. There are no strong differences between recipients and applicants.

A.4.2. Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives Tied to Hours Worked

Both New Hope and SSP report subgroup differences in income impacts (Panel B of Table A.6).
New Hope shows the largest income gains for the more disadvantaged, defined by barriers to
employment (one or more barriers compared with those with none). In contrast, SSP
consistently finds larger income gains for the least disadvantaged, with significant differences
among groups defined by education, employment status at random assignment, and welfare
use history. For example, the income gains over three years are more than two times as large
for SSP participants employed full-time at random assignment compared with those out of the
labor force.

Only New Hope reports results for welfare payments and food stamp payments for different
subgroups (Panel B of Tables A.7 and A.8, respectively). New Hope finds no differences in
welfare payments for groups defined by employment barriers. Differences in food stamp
payments are sharper, with a significant increase in benefits to those with two or more
employment barriers in the second year of follow-up, a difference that is significant from that
measured for families with fewer employment barriers.

A.4.3. Programs That Focus on Mandatory Work-Related Activities

None of the programs in this group consider differences in food stamp payments by subgroup
(Panel C of Table A.8). L.A. Jobs-First GAIN considers only welfare payment impacts by various
subgroups (Panel C of Table A.7). Overall, this program resulted in a significant reduction in
welfare payments, and this result also holds for all the subgroups reported in Panel C of Table
A.7; none of the differences between groups are statistically significant. This finding suggests
that the program impacts in terms of reduced welfare benefit payments apply to all the
subgroups analyzed, from the most to the least disadvantaged.

As above, a pooled analysis of the 11 NEWWS experiments along with 9 others (including FTP
and MFIP) considered impacts for various subgroups. Panel C of Tables A.6 and A.7 reports the
results for this pooled analysis in terms of impacts on income and welfare payments,
respectively (Michalopoulos and Schwartz, 2000). The results suggest that income gains are
strongest for the least disadvantaged, for example those with a high school credential, with two
children, and applicants. The differences in income impacts among groups defined by
education and recipiency status are statistically significant, but the size of the annual income



Effects of Welfare Reform for Subgroups 271

difference is meaningful only for recipients versus applicants (over $700 per year higher for
applicants).

In the case of welfare payments, all subgroups experience a statistically significant decline,
from $200 to $500 per year. Even when the impacts differ by group (and the differences are
significant when defined by the number of children and recipiency status), the magnitude of
the differences tends to be small. For example, the programs reduced welfare use by an average
of $218 a year among new applicants, compared to $433 a year among long-term recipients.

A.4.4. Programs That Focus on Financial Work Incentives and Mandatory Work-
Related Activities

Two programs—WRP and FIP—consider subgroup differences in income impacts (Panel D of
Table A.6) and welfare payments (Panel D of TableA.7), but only WRP reports subgroup
differences in food stamp payments (Panel D of Table A.8).

WRP, which had no effect on income overall, shows little differences in the program impacts on
income for the two subgroups considered. Only the least disadvantaged group, based on a
composite measure, shows a significant positive impact on income. Subgroup differences are
more pronounced for FIP. In three of the four contrasts, FIP finds larger income gains for the
most disadvantaged groups, defined by earnings history and the age of the youngest child.

Differences in welfare and food stamp payment impacts are not as pronounced and the pattern
of impacts by the level of disadvantage is less clear. FIP and WRP do not report the significance
of between-group differences, and both positive and negative impacts on welfare payments are
recorded. WRP shows no differences in food stamp payment impacts for groups, defined by a
composite measure of disadvantage or recipiency status.

A.4.5. Programs That Focus on TANF-Like Bundles of Reforms

Only FTP and Jobs First report differences for subgroups in the impacts on income, welfare
payments, and food stamp payments (Panel F of Tables A.6, A.7, and A.8). In FTP, income
differences are larger and statistically significant for those least at risk of welfare dependency (a
composite measure). However, the differences among the groups defined by dependency risk
are not statistically significant. Jobs First in Connecticut, in contrast, appears to raise income
most for the most disadvantaged in the first two years of the program or the first six quarters by
most of the measures of disadvantage recorded in Table A.6. The statistical significance of the
differences among groups is not reported for Jobs First.

In terms of welfare payments and food stamp payments, FTP generally shows the largest
negative transfer payment impacts for those most at risk, defined by age of the youngest child,
risk of welfare dependency, and a composite measure of disadvantage. The pattern is different
only when subgroups are defined by the risk of welfare dependency (food stamp payments
only) and by the length of the time limit (for both welfare and food stamp payments), which is
longest for those with the most barriers to work. In the case of groups defined by the length of
the time limit, the larger negative welfare payment and food stamp payment impacts for those
with the 24-month time limit may be a behavioral effect of having a shorter time limit.
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For the various measures of disadvantage, the Jobs First results tend to show that those with
less disadvantage experience the largest increase in welfare or food stamp payments in the first
two vears or first six quarters, and the smallest decline in payments in the third year or the
eighth quarter. One exception to this pattern is when groups are defined by the age of the
youngest child. For many of the measures, the differences in the impact estimates among the
groups are quite small, and since the statistical significance of the between-groups differences
are not reported, it is difficult to firmly establish a pattern.

A.5. OTHER MEASURES OF WELL-BEING

While many of the demonstration studies consider impact estimates for separate population
subgroups, the other measures of well-being are generally not included in these analyses.
There are three exceptions to this generalization, but even these studies offer little basis for
drawing broader conclusions about subgroup differences in other measures of well-being as a
result of specific reform policies or policies as a bundle.

For example, the two-year NEWWS follow-up discusses some subgroup differences for health
insurance coverage. Overall, there are some subgroup differences by disadvantage status, as
measured by a composite measure and by the level of education; the number of work barriers;
and recent work experience. However, no clear patterns by disadvantage status emerge overall,
or between the different program models (e.g., LFA versus HCD).

MFIP includes an analysis of a subset of the other well-being measures available for MFIP
urban single-parent families for a sample of urban and rural two-parent recipient families.
(Comparable results are not provided for two-parent recent applicants.) Again, however, there
are no clear patterns from these analyses. For example, the impact estimate for perceptions of
financial strain is negative and is the same magnitude as the effect for single parents, but it is
not statistically significant. The effect on the index of material hardship is also small, negative,
and statistically insignificant. For two-parent families, MFIP is estimated to significantly
increase the likelihood of currently having health insurance coverage (impact estimate of 12.4
percentage points) but the effect on continuous health insurance coverage over the three-year
follow-up is less than one-half as large and statistically insignificant. This is the opposite of the
pattern found for single-parent families, where the larger and statistically significant effect was
found for the measure of continuous coverage.

Finally, FTP analyzes differences in a subset of other well-being measures by the risk of long-
term welfare dependency. Although FTP’s favorable income impacts were concentrated among
the group least at risk of long-term dependency, there were no systematic differences in
measures of material hardship for the same subgroups. There was also no clear pattern of
differences for groups defined by employment barriers.

A.6. CHILD WELL-BEING

As part of the review of the experimental studies conducted in Chapter 10, we have already seen
that the impacts of various component policies of welfare reform can vary by the age of the
child. MFIP also demonstrates that there can be differences in program impacts for long-term
welfare recipients compared with recent applicants. In this section, we review the evidence
that impacts vary with other characteristics of the child or family. Table A.9 summarizes the
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results for different subgroups for the experimental studies that conducted more disaggregated
analyses.

Four studies consider how impacts differ for girls versus boys. While L.A. Jobs-First GAIN
showed no differences by the child’s gender, MFIP and SSP suggest girls in some age groups
gain more than boys while the reverse is true for New Hope. SSP demonstrated impacts for girls
on a range of indicators that exceed those for boys, more so in the oldest age cohort and
somewhat less so in the middle age cohort. There were no differences for the youngest age
group. MFIP found more pronounced effects for girls on some outcomes, particularly for
recipients. In the case of New Hope, the favorable impacts on both educational progress and
ratings of behavior are stronger for boys. Girls also have favorable impacts, but they are smaller
than for the boys. Taken together, these studies suggest that there may well be differences
between boys and girls in the impact of welfare reform, but the differences are not always
consistent and may depend upon the pathways by which specific policies affect the family
outcomes that determine child well-being.

Other child characteristics used to define subgroups include race and measures of
developmental risk. Of the two studies that considered racial differences, MFIP found no
differences for recipients, and less favorable impacts for white applicants on several school
performance measures compared with blacks and a residual other ethnic group. ABC’s
assessment of maltreatment found nonwhites with less favorable impacts in two of three years
compared with whites. The NEWWS evaluation of the COS sample available for six sites
indicates that various indicators of child developmental risk may lead to differential impacts,
but there was no clear pattern of variation with the orientation of the program.

Differences by family background characteristics have also been examined. SSP and ABC both
find no differences by the age of the parent. ABC and SSP also found no differences by other
parental background characteristics (specifically, age of the youngest child for ABC, and, for
SSP, marital status, family size, disability status, and depression risk). In the case of abuse and
neglect, a prior history of such behavior is associated with less favorable impacts in the ABC
evaluation.

Three of the studies consider differences by measures of welfare dependency, either prior
history or future risk. Long-term MFIP recipients showed more favorable impacts, but they
were not statistically different from the shorter-term recipients. ABC found less favorable
impacts for child neglect for long-term recipients (more than four years out of last five years),
while FTP’s impacts on achievement and suspensions were less favorable for those at lowest
risk of long-term dependency.

Finally, two studies assess differences by prior work history of the mother or parents. Among
MFIP recipients, there were no differences in child outcomes based on maternal earnings
history or her potential barriers to work. The children of MFIP Applicants with recent
employment experience had less favorable impacts for schooling outcomes. New Hope,
despite large differences in impacts by work history, found no differences in child outcomes for
those employed at random assignment versus those not employed.






Appendix B
METHODOLOGY FOR CHAPTER ELEVEN SYNTHESIS

This appendix provides additional detail regarding the synthesis of the random assignment and
econometric studies presented in Chapter 11. In that chapter, we synthesize the results of the
studies we reviewed in Chapters 4 to 10 according to the major policy or groups of policies they
evaluate, as well as for reform as a bundle. The assighment of random assignment studies and
econometric studies to the 11 policy rows shown in Table 11.1 is recorded in Table B.1.

The summary entries in each cell of Table 11.1 convey both the qualitative effect of the
particular policy on the particular outcome and the depth of the knowledge base on which the
entry is based. Both were determined by the signs and the significance of the underlying
impact estimates reviewed in Chapters 4 to 10 and the number and quality of the studies that
produced them. The procedure involved first assigning a direction (or sign) and significance
indicator to each study, both experimental and econometric, that addresses each policy-
outcome pair; tabulating the estimates by sign, significance, and quality of the underlying
study; and then using that tabulation to assign an overall direction and knowledge-base
indicator to each cell.

With a very small number of exceptions, which we discuss below, we first assigned a single
direction and significance level to each study that addressed a particular policy-outcome pair.
This was to avoid double-counting the studies for which the tables present multiple estimates,
which would arbitrarily give them more weight than the others. If all the estimates for a study
agreed in direction, then that direction was assigned to that study. Most of the studies fell into
this category. If any of the estimates were significant, then the study was coded as having a
significant effect. Among studies with mixed estimates, three approaches were taken. If the
only significant estimates all had the same sign, then the study was assigned that direction and
coded as significant. If none of the estimates were significant, then the direction for that study
was assigned based on the majority of the estimates and coded as insignificant. If there was no
majority, then no direction was assigned. If the study had significant estimates that were both
positive and negative, then the study contributed two significant entries, one in each direction,
to the second-stage tabulation.

Once each study had been scored, the results were tabulated for all studies within a policy-
outcome cell using the assignments shown in Table B.1. Studies were categorized according to
direction (positive or negative), significance (significant or not), and quality (high or moderate).
The summary direction for the cell and the indicator of the depth of the knowledge base for the
cell were based on this tabulation.

277



278 Consequences of Welfare Reform: A Research Synthesis

For the most part, the direction for the cell was easy to assess, since most studies within a cell
tended to have the same direction. However, there were some cases where the underlying
studies yielded results that varied enough that it was difficult to reasonably classify the
direction of the impact. For example, in the case of Medicaid use (column (E)) for policy row (5)
(mandatory work-related activities and strong financial work incentives), MFIP leads to a
statistically significant positive impact, while FIP finds a statistically significant negative
impact. In this case and others like it, the cells in Table 11.1 are labeled as “mixed.” In two
cases, we label a cell as “no change.” These occur in cells F3 and G3 for the impact of
mandatory work-related activities on marriage and fertility, where a dozen or so high-quality
studies all find a statistically insignificant impact, thus providing a relatively high level of
confidence that the null hypothesis of no impact is true.

Assessing the depth of the knowledge base within each cell is more subjective and necessarily
involves some judgment. The extremes are reasonably clear. Some cells are populated by a
substantial number of high-quality studies. When nearly all their results point in the same
direction, and nearly all are significant, that clearly provides a deep knowledge base about the
effect of that policy on those outcomes. In other cases, there is only a single high-quality study
that addresses a particular policy-outcome combination and provides a statistically significant
impact. That cell has a more shallow knowledge base. Other cells are empty or nearly empty
because the few studies in that cell provide no statistically significant results.

Although some of the cases in between are hard to classify, we adopt a four-level scale to relate
how much is known about the effect of a particular policy on a particular outcome. The criteria
for the levels and their representation on Table 11.1 are as follows:

e No evidence (blank cells): No studies at all.

o Little evidence (unshaded cells): A single high-quality study that yielded a
significant result or two moderate-quality studies that yielded significant results of
the same sign. Similar combinations also fall into this category, such as two high-
quality studies that yield results of the same sign, only one of which is significant.
We also use this shading to denote cases when results are mixed because there are
two high-quality studies with statistically significant impacts of opposite sign or
there are three or more high-quality studies with mixed signs but only one is
statistically significant.

o Some evidence (lightly shaded cells): All nonempty (or nearly empty) cells that fall
neither in the “little” or “much” (defined below) categories reflect cells about which
we know “some.”

e Much evidence (darkly shaded cells): At least 4 high-quality studies that yield
significant results of the same sign.!’® This shading is also used in two cases signed
as “no change” where 12 high-quality studies are nearly evenly split between
positive and negative insignificant impacts with magnitudes close to zero, and in
one other case signed as “mixed” where 13 high-quality studies are nearly evenly

U3The number four is arbitrary, but we note there were only four studies of female-family heads from the Negative
Income Tax experiments, the results from which have been widely regarded as conclusive (Burtless, 1986).
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split between positive and negative impacts and only one impact of each sign is
significant.

In addition to the blank cells in the first category above, we also leave some cells unsigned even
though there may be one or more studies in the cell. These cases, denoted by an asterisk, occur
when there are up to three moderate and/or high-quality studies with no significant impacts or
a single moderate-quality study with a significant impact. We felt these cells provided too little
evidence to assign a direction of impact with even a minimal level of confidence.
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