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Welfare Reform and its Effect on the Dynamics
of Welfare Receipt, Employment, and Earnings

Dr. Peter Mueser and Dr. Kenneth R. Troske

Executive Summary

Welfare reform efforts at the state and national
level dramatically transformed the United States
cash assistance program. The past system of
indefinite cash payments for qualified applicants
was replaced by a new system with time limits on
aid, work or workrelated requirements, and
penalties for recipients who fail to meet the
newly established requirements. Prior to federal
reform, a number of states independently enact-
ed a series of welfare reform measures designed
to decrease dependence on cash assistance and
increase employment among recipients. These
initial reforms culminated in the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PROWRA). This federal leg-
islation, passed in 1996, changed the official
name of welfare from Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) to Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and incor-
porated a majority of the substantive changes
enacted in many states. In addition to the
PROWRA legislation, Congress also passed an
expansion of the federal Earned Income Tax
Credit in 1993, further increasing the importance
of the labor market for low-income employees.

It is commonly known that reforms successfully
decreased the total welfare caseload, a major
goal of the legislation. It was previously not
clear, however, what effect this caseload reduc-
tion had on welfare recipients. By analyzing the
welfare system in Missouri, this paper presents
evidence regarding how successfully these
changes have improved the well being of current
and former welfare recipients. The authors’ find-
ings demonstrate that welfare reform has suc-
cessfully decreased caseloads without adversely
affecting welfare recipients. Welfare reform met

its goals of increased employment among cur-
rent and former recipients. Furthermore,
despite low job skills, welfare reform did not
force recipients into lower paying jobs with
fewer benefits. In fact, the requirement of wel-
fare reform that current recipients participate in
programs such as job-training and continuing
education have led to increased average earnings
among welfare leavers. In total, exiters after wel-
fare reform appear somewhat better off finan-
cially than those prior to welfare reform. They
earn higher wages and are much less likely to
return to welfare.

Major Findings

The report presents seven major findings
regarding the condition of current and former
welfare recipients:

1. Consistent with other national studies, the
authors observe a dramatic decrease in welfare
caseloads following reform. In general, there
was little change in the characteristics of former
welfare recipients or the characteristics of those
entering and leaving welfare in the period prior
to and following reform. The authors show that
characteristics such as the average age of the
youngest child and the average years of school-
ing remain unchanged throughout the 1990s.
The authors did identify one characteristic,
racial composition, which changed after 1996.
While 47 percent of the caseload in 1994 was
nonwhite, by 1999 this number increased to 59
percent. Overall, however, there was little
change in the individual characteristics of recip-
ients as a result of welfare reform.

2. The authors show that reforms increased
self-sufficiency through labor force participation.
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Welfare reform increased employment rates
for participants and leavers. By 1999, the
employment rate for participants was nearly
double the rate of the early 1990s, dramati-
cally decreasing the importance of welfare
payments for current participants.
Throughout this time period, the fraction of
total income paid by welfare decreased from
close to 70 percent to about 50 percent.

3. A major fear of welfare reform critics was
that work requirements would force the
least skilled recipients off of welfare and
into unstable and poorly paying work envi-
ronments. This is not the case. The authors
found no earnings-based evidence that wel-
fare reform pushed less-skilled workers into
the labor market. If unprepared workers
were forced into employment, we would
expect decreased earnings for new exiters.
In reality, earnings data show that the aver-
age quarterly earnings for recipients
increased 27 percent, from just under $1,100
in the early 1990s to approximately $1,400
by the end of the 1990’s. While it is true that
this increase occurred during a significant
economic expansion, one cannot deny the
fact that welfare reform did not materially
harm exiters. The fact that welfare leavers in
the post reform period were able to secure
stable, well paying employment, suggests
that individuals capable of work received
cash assistance in the pre-reform period.
Work requirements moved these capable
individuals from the welfare rolls and into
the workforce.

4. Critics of welfare reform further believed that
by “forcing” recipients into unstable work
arrangements, reform efforts would increase
recidivism. In reality, the authors present evi-
dence that reform efforts have decreased the
problem of people returning to the welfare
rolls. Throughout the 1990’s there was a signif-
icant decline in the probability that a welfare

leaver returns to welfare. The authors show that
the chance an individual exiter returns in the
following two years declined from 40 percent
to 30 percent throughout the 1990’s. In addi-
tion, 23 percent of pre-welfare reform exiters
returned to welfare within 8 quarters compared
to only 15 percent in the postreform period.
One possible reason for this is that welfare
reform has not forced unprepared recipients
into unstable work situations only to have them
return a short time later.

5. The authors present evidence countering
the belief that welfare reform would force
workers into a lower class of employers. In
reality, the characteristics of firms employ-
ing welfare leavers did not change through-
out the 1990s. Welfare leavers are likely to
have jobs in the Retail Trade and Service
sector, with a heavy concentration in Eating
and Drinking establishments. There is little
difference, however, in the first post-welfare
employment sector either prior to or fol-
lowing welfare reform. Troske and Mueser
do observe differences in the size of initial
employment firms. Post welfare reform
workers are more likely to be employed in
larger firms than workers in the early 1990s.
While workers both pre- and post-welfare
reforms are likely to work for low-paying
firms, more workers post-welfare reform
move into firms paying higher wages.

Evidence suggests that former welfare recipi-
ents tend to work in firms that pay lower
wages and employ large numbers of welfare
recipients in sectors with high turnover. This
is the case for workers both before and after
welfare reform. These current and former
recipients, however, move from lower paying
employment situations into higher paying
and more stable sectors. Leavers both before
and after welfare reform move out of jobs
in restaurants and nursing homes and into
jobs in manufacturing, transportation, and

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



communications. There is little evidence that
leavers in the recent period are more likely to
remain in unstable or marginal jobs.

6. The authors found no connection between
traditional barriers to employment and wel-
fare status. They do find, however, that
prior employment experience has a signifi-
cant effect on both earnings level and earn-
ings growth. This suggests that the widely
held belief that employment experience is
one of the most significant indicators of
future employment success also holds true
for former welfare recipients.

7. The newly authorized sanctions do not
seem to harm those who remain on wel-
fare, nor do they tend to push seriously dis-
advantaged workers into the market. The
authors find no strong association between
earnings and sanctions, suggesting that
sanctions are not being imposed on the
least-skilled individuals.

Conclusion

The authors’ findings demonstrate the
resounding success of welfare reform. These
efforts decreased the dependence of many
Americans on cash assistance by increasing par-
ticipation in the labor market, without forcing
the least prepared former recipients into unsta-
ble and lower paying employment situations.
While welfare recipients, with their relative lack
of job skills, are more likely to be employed in
service sector industries that offer lower pay
and less stability, this is true for recipients both
before and after reform. Workers then advance
from these lower paying jobs, into jobs in sec-
tors such as manufacturing, transportation and
communications. This decreases the likelihood
they will require further cash assistance in their
lifetime. This study shows that by altering the
underlying structure of the welfare system,
reform efforts have decreased dependence on
cash assistance and increased the financial
status of welfare recipients.

— Craig Garthwaite
Economist
August 2003
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Welfare Reform and its Effect on the Dynamics
of Welfare Receipt, Employment, and Earnings

Dr. Peter Mueserand Dr. Kenneth R. Troske

l. Introduction

Welfare reform legislation at both the state
and national levels over the past decade has
transformed the U.S. cash assistance pro-
gram for single parents and their children. In
place of the old system’s indefinite payments
to those meeting federally specified eligibili-
ty criteria, the reformed system puts time
limits on aid, requires that recipients partici-
pate in work or workrelated activities, and
allows states to penalize recipients who fail
to meet the specified requirements for receiv-
ing welfare. Federal rules have been largely
replaced by state prerogative, with states per-
mitted to develop their own program
designs. Milestone federal reform legislation,
passed in 1996, formally changed the name
of the program from Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) to Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).
However, reform began in earnest in the mid
1990s, when federal waivers permitted most
states to institute major changes in the
AFDC program if they so chose.

Welfare reform had two major goals. The
first goal was to reduce the welfare caseload.
It is now well known that coincident with wel-
fare reform the national caseload has declined
by more than one-half from a peak in the mid
-1990s, although there remains substantial
uncertainty about the importance of reform in
producing this decline. The second goal of
welfare reform was to improve the longrun

well-being of current and former welfare
recipients. However, much less is known
about whether its impact on the experiences
and well-being of former welfare recipients
has achieved this second goal. This is impor-
tant because unprecedented numbers of poor
families are now primarily depending on the
labor market after years of support from
AFDC. In this paper, we present evidence on
whether reform has been as successful at
improving the well-being of current and for-
mer welfare recipients as it has been at reduc-
ing the welfare caseload.

Welfare reform is committed not only to
moving individuals off of welfare but to help-
ing them achieve self-sufficiency through
employment. While employment of welfare
recipients and leavers has increased following
reform, it is unclear whether former recipients
are moving to stable employment. Previous
research has shown that those leaving welfare
after welfare reform have relatively low levels
of job skills and are working in jobs with low
wages, few benefits, and little security
(Tweedie 1999; Brauner and Loprest 1998;
Parrott 1998). If welfare reform forces the
unprepared to exit welfare, then it may
increase the number of families who rely on
jobs offering poor pay and intermittent
employment.

On the other hand, it is well known that
welfare leavers have always had relatively low
levels of job skills and that they have always
tended to work in low paying jobs, and it is
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possible that welfare reforms may actually
have improved the material conditions of
those who had been receiving welfare. For
example, new requirements that welfare recip-
ients participate in programs designed to facil-
itate movement into the labor force may have
improved their job prospects. If such pro-
grams were successful, those moving off of
welfare following the reforms may actually be
better off financially than were welfare leavers
under the prior system. Further, even if wel-
fare recipients moved into employment under
duress, they might still end up in jobs that ulti-
mately provide better material conditions than
would welfare.

This paper addresses these questions by
examining the dynamics of welfare participa-
tion and employment in the state of Missouri
over the period 1990-1999. While various
administrative reforms occurred in the state
throughout the 1990s, the most important
reform occurred with passage of state legisla-
tion in 1994. Although the structure of wel-
fare reforms differed substantially across
states granted federal waivers, those in
Missouri are as representative as any (Fender,
McKernan and Bernstein 2001). Missouri’s
welfare caseload displays a pattern very simi-
lar to that for the U.S. as a whole, reaching a
peak in the early to middle 1990s, with a
decline to approximately half the peak level by
the end of the decade. These facts suggest
that lessons learned from the Missouri welfare
experience may have broader implications.

Our analysis uses administrative data on the
demographic characteristics of welfare recipi-
ents in Missouri as well as all employment
covered by unemployment insurance in
Missouri and Kansas. Because these data pro-
vide detailed information on past welfare and
employment patterns for all recipients, we are

able to consider how prior work experience
influences the dynamics of welfare recipiency,
the stability of employment, and the growth
of earnings. While some of these issues have
been investigated previously, almost all prior
studies have been limited to studying welfare
recipients and leavers prior to, during, or after
welfare reform. Since our data contain exten-
sive information on individual histories we are
able to examine welfare recipients over the
entire decade of the 1990s and see how the
characteristics and behavior of welfare recipi-
ents change with the rules governing welfare.
We first consider the demographic and fam-
ily characteristics of recipients moving onto
and off of welfare. We also track cycling onto
and off of welfare and the extent of employ-
ment, and earnings levels and stability. This
information is examined for each of 37 quar-
ters in the period from 1990:3 to 1999:3,
spanning the period of active welfare reform.
We then consider the experiences of two
cohorts of welfare leavers, those leaving wel-
fare in fiscal year 1993 (July 1992-June 1993),
and those leaving welfare in fiscal year 1997
(July 1996-June 1997). The first period iden-
tifies welfare leavers prior to welfare reform.
At that point, Missouri’s welfare caseload
was still increasing, and the regulations gov-
erning welfare were essentially those of the
standard Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program, which had
changed relatively little since the early 1980s.
The second period occurs after substantial
policy change. Using these data we examine
the dynamics of employment and welfare
recidivism for welfare leavers. A comparison
of the detailed patterns for these cohorts
allows us to directly consider changes occur-
ring over the period of welfare reform.
Finally, we consider the experiences of two
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cohorts of welfare recipients, those receiving
welfare in fiscal year 1993 and those receiving
welfare in fiscal year 1997. Using these data
we first look at how prior work experience,
education, demographic factors (age and
race), family characteristics (number and ages
of children) and the level and consistency of
prior employment influence earnings and
earnings growth over a two-year period. This
analysis allows us to determine which factors
examined pose the greatest barriers to
employment for welfare recipients. Second,
we examine the level and growth of earnings
of welfare recipients who have been sanc-
tioned for not meeting various requirements
specified by the state. One concern about
welfare reform and the increased use of sanc-
tions is that sanctions may tend to push the
least skilled into the labor market. This analy-
sis allows us to determine whether this has in
fact been the case.

The remainder of the paper is structured as
follows. In the next section we briefly review
the literature examining welfare and welfare
reform. Following this we first review the histo-
ry of welfare reform in Missouri and then pro-
vide a brief overview of the Missouri economy
during this period. We describe our data in
Section V. In Section VI we describe how the
welfare caseload has changed between 1990
and 1999, examining employment and demo-
graphic characteristics for those entering and
leaving welfare. Section VII contains the results
from our analysis of the two cohorts of welfare
leavers. Section VIII contains the results from
our analysis of the barriers to employment for
welfare recipients. Section IX contains the
results from our analysis of the effect of sanc-
tions on the earnings and earnings growth of
welfare recipients. Finally, we summarize our
results and present conclusions in Section X.

Il. The Dynamics of Welfare and
Employment and the Impacts
of Reform

Concern with the work activities of welfare
recipients goes back to at least the 1960s,
when implementation of the federal Work
Incentive (WIN) program required states to
assure that recipients had access to job search
services. Corresponding with this popular
concern was a body of research examining the
effects of AFDC.

Nonetheless, studies that examined the deter-

work  disincentive

minants of program participation suggested
that the labor market was of secondary impor-
tance in explaining flows onto and off of wel-
fare. In a review of the literature, Moffitt
(1992, 26) cited findings that only one fifth of
AFDC exits resulted from earnings gains for
the single parent, while a substantially larger
share was due to marriage. He noted “these
results suggest that a model of marital search
would be a more accurate descriptor of AFDC
entry and exit than a wage-search model...”
By the early 1990s, new research appeared
to require modification of this interpretation.
Whereas the earlier work had used annual
data on welfare recipiency, studies that con-
sidered shorter periods found much greater
labor market impacts on welfare recipiency.
In addition, it appears that studies using data
after 1980 also found a larger impact of
employment, very likely reflecting the changes
in regulations that made it more difficult to
receive welfare and work. Using a monthly
measure of welfare receipt, studies found that
40-70 percent of exits from welfare in the mid-
1980s were associated with employment,
while only 5-25 percent were associated with
marriage (Blank 1989; Harris 1993; Blank and
Ruggles 1996). Consistent with the view that
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both the labor market and the marriage mar-
ket play a role, analyses that examine the
determinants of welfare exits show that meas-
ures indicating opportunities in both the labor
and marriage markets are associated with wel-
fare exits (Fitzgerald 1991; Hoynes 1996;
Ribar 2000).

A substantial portion of those who leave
welfare subsequently return. Using a one-year
window for measuring welfare, Bane and
Ellwood (1994) estimated that half of all
recipients had multiple spells of welfare.
When welfare spells are constructed from
monthly data, recidivism is higher, and large
shares of returns to welfare occur within a
year of exit. Shortterm recidivism is greater
for those whose welfare exits are associated
with earnings growth than for those who
marry or experience other household changes
(Blank and Ruggles 1994), although ultimate-
ly the latter group may be just as likely to
return (Harris 1996). Among leavers with
employment, the kind of job held plays an
important role in determining whether the
individual returns to welfare, with those in
higher paying industries less likely to return
(Lane and Stevens 1995; Lane and Stevens
2001; Bartik 1997).

Despite obvious disincentives for work in
the AFDC program of the 1980s, a large share
of welfare recipients combined work with wel-
fare even over relatively short periods. Using
data for 1984-1989, Gault, Hartmann and Yi
(1999) show that, among those who had
received welfare at some point in a two-year
period, less than a quarter were out of the
labor force during the entire time. The
remainder cycled between welfare and work,
combined welfare and work, or spent sub-
stantial time looking for work. It is also clear
that welfare experiences do not preclude later

When individuals

observed receiving AFDC at a given point in

labor market success.
time are followed for several years, labor force
participation and earnings increase (O’Neill
and O’Neill 1997) and some studies suggest
that wages actually approach those of similar
individuals who did not participate in AFDC
(Moffitt and Rangarajan, 1989). Insofar as
welfare recipients continue to fare less well
than others, this appears to be the result of
less stable employment (Gladden and Taber
2000; Loeb and Corcoran 2000).

Of course, these findings are based on
examining AFDC recipients, who could con-
tinue to receive benefits indefinitely. Given the
observed earnings of recipients and the mod-
est gains that job search and training pro-
grams appeared to provide, many observers
predicted that attempts to reduce the welfare
rolls by moving recipients into jobs would not
be successful (Burtless 1995; O’Neill and
O’Neill 1997; Kalil et al., 1998).

The welfare reforms of the 1990s coincided
with a dramatic decline in the overall case-
load. While there has been much debate
about the relative importance of the reforms
and the very strong economy in inducing
these declines, most research suggests that
both had some role, with the importance of
reforms increasing with implementation of
TANF after 1996.1 Reforms also appear to
have increased rates of employment for single
parents in general (Bishop 1998; Moffitt
1999; Grogger 2001).

Much interest has focused on the employ-
ment of recipients and its reform’s impact on
welfare exits, and on the difficulties that for-
mer recipients have obtaining stable employ-
ment to provide earnings self-sufficiency.
Reforms have been associated with substantial
increases in the levels of employment for
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recipients (Department of Health and Human
Services 2000). We know that those who leave
welfare are likely to be working, but that their
earnings are often very low and that many of
them are suffering substantial hardship
(Tweedie 1999; Brauner and Loprest 1998;
Parrott 1998). In contrast to expectations, it
does not appear that reforms have caused wel-
fare caseloads to become more disadvantaged
(Moffitt and Stevens 2000), although since
the implementation of TANF the proportion
of nonwhite recipients has increased substan-
tially (Zedlewskie and Anderson 2001).

Following reforms, employment continues
to play an important role in welfare exits, but
existing studies provide little basis for exam-
ining changes in the dynamics of welfare use
and employment occurring with reform. In
one of the few studies that provides a consis-
tent comparison, Loprest (2000) uses a
national sample to compare the experience of
individuals leaving welfare in 1995-1997 with
those leaving in 1997-1999. She finds that the
levels of employment and earnings are, if any-
thing, higher in the more recent period.
Unfortunately, this does not provide a very
clear picture of the impact of reforms since
reform efforts were underway in most states
prior to implementation of TANF, which
occurred in late 1996 or 1997.

l1l. Welfare Reform in Missouri

Reflecting stability in the federal AFDC pro-
gram, Missouri’s welfare system was essential-
ly unchanged from the early 1980s until the
JOBS program was implemented in accord
with federal legislation in the early 1990s.2
The next change occurred in 1994, when
Missouri passed major welfare reform legisla-
tion, that was implemented in 1995 with fed-

eral approval of a statewide waiver. These new
legislation required each nonexempt recipient
to enter into a “self-sufficiency pact,” that
spelled out a plan for obtaining self-support-
ing employment within two years. It also
raised allowable asset levels, increased efforts
to establish paternity, made grandparents
responsible for child support in some cases,
required minor parents to live with their par-
ents, instituted changes in JOBS, including
establishing a wage supplementation program,
and instituted other program changes. It also
provided for sanctions, a reduction in the case
grant amount for recipients failing to meet
training, work, or other requirements. Despite
the apparent scope of the legislation, in the
short run it provided only moderate changes
in the rules faced by a typical recipient. In part
it codified changes already under way, and it
enabled a gradual reform process to continue.

Federal welfare reform replaced AFDC with
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) at the end of 1996, but associated pol-
icy changes were relatively small, since state
reform had already occurred, and no state leg-
islation was passed at that time. One of the
important changes in 1996 was the imposition
of a five-year lifetime limit on welfare receipt. In
addition, certain activities undertaken in fea-
tures of Missouri’s JOBS program, in particular
such as educational activities requiring lengthy
participation, were eliminated or reduced
because they were no longer acceptable under
federal law, and these activities were reduced.
Exemptions from work requirements were also
tightened; TANF required that a child be under
age one for an exemption, in contrast to age
three under prior rules.

Between 1993 and 1998, recipients faced
increased restraints and growing pressure to
participate in training and employment. An indi-
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cation of the changes can be obtained by con-
sidering the likelihood that a recipient would
face sanctions for violations of the rules. Since
Miissouri did not impose “whole case” sanctions
(termination of all payments), sanctioned cases
could continue to receive benefits at reduced
levels for extended periods. Prior to 1994, in
keeping with federal AFDC regulations, essen-
tially no sanctions were applied. By the end of
1998, the number had increased to about 1 per-
cent of the caseload, growing steadily to well
over 10 percent in 1998.3

During the 1990s, there were important and
possibly significant changes in the way case-
workers were trained and rewarded. Through
the early 1990s, caseworkers were evaluated for
accuracy in processing applicants and assuring
that they were placed on the welfare rolls
promptly. A variety of training programs for
caseworkers have attempted to refocus case-
workers’ efforts on getting recipients into jobs
and off of welfare. The legislative activity of the
1990s appears to have placed particular empha-
sis on the potentially temporary nature of wel-
fare payments, and instructions to caseworkers
require that this be emphasized to recipients.
Informal reports suggest that recipients are
more willing to move off of welfare, even if it
may be temporary, in order to “bank” their five
years of welfare eligibility.

Despite these major reforms occurring
through the 1990s, the benefit and earnings
disregard levels remained the same as those
under AFDC through September 1999. A fam-
ily with one adult and two children was eligi-
ble for a maximum payment of $292 per
month. AFDC rules specify an earnings disre-
gard of $120 of earnings per month and 33.3
percent of the remainder for the first 4
months, $120 for the next 8 months, and $90
1990’s welfare

thereafter4 To summarize,

reform in Missouri shared many features with
welfare reform in other states. In particular,
Missouri welfare recipients were faced with
time limits on recipiency, financial incentives
to work, and a welfare bureaucracy that was
motivated to move recipients towards self-suf-
ficiency. Thus, an examination of Missouri
welfare recipients before and after welfare
reform may tell us much about the broader
impact of reform.

IV. The Missouri Economy
in Context

The rest of this paper studies the experience
of Missouri welfare recipients and how that
experience changed with Missouri welfare
reform in the 1990’s. Extrapolating from the
Missouri experience, however, requires some
understanding of how the economic environ-
ment faced by Missouri welfare recipients
compared with that of welfare recipients in
the rest of the U.S. economy. This section
places the Missouri economic experience of
the 1990’s in the context of the broader U.S.
experience over that same period.

Table 1 presents summary data on the
economies of both Missouri and the United
States as a whole, for both 1991, which was
before welfare reform began in Missouri, and
1999, which was after the important reforms
had been in place for several years. The first
panel of the table shows that the fraction of
employment accounted for by broad indus-
tries in 1991 was quite similar between
Missouri and the U.S. as a whole. This panel
also shows that both Missouri and the U.S. as
a whole moved away from manufacturing
(particularly durable manufacturing) and
towards Services and Construction. In
Missouri, an important factor in the move
away from durable manufacturing industry
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was the decline in defense industry employ-
ment, as McDonnell Douglas was historically
one of the largest Missouri employers and its
employment shrank substantially over this
period. To a lesser extent, the move towards
the construction industry was driven by an
increase in construction demand that was
driven by the huge floods that hit Missouri in
1993 and 1995.

The next panel of Table 1 compares the
racial compositions of the populations of
Missouri and the U.S. as a whole. The panel
indicates that while Missouri has a
close-to-average share of African-Americans in
its population, other minorities are dramati-
cally under represented in the Missouri
Population. Asians account for only about 1
percent of the Missouri population, compared
with 4 percent for the country as a whole in
1999, and Hispanics account for less than 2
percent of the Missouri population, compared
with over 11 percent for the country as a
whole. These patterns are largely driven by
recent patterns of immigration, which have
tended to settle on the coasts instead of the
Midwest. These general demographic patterns
carry over to the welfare population, where
the share of Asians and, particularly,
Hispanics in the Missouri welfare population
is well below the national average.

The remainder of Table 1 compares the
income and earnings of Missourians with
those of the U.S. population as a whole. The
panels indicate that personal and household
income of Missouri are generally slightly
below that of the United States as a whole.s
These same patterns are observed in the pat-
terns for average weekly earnings and average
hourly wage. Finally, it is worth noting that
Missouri has two large urban areas, Kansas

City and St. Louis, although the state is some-

what less urbanized than the nation as a
whole (69 percent urban in Missouri vs. 75
percent urban in the U.S. as a whole, in 1990).
In sum, Missouri is a fairly representative state
from most demographic and economic per-
spectives. The major differences between
Missouri and the rest of the U.S. over this
period are that there are fewer non-black
minorities in Missouri than elsewhere and
that Missouri is somewhat less urban.

While Table 1 provides broad insight into
the differences between Missouri and the rest
of the U.S., it provides relatively little insight
to the precise timing of shortrun labor mar-
ket developments. Such temporary fluctua-
tions are of obvious potential importance
when interpreting the patterns of success and
failure in Missouri welfare reform. For this
reason, Figures 1-3 report time-series sum-
maries of how the Missouri labor market
evolved in comparison to the broader U.S.
labor market. The charts are based on micro-
data drawn from the March surveys of the
1991-2000 Current Population Survey, which
measure labor market performance for the
preceding year.

Our goal in presenting such labor market
data is to record the prevailing environment in
which welfare reform occurred. It is of course
true, however, that welfare reform may have
affected the labor market itself. For example, it
would not be surprising if a welfare
reform-induced movement of low-skill women
into the labor market were to result in a
decrease in the relative wage of low-skill
women. There is no way to completely separate
the effect of welfare reform from the underlying
economic conditions in which it occurred, but
one way to reduce the mutual dependence is to
focus on the labor market for men. Few men
are directly affected by welfare reform, since
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there is only a tiny fraction of men that were on
welfare in the first place (mostly through the lit-
tleused AFDC-UP program). Further, the labor
markets for men and women are still segregat-
ed to some extent, particularly among low-skill
workers (Carrington and Troske, 1998), so
movements in the supply of low-skill women
may have less effect on men than women. (Of
course, the same could be said of genderspe-
cific demand movements.)

Figure 1 reports the evolution of the unem-
ployment rate for men between the ages of 20
and 60 for both the U.S. and Missouri. The
chart shows that while the Missouri unem-
ployment series fluctuates more, the general
patterns of rise and fall in Missouri were quite
similar to those of the U.S. as a whole. Figure
2 reports the median hourly wage for men
between the ages of 20 and 60 over the same
period. The chart shows that median male
wages in Missouri and the U.S. as a whole
have moved in quite a similar fashion over this
period. Welfare recipients, of course may have
labor market skills that are less comparable
with the median male than they are with the
lower tail of the male distribution. For this
reason, Figure 3 plots the 25th percentile of
the hourly wage distribution for Missouri and
the U.S. as a whole. The chart shows that the
lower tail of the two distributions also moved
in a similar fashion.

In sum, the evidence presented here sug-
gests that the economies of Missouri and the
rest of the United States both started and
ended the 1990’s in a similar position, and that
the labor markets evolved in a similar fashion
over this period. This suggests that the people
affected by Missouri welfare reform in the
1990’s were operating in an economic envi-
ronment that was fairly representative of gen-
eral economic conditions in the U.S. over this

period. This is no guarantee that one can
extrapolate from the Missouri experience, as
the Missouri economy could be idiosyncratic
along dimensions not measured here.
Nevertheless, the limited evidence presented
here as well as our own study of the issue sug-

gests that Missouri is broadly representative.

V. Data

Our data on AFDC/TANF recipients come
from administrative records maintained by the
state of Missouri in the form of monthly files
from July 1990 through September 1999. Our
analyses focus on female payees in the AFDC-
Basic program or its TANF successor, who are
at least 18 and less than 56 years of age.
“Child only” cases are omitted, since the
payee in such cases receives a grant on behalf
of children but does not have formal respon-
sibility for them and is therefore exempt from
the work or training requirements that parents
face. Welfare recipients with only in-kind pay-
ments are also excluded.

Since two-parent families receiving pay-
ments under the AFDC-UP program are
omitted, the unit of our analysis is a single
mother with children who receives cash wel-
fare payments, or equivalently, a welfare case
headed by such an individual. We have com-
bined the monthly data into quarters, so that
recipients are those who receive payments
and met our other selection criteria in any
month during a quarter. A recipient in a
given quarter is defined as a welfare arrival
or entry if she was not a recipient in the
prior quarter; and she is defined as an exit or
leaver if she is not a recipient in the subse-
quent quarter. Since our information on pro-
gram participation is limited to Missouri, an
individual who received welfare payments in
another state would be considered as a new
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arrival, and welfare in the previous state
would not be measured.¢

Employment and earnings information
derives from “wage record” data maintained
by the states of Missouri and Kansas in sup-
port of their unemployment insurance sys-
tems. For every individual employed in a cov-
ered job, the files indicate total quarterly earn-
ings, along with selected employer informa-
tion. While the vast majority of the employ-
ment for Missouri residents is included in
these files, self-employment, illegal or infor-
mal employment, certain federal employment,
and employment outside Missouri and Kansas
are not included.” We match recipient records
from the welfare data to the wage record data
using Social Security Number. If we do not
find a record for an individual in a given quar-
ter in the wage record data, we consider the
individual to be not employed.

VI. Caseload Dynamics
Patterns of Welfare Entry and Exit

This paper examines the post-welfare experi-
ence of welfare leavers both before and after
welfare reform. Any differences in outcomes
between the two groups can be due to differ-
ences in incentives provided by the two sys-
tems. However, differences between the two
groups may also be due to time-series varia-
tion in the demographic and economic com-
position of welfare exiters. Given the steady
improvement in economic conditions in
Missouri and the broader U.S. economy, this
latter hypothesis merits serious consideration.
To get a handle on this issue, this section
examines time-series changes in the makeup
of both welfare leavers and the broader wel-
fare caseload. The hope is that this informa-
tion will allow for more educated interpreta-
tions of our later findings.

Did welfare reform alter the composition of
the welfare population in Missouri? In partic-
ular, did reform move the relatively able off of
welfare and leave the most ill-prepared for the
labor market behind? Figure 4 begins to
address this question by tracking the welfare
caseload and flows onto and off of welfare for
Missouri for each quarter from 1990:3 to
1999:3. Since there is appreciable seasonal
variation in arrivals and departures, as well a
variation due to small numbers, Figure 4 pres-
ents these statistics using a four-quarter mov-
ing average.8 The figure shows that the case-
load grew steadily in the first half of the
1990’s and that it reached a peak of just over
74,500 in the third quarter of 1994. In 1995,
however, the caseload began a steady and dra-
matic decline, leading to a caseload of under
40,000 by the end of 1999.

The number of individuals entering welfare
each quarter averages over 8,000 in each year
through 1994, after which it declines steadily to
around 6,000. The average quarterly flow off of
welfare increases from about 7,000 to a peak of
over 9,000 in 1997 and then declines to below
8,000. This decline is due to a decline in the
caseload rather than to a decline in the exit rate
among the caseload. Figure 5 makes this point
more clearly with a graph of the 4-quarter mov-
ing average of the quarterly exit rate. The exit
rate remains close to 11 percent through 1994,
but it increases steadily to nearly 19 percent by
the end of our period.

Changes in the Characteristics of the
Caseload and Flows

Did welfare reform alter the composition of the
welfare population? Figure 6 provides informa-
tion on the characteristics of those receiving
welfare and on those entering and exiting wel-
fare. Panel A shows that the age of the youngest
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child among welfare recipients increases slight-
ly, averaging just over 4.8 in the early 1990s,
reaching 5.1 in 1996, and declining to around
4.9 in the last year. As might be expected, those
entering welfare have younger children, while
those exiting have older children. Over this
period, the gap narrowed somewhat.

Panel B of Figure 6 shows that the average
years of schooling of the welfare caseload
increased to the late 1990s, then declined,
returning to its initial level, although the
increase and decrease is less than 0.1 year
(Panel B). Perhaps more noteworthy is that
both arrivals and leavers have more schooling
than the caseload as a whole, as educated
recipients are more likely to be short term
recipients. The educational level for both
arrivals and departures follows that of the
caseload, however, as average schooling first
increases but then decreases.

Panel C of Figure 6 shows that there were
more substantial changes in the racial compo-
sition of the welfare caseload over this period.
While 47 percent of the caseload in 1994 was
nonwhite, this had increased to over 56 per-
cent by 1999. Note also that both flows have
fewer nonwhites than the caseload as a whole,
which merely reflects the fact that whites have
shorter spells on welfare. During this period,
the racial composition of arrivals and exits
moved together, with the proportion non-
white in both increasing.

Finally, the age of the payees increased by
about 0.4 years through 1997 and then
decreased slightly in the following two years
(Panel D). Of course, as might be anticipated,
those entering welfare are appreciably
younger, by approximately two years, than the
caseload as a whole. Those exiting welfare are
only slightly older than the caseload.

Our conclusion is that, with the exception of
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the racial composition, Missouri welfare
reforms seem to have had little effect on demo-
graphic characteristics of recipients. Perhaps of
equal interest, the characteristics of those enter-
ing and exiting followed very similar patterns to
that of the caseload. There is some evidence
that the December 1996 implementation of
TANF, occurring in December of 1996, may
have had an influence on the dynamics, given
that for several graphs inflection points occur
around that time, however, it is the stability
rather than the changes that are most notable.
These findings are important because they
show that changes in welfare reform have not
significantly affected the observable characteris-
tics of welfare recipients. Therefore, to the
extent that recipients’ behavior differs after wel-
fare reform, it is likely that the differences are
due to either unobserved differences in the wel-
fare population, or the changes in the rules gov-
erning welfare recipiency.

Prior Welfare Experience and Employment
for Welfare Recipients and Flows

Figure 7 provides information on the prior
welfare experience and dynamics of move-
ment onto and off of welfare. Panel A shows
that there has been very little change in the
extent to which welfare recipients have prior
welfare experience. In the two prior years, the
average recipient had received payments dur-
ing approximately six quarters. Those exiting
welfare had spent slightly more than four
quarters receiving welfare. We observe an
increase in leavers’ welfare experience through
1997, presumably reflecting efforts on the
part of welfare reformers to remove long-term
recipients from the rolls. Perhaps the only
important surprise is a substantial trend in the
prior welfare experience of those entering
welfare. Whereas in the early 1990s, the aver-
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age welfare arrival had received welfare during
approximately one quarter in the prior year,
this had increased by about 50 percent by the
end of the 1990s.

Despite the fact that welfare arrivals had
more prior welfare experience, this does not
mean that return to welfare has become more
common. Panel B shows that the chance that
an individual who leaves welfare returns in the
following two years has declined from 40 per-
cent to 30 percent. Returning recipients make
up an increasing share of entries because,
first, with higher rates of departure from wel-
fare, the pool of former recipients is larger,
and, second, with smaller flows onto welfare,
those returning are more prominent. These
two factors overwhelm the fact that individu-
als are much less likely to return to welfare
than in the past. Of course, we cannot be sure
that the most recent recipients will have a sim-
ilar experience, but it seems unlikely there will
be a dramatic reversal.

Panel C of Figure 7 shows that the most
dramatic change among welfare recipients is
in the proportion employed. In the early
1990s, less than one in four recipients were
employed, whereas by 1999, the employment
rate had nearly doubled. Throughout the
1990s, those entering welfare were more like-
ly to be working, whether reflected in trends
for both current or prior employment show
that the fraction of welfare entrants working
increased throughout the 1990’s. Employment
rates for those exiting welfare also increased.
The figure identifies two measures of employ-
ment for leavers, one in the last quarter receiv-
ing welfare and the second in the following
quarter. The second number is greater by 2 to
3 percent, suggesting that there are some indi-
viduals who obtain employment with a lag
after leaving welfare.

Panel A of Figure 8, Panel A, shows that,
over this time, welfare payments are growing
less important. welfare payments gradually
became less important as a source of income
for welfare recipients. Among recipients, the
fraction of income paid by welfare declined
from close to 70 percent to about 55 percent.
There was a more modest decline among
those leaving welfare. In contrast, consistent
with the observation that entries were more
likely to have welfare experience, there was a
modest increase in reliance on welfare among
new recipients. Perhaps most striking is the
increase in the extent of prior earnings for
welfare recipients (Panel B). An increase is
also observed for those leaving welfare and
and those entering. Echoing a result observed
above, we also see that the leavers have
become more similar to the overall caseload
during the 1990s.

While it is clear that by the late 1990s
employment plays a more important role in
the welfare dynamic than in the past, one may
wonder how earnings for those working
changed. Figure 9 presents information on
average earnings, limiting consideration to
employed individuals. If increases in employ-
ment were primarily a result of requirements
imposed on welfare recipients, we might
expect that increased employment rates would
be accompanied by declines in average earn-
ings for those with jobs. The trend in the
graph does not support this view, as point.
Rather than a decline in earnings for welfare
recipients, we observe increases.” We see that
the average quarterly earnings for recipients
increased from just under $1,100 in the early
1990s to approximately $1,400 by the end of
the 1990s, an increase of 27 percent.
Measured purely in material terms, therefore,
it does not appear that welfare reform has
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pushed ever more marginal individuals into
the labor market. Of course, these levels of
earnings remain low, and the strong economy
may be largely responsible for observed gains.

Interestingly, although we saw earlier that
those entering welfare were more likely than
current welfare recipients to be working,
Figure 9 shows that their earnings are lower
and that the difference is growing. Of course,
this may partly reflect the structure of the wel-
fare system. Under AFDC, the structure of
which was inherited by Missouri’s TANF,
earnings disregards allow welfare recipients to
temporarily earn at levels that would disquali-
fy them from applying for welfare initially.

Two measures of earnings are presented for
welfare leavers, one in the last quarter in
which welfare payments were received, and
the second in the following quarter. The first
measure increases more dramatically over
time, reflecting increased incentives for
employment  while receiving  welfare.
However, earnings in the following quarter
also increase. This provides further evidence
suggesting that welfare reform has not forced
the least-prepared individuals into the market.
The level of earnings, while very low, is at the
level where, in combination with the Earned
Income Tax Credit, it would provide earnings
that could exceed the poverty level. In addi-
tion, Medicaid eligibility would continue for
those leaving welfare for at least a year.

VII. Comparing Two Leaver Cohorts

The Impact of Missouri Reforms on
Welfare Leavers: Employment and
Recidivism
To consider how the experiences of welfare
leavers have changed over time, we focus

here on two cohorts of leavers: those leaving
welfare between July 1992 and June 1993,
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and those leaving welfare between July 1996
and June 1997. The first period predates
major welfare reform in the state, and, with
relatively few exceptions, the rules corre-
spond to those of the AFDC system that had
been largely unchanged since the early
1980s. The caseload was also growing at this
point. The second period is nearly two years
after implementation of the state’s major
welfare reform, and corresponds to imple-
mentation of the federal TANF program in
the state. Caseloads are declining at that
point and are about 10 percent below their
peak level in 1994.

The top panel of Figure 10 shows the pro-
portion of leavers who have returned to wel-
fare during the next eight quarters. The solid
line indicates the earlier period and the dot-
ted line the later period.1 A leaver is defined
by receipt of welfare in a particular quarter
and no welfare in the following quarter, so
this measure is zero for the first quarter after
the quarter of exit by construction. The lines
show that in the second quarter about 10 per-
cent of leavers are again receiving welfare and
that this proportion increases for both
cohorts up through the fourth quarter.

Differences between the two cohorts are
striking. Among leavers in the earlier period,
approximately 23 percent were receiving
welfare by the eighth quarter after leaving,
while the comparable figure is only 15 per-
cent for the later period. We also see that
for the later period, there is a pronounced
peak in quarter 4, where 17 percent of
leavers are again receiving welfare. The
decline in welfare receipt over the next four
quarters reflects the fact that some of those
who return to welfare leave again, outnum-
bering the flow of those returning.

As noted above, levels of employment
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among leavers are appreciably higher in the
late 1990s, and this is reflected in Panel B. In
both periods, employment declines after the
first quarter off of welfare. In large part, this
identifies the underlying cause for the return
to welfare, as leavers lose jobs that facilitated
the original move from the welfare rolls.

Figure 11 compares earnings over time for
those leaving welfare. The top panel provides
average earnings for all leavers, a figure that
includes those with no earnings and those
who return to welfare. The important obser-
vation is that the averages are increasing,
showing that increases in earnings for those
who remain employed more than compensate
for the earnings shortfalls of those who are
not employed. The basic patterns are similar
in the two periods, although the increase is
somewhat larger in the earlier period (11 per-
cent versus 7 percent).

Panel B of Figure 11 graphs the increases in
average earnings for those with jobs. The
increase is larger in the more recent period, in
part, no doubt, reflecting that there is a slightly
greater decline in employment, so that the low-
est earning are removed from the risk set.!!

Table 2 provides information on the kinds
of jobs welfare recipients obtain when they
leave welfare and how jobs changed over time.
In Columns (1) and (2) information is provid-
ed on employed recipients from the 1992-
1993 cohort while information on the 1996-
1997 cohort appears in Columns (3) and (4).
For each cohort, job characteristics are pro-
vided for the first quarter after leaving welfare
(Columns (1) and (3)) and for the eighth quar-
ter after leaving welfare (Columns (2) and
(4)). By definition, none of those identified in
the first quarter after leaving welfare are wel-
fare recipients at that time, but the measures
based on the eighth quarter after leaving wel-

fare include some individuals who returned to
welfare. All statistics in the table focus on the
characteristics of employers of welfare recipi-
ents, so individuals who are not employed are
omitted. For individuals with more than one
employer in a quarter, the statistics are report-
ed for the employer paying the greatest earn-
ings in the quarter.

Panel A shows that welfare leavers are very
likely to have jobs in Retail Trade and Service
firms, and that this proportion grew modest-
ly between our cohorts. Looking at the indus-
try detail, we see that nearly 14 percent of
leavers are working in Eating and Drinking
Places in the quarter after leaving welfare, but
that this proportion declined slightly between
periods. The proportion in manufacturing
firms declined nearly a third in the five-year
period. The most dramatic increase among
detailed industries is in Help Supply Services
(“temp help”), which increased from 5.3 per-
cent of leavers to 8.2 percent in the first quar-
ter after leaving.

If we compare the first quarter after leaving
welfare with the eighth quarter, we see that
the progression is quite similar for the two
cohorts. There is little evidence that leavers in
the recent period are more likely to remain in
unstable or marginal jobs. For example, in
both periods, leavers move out of jobs in
restaurants and nursing homes, and into jobs
in manufacturing, transportation and commu-
nications. One modest shift in the pattern
occurs for temporary help, which shows an
increase between the first and the eighth quar-
ter for those in the earlier cohort but a
decrease for the later cohort.

Panel B in Table 2 compares the size of
firms hiring welfare leavers. Here we see that
among leavers in the more recent cohort,
appreciably more are working for the largest
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firms. Whereas in the earlier period, workers
tended to move into larger firms, in the recent
period, the change is small.

Panel C shows that, initially, both cohorts of
welfare leavers work for firms with very similar
pay but that progression over the two years
after leaving welfare is greater for the more
recent group. Perhaps most notable, eight quar-
ters after leaving welfare, nearly 30 percent of
leavers in the 1992-1993 cohort worked for
firms with wages averaging below $2000 per
quarter, whereas that number had declined to
25 percent for the 1996-1997 cohort. This again
suggests that welfare reform is not pushing less
qualified workers into the labor market. Finally,
Panel D shows that welfare leavers are less like-
ly than in the past to be working in a firm with
a large share of welfare recipients. We see no
evidence that welfare reform has pushed leavers
into positions with employers who specialize in
hiring welfare recipients.

Table 3 presents similar employment infor-
mation for all workers in Missouri. Column
(1) presents information for all workers in the
fourth quarter of 1992 that is comparable to
the employment information for the 1992-
1993 cohort of welfare leavers in Table 2.
Column (2) presents information from the
fourth quarter of 1996, which is comparable
to the employment information for the 1996-
1997 cohort of welfare leavers.

Comparing Panel A in Table 3 with Panel A
in Table 2 shows that former welfare recipi-
ents are much more likely to work in the
Retail Trade and Services sectors and less like-
ly to work in all other sectors then the typical
Missouri workers. Looking at the detailed
industries we see that former welfare recipi-
ents are particularly over represented in indus-
tries such as Eating and Drinking Places,
Hotels and Motels, Help Supply Services, and
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in nursing homes.

Comparing the information in Panel B in the
two tables we see that former welfare recipients
are less likely to work in the smallest (1-19) and
largest firms (over 1,000). Panel C in the two
tables shows that former welfare workers tend
to work for low paying firms. Relative to the
typical Missouri worker, former welfare recipi-
ents are over twice as likely to work for a firm
that pays average quarterly earnings of less than
$2,000 and are up to five times less likely to
work for a firm that pays average quarterly earn-
ings over $7,500. Finally, comparing the infor-
mation in Panel D in the two tables shows that
welfare recipients are much more likely to work
in firms where over 10 percent of the workforce
is receiving welfare.

The information in Tables 2 and 3 shows that
former welfare recipients do tend to work in
firms that pay low wages and employ large
numbers of welfare recipients and tend to work
in industries with high turnover. However, these
tables also show that this was true both prior to
and after welfare reform.

The Determinants of Recidivism

As the conditions for departure from welfare
shift, we might assume that returns to welfare
would have a different structure. To examine
this possibility we estimate the probability that
the individual is again receiving welfare in the
cighth quarter after leaving welfare using a
probit model controlling for demographic
characteristics, past welfare and work experi-
ence, location, and the attributes of an indi-
vidual’s job in the quarter immediately after
leaving welfare.12 Table 4 presents estimates of
the marginal effects of the variables. The
analysis is performed separately for our two
of former welfare

cohorts recipients.

Specification (1) includes the standard demo-
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graphic characteristics along with the time on
welfare in the last two years and the time
working in the last two years. Time on welfare
is measured as the proportion of quarters in
the eight quarters prior to leaving that the
individual was receiving welfare, and time
working is measured in an analogous manner.

Specification (2) controls for the econom-
ic conditions of the local labor market by
including the unemployment rate for the
county where an individual lives and for
whether she lives in a suburban county or a
large metropolitan county (the excluded
group is individuals who live in a small met-
ropolitan county or a rural county).!3 The
large metropolitan counties are those contain-
ing St. Louis and Kansas City, Missouri.
Specification (3) controls for the quarterly
earnings received by former recipients in the
initial quarter after leaving welfare. We
include six dummy variables representing
seven different earnings categories. Zero earn-
ings is the excluded category and contains
individuals with no job in the initial quarter
off of welfare.!# It may seem odd that women
with zero earnings are less likely to return to
welfare than those with modest earnings.
However, consistent with previous research,
we suspect that welfare-leavers with zero post-
welfare earnings have typically changed their
household circumstances (e.g., marriage) in
ways that offer a more persistent means of
support than do very low earnings jobs.
Specification (4) includes controls for the
industry of a recipient’s employer in the first
quarter off of welfare along with controls for
the size of the employer.

To see more clearly the relationship
between individual characteristics and the
probability of returning to welfare, and how
this relationship changes after welfare reform,

we use the results from Table 4 to predict the
probability that an individual with various
attributes returns to welfare within two years.
The results from this exercise are presented in
Table 5. To obtain our base-line prediction we
use mean values of the control variables com-
puted across both cohorts. The B vector is
taken from the specifications in Table 4. For
example, the probability in Row (1) Column
(1) is 0.361. This probability is calculated
using the B vector from specification (1) for
the 1992-1993 cohort times the means of the
control variables calculated over individuals in
both the 1992-1993 and 1996-1997 cohorts.
The means for all of the controls are given in
Appendix Table A-1.

The results in Table 5 show that the pre-
dicted rate of recidivism is substantially lower
for the latter cohort, implying that differences
in the observed rates are not due to differ-
ences in any of the control variables. Table 5
also shows that recidivism is higher for non-
whites, those with less education, those who
are younger, and those who have who more
children under age 18.

Both the time on welfare and time working
variables are correlated with the probability
that an individual returns to welfare. As one
might expect, those with greater welfare expe-
rience are more likely to return to welfare. In
contrast to our expectation, we also see that
people who worked more in the past are
more likely to return to welfare in the future.
One might expect the employment and wel-
fare experience variables to be negatively cor-
related, so that including welfare experience
would influence the coefficient of time work-
ing. However, re-estimating the model drop-
ping the welfare experience variable has little
effect on the coefficient of work experience.
Comparing across cohorts shows that these
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variables play a slightly more important role in
predicting return to welfare in the earlier
cohort, although the differences are small.
One possible explanation for the observed
impact of work experience is that welfare
leavers with more extensive work histories are
likely to leave welfare with a low paying job
and therefore are more likely to return to wel-
fare. The numbers in Table 4 based on speci-
fication (4) show that it is the case that those
who leave welfare with a low paying job are
more likely to return to receiving welfare. In
fact, those with a low paying job are more like-
ly to return to welfare than those with a rela-
tively high paying job and are more likely to
return to welfare than those with no job. The
coefficients on the earnings dummy variables
in Table 4 show that it is not until an individ-
ual has earnings above $3,000 in a quarter that
she is less likely to return to welfare than an
individual who has no job in the initial quarter
after leaving welfare. One explanation is that
those who leave welfare without a job are leav-
ing because they have formed a relationship
with someone who is providing financial sup-
port and that such relationships provide more
long-term support than a low-wage job,
enabling individuals to remain off of welfare.
While the basic observation that having a
low paying job is associated with return to
welfare is confirmed, it is of interest that the
relationship between the probability of return-
ing to welfare and prior work history is
reduced only slightly when controls for job
are included. Even after we control for indus-
try and firm size, those with more extensive
prior work histories are more likely to return
to welfare. An individual who has sought wel-
fare despite consistent employment is less like-
ly to obtain complete self-sufficiency than one
with little work history. While the work of
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Blank and Ruggles (1996) suggests that those
leaving welfare because of employment would
be particularly likely to return, nothing in
prior work suggests the kind of mechanism
we observe here.

One obvious question about the structure
of recidivism for the 1996-1997 cohort is how
much of the lower recidivism rate is due to
the strong economy. To capture the effect
that differences in economic conditions have
on the rate of welfare recidivism we included
in our model measures of the average unem-
ployment rate in an individual’s county of res-
idence during the two years following leaving.
The results in Table 4 show that cross-county
differences in unemployment rates do have a
significant impact on the likelihood of return-
ing to welfare, with a 1 percent increase in
average unemployment causing between 1 and
1.5 percent increase in the chance of return.
However, including unemployment and the
other county level controls in the regression
has very little impact on the other coefficients.
Furthermore, average differences in unem-
ployment between cohorts are small, so
changes in unemployment plays essentially no
role in explaining the lower levels of welfare
recidivism for the 1996-1997 cohort.

When we compare the estimated impacts of
individual characteristics across the cohorts,
we see that, during this period of dramatic
change in the welfare laws, the basic structure
of the relationship between these variables
and the probability of returning to welfare is
unchanged. Welfare and work time have
slightly smaller impacts in the later cohort, but
these differences are quite modest. Education
and race grew somewhat more important in
predicting recidivism. Finally, we see that the
economic condition of the local labor market
has a smaller effect in the more recent period.
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Overall welfare reform seems to have little
impact on the factors predicting whether
someone returns to welfare.

VIIl. Barriers to Employment

One concern expressed regarding welfare
reform is that it will force into the labor mar-
ket individuals who have a number of factors
preventing them from obtaining consistent
full-time employment. In this section of the
report we examine the relationship between
a number of possible barriers to employment
and welfare recipients’ patterns of earnings
and earnings growth.

Our analysis will consider, first, how prior
work experience, education, demographic fac-
tors (age and race) and family characteristics
(number and ages of children) influence initial
earnings and earnings growth over a two-year
period. We also examine how the level of
employment, including both constancy of
employment and the level of earnings, influ-
ences the growth in earnings. This analysis
will allow us to determine which of the factors
examined poses the most important barriers
to obtaining employment. To examine the
effect of welfare reform on the estimated rela-
tionships, we will focus on two cohorts of
welfare recipients, those receiving welfare in
fiscal year 1993 (July 1992-June 1993), prior to
welfare reform, and those receiving welfare in
fiscal year 1997 (July 1996-June 1997), after
welfare reform. In contrast to analyses report-
ed above, we focus here on all welfare recipi-
ents and not simply welfare leavers. Before
turning to the results, we should recall that
Section IV showed that, with the exception of
race, there has been very little change in the
characteristics of welfare recipients over the
1990s. This again suggests that, if we do

observe changes in the relationship between
recipient characteristics and the level and
growth of employment after welfare reform, it
is unlikely to be the result of changes in the
type of workers receiving welfare.

To begin the analysis, in Table 6 we present
results from a series of regressions predicting
the level of current quarter earnings as a func-
tion of demographic characteristics. In these
regressions we pool the data on welfare recipi-
ents from each of the four quarters in a year.
Thus, the unit of observation is a welfare recip-
ient in a quarter. Someone who receives welfare
in all four quarters will appear four times in the
regression. We have adjusted the standard
errors to take account of repeated observations
for the same individual. We also include dummy
variables controlling for the quarter the data
refer to, with Quarter 1 being the excluded cat-
egory. We measure the dependent variable in
levels instead of logs so that we can include wel-
fare recipients with zero earnings.

Looking at the two regressions predicting
earnings we see fairly standard results, in par-
ticular, a positive coefficient on the Nonwhite
variable (which is common among welfare
recipients), a positive coefficient on years of
education, a quadratic relationship between
age and earnings, and a positive of being
located in either a suburban or urban county
(relative to a rural county).

Focusing on the family, welfare, and work
history variables, and comparing across regres-
sions, we see a number of interesting relation-
ships. First, in both periods having more chil-
dren under age 18 is associated with lower
wages. However, the effects are quite small
and not economically important. In 1993 an
additional child under 18 is associated with
$2.53 in lower earnings in a quarter while in
1997 an additional child is associated with
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$13.44 in lower wages in a quarter. In both
periods having a young child is also associat-
ed with lower wages and the effect is similar
in the two periods, but again the effects are
quite small. In addition, in both periods
spending more time on welfare in the last two
years and spending more time working in the
last two years are associated with higher earn-
ings, with the effects being larger for the lat-
ter cohort. While the relationship between
prior work experience and earnings seems
intuitive, the relationship between time spent
on welfare and earnings appears counter-intu-
itive. One possible explanation is that, when
we control for work history, time on welfare
identifies individuals who have combined
work and welfare in the past. This highlights
the fact that by limiting the analysis to indi-
viduals receiving welfare we are identifying
only earnings that do not force individuals to
leave the system.

One other notable result in Table 6 is the
coefficient on the County Unemployment Rate
variable. In both periods a high unemployment
in a recipients’ county is associated with signifi-
cantly lower quarterly earnings. This confirms
the expectation that, like other low-skill work-
ers, welfare recipients in areas with higher
unemployment are less likely to find jobs.

The main conclusions from this table are first
that the effect of possible barriers to employ-
ment, such as having many children or young
children, on the level of earnings appears quite
small. In addition, for recipients in both
cohorts, prior work experience has a large, pos-
itive effect on current quarter earnings. In gen-
eral, the estimated impacts of family character-
istics and prior employment level on earnings
remain fairly stable over the two periods.
Finally, we also see that there is a large negative
relationship between the unemployment rate in
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a recipient’s county and earnings.

Table 7 presents the results from our analy-
sis of the relationship between demographic
and family characteristics and earnings
growth. We use the same sample in this table
as we used in Table 6. However, in this analy-
sis we follow those receiving welfare in a given
quarter for eight subsequent quarters, measur-
ing their earnings in each of these quarters.
Each separate quarter of earnings is an addi-
tional observation, so a welfare recipient in all
four quarters of the year will contribute 32
observations to the regressions.!S We again
adjust the standard errors for the possible cor-
relation in the errors for the same individual.
This analysis differs in one critical way from
that reported above. Since earnings are meas-
ured in a subsequent quarter, it includes earn-
ings in a quarter even if the individual left wel-
fare. Hence, there is not a direct constraint on
earnings imposed by sample selection. In fact,
we expect that those with very high earnings
will not be receiving welfare payments.

The regressions in Columns (1) and (3)
include the same set of controls as in Table 6,
along with controls for earnings in the refer-
ence quarter, a dummy variable for whether
earnings were zero in the reference quarter, a
dummy variable for whether or not the recipi-
ent worked parttime in the reference quarter,
and a variable indicating the number of quar-
ters since the reference quarter.'6 With the
exception of the last variable, all of our control
variables are measured in the reference period.
The models in Columns (2) and (4) include a
complete set of interactions between all of the
other variables and the number of quarters
since the reference quarter variable. Since we
are focusing on the role of family characteris-
tics and the level of employment in accounting
for earnings growth, we suppress the coeffi-
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cients on the other variables. Appendix Table
A-2 contains the complete set of results.

Focusing first on the family characteristics
variables in Columns (1) and (3) we see that
having more children under age 18 and having
younger children is associated with having
lower wages in subsequent quarters, but the
effects are again quite small and are similar for
the two cohorts. Looking at prior time on
welfare, we see that in this specification
spending more time on welfare is now associ-
ated with lower earnings in subsequent peri-
ods for both cohorts, although the effects are
small. Moving from spending no time on wel-
fare in the previous two years to spending all
of one’s time on welfare in the previous two
years is associated with a decline of $87 in
earnings for the 1993 cohort and a decline of
$46 for the 1997 cohort. Looking at the time
spent working variable we again see that
spending more time working in the previous
two vyears is associated with much higher
future earnings for both cohorts.

Focusing on the variables measuring initial
earnings and employment we see first that
having higher earnings in the reference period
is associated with higher earnings in subse-
quent periods and the effect is similar for
both cohorts. In addition, we see that not
working in the reference quarter, or working
part-time in the reference quarter is associated
with significantly lower earnings in subse-
quent quarters and again the effects are simi-
lar for both cohorts. These effects are quite
large. In 1997 the average quarterly earnings
for these welfare recipients was $1050, so the
$533 in lower earnings associated with not
working in the reference quarter represents 51
percent of average quarterly earnings, while
the $338 in lower earnings associated with
working part-time in a quarter represents 32

percent of quarterly earnings.”” The coeffi-
cient on the number of quarters since the ref-
erence quarter indicates that, on average,
earnings increase approximately $64 per quar-
ter for the 1993 welfare recipients and $84 a
quarter for the 1997 recipients.

Turning to the results in Columns (2) and
(4) where we have included interactions of all
of the controls with the time since reference
quarter, we see that individuals who do not
work in a quarter or who work only part-time
in a quarter do experience faster earnings
growth in subsequent periods relative to wel-
fare recipients working in the quarter or work-
ing full time in the quarter. However, the dif-
ferences in earnings growth are small and do
not overcome the initial earnings deficit asso-
ciated with these work status measures. Again,
these results are similar for both cohorts of
welfare recipients.

The bottom line from the analysis in this
section is that, among welfare recipients,
observable barriers to employment do not
appear to have a substantively significant
impact on either the level of earnings or the
subsequent growth in earnings. What does
seem to have a large impact on both earnings
level and earnings growth is the pattern of
prior employment. Working in more quarters
prior to the reference quarter, as well as both
working in the reference quarter and work-
ing full-time in the reference quarter is all
associated with higher earnings in later quar-
ters. In addition, while some of the effect of
working dissipates over the next eight quar-
ters, it does not go away completely. Even
cight quarters later welfare recipients who
are working full-time in a quarter have high-
er earnings relative to welfare recipients who
were either not working or were only work-

ing part-time In a quarter.
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IX. The Effect of Sanctions
on Earnings

One of the major recent changes in the wel-
fare system is the use of sanctions or penalties
imposed on individuals for not following the
rules governing welfare recipiency. Prior to
welfare reform, recipiency was governed by a
set of eligibility requirements and individuals
who met them were usually required under
federal law to receive all specified benefits.
However, with the advent of work and other
behavioral requirements, there has been a sig-
nificant increase in the use of sanctions. In
Missouri, sanctioned cases are penalized by a
grant reduction, which in most cases amounts
to about 25 percent of the grant.18 In the
fourth quarter of 1993, fewer than one per-
cent of welfare cases in Missouri were under
sanction, whereas by the fourth quarter of
1997 this rate had risen to almost 11 percent.

One of the concerns about sanctions is that
they may be imposed on the least able welfare
recipients, possibly driving the least skilled off
of welfare and into the labor market. In fact,
sanctions are associated with welfare exit,
since a sanction increases the chance that a
case leaves welfare by about 50 percent.’® In
order to determine the impact of sanctions on
welfare recipients, we will examine the pat-
terns of earnings and earnings growth of
those who continue to receive welfare after
being sanctioned as well as those who leave
welfare after being sanctioned. Of course the
goal of sanctions is to create incentives for
recipients to pursue employment opportuni-
ties, so this analysis allows us to determine
whether their direct impact is consistent with
this goal. Alternatively, if sanctions do push
the least skilled off of welfare, sanctions may
merely serve to further impoverish those who
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have the lowest levels of survival skills. In this
analysis we focus on welfare recipients in the
1997 cohort, since sanctions were almost non-
existent among the earlier cohort.20

The results from our analysis are presented
in Table 8. The results in this table are based
on the same data used in Table 7. In particu-
lar, our sample consists of eight subsequent
quarters of earnings for all welfare recipients
in a given quarter. The model in Column (1)
contains the same controls as the model in
Column (1), along with a dummy variable
indicating whether the recipient was sanc-
tioned in the reference quarter. The model in
Column (2) adds a dummy variable for
whether the recipient has moved off of wel-
fare by the target quarter, along with an inter-
action between that variable and the sanction
variable. Finally, the model in Column (3)
includes a complete set of interactions
between the number of quarters since the ref-
erence quarter and all of the other control
variables. Since our focus in this section is on
the relationship between sanctions and the
level and growth of earnings, we only report
the coefficients associated with the main vari-
ables capturing this relationship. Appendix
Table A-3 contains the complete set of results.

The coefficient on the sanction variable in
Column (1) shows that individuals who are
sanctioned in a given quarter average earnings
that are $123 lower in each of the next eight
quarters. The results in Column (2) show that
the effect of being sanctioned differs between
those who remain on welfare after being sanc-
tioned and those who leave welfare after
being sanctioned. The coefficient on the sanc-
tion variable in Column (2) indicates that
those who remain on welfare after being sanc-
tioned have quarterly earnings that are only
slightly below other welfare recipients. The
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“Off Welfare”

shows that individuals who are off of welfare

coefficient on the variable
in a quarter have quarterly earnings that are
almost $1,000 higher than individuals who are
on welfare in the quarter. Finally, the coeffi-
cient on the interaction between sanction and
off welfare shows that those who were sanc-
tioned and then moved off of welfare have
earnings that are approximately $250 less than
those who moved off of welfare without being
sanctioned. This implies that former welfare
recipients who were sanctioned still have quar-
terly earnings that are $750 higher than indi-
viduals remaining on welfare.

The results in Column (3) show that individ-
uals who leave welfare have much higher earn-
ings growth than individuals who remain on
welfare. In addition, the earnings growth of
sanctioned recipients who remain on welfare is
similar to other welfare recipients, and the earn-
ings growth of sanctioned recipients who leave
welfare is quite similar to the earnings growth
of other recipients who leave welfare.

The results of this analysis show that sanc-
tions are not strongly associated with earnings
for those who remain on welfare after being
sanctioned. This suggests that sanctions are not
being imposed on the leastskilled individuals.
While sanctions are associated with lower earn-
ings for those who leave welfare, workers who
are sanctioned and leave welfare still have sub-
stantially higher earnings and earnings growth
than those who remain on welfare. Insofar as
sanctions tend to push individuals who have
fewer market opportunities off of welfare, the
observed differences between these and others
who leave welfare, $250 in quarterly earnings, is
quite modest. In large part, the primary impact
of sanctions is to induce recipients who have
earnings that are close to a level that would
allow them to leave welfare, to exit the system.

X. Summary and Conclusion

We have eight main findings in this report. First,
consistent with national studies, we find that
there has been a dramatic drop in the welfare
caseload in Missouri after 1994. We show that
this decline is the result of both a decline in the
number of people arriving onto welfare and a
rise in the number of people leaving welfare.
Second, for the most part there has been very
little change in the characteristics of welfare
recipients or the characteristics of those enter-
ing and leaving welfare between 1990 and 1999.
The one exception is race, where there has been
a significant increase in the percent of nonwhite
recipients. Third, again similar to previous
work, we find that there has been a dramatic
growth in the importance of employment for
those in the welfare system. Not only are those
leaving welfare more likely to be working than
in the past but also so are welfare recipients and
those entering welfare. We also show that this
growth in employment has in turn led to a
decline among welfare recipients in the fraction
of their overall income coming from welfare
payments. Fourth, when we examine the earn-
ings of individuals who are working, we do not
find any evidence that welfare reform has
pushed less-skilled workers into the labor mar-
ket. The earnings of those leaving welfare after
welfare reform are higher than the earnings of
welfare leavers prior to welfare reform. In addi-
tion, the earnings of welfare recipients have
risen over this period. Fifth, we find that over
the 1990s there has been a significant decline in
the probability that a welfare leaver returns to
welfare even controlling for observed character-
istics. Sixth, we find that the type of firms
employing welfare leavers has not changed
much after welfare reform. It does not appear
that welfare reform is forcing welfare workers
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to work for low-paying employers. Seventh, we
show that, conditional on being on welfare,
characteristics that are viewed as possible barri-
ers to employment are not associated with
lower earnings or lower earnings growth for
welfare recipients. This is true both prior to and
after welfare reform. Instead, the factors that
account for much of the differences in earnings
levels and growth are the level and consistency
of employment. Finally, we show that sanctions
do not seem to harm those who remain on wel-
fare, nor do they tend to push seriously disad-
vantaged workers into the market. Instead,
sanctions seem to induce those who are close
to exiting the system to move off welfare.
These results suggest that welfare reform
has not lead to increased hardship for those
on welfare or those leaving welfare. Nor is it
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the case that welfare reform has pushed less-
skilled

While individuals who leave welfare in the late

individuals into the labor market.
1990s do earn low wages and tend to work in
less stable jobs, this was true of welfare
leavers in the early 1990s as well. If anything,
welfare leavers after welfare reform appear
somewhat better off than welfare leavers prior
to welfare reforms: they earn higher wages
and are much less likely to return to welfare
than previously. Of course, any increased
hardship due to welfare reform may have been
offset by the strong economy in the late
1990s. However, in the face of this strong
economy, the results presented in this paper
suggest that welfare reform has not materially
harmed welfare recipients.
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Endnotes

1.Recent reviews of the literature on the impacts of welfare
reform and the economy on caseloads are provided in Blank
(2000) and Bell (2001); a broader survey of the literature of
the factors influencing welfare caseloads is provided in
Mayer (2000). Perhaps the most influential single study is
the Council of Economic Advisors (1999) report, and the
best collection of studies is in Danziger (1999). See also
Schoeni and Blank (2000) for a broader analysis of the
effects of welfare reform. It should be recognized that
changes in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit in the
early 1990s also influenced employment and welfare use
(Meyer and Rosenbaum 1999; Grogger 2001).

2.In 1994, the number of JOBS participants amounted to less
than one in ten adult TANF recipients. By 1997, this num-
ber had increased to one in five The JOBS program was part
of federal legislation, passed in 1988, which required states
to provide job search and training services to AFDC recipi-
ents. JOBS was first available statewide in 1992, but at that
time only served a small portion of the welfare population.
In 1994, only 10 percent of AFDC recipients received servic-
es under JOBS. A discussion of Missouri’s early JOBS pro-
gram appears in Koon (1997).

3.However, something of a reversal of policy occurred at the
end of 1998, with new rules reducing the circumstances
under which sanctions could be imposed and specifying new
requirements that caseworkers meet with recipients prior to
imposing sanctions. This change, which, along with other
new policies, had the effect of reducing restrictions faced by
TANF recipients, occurred too late to affect most of our
analysis. While we present some welfare statistics through
1999, our primary indicator of postreform welfare dynamics
focuses on those receiving welfare in the period July 1996-
June 1997.

4.Beginning in November 1999, the rules were liberalized, pro-
viding an earnings disregard of $120 and 67 percent of earn-
ings for 12 months.

5. The 1998/99 figures that show dramatic growth in house-
hold income for Missouri appear to be a result of sampling
error.

6.A pPayees under 18 years of age isare not included in our
analysis, and so such an individualcases would be coded as a
welfare entry on reaching 18. Since special rules apply to
payees under 18, we believe it is most useful to view them as
entering a new program at that point.

7.Inclusion of Kansas wage record data is of substantial value,
since approximately 15 percent of the jobs held by welfare
recipients in Jackson County, Missouri (the central county of
Kansas City) were in Kansas. In contrast, including Illinois
employment would not influence our results. In St. Louis
City, less than 2 percent of the jobs held by welfare recipi-
ents were in Illinois.

8.The quarter indicated in the figures is the fourth quarter of
the year to which the average applies. The paper’s appendix
includes figures providing original quarterly data correspon-
ding to all figures in the text.

9.Earnings have been adjusted for inflation to 1999, quarter 2.

10. The statistics in Figure 10 aggregate the experiences of

individuals leaving welfare in any of the specified quarters.
For example, those who leave welfare in 1992:3 are fol-

11.

lowed for 1992:4-1994:3, while those who leave welfare in
1992:4 are followed for 1993:1-1994:4. This means that an
individual who left welfare, returned, and then left again
within 1992:3-1993:2 would be counted as a leaver twice in
this analysis. (The number of such cases is small.) We
were concerned about possible differences in the experi-
ences of individuals leaving welfare in different quarters
within each two-year period, and so we calculated statistics
in both panels of Figure 10 separately for each quarter.
Although small differences exist, these are dwarfed by the
differences between the two cohorts. Figure A-7 presents
these disaggregated results.

Earnings vary substantially from quarter to quarter, in large
part due to seasonal effects. Since the cohorts graphed in
Figure 11 combine leavers in four quarters, they smooth
these effects. Figure A-8 presents results for leavers in each
of the four quarters in each cohort.

12.We also performed analyses predicting the chance of

returning to welfare within one year, but the results were
substantively indistinguishable from the two-year analysis.

13. The unemployment rate for an individual’s county is meas-

ures as the county-level quarterly unemployment rate aver-
aged over the eight quarters immediately after an individual
leaves welfare. County-level quarterly unemployment
comes from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Employment
and Earnings data.

14. We have also estimated the model using a continuous earn-

15.

ings measure and a dummy variable for whether earnings
were zero in a quarter and the results were similar. The
mean of this variable is 6 percent in the first period and §
percent in the second, while the standard deviation is
around 2.5 percent in both. Hence, there appears to be
substantial variation in the unemployment rate in both peri-
ods.

We again include individuals who have zero earnings in a
quarter.

16. Since we only know the total earnings of an individual in a

quarter, we consider some one as working parttime if their
earnings are such that they would be working less than 35
hours a week at a pay of $5 per hour. We start measuring
earnings in the quarter after the reference quarter so the
variable indicating the number of quarters since the refer-
ence quarters takes on the values 1-8.

17. This estimate controls for earnings. Hence, the total bene-

18.

fit of working parttime includes both the impact of earn-
ings and the impact of the part time coefficient. For
example, based on the model reported in Column (3), an
individual who works parttime in the reference quarter and
earns $1500 is predicted to earn 1500 x 0.39 - 338 + 533 =
$780 more in a subsequent quarter than an individual who
is not working,

The size of the sanction penalty was determined by rules
that varied over time and depended on the size and com-
position of the family.

19.Based on tabulations using administrative data for the state

of Missouri in 1998.

20.0f course, a primary role of sanctions is to provide

incentives for individuals to participate in required train-
ing. Our focus on sanctioned individuals does not cap-

ture responses by those who undertook training in order
to avoid sanctions.
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Table 1 Summary Data for Missouri and the U.S.

1991 1999
United United
Missouri States Missouri States
Employment by Industry
Mining 0.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.4%
Construction 3.8% 4.3% 5.1% 4.9%
Manufacturing 18.1% 16.9% 15.1% 14.3%
Transportation and Public Utilities 6.6% 5.3% 6.3% 53%
Trade 23.9% 23.3% 23.6% 23.2%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 5.9% 6.2% 6.1% 5.9%
Services 25.2% 26.4% 28.3% 30.3%
Government 16.2% 16.9% 15.4% 15.7%
Race
White 87.7% 80.3% 87.2% 82.4%
Black 10.7% 12.1% 11.3% 12.8%
American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut 0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.9%
Asian, Pacific Islander 0.9% 2.9% 1.1% 4.0%
Hispanic Origin* 12% 9.1% 1.7% 11.5%
Income / Earnings
Personal Income (1998 dollars) $21,534 $23,757 $26,012 $28,327
Household Income (1998 dollars) $34,087 $37,343 $40,201 $38.885
Average Weekly Earnings* $527 $559 $740 $812
Average Hourly Wage** $11.93 $13.00 $16.61 $18.55
Median Hourly Wage * $9.85 $11.06 $13.89 $14.42
ource: Statistical Abstracts of the United States an . Employment 1s calculated for the

noninstitutional, civilian population age 16 or over. * Calculated using the March CPS. ” topcoded at
$1,000/hr.
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T bl 2 Characteristics of Welfare Leavers One
anie and Eight Quarters After Leaving Welfare

1992-1993 1996-1997

1st Quarter After 8th Quarter After 1st Quarter After 8th Quarter After
Leaving Welfare Leaving Welfare Leaving Welfare Leaving Welfare

O 2 3) “4)
Percent Employed 53.0% 51.4% 64.0% 57.9%
Number Employed 16,038 15,545 24,879 22,488
A. Industry of Employment
Agriculture, Mining and Construction 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.5%
Manufacturing 13.4% 14.0% 9.5% 10.3%
Transportation, Communications, etc. 3.1% 3.6% 3.0% 3.9%
Wholesale Trade 2.6% 2.9% 2.7% 2.7%
Retail Trade 27.5% 25.0% 28.3% 25.7%
3311 Dept. Stores 2.6% 2.7% 3.2% 3.2%
3411 Grocery Stores 3.4% 3.1% 3.5% 3.3%
5541 Gasoline Stations 2.4% 2.5% 3.2% 2.9%
3810 Eating & Drinking Places 13.8% 11.6% 13.1% 11.1%
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 2.8% 3.2% 3.3% 4.3%
Services 47.3% 47.2% 49.9% 49.1%
7011 Hotels, Motels 4.6% 4.1% 3.9% 3.5%
7363 Help Supply Services 53% 6.2% 8.2% 6.9%
8051 Skilled Nursing Care 9.4% 7.7% 8.6% 7.6%
8052 Intermediate Care 3.0% 2.1% 2.0% 1.6%
8062 Hospitals 3.2% 3.7% 3.1% 1.6%
8322 Social Services 1.3% 1.6% 2.2% 2.5%
8361 Residential Care 1.9% 23% 1.8% 2.2%
Public Administration 1.5% 2.0% 1.6% 2.4%
Industry Not Ascertained 0.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1%
B. Size of Firm
1-19 11.8% 11.4% 10.2% 10.2%
20-99 22.5% 20.8% 20.0% 20.0%
100-249 19.9% 18.4% 18.8% 18.0%
250-999 21.7% 22.1% 22.4% 23.0%
Over 1000 24.3% 27.3% 28.6% 28.8%
C. Quarterly Earnings in Firm
Below $2,000 30.6% 29.5% 31.4% 252%
$2,000-3,999 41.7% 37.5% 39.8% 38.1%
$4,000-7,500 21.4% 24.9% 21.9% 25.9%
Over $7,500 6.3% 8.1% 6.9% 10.8%
Mean Quarterly Earnings $3,404 $3,670 $3,461 $3,988
D. Welfare Recipients in Firm
Less than 2% 73.8% 75.7% 77.2% 77.3%
2-10% 17.4% 16.1% 15.4% 15.5%
Over 10% 8.8% 8.2% 7.4% 7.2%
Note: All dollars are adjusted for inflation to quarter 2 of 1999.
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Table 3 Characteristics of All Missouri Workers

A. Industry of Employment 4th Quarter 1992 4th Quarter 1996
Agriculture, Mining and Construction 5.6% 6.3%
Manufacturing 19.1% 17.1%
Transportation, Communications, etc. 6.9% 6.7%
Wholesale Trade 6.3% 6.0%
Retail Trade 19.2% 19.4%
5311 Dept. Stores 2.5% 2.6%
3411 Grocery Stores 2.5% 2.4%
5541 Gasoline Stations 0.9% 0.9%
5810 Eating & Drinking Places 7.0% 7.0%
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 5.9% 5.8%
Services 32.5% 343%
7011 Hotels, Motels 1.3% 1.2%
7363 Help Supply Services 1.6% 2.4%
8051 Skilled Nursing Care 1.6% 1.6%
8052 Intermediate Care 0.6% 0.4%
8062 Hospitals 4.3% 3.9%
8322 Social Services 0.5% 0.6%
8361 Residential Care 0.7% 0.7%
Public Administration 4.3% 4.2%
Industry Not Ascertained 0.2% 0.2%
B. Size of Firm
1-19 17.4% 16.2%
20-99 21.0% 20.7%
100-249 13.3% 13.9%
250-999 18.1% 18.6%
Over 1000 30.2% 30.7%
C. Quarterly Earnings in Firm
Below $2,000 12.1% 12.8%
$2,000-3,999 20.6% 21.1%
$4,000-7,500 32.4% 34.3%
Over $7,500 35.0% 31.8%
Mean Quarterly Earnings $6,740 $6,548
D. Welfare Recipients in Firm
Less than 2% 78.5% 71.5%
2-10% 19.3% 25.3%
Over 10% 2.2% 3.1%

Note: All dollars are adjusted for inflation to quarter 2 of 1999.
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Table 4

Profit Estimates of Return to Welfare (Dependent
Variable: Return to Welfare Within Two Years)

1992-1993 1996-1997
Variable 1)) ) (3) 1G] A 0] 3) @
Intercept 0.7860 0.6784 0.5124 0.6192 0.7035 0.6513 0.4446 0.3896
(0.0652) (0.0702) (0.0711) (0.1375) (0.0587) (0.0628) (0.0638) (0.1068)
Nonwhite 0.1057 0.1478 0.1561 0.1570 0.1751 0.2481 0.2616 0.2602
(0.0166) (0.0208) (0.0209) (0.0211) (0.0149) (0.0187) (0.0188) (0.0190)
Years of Education -0.0582 -0.0557 -0.05 -0.0474 -0.0773 -0.0749 -0.0674 -0.065
(0.0050) (0.0050) (0.0051) (0.0051) (0.0045) (0.0045) (0.0046) (0.0046)
Age -0.0292 -0.0291 -0.0272 -0.0269 -0.0245 -0.0243 -0.0222 -0.0221
(0.0016) (0.0016) (0.0016) (0.0016) (0.0014) (0.0014) (0.0014) (0.0014)
Number of Children Younger
Than 18 0.0363 0.0337 0.0375 0.0366 0.0315 0.0275 0.0281 0.0269
(0.0078) (0.0078) (0.0078) (0.0078) (0.0069) (0.0069) (0.0070) (0.0070)
Age of Youngest Child -0.0142 -0.1524 -0.016 -0.0161 -0.0103 -0.0113 -0.0128 -0.0128
(0.0024) (0.0024) (0.0024) (0.0024) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0022)
Time on Welfare in Last 2
Years 0.3503 0.3604 0.3404 0.3425 0.267 02923 0.2778 0.2793
(0.0225) (0.0226) (0.0300) (0.0230) (0.0204) (0.0206) (0.0210) (0.0210)
Time Working in Last 2 Years
0.3418 0.3646 0.331 0.3324 0.2735 0.2974 0.2737 0.2713
(0.0230) (0.0232) (0.0251) (0.0252) (0.0208) (0.0209) (0.0225) (0.0224)
County Unemployment Rate 1.5491 1.5517 1.4996 1.2087 1.0202 1.0133
(0.3110) (0.3119) (0.3127) (0.3793) (0.3818) (0.3825)
Suburban County -0.0831 -0.0712 -0.0677 -0.1404 -0.1313 -0.1287
(0.0265) (0.2663) (0.0267) (0.0245) (0.0247) (0.0247)
Urban County -0.0868 -0.0611 -0.0478 -0.16 -0.1208 -0.1154
(0.0208) (0.0209) (0.0212) (0.0187) (0.0189) (0.0191)
Earnings In Quarter After
$1-$499 0.2359 0.1492 0.2797 0.3092
(0.0304) (0.1140) (0.0274) (0.0823)
$500-8$999 0.2009 0.1102 0.3151 0.349
(0.0345) (0.1152) (0.0298) (0.0838)
$1,000-$1,999 0.2328 0.1408 0.2532 029
(0.0225) (0.1131) (0.0211) (0.0815)
$2,000-$2,999 0.0527 -0.0336 0.1012 0.135
(0.0229) (0.1133) (0.0207) (0.0819)
$3,000-$3,999 -0.1957 -0.2613 -0.0958 -0.0499
(0.0349) (0.1165) (0.0258) (0.0834)
$4,000 Or More -0.4371 -0.5006 -0.3608 -0.3035
(0.0539) (0.1231) (0.0335) (0.0864)
Industry Controls No No No Yes No No No Yes
Controls for Firm Size No No No Yes No No No Yes
N 30,092 30,092 30,092 30,092 38,721 38,721 38,721 38,721
Log Likelihood -18,883.81 -18,851.32  -18,685.56  -18,660.24 -22,717.87  -22,663.00 -22,372.89 -22,346.09
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
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T bl 5 Probability of Returning to Welfare
abie Within Two Years For Various Attributes

Attributes
1992-1993 Cohort 1996-1997 Cohort

Specification in Table 3 (1) 4 (1) 4)
Predicted Probability for Various Groups

Average Individual 0.361 0.349 0.289 0.29
White 0.347 0.329 0.268 0.259
Nonwhite 0.387 0.387 0.328 0.35
One Child Younger Than 18 0.349 0.337 0.279 0.282
Four Children Younger Than 18 0.39 0.378 0.312 0.31
4.0 Percent County Unemployment Rate 0.34 0.285
7.5 Percent County Unemployment Rate 0.36 0.297
Years of Education =9 0414 0.391 0.354 0.344
Years of Education = 12 0.347 0.338 0.272 0.276
Percent on AFDC Previous & Quarters =0 0.287 0.278 0.238 0.236
Percent on AFDC Previous 8 Quarters = 1 0.416 0.403 0.327 0.331
Percent Working Previous 8 Quarters =0 0.31 03 0.251 0.253
Percent Working Previous 8 Quarters =1 0.438 0.423 0.346 0.347
No Job When Leaving Welfare 0.354 0.259
Job With Quarterly Earnings $1-$500 0411 0.368
Job With Quarterly Earnings $3,001-$4,000 0.262 0.244

Note: The probability is predicted using the mean value of attributes across both cohorts.
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Table 6 Level of Earnings on Welfare

Variable 1993 1997
Intercept -437.16 -1,119.53
(25.02) (42.04)
Nonwhite 39.68 84.18
(4.59) (7.43)
Years of Education 18.66 37.92
(1.10) (1.84)
Age 12.04 35.81
(1.69) (2.65)
Age® -0.18 -0.51
(0.03) (0.04)
Number of Children Younger Than 18 -2.53 -13.44
(1.60) (2.64)
Age of Youngest Child 3.81 4.68
(0.56) (0.94)
Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years 4486 108.94
(5.12) (8.46)
Time Working in Last 2 Years 790.48 1,127.68
(7.60) (10.12)
County Unemployment Rate -525.41 -684.05
(63.00) (147.60)
Suburban County 0.63 52.23
(5.73) (9.34)
Urban County 61.67 184.88
(4.32) (6.83)
Quarter 2 46.73 51.01
(2.54) (4.41)
Quarter 3 26.39 33.29
(3.10) (4.86)
Quarter 4 57.13 91.25
(2.54) 4.16)
Adj. R? 0.14 0.16
N 284,093 243,009

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable is the
level of earnings in a quarter. The sample includes individuals with zero
earnings in a quarter.
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Earnings Growth in the Eight Quarters
Following the Reference Quarter

1993 1997
Variable (1) 2) 3) 4)
Number of Children Under Age 18 -14.93 -9.59 -9.57 -9.60
(2.25) (1.97) (3.36) (2.92)
Age of Youngest Child 3.93 -1.33 -0.45 -0.45
(0.81) (0.70) (1.16) (0.99)
Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years -87.05 -74.54 -46.21 -88.49
(7.65) (6.89) (11.13) (10.07)
Time Working in Last 2 Years 509.38 199.77 539.08 308.80
(11.83) (12.33) (12.71) (12.36)
County Unemployment Rate -1,256.05 -303.39 -1,976.43  -1,104.43
(6.89) (5.95) (9.93) (8.66)
Earnings in the Reference Quarter 0.36 0.46 0.39 0.50
(0.06) (0.07) (0.02) (0.03)
No Earnings in the Reference Quarter -677.17 -865.42 -532.97 -791.25
(174.83) (223.74) (73.40) (94.05)
Part Time Job in the Reference Quarter -451.25 -534.88 -338.23 -433.76
(132.85) (169.82) (55.65) (71.22)
Time Since Reference Quarter (T) 64.19 -73.47 83.91 -105.77
(0.60) (13.00) (0.84) (11.54)
T * Number of Children less than 18 -1.19 0.00
(0.51) {0.72)
T * Age of the Youngest Child 1.17 0.00
(0.19) (0.25)
T * Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years -2.78 9.39
(1.80) (2.51)
T * Time Working in Last 2 Years 68.80 51.17
(2.33) (2.82)
T * County Unemployment Rate -211.70 -193.78
(22.93) (42.28)
T * Earnings in the Reference Quarter -0.02 -0.02
(0.00) {0.00)
T * No Earnings in the Reference Quarter
41.83 57.39
(12.31) (9.37)
T * Part-time Job in the Reference
Quarter 18.58 21.23
(9.64) (7.25)
Adj. R? 0.20 0.21 0.20 0.21
N 2,272,744 2,272,744 1,944,072 1,944,072

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. The sample includes individuals with zero earnings in a
quarter. In addition to the controls listed, all of the regressions include the same set of controls
as the regressions in Table 6. The regressions in columns (2) and (4) include a complete set of
interactions between the Time Since Reference Quarter variable and all other controls.
Therefore, the coefficient on the Time Since Reference Quarter must be interpreted with
reference to the full set of interactions. See Appendix Table A-2 for a complete set of results.
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T bl 8 Earnings Growth and Sanctions in the Eight
anie Quarters Following the Reference Quarter

1997
Variable () (2) 3)
Sanctioned -123.17 -18.64 -11.47
(9.99) (8.34) (10.18)
Off Welfare 933.11 564.49
(7.20) (9.48)
Sanctioned * Off Welfare -257.48 -213.71
(16.65) (22.87)
Time Since Reference Quarter (T) 83.91 25.96 -167.21
(0.84) (0.78) (11.11)
T * Sanctioned -2.65
(2.39)
T* Off Welfare 76.73
(1.73)
T * Sanctioned * Off Welfare -4.53
(4.39)
Adj. R? 0.20 0.27 0.27
N 1,944,072 1,944,072 1,944,072

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. The sample includes individuals
with zero earnings in a quarter. In addition to the controls listed, all of the
regressions include the same set of controls as the regressions in Table 7.
The regression in column (3) includes a complete set of interactions
between the Time Since Reference Quarter variable and all other controls.
Therefore, the coefficient on the Time Since Reference Quarter must be
interpreted with reference to the full set of interactions. See Appendix
Table A-3 for a complete set of results.
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Table A-1 Means of Variables Used in Estimation

34

1992-1993 1996-1997  Both Cohorts
Variable (1) 2) 3)
Return to Welfare Within 2 Years 0.36 0.30 0.33
Nonwhite 0.34 0.37 0.36
Years of Education 11.32 11.38 11.36
Age 29.11 29.63 29.40
Number of Children Younger Than 18 1.89 1.90 1.90
Age of Youngest Child 5.13 5.50 5.34
Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years 0.55 0.62 0.59
Time Working in Last 2 Years 0.38 0.44 041
County Unemployment Rate 0.06 0.05 0.06
Suburban County 0.11 0.11 0.11
Urban County 0.40 0.41 041
Zero Earnings in Quarter After Leaving 0
(No Job) 0.47 0.36 0.41
Earnings In Quarter After Leaving
Between $1-$499 0.07 0.07 0.07
Earnings In Quarter After Leaving
Between $500-$999 0.05 0.06 0.06
Earnings In Quarter After Leaving
Between $1,000-3$1,999 0.16 0.16 0.16
Earnings In Quarter After Leaving
Between $2,000-32,999 0.16 0.18 0.17
Earnings In Quarter After Leaving
Between $3,000-33,999 0.06 0.10 0.09
Earnings In Quarter After Leaving $4,000
Or More 0.03 0.07 0.05
N 30,092 38,721 68,813

Note: The means in column (3) are the ones used to construct the figures in Table 5
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Earnings Growth in the Eight Quarters
Following the Reference Quarter

Table A-2

Table A-2: Earnings Growth in the Eight Quarters Following the Reference Quarter

1993 1997
Variable ) (2) 3) (4)
Intercept -134.10 485.38 -950.05 -96.46
(162.91) (208.03) (84.02) (98.45)
Nonwhite 2.78 -3.82 -21.90 44.99
(6.93) (5.91) (10.30) (8.88)
Years of Education 61.37 9.11 97.23 33.07
(1.86) (1.53) (2.65) (2.20)
Age 19.07 23.29 41.44 44.53
(2.46) (2.41) (3.59) (3.58)
Age Squared -0.32 -0.32 -0.63 -0.63
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Number of Children less than 18 -14.93 -9.59 -9.57 -9.60
(2.25) (1.97) (3.36) (2.92)
Age of the Youngest Child 3.93 -1.33 -0.45 -0.45
(0.81) (0.70) (1.16) (0.99)
Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years -87.05 -74.54 -46.21 -88.49
(7.65) (6.89) (11.13) (10.07)
Time Working in Last 2 Years 509.38 199.77 539.08 308.80
(11.83) (12.33) (12.71) (12.36)
County Unemployment Rate -1,256.05 -303.39 -1,976.43  -1,104.43
(95.94) (81.57) (183.90) (163.64)
Suburban County 13.47 -1.80 143.54 38.45
(10.13) 8.77) (15.00) (12.78)
Urban County -0.43 15.67 117.99 30.70
(6.89) (5.95) (9.93) (8.66)
Earnings in the Reference Quarter 0.36 0.46 0.39 0.50
(0.06) (0.07) (0.02) (0.03)
No Earnings in the Reference Quarter -677.17 -865.42 -532.97 -791.25
(174.83) (223.74) (73.40) (94.05)
Part Time Job in the Reference Quarter -451.25 -534.88 -338.23 -433.76
(132.85) (169.82) (55.65) (71.22)
Time Since Reference Quarter (T) 64.19 -73.47 83.91 -105.77
(0.60) (13.00) (0.84) (11.54)
T * Nonwhite 1.47 -14.87
(1.67) (2.31)
T * Years of Education 11.61 14.26
(0.43) (0.57)
T * Age -0.94 -0.69
(0.11) (0.15)
T * Number of Children less than 18 -1.19 0.00
(0.51) 0.72)
T * Age of the Youngest Child 1.17 0.00
(0.19) (0.25)
T * Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years -2.78 9.39
(1.80) 2.51)
T * Time Working in Last 2 Years 68.80 51.17
(2.33) (2.82)
T * County Unemployment Rate -211.70 -193.78
(22.93) (42.28)
T * Suburban County 3.39 23.35
(2.48) (3.44)
T * Urban County -3.58 19.40
(1.68) (2.26)
T * Earnings in the Reference Quarter -0.02 -0.02
(0.00) (0.00)
T * No Earnings in the Reference Quarter 41.83 57.39
(12.31) (9.37)
T * Part Time Job in the Reference Quarter
18.58 21.23
(9.64) (7.25)
Adj. R® 0.20 0.21 0.20 0.21
N 2,272,744 2,272,744 1,944,072 1,944,072
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Table A-3 Earnings Growth and Sanctions in the Eight

Quarters Following the Reference Quarter

Reference Quarter

1997

Variable ) @ )
Intercept 927.22 -999.54 -130.05
(84.02) (76.41) (91.86)
Nonwhite -19.42 70.11 64.67
(10.29) (9.68) (8.65)
Years of Education 96.40 82.38 33.22
(2.65) (2.48) (2.15)
Age 41.49 30.87 36.38
(3.59) (3.43) (3.42)
Age Squared -0.64 -0.52 -0.51
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Number of Children less than 18 -8.97 0.08 -8.77
(3.36) (3.14) (2.87)
Age of the Youngest Child 0.73 -4.50 -1.06
(1.16) (111) 0.99)
Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years -42.47 100.27 -12.73
(11.14) (10.78) (10.05)
Time Working in Last 2 Years 539.21 506.15 325.24
(12.70) (11.93) (12.02)
County Unemployment Rate -2,034.57  -1,152.09  -1,128.13
(183.79)  (171.49)  (160.76)
Suburban County 141.98 148.20 46.30
(14.97) (14.03) (12.14)
Urban County 109.76 210.22 80.35
(9.95) (9.44) 847
Eamings in the Reference Quarter 0.39 0.34 0.46
0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
No Eamings in the Reference Quarter -535.87 -422.37 -686.87
(73.38) (64.14) (86.51)
Part Time Job in the Reference Quarter -340.49 -286.39 -401.37
(55.64) (48.69) (65.67)
Sanctioned -123.17 -18.64 -11.47
(9.99) (8.34) (10.18)
Off Welfare 933.11 564.49
(7.20) (9.48)
Sanctioned *Off Welfare -257.48 -213.71
(16.65) (22387
Time Since Reference Quarter (T) 83.91 25.96 -167.21
0.34) (0.78) 11.11)
T * Nonwhite 1.61
2.19)
T * Years of Education 10.79
(0.54)
T*Age -131
(0.14)
T * Number of Children less than 18 2.09
(0.68)
T * Age of the Youngest Child -0.79
(0.24)
T * Time on Welfare in Last 2 Years 24.83
(2.44)
T * Time Working in Last 2 Years 39.43
(2.70)
T * County Unemployment Rate 3.80
(40.00)
T * Suburban County 22.46
3.27)
T * Urban County 28.62
(2.18)
T * Earnings in the Reference Quarter -0.02
(0.00)
T * No Earnings in the Reference Quarter 57.37
(9.09)
T * Part Time Job in the Reference Quarter 25.32
(7.03)
T * Sanctioned -2.65
(2.39)
T* Off Welfare 76.73
(1.73)
T * Sanctioned * Off Welfare -4.53
(4.39)

Adj. R? 0.20 0.27 0.27

N 1,944,072 1,944,072 1,944,072

36

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



‘66610661 1Wawa|ddng ¢ouvIN S0 924108

| ¥SN —e— unossin —e—|

F-EYY
6661 86614 1661 9661 G661 661 €661 2661 1661 0661

1 ' L I L ! _ _ _ : %0

%e

%¥

%9

%8

%01

09-07 23y U\ J0j gy Juswkojdwoun

37

ajey Juswhojdwaun

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org




6661

8661

1661

‘66610661 WMawa|ddng gouvN SJ0D) 224108

VSN —e— UNOSSIN —O—

IEYN
9661 G661 661 £661 2661

1661

0661

09-07 98y U9 10J Teax Aq 93ep\ A[ANOL] UBIPIA

¥$

9¢

8%

018

4%

145

9%

abep AlANOH

38

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



6661

8661

‘66610661 1Mawa|ddng Yo S0 224108

| vSn—e— unossiy —o—

Jeap
1661 9661 G661 661 £661 2661 1661 0661

09-07 28y U 10] 1edf Aq 93e/\ A[INOL] IOJ S[NUDIJ YIgT

v$

9%

8%

0l$

2is

145

9l$

abep Aunoy

39

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



S|eAMIY ‘SI19ARIT

266 ¥'86

286

"$93v420Y U0 42140nb-1noj sv pajnowI saunsvaul Jiy 210N

—w_m>_._._<. — - — SIOABT - - - - - umo_wwmol_

siauenp

V.6 26 $:96 296 ¥:66 266 v:v6 Ziv6 }€6 €6 V26 (A4S

L ! L ! i i L L 1 L ! . I 1 { 1 L L L L L L L

¥16

26

000'S

0009 T

000°L T

0008 +

000°6 1

0000} 1

000°LL 1

000°2} 1

000°EL T

000'¥} T

000'GL

S———

$98eI0AY SUIAOJA 1911eN)-IN0, S[BALLIY ‘SISABY] ‘PRO[ISE))

000°0L

00002

000°0€

000‘0¥

000°0S

000°09

00002

000°08

peojasen

40

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



1:66

€86

X

186

€:16

L6

L

£:96

'sa8v42np Surnowut 4214pnb-1noj sv papnorI sadnsvaul JIy 210N

s1auend

1-:96 €66 1:G6 £v6 L:v6 €'€6 1:€6 €:¢6 126 €16

: 1 L L L I 1 L | L 1 il 1 L L . L L

116

€06

93eI0AY SUIAON 1911eN()-IN0, 918y X dIEJ[IM

%01

%l

%cl

%EL

%l

%S|

%91

%L

%81

%6}

%02

asejlap Bunixg Jusdlsg

41

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



"$93v420Y SUI0UL 4214PNb-AN0) SV PaIINIIYI S2UNSVIUL [Ty 2TON

_!w_m>_._._< QIBJIBM 10 - — - — SISARST QUBJIOMN IO - - - - - - SIOAI908Y BJellop Jo- Il.v
Jauend
£:66 1:66 £:86 186 €16 1116 £:96 196 €66 1:66 €6 Liv6 £:€6 €6 £:26 126 €16 116 £:06
o — ‘\.\.,-\l,/.
——
. e
R
L -
P
_-
- -
7
e ’
I.I.I,/.I-\.‘.\
. . \\ - - " - -*

PID 3598unox a3 4o 3By :sioaea] pue speaity ‘udidiooy jo sonsuaeieyd ELIRYRTTE

(44

144

R4

8'v

'S

'S

9'S

8

aby

42

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



"$98v420v SU0UL 42140nb-1noj sv paynows saunsvaul JIy 210N

S|BALLY BIBJIDM J0]- — - — SIOABIT QIBYIPM I04 - - - - - SIBAIB08Y BJBJIBAN 104 |A
Joyend
1:86 €16 126 £:96 1:96 £:66 1:G6 €:v6 L:v6 £€6 L:€6 €:26 126 €16 L6 €:06
~ BN
N sl .\k“ -
-~ JURNE
. ST
// |\..|\\\.:/,1|\I:! \\\~~~
| 7, N i
- - L) .~ . P S L 4

[2A9T UONEINPY :SI9ALYT PUE S[BALLIY ‘S1UaIdIdIy] JO sonsLvIdeIeyD) mm 9 h=m_ n—

SL'LL

A

Sc'LL

SeLl

Sv'LL

[9A87 uonesnpsg

43

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



£:66

‘sa3vioav Iuinous 3?@3@&30\ SD paIv|nopI SadnsvauL Jiy/ 910N

m_m>_‘_‘_< QJBJlOM 10 - — - — SIOAEST DIBHOM SO - - - - - SISA909Y Bl 104 |||||_

NESTT=0T
}:66 £:86 1:86 €6 1.6 €96 1:96 €66 1:G6 €6 L:¥6 £:€6 L:€6 €26 126 €16 116 €06

L L . L [ 1 . L 1 L 4 L $ L L .\ L ) 1 1 L 4 i " L I L ( ! . L L \

AIYMUON] JO JUIDIJ) 0B :SIOABYT PUE STBAIITY ‘SIUIIdIDIY JO SONSLIdIOEIE
HYMUON J d ki "I put S[EALLTY HAIDIY JO SIS 4O

%0€

%SE

%0¥

%S

%05

%SS

%09

abejuasiag

44

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



"$98v42av U0 4214pnb-1noj sv panows saansvaul JIy 210N

S[BALLY 9JBJJOM 104 - — - — SIBABDT IRYOM 10 = - - - - S18A1909)Y IBJjOM SO L
Jspenp
£:66 1:66 £:86 1:86 €16 1.6 £:96 196 £:66 1:66 €96 L:¥6 £€6 L:€6 £:26 126 €16 116 £:06
-
- - -
. \ T~ .
e
. e
e — T L
- - —
nnnnnn — .- :
~ . e e - L -~
~ So - , ’ ‘

994eJ 91 JO I3Y :SIOABYT pPUE S[BALLIY ‘S1UdIdIdoy JO sonsideIRyD) Q@ 9 h—.-a_ n—

Lz

§'lc

8¢

5'8¢

6¢

§'6C

0¢

aby

45

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



"sapiony Suinous 4a14vnb-1nof sv papnopI saunsvauL [y 210N

S[BALLY 2IBJ|OMN JO - — - — SIOABST SIBJOM O - - - - - SI9M909Y BIBJOM 104 II_

1suenyd
£:66 1:66 £:86 186 €16 116 £:96 1:96 £:66 1:G6 £V6 L:'¥6 £-€6 L:€6 €:.26 126 €16 L6 £:06

A i | . 1 . A I . L 1 I A L 1 . ) 1 L 1 ) L L 1 1 4 L ! L il L L L L L

O.ﬁwﬁw\X/ uo wuwu.ﬂwsg { IOLIJ mO wauﬁwu.ﬂwﬁm HHGDE\AO—QEM ﬁGN Emﬁw:umowm OHN&D\X/ IOLIJ <h uh—.—m_m

%01

%0¢

%0€

%0¥

%08

%09

%0.

%08

abejuasiad

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



€66

!

166

4

£:86

1:86

€6

L:L6

)

'sa3vioav Iuinous Etmiixox SD PaIvInopI SaAnsvauL Jiy/ 910N

Jopend

€:96 1L:96 €66 }:G6

1 L L ! L L .

€6 L¥6 €€6 €6 £:¢6 126

2 1 ) L i L i ( ) L ) i . . A 1 .

STEX OMT UIYIIA\ 2IBJ[2/\ UO oeq SIABYT dIeJ[2/\ JO
93e1U2019 JudwAo[dWy pue WSIAIPIY QILJ[DA\ IOLI]

g/ ainbiy

%02

%S¢

%0¢€

%SE

%0

%Sv

%08

abejuaostad

47

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



"Sagviany Iurnou xmthw&xo\ S» PaIvInIpI SaUNSYIUL JIY/ 910N

(1+) 0} papOo)SIaALaT BIBYOM JOd — - - — S[BALLY DIBHOM 10 - — - —

SIGNEDT QB OM 0 - - - - - SIBAI993Y SIBJ|OM 104
slopend
£:66 1:66 £:86 1:86 €16 1126 £96 1:96 £:G6 166 £:v6 L:¥6 €£:'€6 L:€6 £:¢6 1:26 €16 116 £:06
\.\. T~
\\||I\
- -
L
L~
\ull\u\
.= = - Laemt T ~.
- .-\.\ RN
- — P - S
- La T o ~.
\||‘| |\|\\ c/:
Lol —— '~
\\\\ \\l
P s
l\\\ \\
llllllllllll \\ \\\
U
.. el L.~ P \\l\l
I' \l\
N — -

S[EALITY pue (T4) pue 3 0} PIpPO)))sIdAYT ‘peojase]) 10J ey
Jjuowidojdwy uswio[dwy pue WSIAIPNY DIej[9x JOLL]

9L ainbiy

%02

%0€

%0

%0S

%09

%04

ajey Juawhojdwy

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



sadviany MQ.NQOE \Nwﬁkmx@&xo\\ SU pajund|pl SoAnsvaud [Jy/ ‘2J0N

S[EALLYY BiB)Idp

104- — - — SIBABDT SUBJOM IO - - - - - SI9AI909Y SIBYaAN 10

‘

Jouenp

186 €16 b:L6 €96 1:96 £:66 1:G6 €96 L'v6

- — - —

dIBJ[9/\ 01 an( sI1anrend) § IOLLJ Ul dWOdUJ JO
93e1Ud019 :A101STH JudwAo[dwy pue drejop

v8 ainbig

%0}

%02

%0€

%0%

%08

%09

%0L

abejuadied

49

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



€66

‘sadviaap %N\N.N\NON\& \ka@ﬁ@.\ﬁxo‘\ SU pajvino|pvd SaAnsvaul [Iy/ ‘2JON

SIBALLY SJRJOM 104 - — - — SIOABDT BJBJIBM 0] - - - - - SIOA809Y Blejlop Jod _
siapend
1:66 €86 1:86 €16 1:16 €96 1:96 £:G66 1:66 £¥6 L:¥6

s3ururey 9ANISOJ YA\ SId11end) § IOLIJ JO 93eIuadId]
:A103STH Judwidojdwy pue aIej[op

qg ainbi4

%0

%04

%02

%0¢€

%0%

%0G

%09

abejuadiod

50

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



'sa8piony Juraous 12140nb-1moj s paipino|wI SaNMSvaUL [y SAVJJOP 7'666T |04 Ul SSUIULDD [IY (910N

_ (1+] O) POPOD))SIOART JO mm  wmmm S|BALLY SIBJOM 104 - — - — SIOAEST] DUBYOM JOH = - - - - SIOAI900Y BJBJ|oM 104 ||4
sJapend
€66 166 £86 186 £:/6 L6 £:96 1:96 £:66 1:G6 €16 Lv6 £:£6 L:€6 €6 126 €16 bbb £:06
L s e S Ny e e ———
— s w—
— — — e —

senprarpu] pafojdwy :S[eALLIY pue ‘S10ABYT ‘prO[ase)) JO sSullIey UedN

00.$

00L°4$

00S'L$

006°t$

00€C$

002°C$

sBujuseg ueay

51

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



ﬁ 2:[661-€:966) - - - - - 2'£661-£:2661

%0

r %S

“ b %0l

S P %Sk

r %0C

e o s it e 8t o 4 e e TP - L opgz

mQ:oHUoBrwufuommuwﬁwsguﬁwﬂwﬁgozomuﬁwoﬁmmﬁwuwﬁugcoxumm 9 ._—.-m_
SIOABYT JO 98BIUIIIFJ :S1I0YOD) OM] dY3 10J WSIAIPIY pue Judwiojdwry <° F .n—

abrjuasiad

52

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



ﬁmﬁmmr-mnoamr ...... 2'€661-€:C66)

siapend

-,

sdnoiny om] ay3 10 sidnreng) 1ySrg SUIMO[[O] Y3 Ul SIOABYT Yl JO ey
Jjuowidojdwry :$1104oD) OM ] 9yl 10J WSIAIPIY pue Judwiojdwy

q01 ainbi]

%0v

%SY

%05

%SS

%09

%S9

%0L

ajey juawhojdwz

53

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



—]

C'L661-€9661- - - - - - 2'€661-€:C661

siapenp

000°+$

.

.-
.

.....

- 00Z°t$

- 007°'L$

- 009°'L$

(s901977 Suipnpuy) sdnoiny om] dy3 10 sid1ren) 1YSrg SuImo[[oy]
9U31 JO Y'Y Ul SISABYT 93 JO (T:666] 03 paisnipy) sSuruiey uedjy

008°'L$

sBujuieg ueapy

54

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



C:L661-E:966) - - - - - C'£661-€:2661

sJauend

- "

(s20197 Suipnxy) sdnoiny omJ 9yl 104 sidrrend) 1ysrg SuImo[o]
9U31 JO YdrY Ul SISABYT Y3 JO (Ti666] 03 paisnlpy) sSuruiey uedjy

qL1 ainbiy

000°Z$

00Z'z$

00¥'Z$

009'C$

008°Z$

000°c$

00Z°c$

sBuuieg ueapy

55

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



S|BALLY - — - — SI9ABST - - - - - PEOJOSE)

sJayenp

S|eALY ‘SI9ARDT]

0009

000°L

000'8

000'6

0000t

000t

00021

000°€t

000'vL

000°GL

€66 1’66  £86 186 €116 1126 £96 1'96  £G6 L'G6  e¥6  L¥6  £€6 1'€6 €6 1’26 €'l6 L:i6 €06

t

( 1 1 L ) L L L L L 1

(

Il

T

T

S[EALLIY ‘SIOABYT nwwo_ummU

000°0

000°02

000°0¢

000'0Y

000'0S

000°09

00002

000'08

peojasen

56

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



}:66

€:86

186

£:.6

1116

1

€96

:

1:96

i

£:66

1

slauend

1:G6

:

i

€6

L:¥6

€e6

L:€6

L

€26

L

L

L

1:26

s

£:16

s

116

£:06

L L

1 L

!

i

%8

%0t

%cl

%l

%91

%81

%02

%7

SIOABYT JIBJ[9/\ JO 1By 1IXH

peojase)

57

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



SIBALLY BIBJ[OAA 104 - — - — SISABIT SIBJIOM 10

SIBAI909Y BIRJJOM 10

Jayenp
£:66 1:66 £:86 1:86 €16 1116 £:96 1:96 €66 1:G6 V6 L:v6 £'€6 L:€6 £:26 1:26 €16 116 £:06
- - -
= \.\..I.‘\\.\.I.I.I.\\ /,/\‘\ ~. .
-~ -~ P Elan ) LS -— ~N-—"
.- N e - . . N N
N . =

PIIYD 1s98Unox ay3 jo I3y NM|< 9 h——m_ n—

aby

58

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



_!w_m>_t< BIBJ|OM 104 - — - — SIBAEDT SIBJOM 104 - - - - - SIOAIB03Y DIBJIOM 104

Jouend
£:66 1:66 €86 1:86 €46 116 £:96 1:96 £:G6 166 €6 Liv6 £:€6 L:€6 £:26 126 €16 116 £:06
A
R :
- /l 4 N LY
o\ SN
'— v \l ’ a
A\ AN
AN} “/ N P
—r/ . ) /\ . /
A \‘ - d- N
v ' \ 3 \— . A
v SONNIRIAN /N,
. \ o TN, 4 r O\ L j . /
. N H ”./\ g K ~ . 7 U\ \ N
RN N i Vo A Y
T g ~
Yo :
v
v

[2A9T uonednpy

qg-y ainbiy

SL'L

A

STl

€Ll

Se'LL

vl

) 0

|aAa7 uoneanpy

59

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



T_m>_:< DIBJIOM 104 - — - — SIOARDT IBYOM 104 - - - - - SIBAI929Y BIE)OM 104

Jsuend

€66 }:66 €86 1:86 €:.6 126 €06 1:96 £:66 1:66 £:¥6 L¥6 £'€6 1:€6 €6 126 €16 L6 €06
A RS L b 0w . R S S T WY A S %08

; . > v ST ~ ~ %GE

PN A %0

%S¥

%05

%G5

%09

(SUYMUON] JO IUII]) 20y

abejuassad
Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org

60



SIBALLY SJBJJoM 104 - — - — SIOABOT SIBJOM JOS. - - - - - SIOAI800Y dJejl9M 104
Jsuenpd
£:66 166 £:86 1:86 €16 1:.6 £:96 1:96 £:G6 1:66 €:¥6 L:¥6 £€6 L:€6 £:26 26 £l6 LiL6 £:06
KA /N
/ S
I . /, / N .-
. . / \ .
/ N -
— / /
’ r N /
~/1 ~\/ ’ /:I/ \ ~ ‘\nl.\l:/~
/ // / v P / ~ . v
’ . , \ N ’ A4
. N - . R
) A N

924eJ 243 Jo

Sl pe-y ainbiy

x4

ST

8¢

'8¢

6¢

§'6¢

oe

aby

61

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



S|BALLIY SJBYOM 104 - — - — SIOABDT QUBHIM IO - - - - - S19A1909Y BIB|OAN 104

1auend
£:66 166 £:86 1:86 €16 L6 €:96 1:96 £:G6 166 €6 Liv6 £:€6 1:€6 £:26 126 €16 116 £:06
‘\-I:I.\.l.\.l.l.\-‘
— -
T~
- ~ T = .
-\):/nl.ln'nl.:'.ll.l\\ul\

dIBJ[9/\ UO s1anreny) 1y3ig IOl JO 93eIuadiof m.—wu< 9 .—:@_n—

%0}

%0¢

%0€

%0%

%05

%09

%0L

%08

abrjuasiad

62

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



€66

}:66

€86

L

!

Japenp

186 €16 1126 £:96 196 €66 L:G6

L L ) ‘ L 1 L L 1 L L

€16 L¥6 £:€6 €6 €26 }:26

L L L ) 1 L 1 L 1 L L L L L L ) ) I

SIEQL OMT, UIILA\ dTBJ[34\ UO OB SIOABIT JIBJ[9/\ JO 93e3ud019] qy-y ° h—:w_n_

%0¢

%ST

%0¢€

%S€

%0V

%SY

%05

afejuasiad

63

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



(141 0} pap02)SIoARST BIBJOM 104 — — —
S19ARST BIRYOM 04

SIBALLY BJBJJOM 10 - — - —
SI8A1908Y BIBJOM 104

siapend
£:66 1:66 £:86 186 €16 1126 £:96 1:96 €66 1:G6 £v6 L:v6 £:£6 L:€6 £:26 1126 €16 L6 £:06
PR
e / -~
. N \ /
/ ~ . . N
JAN > > AN \\ N4 N4 N
N— 7 - - ~ - -
< /l\ . S
<
r. /~ \/,/ N\
A \,/ / /, / ,/...l..nl\ ,/.\ \.-.\/, S
N ’ . 4 ~ P4 / ~ e .
/ N 7 N, .- PN P \ . v
SN\ . N_ - e . /N N
\ /..l-\ /\ I \s »-/... \\ /\ / aa
, . ,\./.. N A
_ g N AR
Sl VRN
R L / \
, AN i
 S— ~~ fd \\ : \x\ ll' \/\ c - nd d \ /\ -
K \\.\/ \x); \\\ \“\a/.-\\\\\\ /\\//\
R N A
V2 \ VAR P \V]

S[EALLTY PUE ‘(]+3 PUE 1 01 PIPO)))SIdABYT ‘PEO[ISE)) 10]

ey Judwidojdwry

op-y 9inbi

%0cC

%0€

%0v

%058

%09

%0L

ajey juswhojdwz

64

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



65

S|BALLIY SIBJOM S04 - — - — SIOABST QJBJOM JOH = - - - - SI0AI1999Y 8JeljdM 104
Jspenp
£:66 166 €86 186 €16 16 €96 196 €56 LG6  E6 Lve  £g6 g6 €26
L L L I i L i L L L L L It L L L L L L I L L L A L L L Il O\OOF
- N e - — —_— — T S —— e e - T - — T e— e — - - — . ——. -
%02
%08
T
o
%0y 8
5
Q
[
- SRR %05
/\ anOO
%0L
SIBJ[9\ 03 aNn(J sIonxeny) 1ySrg IO Ul dWOodU] JO 93eIUIdI] ﬂml< 91nbi 4

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



S|BALLY DIBYOM 104 - — - — SIDOAEBDT SIBJISM 104 - - - - - SIDAIB03Y BJBJ|aA\ 104
sJauend
£:66 166 €86 1:86 €6 126 €96 1:96 €66 1:G6 £:v6 b:¥6 £€6 1:€6 £:¢6
PRI i L —_ -
.. e —
:::::::: . -
e —
-
— N _— i — . —
. i ~
LT T s
e

s3uruaey 2ADISOJ Y\ SIanrend) 1y3rg oL Jo 93eIuadiof q6-Y @.——_a_n—

%0

%01

%02

%0¢€

%0t

%05

%09

abejuastad

66

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



_ (1+} O} POPOD)SIOABDT IO mmmm S|EALLY BIBJOMN JO4 - — - — SIOARST OIBYOM IO - - - - - SI9A1909Y AIBJOMA 104

siopen)d)
£:66 166 £:86 1:86 €:16 1.6 £:96 1:96 €66 1:G6 g6 L:v6 £:€6 L:€6 £:26

L L L L I L L ) L : L I L L L ) L ! 1 A s L L L L L i L

1:C6 €16 L:i6

£:06

S[EALLTY pUE ‘(T+) PUE 3 01 PIpO))) SIdABYT ‘peO[ase)) 10] (A103a1e)) yoey ur sdururey
SAIISOJ YIM IsOY ] Suoury pagelday pue 7igee] O3 paisnlpy) sduruaey uedpy

9-y ainbig

00.$

00L'L$

00S°t$

006°L$

00€C$

002°2$

67

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



2516 JO SIBARDT JO = —= - — L:/6 1O SIOABST IO - - - - - $:96 JO SJoAB9 04 — @ — £:96 JO SI1eARaT JO4 ——
2'€6 JO SI9ABOT IO - — - — L:€6 JO SIOARST 1O - - - - - - $:Z6 1O SI9ABDT 104 — - — £:26 1O S1aAB9T JO —@—

sJauend

s1911enQ) 1Y SUIMO[[O Y3 JO YO UI IBJ[9A\ UO Org SIOABYT JO 9FBIUIIII]

%0

%S

%0}

%S

%0¢

%SC

abejuadtad

68

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



C'16 J0 SIBAEDT] IO » == - —

2:€6 0 siones] 04 - — - —

116 JO SloAeaT 104

1:€6 JO Si9ABDT I04

R

¥:96 J0 S19ABET 10 — @ —
$:26 JO SI9AB97 U104 — &- —

€:96 JO Si19AED9T I0] —Kk——
€.26 JO SI9AB97 0] —@—

s1apenyd)

sa911en0) 3431 Buimoiog dys ur siaxea] o Jo ey wdwordury WYL

%0%

%SY

%0S

%SS

%09

%S9

%04

ojey Juswlo|dwz

69

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



2:/6 JO SIOABOT IO - = - — 1116 JO SI9ARDT IO - = o - - $:96 JO SI9AEET 10 — @ — £:06 JO SISARDT IO ——
Z:€6 JO SI9AB8T IO - — - — L:E6 JO SIOARST IO« = - - - - $:26 40 S19AROT 104 — m- — £:26 10 SIoAEDT JO4 —e—

slauenp

(8901977 Surpnpouy) siaireng) 1ysrg SUIMO[[O] Y3 JO Yoy P
Ul SIOABYT Y1 JO (T:666] O3 paisnlpy) sSuruiey uedjy

8-y ainbiiy

000°L$

00Z'L$

oot'L$

009°'1$

008'L$

sBujuseg ueapy

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



2:16 JO SIOABET 10 + mm = — 1:16 JO SIOABOT 104 - - = = - $:06 JO SI9AB9T 0] — @ — £:06 10 SIOARDT 104 ———
2:66 10 SIOABDT 10 - — - — L:€6 JO SIoABET JOS- - - - - - $:26 10 S10AB8T 104 — B~ — £:26 40 SI9ARST 10 —@—
sJapenyd
L 9 S 14 € Z 1

(s901977 urpndxy) s13reng) IY3rg SUIMO[[0] Y3 JO ydey
Ul SIOABYT Yl JO (T:666] 03 paisnipy) sSuruiey uedjy

8-y ainbi4

000°C$

002°z$

00¥'Z$

009°C$

008°2$

000°c$

00Z°¢$

sBujuiey uespyy

71

Employment Policies Institute | wwiw.EPlonline.org



Recent Publications

Where the Jobs Aren't: Local Unemployment Spreads
by the Employment Policies Institute, July 2003.

Indexing the Minimum Wage: A Vise on Entry-Level
Wages by the Employment Policies Institute, March 2003.

The Effects of the Proposed Santa Fe Minimum
Wage Increase by Dr. David A. Macpherson, Florida
State University, February 2003

Living Wage and Earned Income Tax Credit:
A Comparative Analysis, Mark D. Turner,
Georgetown University/Optimal Solutions Group, Burt
S. Barnow, Johns Hopkins University, January 2003.

The Economic and Distributional Consequences of
the Santa Monica Minimum Wage Ordinance,
Richard H. Sander, University of California at Los
Angeles, E. Douglass Williams, University of the South
Joseph Doherty, Empirical Research Group at UCLA,
October 2002.

Measuring Poverty in America, by the Employment
Policies Institute, April 2002.

The Economic Well-Being of Low-Income Working
Families, by John P. Formby, Hoseong Kim, University
of Alabama and Dr. John A. Bishop, East Carolina
University, March 2002.

The Long-Term Effects of Youth Unemployment, by
Thomas A. Mroz, University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, Timothy H. Savage, Welch Consulting
Economists, October 2001.

Who Would Benefit from a $6.65 Minimum Wage? A
State-by-State Profile: 2001 Edition, by Employment
Policies Institute, July 2001.

The Case for a Targeted Living Wage Subsidy, by
Employment Policies Institute, June 2001.

The Effect of Minimum Wages on the Labor Force
Participation Rates of Teenagers, by Walter J.
Wessels, North Carolina State University, June 2001.

Winners and Losers of Federal and State Minimum
Wages, by Thomas MaCurdy and Frank Mclntyre,
Stanford University, June 2001.

Does the Minimum Wage Reduce Poverty? by
Richard K. Vedder and Lowell E. Gallaway, Ohio
University, June 2001.

State Flexibility: The Minimum Wage and Welfare
Reform, by Employment Policies Institute, March 2001.

Evaluating the Effects of Medicaid on Welfare and
Work: Evidence from the Past Decade, by Aaron S.
Yelowitz, University of California at Los Angeles,
December 2000.

Higher Minimum Wages Harm Minority and Inner-
City Teens, by Mark Turner and Berna Demiralp,
Johns Hopkins University, September 2000.

The Living Wage: Survey of Labor Economists, by
The Survey Center, University of New Hampshire,
August 2000.

Living Wage Policy: The Basics, by Employment
Policies Institute, March 2000.

Rising Above the Minimum Wage, by William Even,
Miami University of Ohio, and David Macpherson,
Florida State University, January 2000.

Economic Analysis of a Living Wage Ordinance, by
George Tolley, University of Chicago, Peter Bernstein,
DePaul University, and Michael Lesage, RCF Economic
& Financial Consulting, July 1999.

The Employment Impact of a Comprehensive
Living Wage Law: Evidence from California, by
Employment Policies Institute, July 1999.

Effective Marginal Tax Rates on Low-Income
Households, by Daniel N. Shaviro, New York
University School of Law, February 1999.

An Analysis of the Baltimore Living Wage Study, by
Employment Policies Institute, October 1998.

Targeted Jobs Tax Credits and Labor Market
Experience, by Frederick J. Tannery, University of
Pittsburgh, June 1998.

Work Ethic and Family Background, by Casey B.
Mulligan, University of Chicago, May 1997.

The Minimum Wage Debate: Questions and
Answers,: Third Edition, by Employment Policies
Institute, May 1997.

From Welfare to Work: The Transition of an
llliterate Population, by Employment Policies
Institute, February 1997.

Who Are The “Low-Wage” Workers? by Derek Neal,
University of Chicago, July 1996.

Jobs Taken by Mothers Moving from Welfare to
Work: And the Effects of Minimum Wages on this
Transition, by Peter D. Brandon, Institute for Research
on Poverty, University of Wisconsin—Madison,
February 1995.

Minimum Wage Laws and the Distribution of
Employment, by Kevin Lang, Boston University,
January 1995.



Suite 1200 1775 Pennsylvania Ave.,NW Employment
Washington, D.C. 20006 Tel 202.463.7650  Policies

Fax 202.463.7107 www.EPlonline.org INSTITUTE




