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Executive Summary 

 

In May of 1995, Indiana became one of the first states to reform its welfare 

program.  Using incentives and sanctions, the state tried to alter the behavior and 

circumstances of adult welfare recipients.  Program goals included increased client self-

sufficiency and decreased reliance on welfare; increased client employment; the 

encouragement of responsible parenting; and the development of working partnerships 

with local government, community agencies, churches and businesses.  In June of 1997, 

there were numerous and significant changes to the State’s welfare program, changing 

both incentives and sanctions as well as expanding the proportion of the welfare 

population subject to new requirements.   

Our evaluation of Indiana’s welfare reforms focuses on adult program participants 

who received cash assistance after June of 1997.  Among this group, we examine needs; 

strategies and coping mechanisms for making ends meet including their use of local 

governments, religious organizations, and community social service providers; 

involvement in various education and training programs; strategies used to find 

employment; earnings, and; progress towards economic independence.   

The vast majority of welfare recipients in Indiana were randomly assigned to the 

state’s new welfare reforms (Welfare Reform group).  A smaller group of about 3,500 

adult welfare recipients were randomly assigned to receive cash assistance subject to the 

rules and provisions of the State’s old welfare program (Tradition Welfare or AFDC 

group).  To assess the impacts of the Indiana welfare reforms, we selected a stratified 

random sample from both groups of assistance recipients.  The sample stratum included 

individuals who were receiving cash assistance during December 1998; those who were 

off cash assistance in December of 1998 and who had left prior to exhausting their 24-

month lifetime limit on program eligibility, and; those who were off cash assistance in 

December 1998 and left the program after hitting their 24-month time limit.  This 

sampling strategy allows us to compare the outcomes of individuals on the Traditional 

and Welfare Reform programs, those on and off the rolls, and among those who left 

welfare, those who left before and after hitting the 24-month lifetime limit on receipt of 

cash assistance. 
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Production interviewing of the 30 to 40 minute telephone survey was conducted 

between May 1999 and February 2000.  The response rate was 58.9 percent even after 

employing numerous and varied tactics to secure greater participation in our study. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that those individuals found after using many different 

strategies to locate them, including the use of field investigators, had severe or multiple 

barriers to employment.  Among the respondents subsequently completing interviews 

during one day of the fieldwork period, one was functionally illiterate, and could not read 

the letters sent to her requesting an interview.  In another instance, a respondent was 

tracked to a parent’s house, where s/he had been staying following a recent eviction.  In 

the third instance, the respondent, when finally tracked-down, was in the process of being 

evicted.  Thus, our survey may have missed some of the individuals in the most dire 

straits and thus, may provide only a lower-bound estimate of the neediness of this 

population. 

A second data source for this project was 30 months of administrative data from 

the Indiana Client Eligibility System (ICES) system maintained by the Indiana FSSA.  

These administrative data were used for constructing the survey sample and to merge 

select longitudinal data on welfare benefits with the client surveys to obtain a more 

comprehensive portrait of our survey respondents.   

Overall, when we compare the characteristics and outcomes of the Welfare 

Reform and Traditional Welfare groups, their outcomes and attitudes were more similar 

to one another than we had originally anticipated.  The relative paucity of statistically 

significant differences between the two groups suggests that welfare reforms have had 

neither the overwhelmingly beneficial nor the horrifically detrimental effects that were 

originally posited by advocates and detractors at the outset of our nation’s welfare reform 

initiatives. Statistically significant results in our Indiana study were mixed, indicating 

both positive and negative effects of the welfare reforms.  Also, there were a number of 

important differences among the members of our three stratums. 

A general description of the Welfare Reform or TANF group follows after which 

we highlight of our findings about the effects of Indiana’s welfare reforms for the entire 

welfare population. 

   



 Final Report to FSSA, the Joyce Foundation and Indiana Township Association   
  Client Survey ? Pirog ? FASR Institute Staff ? CSR Staff 

 

Prepared by the Indiana University Institute for Family and Social Responsibility iii

General Descriptive Findings 

 

  We found a high level of work effort among current and former TANF 

recipients.  Of those on the welfare rolls (Dec 98 – On), 77 percent had worked 

for pay while on TANF.  Of those who had left the rolls, between 81.7 percent 

(Dec 98-Off, <24 months) and 88.5 percent (Dec98 - Off, >= 24 months) worked 

for pay since leaving welfare.  

 

  Employment stability is an issue for TANF recipients.  At the time of the 

survey, only 65 percent of respondents were still employed.  

 

  The most commonly reported factors limiting one’s success in the labor 

market are transportation and childcare.  Respondents indicate these barriers as 

hindrances to getting and keeping a job. 

 

  The vast majority of welfare reform participants have only rudimentary 

skills for the workforce. Nearly 45 percent of the Welfare Reform group members 

were high school dropouts.  Thirty-eight percent had high school degrees or 

GEDs.  

 

  More Welfare Reform group members participated in job search, job club or 

job readiness activities in comparison to any other category of education or 

training.  A high proportion of participants were referred to these activities by 

their welfare office or caseworker.  Opinions regarding the usefulness of these 

activities were mixed but generally, more positive than negative. 
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  The majority of TANF group respondents indicated that assistance was 

available for food, utilities, emotional support, childcare, clothes, rent, a place to 

stay, transportation, and diapers and toys. 

   

  The most common needs expressed by recipients were for utilities, 

transportation and childcare.  Food assistance was the fourth most requested need 

in the survey.   

 

  Friends and family members provide the most support for recipients in all 

need categories.  Community organizations follow the family and friends network 

of support by assisting with a place to stay, childcare, transportation, children’s 

things, and emotional support.  Religious organizations are most noted for 

assistance with food and clothing while township trustees are most noted for 

providing support with utilities and rent.   

 

  A sizable minority of current and former TANF recipients are having 

difficulty making ends meet.  For example, about a quarter of this group reported 

gross monthly, earned incomes of $500 or less. Also, a variety of events and 

reported behaviors confirm their difficulties in making ends meet: over 25 percent 

had their utilities turned off; about 8 percent had been evicted; nearly 9 percent 

had been homeless recently; about 17 percent indicated they either moved in with 

others or obtained roommates to defray rental costs; 8.4 percent searched in trash 

cans, asked for spare change, and/or begged for work; nearly 6 percent took food 

from stores without paying, sold or traded Food Stamps, or wrote checks that they 

knew could not be covered; just under 25 percent used pawn shops to get cash, 

and; about 11 percent sold plasma.   

 In many respects, the Traditional Welfare and Welfare Reform group members 

were quite similar to one another.  Statistically significant and sizable experimental 

differences were not common.  What follows describes the experimental impacts.  
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Experimental Findings 

 

  There is a sizable difference in the wages earned by Welfare Reform and 

Traditional Welfare group members.  Welfare Reform participants report hourly 

wages of $7.06 while Traditional Welfare respondents earned $9.94 hourly.  The 

Indiana Economic Development Council reports that an annual income within the 

range of $20,000 to $28,000 is necessary for an Indiana family to meet basic 

needs.  This translates into a $10 to $14 hourly wage, which is well above that of 

the Welfare Reform group earnings.  

 

   Respondents reported their needs in ten specific areas:  food; a place to 

stay; rent; clothes; utilities; childcare; children’s things; emotional support or 

counseling; transportation; and an “other” category.  Multivariate analyses found 

that those in the Welfare Reform group were less likely to report needing help 

with food, housing, or utilities in comparison to those participating in the 

Traditional Welfare program.  All other needs were similar across the two groups. 

Multivariate analyses found similar ability to meet needs across the two groups. 

 

   Individuals who were sanctioned had more needs and were less able to 

meet these needs.  One possible explanation is that the circumstances and 

characteristics of those who are sanctioned make them needy and less capable of 

meeting their needs irrespective of sanctions.  Such characteristics also could 

serve to increase the probability of being sanctioned.  It is also possible that 

sanctioning contributes to neediness and ability to meet needs.   

 

   Evidence regarding the shifting of costs for the care of current and former 

welfare recipients from the state to local governments or community agencies was 

weak and only significant for selected subgroups of the population, not overall.  
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 Finally, our results must be interpreted within the context of a rigorous 

evaluation.  Several methodological considerations suggest that we are likely to have 

underestimated the effects of the Indiana welfare reforms.  First, more than half of the 

individuals assigned to the Traditional Welfare group actually believed that they were 

subject to the provisions of the Indiana welfare reforms.  This inevitably will alter their 

behavior making it more similar to the behavior of those who were actually subject to the 

Indiana welfare reforms. Second, in order to obtain estimates of program impacts for 

those who hit time limits, we had to include individuals who entered welfare prior to June 

1997.  Anyone subject to a time limit prior to June 1997, had been assigned by the 

Indiana welfare offices to the “Placement Track.”  On average, these individuals had 

more education, work experience, more social supports and were in a better position to 

take jobs than other individuals on the welfare caseload.  Thus, we are comparing “the 

better prepared (Placement Track) who actually hit time limits” to “welfare participants 

in the Traditional Welfare program who would have hit time limits had they actually been 

subject to the welfare reforms.”  In the future, those who actually hit time limits will 

include those who were well prepared for the job market as well as those who are ill 

prepared to find and retain a job. 
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I.  Introduction 

Indiana was one of the first states to adopt an emphasis on "Work First" and 

"Personal Responsibility" by replacing cash assistance with transitional services that help 

people depend less on public aid.  Initiated statewide in May 1995, the program goals 

include increased client self-sufficiency and decreased reliance on welfare; increased 

client employment; the encouragement of responsible parenting; and development of 

working partnerships with local government, community agencies, churches and 

businesses.  The program, developed initially under Governor Evan Bayh, was 

implemented and continued, with several significant changes, under Governor Frank 

O’Bannon.  Over one year before the federal welfare reforms were legislated under the 

August 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 

(PRWORA), the Indiana welfare reform program included a Personal Responsibility 

Agreement (PRA) or social contract, time-limits on adult eligibility for cash assistance, a 

family cap, and financial sanctions for failure to meet parenting and program 

responsibilities. 

Indiana received over thirty waivers from the US Department of Health and 

Human Services to initially implement their version of welfare reform.  A condition for 

receipt of the federal waivers was a rigorous evaluation of the Indiana experiment.  

Conducted by Abt Associates, the Urban Institute and Indiana University, the first major 

evaluation findings were reported in May 1998.  Subsequent reports from these groups 

will continue through 2003.  Under a separate contract with the Institute for Family and 

Social Responsibility (FASR) at Indiana University and in collaboration with the Joyce 

Foundation and the Indiana Township Association, a complementary evaluation was 

designed and executed.  The final report from the survey of welfare recipients in this 

latter evaluation constitutes the substance of this document.  This report focuses on the 

impacts of welfare reforms: how current and former welfare recipients make ends meet 

and find successful routes to self-sufficiency.  It also takes a close look at the role of the 

township trustees (the local providers of emergency poor relief), community social 
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service agencies, and religious organizations in meeting the needs of current and former 

welfare recipients.   

II.  Welfare Reform in Indiana  

To interpret our evaluation findings, it is important to understand the 

fundamentals of welfare reform in Indiana.  The State shifted from a welfare program 

with an education and training orientation to one with a strong “Work First” emphasis.  

The rationale for the shift was that employment and job experience of any type will better 

position welfare recipients to improve their jobs and eventually become economically 

independent. 

The State took a multi-pronged approach to achieve this shift to a “Work First” 

program.  First, the Indiana Manpower Placement and Comprehensive Training 

(IMPACT) program placed less emphasis on education and training and increased 

funding and participation in job search and job-readiness activities.  Second, local 

discretion in contracting services was expanded and more contracts were performance 

based, thus linking payments to contractors to actual outcomes.  Third, all mandatory 

welfare recipients were assessed for job-readiness.1  Those found to be job-ready were 

assigned to a Placement Track and were subjected to a special set of rules and work 

incentives.  Fourth, the Family Social Services Administration (FSSA) also gave each of 

Indiana’s 92 county welfare directors monthly job placement goals, monitored progress 

towards these goals, and indicated that job evaluations would be based on their 

achievement of these goals.  The Urban Institute’s on-site interviews with front-line staff 

and their statewide survey of county welfare directors indicated that the welfare culture in 

Indiana had been significantly altered by these changes.2 

                                                
1 Through June 1997, Indiana continued to exempt parents with children under the age of three as well as 
most other clients who met federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program 
exemptions.  IMPACT was Indiana’s JOBS program until 1996 when PRWORA ended the JOBS program.  
2 See Pamela Holcomb et al., Building an Employment Focused Welfare system:  Work First and Other 
Work Oriented Strategies in Five States (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, 1998). 
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Indiana’s welfare program was initially a two-track program.  Clients who were 

not judged “job-ready” by IMPACT family case coordinators (FCCs) were allowed to 

meet their 20-hour per week IMPACT participation requirement through education and 

training activities with little effort devoted to job search.  The clock marking use of the 

state’s 24-month time limit did not move for welfare recipients assigned to the Basic 

Track.  If the FCCs formal assessment tool found clients to be job-ready, they were 

assigned to the Placement Track.  Placement Track participants were subject to the 

following policies: a lifetime limit of 24 months on adults’ eligibility for cash assistance; 

a minimum of 20 hours per week of mandatory job search and/or work activities; stricter 

financial sanctions for noncompliance with program requirements; special work-support 

incentives including extended eligibility for supportive services after earnings resulted in 

zero cash transfers; and a “fixed grant” that ignored increases in earnings beyond those 

initially counted against the welfare grant payment.  

There were numerous and substantial changes in the Indiana welfare program that 

took effect in June 1997.   

?? Beginning in June 1997, all mandatory IMPACT participants were subject to the 

State’s 24-month time limit, not just the individuals in the Placement Track.   

?? Prior to June 1997, eligible adults with children under the age of three were not 

mandatory IMPACT clients.  Effective June 1997, newly mandatory adults with 

children between the ages of two and three were subject to the state time limit on 

cash assistance.  Six months later, exemptions for adults with children between 

the ages of one and two were eliminated and all able-bodied parents and 

caretakers with children over the age of one were generally mandatory IMPACT 

participants. 

?? Prior to June 1997, adults reaching the 24-month time limit lost the adult portion 

of their welfare grant for a period of 36 months after which they could reestablish 

their eligibility for cash assistance.  Beginning June 1997, the 24-month time limit 

became a lifetime limit on adult eligibility for cash assistance.   
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?? The method of calculating the time limit changed.  Initially, the clock began in the 

month when the recipient was assigned to the Placement Track and continued to 

tick even if the recipient stopped receiving welfare benefits under the Temporary 

Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program.  Beginning in June 1997, the 

number of months of welfare eligibility remaining was reduced only by months in 

which the adult mandatory IMPACT participant received cash assistance.   

?? The distinction between the Basic and Placement Tracks was dropped for all 

mandatory IMPACT participants.  The “Work First” emphasis was applied to all 

mandatory adult recipients including those who had previously been assigned to 

the Basic Track.    

?? Adult recipients were allowed to “earn” additional months of TANF benefits.  For 

every six consecutive months of full-time employment, one additional month of 

TANF benefits could be earned.  Eligible adult welfare recipients could retain a 

maximum of 24 months of benefits at any point in time. TANF recipients could 

request extensions of cash benefits for a period of time equal to the number of 

“earn-back” months. 

?? The “fixed-grant” provision that permitted welfare recipients to retain a greater 

amount of their earnings and still receive the same welfare grant was eliminated.  

Previously, the state disregarded additional earnings beyond those counted in 

determining welfare eligibility unless the client hit the 24-month time limit or 

earnings exceeded the federal poverty line.  

?? Prior to June 1997, the resource limit for Placement Track participants was 

$1,500.  In June, this ceiling was lowered to $1,000. 

?? Prior to June 1997, when the earnings of Placement Track adults resulted in the 

reduction of their welfare grant to zero, the adult recipient and eligible family 

members continued to be technically eligible for cash assistance and thus, were 

allowed Medicaid, child care and other support services.  Beginning June 1997, 

these work supports were extended to all cases.   
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?? Between May 1995 and June 1997, welfare recipients were required to sign the 

state’s new social contract outlining the obligations of the State and welfare 

recipient.  The PRA contract required timely immunizations for children, ensured 

school attendance, and required minor parents on welfare to live at home or with a 

responsible adult.  Additional requirements were added to the PRA beginning 

June 1997.  These included the requirement of parents to provide a safe and 

secure home, free of child abuse or neglect, domestic violence, illegal drugs or 

other substance abuse.  Failure to sign the PRA or meet the terms of the 

agreement generally resulted in a $90 monthly sanction. 

?? The State’s school attendance requirement was formalized in June 1997.  

Previously, local standards were used to determine if unexcused absences were 

excessive.  In June, excessive absenteeism was defined as three or more 

unexcused absences in a grading period.  Further, extended refusal or failure to 

comply with the school attendance plan could result in a reduction in the welfare 

grant equal to removing the needs of both the child and caretaker. 

?? Indiana’s welfare program always had a family cap, meaning that cash benefits 

did not increase for births occurring more than 10 calendar months after initial 

welfare receipt if the child was conceived in a month when the mother received 

cash assistance.  Exceptions included verified (police or physician) cases of rape 

or incest as well as first births to minors.  Beginning in June 1997, additional 

exceptions were made for children born with substantial, verified physical or 

mental disabilities. 

?? Penalties for noncompliance with the Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program 

were stricter beginning June 1997.  Previously, failure to comply with the CSE 

program could result in the removal of the adult portion of the welfare grant.  In 

cases involving paternity establishment, the stricter sanction included the loss of 

the adult and child (for whom paternity was in question) portion of the welfare 

grant providing that an adult-only sanction had been in place for at least six 
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months (beginning June 1999).  The child for whom paternity was in question 

continued to be eligible for Medicaid. 

?? The definition of acceptable minor parent living arrangements was narrowed in 

June 1997.  Previously, minor parents could live with a non-related adult in a 

supervised, supportive living arrangement.  This option was eliminated, thus 

requiring minor parents under the age of 18 to live with a parent, related adult, 

legal guardian or other adult holding legal custody of the minor. 

Thus, the pre- and post-June 1997 welfare programs in Indiana differed along 

numerous dimensions and these differences were substantial and significant.  The Work 

First program applied to a larger proportion of welfare recipients thus expanding the pool 

of recipients subject to time limits and employment and training requirements.  The 

content of the PRA changed, stricter sanctions for noncompliance were imposed, and 

financial work incentives and work supports changed.  Because the post-June 1997 

welfare program differed in so many fundamental ways from the May 1995-June 1997 

welfare program, we selected the time period beginning with June 1997 for analysis of 

the impact of the Indiana welfare reforms on help seeking, education and training, and 

paths to self-sufficiency. 

There are two important points of clarification about Indiana’s welfare reforms.  

First, when an adult recipient and his or her dependents hit the 24-month time limit, only 

the adult portion of the TANF grant is lost.  They do not lose the full-family TANF grant 

as is common in other states.  Second, Indiana is one of two states that can grant a waiver 

to an adult TANF recipient and their children that will allow them to exceed the federal 

five-year time limit.  Thus, in extreme circumstances, Indiana TANF recipients and their 

children can remain on welfare for more than five years. 
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 Exhibit 1 

Indiana Welfare Reform Timeline  

 

 

Indiana University, FASR Institute 
Welfare Reform Time Table Evaluation Time Table

Governor Bayh Announces Plan to Reform Welfare(1/94) 1994
Waiver Request Submitted (6/94)

Waiver Granted (12/94)

Shift to Work First Approach (1/95) 1995

Abt. Associates, Inc. Welfare Reform Demonstration Implemented (5/95) Statewide Random Assignment Begins (5/95)
IMPACT Reforms (7/95)

Revised Waiver Request Submitted (12/95)
1996

PRWORA Signed (8/96)
HHS Approves Second Set of Waivers (6/97)

TANF Implemented (10/96)

1997

Revised Waiver Policies Implemented (6/97)
IMPACT Expansion (6/97)

IMPACT Expansion (12/97)
1998

Shift to 12-County Random Assignment (3/98)

FASR Institute Welfare Reform Evaluation Begins (8/98)

1999

Federal TANF Regulations Finalized (4/99)
TANF State Plan Renewed (10/99)

Indiana Wins High Performance Bonus Award (12/99)
2000

Draft Final Evaluation Report (9/00)
Submit Final Report (10/00)

2001 Dissemination of Information 

Indiana University, FASR Institute Evaluation Ends (7/01)

 W
elfare C

lient Survey Pretest / Field Study / A
nalysis

 

Tow
nship Trustee Pretest / Field Study / A

nalysis
 

C
SS A

gency Pretest / Field Study / A
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III.  The Research Questions 

  Client survey and Indiana Client Eligibility System (ICES) data were used to 

address two major sets of questions.  The first set of questions focuses on how current 

and former welfare recipients make ends meet and the extent to which they rely on help 

from friends and family, community social service agencies, nonprofit, religious 

organizations, and the Indiana township trustees.  This section of the report allows us to 

comment on the proposition that poor relief is being devolved from the State to local 

governments and community agencies.  The second set of questions examines the factors 

that present barriers to, or facilitate economic independence among, current and former 

welfare recipients.  This section examines a wide variety of factors including the 

education and training of individuals, issues of health and disability, childcare, and 

transportation. Open-ended questions provide insights into the success stories and 

problems encountered by welfare recipients in their efforts to become self-supporting.  

Actual quotes from respondents, addressing these questions in their own words, are 

included throughout this report. 

A.  Research Questions Related to Making Ends Meet 

?? How difficult is it for welfare recipients to make ends meet?  Aside from 

seeking help from government, community agencies and religious organizations, 

what other coping strategies do recipients use to make ends meet? 

?? What types of help can welfare recipients get?  What types of help do welfare 

recipients need, ask for, and receive?  Do recipients receive most or all of the 

help they need?  What types of agencies provide assistance to this group?  A 

key purpose of this inquiry is to provide a better understanding of the nature of 

the needs of the welfare population and the extent to which they can meet their 

needs.  Also, we examine the types of agencies that provide services to this 

population.  This section of our report is not about impacts or the difference in 

utilization between the TANF and Traditional Welfare groups, but rather 

examines the level of needs and service utilization.  The goal is to provide a fairly 

complete picture of welfare recipients’ use of community social services.  
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?? How important is the help provided to welfare recipients by community 

service providers?  Are there significant unmet needs?  Do these reflect 

limitations in the amount and nature of services available, or respondents’ 

reluctance or inability to access these services?   

?? What are the characteristics of welfare recipients who receive help from 

community social service providers, and how do they compare to the 

characteristics of other welfare recipients?  Are the individuals who need help 

more likely to be on the welfare rolls, individuals who hit time limits, or 

individuals who left the welfare rolls before they hit their time limits? 

?? Has welfare reform affected welfare recipients’ reliance on support from 

community social service providers?  If so, has it decreased or increased 

reliance on these sources of support? Utilization of community service providers 

might decrease if welfare reform is successful in moving clients to work and 

fostering economic independence.  Utilization of community service providers 

might increase if welfare reform is not working for some welfare recipients.  

B.  Research Questions Related to Work, Earnings and Self-Sufficiency 

?? What types of preparation for entering the labor market were received by 

welfare recipients as part of the welfare reform program and what 

agency(ies) provided the training?  How satisfied were respondents with this 

training?  Are former welfare recipients satisfied with the training received from 

community providers?  What were the most valuable and least useful aspects of 

their experiences? Were there any service gaps? 

?? What factors do welfare recipients perceive to be responsible for their 

joblessness or labor market success stories?  The client survey asks welfare 

recipients about those things that have affected their joblessness or employment.  

Some of the factors considered include job training, childcare availability, health 

problems, and the state of the economy. 
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?? Are welfare recipients working more and earning more or have we simply 

expanded the size of the working poor population?  We examine the extent to 

which Indiana’s welfare-to-work strategies are providing a toehold on an 

economic ladder to self-sufficiency.   

IV.  The Data 

 Two primary sources of data were used to address the above questions.  First, a 

telephone survey of 1,494 former and current welfare recipients was conducted by the 

Indiana University Center for Survey Research (CSR).  The survey questions covered 

most of the above issues.  The second data source was 30 months of administrative data 

from the ICES system maintained by the Indiana FSSA.  These administrative data were 

used for constructing the survey sample and to merge select longitudinal data on welfare 

benefits with the client surveys to obtain a more comprehensive portrait of our survey 

respondents.  Each of these data sets is described in detail below. 

A.  The Client Survey 

1. The Survey Sample 

 A variety of objectives were taken into consideration when designing the sample 

for the client survey.  First, we wanted the survey to reflect only those adult welfare 

recipients who received at least one month of cash assistance between June 1, 1997 and 

December 30, 1998.  That is, everyone in the sample participated in the welfare program 

subsequent to the June 1997 changes.  Second, we wanted to be able to compare 

individuals randomly assigned to the welfare reform or TANF group to those 

participating in the traditional welfare or old Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) program.  As part of the Abt Associates and Urban Institute’s evaluation of the 

Indiana welfare reforms, the State maintained a control group of approximately 3,500 

eligible adults who were subject to the benefits, rules and requirements of the old AFDC 

program. Random assignment to the Traditional Welfare and Welfare Reform groups 

initially occurred statewide.  However, to insure that those assigned to the Traditional 
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Welfare group were actually treated differently from those in the Welfare Reform group, 

randomization was restricted to 12 counties beginning March 1998.3 

 Our sample was stratified into three groups for both the TANF and AFDC 

recipients:  those adults receiving cash assistance during December 1998; those who had 

left welfare but had not exhausted their time-limited benefits as of December 1998, and; 

those adults who had left welfare as of December 1998 and who had hit their time limits.  

For those in the Traditional Welfare program who had never been subject to a time limit, 

we estimated their “clocks” based on the number of months of assistance they had used. 

Further, control group members were not subject to time limits and thus those who 

exceeded their estimated 24-month time limits may or may not have continued to receive 

cash assistance.  Thus, given the strata, we can also compare those who are currently 

participating in the welfare program to those who left voluntarily (prior to hitting the time 

limit) and those who exhausted their 24 months of eligibility for cash assistance (or 

would have exhausted their eligibility had they been subject to the new TANF reforms). 

 To identify the population of Traditional and Welfare Reform participants, we 

used monthly data extracts from the ICES.  We identified 65,362 eligible adults 

participating in the newly reformed Indiana welfare program for one or more months 

between June 1, 1997 and December 30, 1998.  An additional 3,566 eligible adults 

participated in the randomized control group or Traditional Welfare (AFDC) program.  

The distribution of welfare participants across the six sampling strata is shown below.  

The population elements from which we randomly selected our survey sample were 

distributed across the six sampling cells in the following proportions.  The benefits of this 

sampling strategy are that comparisons can be made between those in the Traditional 

Welfare program and participants in the Welfare Reform group, overall.  Further, 

comparisons can be drawn for those on the rolls, those who left prior to hitting time limits 

and those who actually hit the time limits.  There had been considerable debate at the 

national level over the possible outcomes for individuals who hit welfare time limits.  

                                                
3 Counties in which random assignment was continued were Allen, Cass, Clark, Gibson, Henry, Jefferson, 
Madison, Marion, Miami, St. Joseph, Vanderburgh, and Vigo. 
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Our over sampling of this portion of the TANF population would allow more detailed 

analyses of their welfare and post-welfare experiences.   

Table 1 

Distribution of Welfare Recipients Across the Six Sampling Cells 

Sample Strata TANF/Welfare 
Reform Group 
(Row Percent) 

AFDC/Traditional 
Welfare Group 
(Row Percentage) 

A (Dec98 - On) 29,813 928 
     (49.6%) (26.0%) 
B (Dec98 - Off, < 24 months) 32,202 911 
 (49.3%) (25.2%) 
C (Dec98 - Off, >= 24 months) 3,347 1,727 
 (5.1%) (48.4%) 
        Total 65,362 3,566 

  Source:  ICES Data 

One of the important implications of taking an explicit look at individuals who hit 

the Indiana 24-month time limit on cash assistance for adults is that all of the individuals 

in this group, both in the Traditional and Welfare Reform groups, entered welfare before 

June 1, 1997.  Because they entered and participated in the IMPACT program prior to the 

June 1997, differential attrition from the AFDC and TANF programs could undermine 

the initial statistical equivalency of the two groups achieved by randomization.  

Nonetheless, in the absence of adopting our sampling strategy, we would not have been 

able to analyze the experiences of individuals hitting the time limit under the post June 

1997 TANF program in Indiana, nobody who entered the TANF program after June of 

1997 would have had the opportunity to hit the 24month time limit by December of 1998.  

Given that the post-June 1997 TANF program differed in numerous and significant ways 

from the earlier welfare reform program, it seemed critical to take a close look at 

individuals who hit the time limit in the new welfare reform environment. 

A second important ramification of this sampling strategy is that those who hit the 

time limit between June 1997 and December 1998 had all been assigned to the Placement 

Track under the old program and hence, had “clocks” that had begun to tick prior to the 
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new welfare reforms.  Placement Track participants differed in significant ways from 

those who had been assigned to the Basic Track.  Those assigned to the Placement Track 

had been deemed as “job-ready” based on their score on an assessment tool that took into 

consideration work experience, education and training, family problems and social 

supports.  Basic Track participants had assessment scores below the specified threshold 

and were not deemed “job-ready.”  In fact, the initial Abt Associates and Urban Institute 

evaluation found that Placement Track participants were better educated, had more recent 

work experience prior to random assignment and were more likely to be Caucasians and 

live in urban areas than members of the Basic Track.4  Because the TANF participants 

who hit the time limits between June 1997 and December 1998 initially had been 

assigned to the Placement Track, we would expect that their post-TANF outcomes would 

be better than for the general welfare population.  Thus, our findings will underestimate 

and provide lower-bound estimates of the differences between those who hit the time 

limit under TANF and individuals receiving AFDC who would have hit the time limit 

had they been subject to the TANF program rules.   

2.  Instrumentation 

 The client survey was divided into eight sections.  The first section of the survey 

collected information on respondent demographics.  The second section focused on the 

welfare histories of respondents.  Next, there was a review of the current or recent 

employment experiences of respondents.  The fourth section examined the various means 

by which people cope or “make-do” when they don’t have much money.  The fifth 

section examined, in detail, the helpseeking and receipt of help from friends and family, 

community agencies, township trustees (1,008 elected local officials who provide 

emergency poor relief), and other government agencies.  In this section, respondents were 

asked if they could get help in their communities if needed with food, a place to stay, 

rent, clothing, utilities, childcare, children’s things, emotional support and/or 

                                                
4 David J. Fein, Erik Beecroft, William Hamilton, Wang S. Lee, Pamela Holcomb, Terri S. Thompson, and 
Caroline E. Ratcliffe.  November 1998.  The Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation: Program Implementation 
and Economic Impacts After Two Years  Report prepared for the Division of Family and Children, Indiana 
Family and Social Services Administration, page v.   
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transportation.  Next, respondents were asked if they actually needed such help, if they 

received part or all of the help needed, and about the sources from which help was 

actually received.   The sixth section of the survey obtained information on the education 

and training experiences of the respondents, the extent to which these experiences were 

initiated by their TANF caseworker, and whether or not these experiences were helpful in 

finding employment, keeping employment, and becoming financially independent.  A 

section was added to the survey on gaps in education and training and the extent to which 

respondents perceived these gaps to present barriers to climbing the economic ladder to 

financial independence.  The seventh section also included questions on barriers to labor 

market participation including items on lack of access to transportation and childcare, 

alcohol and drug addictions, disabilities and health problems, and homelessness.  The 

concluding section focused on welfare time limits and self-sufficiency.  In total, the 

survey included 171 items (not counting sub-items) and took twenty to thirty minutes to 

complete.  Respondents were each paid $10 for completing the survey.  

3.  Administration   

 The survey was conducted by the Indiana University CSR  staff using a Computer 

Aided Telephone Interview  system.  Initially, the client survey was pre-tested on a 

separate random sample of current and former welfare recipients between April 13, 1999 

and May 4, 1999.  Revisions to the original survey instrument were made over this time 

period.   

Upon the conclusion of the pre-test, five hundred individuals were randomly 

selected from each of the six sampling cells as shown previously in Table 1.  Initially, the 

CSR worked about 2,300 cases.  Toward the latter half of the data collection, it became 

apparent that the CSR would not come close to our target of 1,500 completed surveys 

(250 per sample cell) without adding additional cases from the remaining survey pool of 

700.  Over this time period, 251 new cases were added to the sampling pool from the 700 

remaining cases and increasingly labor-intensive efforts were undertaken to locate 

respondents in an attempt to collect a representative sample from each of the sample 

strata.   During these latter phases of data collection, clients were offered $20 for their 
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participation in the survey.  By the end of the survey, the CSR had attempted to locate 

and contact 2,551 of the original sample of 3,000.  Among these 2,551 individuals,  9 

were deceased and 6 were in prison  or were otherwise physically incapacitated.  Thus, 

our overall response rate was 58.9 percent.  Production calling of the client survey began 

May 12, 1999 and terminated February 1, 2000.   

 The initial contact information for respondents was obtained from the state 

administrative or ICES data.  These data contain welfare-receipt history allowing us to 

stratify clients into the six sampling cells as well as contact information (name, address, 

and phone numbers) and other personal identifiers. However, much of the contact 

information was old and individuals had since moved.  Thus, a wide variety of search 

techniques were used to locate potential respondents, including the following: 

?? Client Contacts were provided by eighty percent of the sampled clients and 

maintained in the ICES data by the State.  This contact information included the 

name of a contact person, either a friend, relative, or neighbor, along with their 

address and telephone number.  In instances in which the prospective respondent 

could not be reached, these contacts were called and asked for the prospective 

respondent’s current telephone number and/or address.  In instances where a 

contact did not provide current contact information, a message was left for the 

client.  

?? Letters were mailed to those clients who did not have a telephone number 

available, inviting them to call the Center for Survey Research toll-free number in 

order to participate.   These invitation letters were sent after the clients’ contact, 

neighbor, etc., had confirmed that the client did not have a telephone. 

?? Reminder postcards were sent to clients who could not be contacted by 

telephone because of "Not in Service" or "Disconnected" numbers, but who had 

returned a signed agreement to receive a $10.00 incentive in return for 

participating in the survey.  The CSR toll-free number was on the reminder 

postcard. 
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?? Bureau of Motor Vehicles records were also checked for the one-third of pre-

survey letters returned by the U.S. Postal Service as non-deliverable. Address 

information was checked with the Indiana BMV updated database.  

?? Directory Assistance for the city of the last known address was called whenever 

a telephone number was unavailable or incorrect.  Whenever an updated address 

was obtained through another search process, directory assistance was again 

checked. 

?? The National Change of Address Database was queried for the entire sample. 

?? Web Searches to locate contact information included search services available 

through the websites of 1800USA search, InfoSpace, InfoSeek, Who?Where?, 

BigFoot, and The Ultimate White Pages. 

?? The TransUnion Credit Agency updated addresses for 534 clients that were not 

located through other means.  Address information obtained included the 

reporting date and the client contact information. In instances in which the 

information was no longer current, neighbor addresses were checked to assist in 

discovering the whereabouts of the clients or obtaining more current contact 

information. 

?? A list of over 500 clients still not found was sent to FSSA, where the information 

was checked with the Indiana Wage Reporting System, to identify client 

employers.  Letters were sent to prospective survey respondents at their place of 

employment with information about the survey and a toll free phone number to 

call to schedule a time and day to complete a survey. 

?? FSSA regularly provided updated extracts of ICES data for sampled clients 

who were not found, in an effort to track clients through more recent 

address/phone numbers for those clients believed to be no longer receiving 

TANF, but currently still getting WIC, Medicaid, or Food Stamps.   This 

information was requested for 559 cases.  Newer information was received for 
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172 cases.  These efforts led to 107 completions, based on telephone interviews, 

and contact letters sent to up-dated addresses.    

Data collection slowed markedly toward the end of the summer of 1999, when all 

initial ICES, Internet, Directory Assistance, Client Contact, and BMV contact 

information were exhausted.  At that point, workers were sent into the field to attempt to 

locate potential respondents not found by other methods.  The fieldwork methodology 

was pre-tested from 8/11/99 through 8/24/99, during which time 7 interviews were 

successfully completed.  Investigators entered the field on 9/20/99.  The field 

investigation was concluded on 12/17/99.    

Field workers were recruited through newspaper ads in the Indianapolis Star, Fort 

Wayne Journal Gazette, South Bend Tribune, and Evansville Courier seeking workers 

with previous survey experience.  These field investigators were trained, and sent out to 

cities, towns, and rural areas across the State.  The following counties and cities were 

included:  Allen County (including Fort Wayne), Clark and Floyd Counties (including 

New Albany and Clarksville), Delaware, Grant, and Madison Counties (including 

Muncie, Marion, and Anderson), Lake County (with Gary, East Chicago, and 

Merrillville), Marion County (including Indianapolis, as well as parts of surrounding 

counties), St. Joseph County (with South Bend and Mishawaka), Vanderburgh County 

(and Evansville), and Vigo County (including Terre Haute).  The completed surveys from 

the Marion County pretest resulted in observations that also are included in our final data. 

Field workers were equipped with the most updated address information for 

clients and their contacts, as well as demographic information and the social security 

numbers of the clients, to confirm client identity.  If the client no longer lived at the 

address, the field investigator would speak with neighbors or current occupants of the 

residence in an effort to locate the client.  In many cases, the field investigator would also 

visit the contact in order to find the client.  If no one answered the door, the field 

investigator would make at least two more attempts at that address, leaving a “sorry we 

missed you” letter if the client was not in. 
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To maintain methodological integrity, field workers did not conduct interviews; 

rather, they were equipped with a cellular telephone that speed-dialed into the Center for 

Survey Research’s interview room. A supervisor dedicated to completing field interviews 

forwarded the call to the interviewer standing by.   Most clients preferred to conduct the 

interview using their own telephone. In these instances, the field worker phoned the 

interviewing room, and gave the details to the supervisor, who assigned a case/telephone 

number to an interviewer who then immediately called the client and completed the 

interview.   

The results from one of the pre-test days exemplify the labor intensity of this 

strategy.  For example, on August 11, 1999, a team of two investigators was sent into the 

Bloomington area  (a smaller urban area, and thus an “easier” city).    Of the fifteen 

clients whose addresses and information were available, six were located, and, four 

completed interviews.  This resulted in a 27 percent completion rate.     

In spite of the lower response rate resulting from efforts to reach the difficult to 

locate clients, the interviews collected were critical in increasing the generalizability of 

the sample.  The following stories are fairly typical and representative of  clients 

contacted through the work of the field investigators.  Among the respondents 

subsequently completing interviews during one day of the fieldwork period, one was 

functionally illiterate, and could not read the letters from the CSR alerting him or her to 

the study and requesting an interview.  In another instance, a respondent was tracked to 

his or her parent’s house, where s/he had been staying following a recent eviction.  In the 

third instance, the respondent, when finally tracked-down, was in the process of being 

evicted. 

After the field investigators concluded their work, the CSR began to use the 

updated ICES and wage reporting data searches to explore alternative methods of 

locating potential respondents. 
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4.  Final Disposition 

While there are a number of reasons why client interviews were not completed, 

the most common is that the client was never found, even after the extensive 

investigation efforts discussed above.  This was the case for 426 of the clients in the 

sample.  In 144 instances, the client was never available to complete the interview.  This 

is a common strategy used by potential respondents in lieu of an outright refusal.  CSR 

coded “refusal” only when potential respondents twice declined to participate (135 

cases).  In some instances, contact information was a non-residence such as a church or 

shelter and the individual could not be found.  Surveys were not completed, in some 

instances, because the individual had died (9 cases) or was in prison and not allowed to 

use the phone (6 cases) or suffered an insurmountable language barrier (12 cases). 

Twenty-six individuals claimed to have never received welfare benefits, while 31 stated 

that they had received no welfare services since 6/1/95.  Most surveys consider the latter 

cases as rejections.  Whenever the respondent was reached but refused to acknowledge 

welfare receipt over our sampling frame, we asked FSSA to double check the accuracy of 

ICES data.  In all cases, FSSA was able to confirm welfare receipt for one or more 

months over the relevant time frame. 

The response rates for each of our six sampling cells are shown in Table 2.  The 

most difficult clients to contact were those in the sample strata Group B, those 

individuals who had left welfare before hitting their time limit.  In the case of the AFDC 

recipients, these were individuals who left the AFDC rolls before they would have hit the 

time limit had they been subject to the TANF regulations.  The equally low response rate 

among the control group members is not surprising given that only 5.2 percent of the 

Traditional Welfare or AFDC group volunteered that they were not personally subject to 

a time limit.  In fact, 52.3 percent of  the AFDC group told us the number of months of 

welfare eligibility they thought they had remaining.  Thus, those who were capable of 

leaving the rolls prior to “hitting their time limits” did so.  It is likely that many of these 

individuals moved, changed their living arrangements, making them increasingly difficult 

to locate. 
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Table 2 

Number of Respondents and Response Rates by Sampling Cells 

Sample Strata TANF/Welfare 
Reform Survey 
Respondents 

(Response Rate) 

AFDC/Traditional 
Welfare 

Respondents 
(Response Rate) 

A (Dec98 - On) 261 262 
 (61.3%) (60.1%) 

B (Dec98 - Off, < 24 months) 218 227 
 (51.4%) (52.2%) 

C (Dec98 - Off, >= 24 months) 260 266 
 (62.5%) (64.3%) 

  Source:  Client Survey 

The fact that many control group members thought they were subject to Indiana’s 

welfare reforms raises another issue.  There was considerable cross-contamination of 

experimental and control group members in the original field experiment conducted by 

Abt Associates, Inc. and the Urban Institute.  The Urban Institute’s process study 

revealed that welfare caseworkers often treated clients randomly assigned to the control 

group (AFDC/ Traditional Welfare) as if they were regular TANF clients (explaining the 

new welfare rules, asking them to sign Personal Responsibility Agreements, etc.).  This 

was especially true in rural areas where caseworkers were unlikely to have more than one 

or two control group members. To reduce this contamination, the State, at the suggestion 

of evaluation team, confined random assignment to twelve counties beginning March 

1998.  This allowed for better training of caseworkers and monitoring of randomization.   

The contamination found in the Indiana welfare experiment has occurred in other 

state experiments.  In their evaluation of the welfare reform experiment in Delaware, Abt 

Associates reported that 65.8% of the control group members incorrectly thought they 

were subject to time limit.5  MDRC and Mathematica, two large national research groups 

that are evaluating states’ welfare experiments, also reported this phenomenia.  In 

                                                
5 David J. Fein and Jennifer Karweit, The ABC Evaluation:  The Early Economic Impacts of Delaware’s A 
Better Chance Welfare Reform Program (Bethesda, MD:  Abt Associates, Inc., 1997), p. 16 as cited in 
Karen A. Curtis, Welfare Reform in Delaware:  “A Better Chance” for Whom?”, Publius:  The Journal of 
Federalism, 28:3 (Summer 1998), p. 116.  
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MDRC’s Vermont experiment, 17 percent of the control group sample thought they were 

subject to a two-year time limit, 25 percent knew they had no time limit and 58 percent 

were uncertain.6  In Connecticut, MDRC found that 30 percent of control group members 

at the Manchester site and 20.6 percent of control group members at the New Haven pilot 

site reported incorrectly that they were subject to time limits.7  In Florida, MDRC 

reported that over 25% of the control group members incorrectly believed that they were 

subject to time limits, although they did not know specific details such as the length of 

the time limit.8  Mathematica’s evaluation of the Iowa welfare experiment made a 

concerted effort to reduce such contamination:  6.2 percent of control group members in 

ongoing cases incorrectly reported that they were subject to a time limit.9   

Contamination has been attributed to widespread media coverage of the provision 

of state welfare reforms, migration from nonexperimental to experimental in states where 

welfare reform was not implemented statewide, as well as administrative errors, largely 

by caseworkers.  The most important implication of this type of experimental 

contamination for our study is that we are likely to underestimate the “true” effects of 

welfare reform.  That is, if those receiving AFDC actually thought they were subject to 

time limits or other TANF provisions, they would most likely change their behavior to 

resemble that of individuals who actually were randomly assigned to the TANF group.  

On the other hand, it is important to note that most of the Indiana welfare reforms were 

computerized and control group member were not actually subject to a time limit nor 

were they subject to the other provisions of TANF. 

 

                                                
6 Dan Bloom and David Butler, The Cross-State Study of Time-Limited Welfare Implementing Time-
Limited Welfare:  Early Experiences in Three States (New York, NY:  Manpower Demonstration Research 
Corporation, 1995), pp.60-61.   
7 Dan Bloom, Mary Andes and Claudia Nicholson, Jobs First:  Early Implementation of Connecticut’s 
Welfare Reform Initiative (New York, NY:  Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1998), pp. 
49, 80.   
8 Dan Bloom, Mary Farrell, James J. Kemple and Nadita Verma, The Family Transition Program:  
Implementation and Interim Impacts of Florida’s Initial Time-Limited Welfare Program, Executive 
Summary (New York, NY:  Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1998), p. 9.  
9 Thomas M. Fraker, Lucia A. Nixon, Jonathan E. Jacobson, Anne R. Gordon, and Thomas J. Martin, 
Iowa’s Family Investment Program:  Two-Year Impacts (Washington, D.C.:  Mathematica Policy 
Research, Inc., 1998) pp. A-4-A-6.   
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5. Representativeness 

The characteristics of our client survey respondents were compared with those of 

all Indiana adult welfare recipients in the ICES data over our sampling period.  There are 

a few small but statistically significant differences.  The demographic characteristics of 

our survey respondents compared to those in the State welfare population, both TANF 

and AFDC, are shown in Table 3.   

a.  Ethnicity.  With one minor exception, our survey respondents, in both the 

Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups, do not differ significantly from the rest 

of the State’s welfare recipients.  Between 36 and 39 percent of survey respondents and 

State welfare recipients are black.  An additional 56 to 59 percent are white.  Hispanics 

constitute roughly four percent of the population.  Less than one percent of all groups are 

Asian, Native American, and/or other ethnicities.  Survey respondents in the Traditional 

Welfare program were slightly more likely to fall into the “Other” ethnicity group in 

comparison to all Traditional Welfare participants (p=<0.1) although the difference is so 

small, it does not appear to be substantively meaningful.   

b.  Marital Status.  At the time this survey was conducted, approximately 53 

percent of the adult beneficiaries of the state’s TANF program had never been married, 

followed in decreasing proportions by those who were married, divorced, separated or 

widowed.  Overall, the marital status of our survey respondents was remarkably similar 

to the State welfare population, both AFDC and TANF groups.  By a small margin, 

however, our survey respondents in the TANF group were more likely to have been 

married for some period of time than the general population of TANF recipients.  Among 

individuals subjected to the AFDC or Traditional Welfare rules, our survey respondents 

were slightly less likely to have ever married.  While statistically significant, the size of 

this difference is modest. 

c.  Gender.  We had a higher percentage of females among the survey respondents 

than is found in the State welfare rolls.  When we examined this across three strata, we 

found the difference to be most pronounced among the groups of TANF recipients who 
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Table 3 

Demographic Characteristics 
      

Welfare Reform (TANF) Traditional Welfare (AFDC) Percentage of respondents who fall into 
the following demographic categories: Survey 

Respondents 
State 

(ICES) 
Survey Respondents State 

(ICES) 
            
Age (mean)   31.4††† 29.4††† 31.7††† 29.6††† 
    (755) (67,693) (739) (3,566) 

           
Gender Female 93.0††† 89.6††† 94.3††† 91.1††† 
    (755) (67,693) (739) (3,566) 
            

Black 37.2 36 38.8 38.7 
  (755) (67,693) (739) (3,566) 
Hispanic 3.5 4.3 4.2 4.5 
  (755) (67,693) (739) (3,566) 
White 59.1 58.6 56.4 55.9 
  (755) (67,693) (739) (3,566) 
Other 0.2 0.4 0.6† 0.2† 

Ethnicity 

  (755) (67,693) (739) (3,566) 
            

Single, never married 49.9† 53.0† 57.6† 55.0† 
  (391) (35,807) (426) (1,958) 
Married 19.9 18.3 14.8 16.0 
  (133) (12,362) (114) (570) 
Separated 13.0 13.0 10.0 12.8 
  (84) (8,773) (73) (456) 
Divorced 16.7 15.2 17.1 15.7 
  (140) (10,274) (122) (560) 
Widowed 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 

Marital Status 

  (4) (328) (3) (15) 
            

High School or beyond 61.1 59.1 64.5††† 58.7††† Education 
  (755) (40,002) (739) (2,094) 

T-test, † p = < .10,  †† p = < .05, ††† p = < .01 
Source:  ICES Data and Client Survey 
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had “run out their clocks” and AFDC recipients who would have hit the time-limit had 

they actually been subject to TANF rules. 

d.  Age.  Survey respondents were approximately two years older than the general 

population of TANF and AFDC recipients.  This difference is both substantively and 

statistically significant. 

e.  Education.  The educational attainment of our survey respondents in the 

Traditional Welfare or AFDC group exceeded that of the entire AFDC group.  Survey 

respondents from the Traditional Welfare group were significantly more likely to have 

completed high school or attained a GED.  Within the Welfare Reform or TANF group, 

there were no statistically significant differences in educational attainment between 

survey respondents and all TANF participants.   

f.  Conclusion.  The sample of interviewed welfare recipients is reasonably 

representative of the ICES population overall, with several exceptions.  First, survey 

respondents in the Traditional Welfare group are more likely to have never married and 

to be high school graduates than those found in the Indiana’s Traditional Welfare 

population.  Second, survey respondents in the Welfare Reform program were more 

likely to have been married at some time compared to those in the Welfare Reform group 

at large.  Other statistically significant differences between the two groups were typically 

very small and do not appear to be substantively important.   

To the extent that there are statistically significant and substantive differences 

between the survey respondents and the general ICES population, our survey respondents 

may have better outcomes (fewer unmet needs, more employment, etc.) given their 

higher educational attainment and older average ages.  For example, high school 

completion may be expected to relate to more positive outcomes regarding employment, 

meeting family and individual needs, and may be a proxy for stability and physical and 

mental well-being.   On the other hand, there were a disproportionately high percentage 

of women in the entire survey.   In general, women earn less than men, even after 

controlling for labor market experience and labor market experience.   
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B.  The Indiana Client Eligibility System (ICES) Data  

The FSSA provided monthly extracts from the ICES, which serves as the State 

system for determining client eligibility for social service programs including 

AFDC/TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, and Transitional Child Care (while the program 

existed).  Merged data for successive months resulted in a database from state 

administrative records containing 71,259 cases.  These data included information on 

Indiana welfare-eligible clients and covered a 30-month period from July 1997 through 

December 1999.  Of these cases, 2,331 were missing data necessary for this project, such 

as date of assignment, length of benefit receipt, and/or name or contact information, 

resulting in a population of 68,928 eligible adult recipients from which we could draw 

our sample. 

Before survey data collection began, monthly ICES data from July 1997 through 

December 1998 were accumulated.  Each month of state data includes three distinct 

datasets.  First, the ICES 901 assistance group/member file provides general information 

on all individuals who are members of an assistance group.  Next, the 902 case-assistance 

group file contains information about each assistance group at the case level.  Finally, the 

903 data contains individual-level data.  All AFDC/TANF- eligible adults found in the 

ICES administrative database were included in the extracts, which were then matched by 

recipient case number and merged across months.  As mentioned earlier, it was necessary 

to aggregate data on client welfare use over time in order to count months on recipient 

“clocks” for the appropriate cell placement of each client, prior to the generation of the 

randomly selected sample. 

1.  Stratification and Sample Generation 

Client status for the stratification procedure was determined by the client’s 

welfare history to date, including the month the sample was drawn, December 1998.  The 

sample drawn from the merged administrative dataset was stratified by experimental 

condition (clients coming under Traditional Welfare rules, and those under Welfare 

Reform rules), and, within condition, by months of welfare used.  The monthly ICES data 
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extracts were used to track movement on and off welfare for those welfare clients who 

did not continuously receive benefits.  Our three strata include: 1) individuals  “on” 

welfare in December 1998; 2) individuals “off” welfare who had not yet used 24 months 

of cash assistance, and; 3) individuals “off” welfare in December who had exhausted 

their welfare eligibility or who would have exhausted their eligibility had they been 

subject to the Welfare Reform rules.  Random sampling within each of the strata resulted 

in the selection of 175 cases for pre-testing purposes across the six cells, and 500 cases 

from each of the six sampling cells.  These strata and conditions are shown below. 

Table 4 

Stratified Random Sample (as of December 1998) 

 Welfare  
Reform 
(TANF) 

Traditional 
Welfare  
(AFDC) 

A (Dec98 - On)  
                           Pre-test  
                           Survey                       

 
 25 
500 

 
 25 
500 

B (Dec98 - Off, < 24 months)    
                           Pre-test  
                           Survey                       

            25 
           500 

 25 
500 

C (Dec98 - Off, >= 24 months)   
                           Pre-test  
                           Survey                       

 25 
500 

 50 
500 

Total 1575 1600 
 

The equal cell counts reflect the designed over-sampling of clients subject to the 

two-year time limit, relative to the proportions found in the welfare population.  Contact 

information and identifiers were provided to the CSR for survey administration.    

2.  Additional Data Extracts 

Consecutive monthly ICES extracts were obtained, matched and merged with the 

previously extracted data, resulting in a dataset that included 901/902/903 data on all 

eligible adult clients from July 1997 through December 1999.  This matched and merged 

ICES data of welfare-eligible adults, spanning 30 months, was used in an analysis for 
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comparisons with our survey respondents and allowed us to further track public 

assistance to survey respondents. 

3.  Merging Across Data Sources 

The ICES records for our 1494 survey respondents were extracted from the 30-

month dataset.  These administrative records were matched with the client survey 

responses (by a recipient ID number) to yield a final dataset containing both state 

administrative and client survey data. 

V.  Survey Findings 

A.  Making Ends Meet 

“It is not easy.” R2099710 

There are five major research questions related to how welfare recipients in 

Indiana are making ends meet.  Each of the research questions is reiterated below and our 

empirical findings are presented.   

  1.  How difficult is it for welfare recipients to make ends meet?  Aside from 

seeking help from government, community agencies and religious organizations, what 

other coping strategies do recipients use to make ends meet?  The following analysis 

pertains to individuals in the Welfare Reform or TANF group only.  Differences between 

the TANF and Traditional Welfare recipients are discussed later in this report. 

   In order to place the difficult living and coping strategies used by welfare 

recipients in a context, we queried them about their current financial situation.  We found 

a high level of work effort among current and former TANF recipients.  Of those on the 

welfare rolls (Dec 98 – On), 77 percent had worked for pay while on TANF.  Of those 

who had left the rolls, between 81.7 percent (Dec 98-Off, <24 months) and 88.5 percent 

(Dec98 - Off, >= 24 months) worked for pay since leaving welfare.  It is clear, however, 

that employment stability is an issue for this group.  At the time of the survey, only 65 

                                                
10 Quotes from the respondent are from question #37 in the client survey, Appendix A. The R# refers to the 
client ID number in our dataset. 
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percent of respondents were still employed.  Most of these individuals found these jobs 

on their own or with the help of friends and family.  Only 2.5 percent reported that they 

had help from the welfare office in finding their current jobs.  The limited role of 

government in finding jobs must be placed in context.  The respondents’ current jobs may 

well have been their second or third jobs of respondents since leaving TANF.  The 

following are the survey respondents’ own descriptions of how they found their jobs.11 

“Well, being on welfare you can’t do a lot of things you 

want to do for your kids.  I was trying to look for a job, 

but I don’t have any transportation, and it was kind of 

hard.  So I asked God for help.  A few days later a 

woman in my building found a job, and she asked me, 

will you watch my child?  And that’s how I got this 

job.”  R22211 

“By word of mouth.  Someone said that there was a job, 

and I applied.” R21526 

“I had went to the Salvation Army for assistance, and 

they just happened to have a position open in my field 

of management and I had two interviews and then I got 

the position of management of the thrift store.” R21650 

“It was through my cousin” R21505 

“I was looking through a newspaper and I found it.” 

R20802 

“The Lord told me to go there.” R20346 

“I went to temporary service.  So, I guess you could say 

that I did it on my own.”  R22403 

                                                
11 The quotes from respondents about how they found their jobs are from question 26 in the client survey, 
Appendix A.   
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The nature of jobs held by survey respondents was examined.  Of those who were 

employed at the time they responded to the survey, approximately half had paid vacations 

and medical insurance.  Under a third had full sick leave with pay.12   

“Sick days… We get sick days, but we don’t get paid for 

them”. R20301 

“Sick days with full pay, after you’ve been there a 

year”.  R21032 

Hourly wages averaged $7.06, while weekly income averaged $283.62 for both 

part and full-time workers.13  Nearly 58 percent of the respondents reported a gross 

monthly, earned income in excess of $1,000.  However, a quarter of respondents reported 

gross monthly, earned incomes of $500 or less.14  Among those who were not employed 

at the time of the survey, more than half were currently seeking work. 

TANF recipients were asked about how easy or difficult it was for them to live 

with their current incomes.  Responses ranged from 1 (very easy) to 10 (very difficult).  

The average response was 6.9.  Slightly more than a quarter of the survey respondents 

reported the highest level of difficulty living.  There was some variation across the three 

strata.  Those currently on the rolls (Stratum A:  Dec 98 – On) reported the most 

difficulty living, followed by those whose “clocks had run out.”  Average scores for these 

two groups were 7.3 and 7.2 respectively.  Over 30 percent of both groups reported 

extreme difficulty in living.  Those reporting the least difficulty making ends meet were 

individuals who had left TANF before exhausting their 24 months of eligibility for cash 

assistance.15  

We also asked questions about life events that would indicate that respondents are 

having difficulty making ends meet.16  We found that more than a quarter of all current 

and former welfare recipients had their utilities turned off. About eight percent had been 
                                                
12  The respondents’ descriptions of their job benefits are taken from question 32a, Appendix A. 
13  See Table 9, Appendix B for full results on wages and weekly income. 
14  See Table 10, Appendix B for the household income results.   
15  See Table 12, Appendix B for difficulty of living results. 
16  See Table 14, Appendix B for life events results. 
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evicted.  Nearly nine percent reported having been homeless since either entering or 

exiting the welfare rolls.  Seventeen percent indicated they either moved in with others or 

obtained roommates to defray rental costs.17   

“My house has been foreclosed, and I have to be 

out… ” R20784 

Survey respondents described the strategies used to cope with hard times.18  We 

found that 35.9 percent of current and former TANF recipients did odd jobs for pay while 

8.4 percent reported having searched in trash cans, asking for spare change, and/or 

begging for work.  Nearly six percent of respondents reported that they took food from 

stores without paying, sold or traded Food Stamps, or wrote checks that they knew could 

not be covered.  Just under a quarter of current and former TANF recipients reported 

using pawn shops to get cash.  About 11 percent sold plasma, while 7.8 percent used cash 

checking outlets.  Five percent had secured credit card loans.   

“I hocked my china to my ex-husband.  I told him he 

could hold it for me until I paid him.” R20070 

“My boyfriend.  He is the one who has been helping me 

out.” R20253 

“I’ve been to a loan shark a couple of times.” R20435 

“I wrote a bounced check.” R20761 

“I have had to do some stupid things in my life.  It’s not 

something I want to say.”  R22504 

                                                
17  See Table 4, Appendix B for residency change results.  Respondents’ quotes are from question 41c in 
the client survey, Appendix A. 
18  See Table 13, Appendix B for a summary of the coping strategy results.  Quotes from respondents are 
from question 46 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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Friends and family were the most common source of cash, however, with over 88 

percent of current and former TANF recipients using this source of financial support.19   

A smaller percentage of respondents indicated that they used loan sharks, or received 

loans from township trustees, bosses, the Salvation Army, churches, or other 

organizations. 

“My sister.  I borrowed off of her.”  R22505 

“My fiancée, my boyfriend.  He gives me money 

sometimes.” R21183 

“My dad and other relatives” R21031 

“The kids’ grandma.”  R22398 

“I have gotten advance in pay, and received a personal 

loan from my supervisor when a pay advance wasn’t 

available at the time.”  R21837 

2.  What types of help can welfare recipients get?  What types of help do welfare 

recipients need, ask for, and receive?  Do recipients receive most or all of the help they 

need?  What types of agencies provide assistance to this group? Again, the following 

analysis pertains to individuals in the Welfare Reform or TANF group only.   

Current and former TANF recipients were asked a battery of questions about the 

help that they receive to make ends meet from friends and family, community agencies, 

religious organizations, and township trustees.  We asked clients about their specific 

needs.  Among those who indicated that they needed a particular type of assistance, we 

asked how much help they received and from what source.  The ten types of help 

examined included food, a place to stay, rent, clothes, utilities, childcare, children’s 

things, emotional support or counseling, transportation, and an “other” category.   

                                                
19 See Tables 15 A and B, Appendix B for the borrowing behaviors results. Quotes from respondents are 
from question 46 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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Overall, respondents reported that food was the most readily available form of 

help in local communities.  Over seventy percent of current and former TANF recipients 

in our study also felt that they could get help with utilities, counseling, and childcare.  

The least readily available types of assistance were with transportation and children’s 

things, such as diapers and toys.  Even though these two types of help were the least 

readily accessible, approximately sixty percent of respondents felt they could get help 

with transportation and children’s things.   

Figure 1 

Percentage of TANF Recipients Indicating Help Was Available 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Food

 
 Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

More respondents reported help being available in their communities than there 

were individuals who actually expressed a need for help.  For example, about 85 percent 

of respondents felt they could get help with food from their communities while only 38 

percent actually expressed a need for food assistance.   
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The ordering of needs among our survey respondents was rather different from 

the ranking of availability of help in the community.  For example, the greatest need 

expressed by our respondents was for help with utilities, followed by transportation, 

childcare, food, and rent.  In contrast, respondents felt that help was most available for 

food, followed by utilities, counseling, childcare and clothes. 

Figure 2 

Percentage of TANF Recipients Who Needed Help 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Many of the needs expressed by current and former welfare recipients were unmet 

or only partially met.  Figure 3 shows the proportion of respondents who expressed a 

need for assistance and actually received most or all of the assistance they felt they 

required.  Childcare needs were more frequently met.  However, less than half of the 

respondents who expressed a need for childcare indicated that they had received most or 

all of the help they needed.  The needs that were the most difficult to meet for welfare 

recipients were help with rent, food and clothes. 
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Each of these ten need areas is discussed separately. 

Figure 3 

Percentage of TANF Recipients Who Received Most or All of the Needed Assistance  
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B  

1.  Food and Hunger.20  Early in the client survey, approximately 80 percent of 

current and former TANF recipients indicated that they always had enough to eat.  

Furthermore, the large majority (86 percent) of the current and former TANF recipients 

surveyed, felt they could receive help with food needs in their community.  Interestingly, 

while most welfare recipients shared the belief that help with food is readily available; 

food was one of the most difficult needs for respondents to meet.  When asked if they 

actually needed help with food, over a third of the TANF respondents replied 

affirmatively.  Only seven percent of those who expressed a need for help with food felt 

their needs had been fully met.  In contrast, thirteen percent of those who indicated they 

needed food assistance received no help. 

                                                
20  See Tables 13 and 19, Appendix B for a summary of the food and hunger results. 
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Figure 4 

Percent Who Needed Help with Food 
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Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

  
Figure 5 

Amount of Help Received with Food  
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey Appendix B 

Among the 233 current and former TANF recipients who actually received help 

with food, the majority received assistance from friends and family members.  Over half 

of these individuals also received help from religious organizations.  Forty-two percent 

received assistance from community organizations.  The township trustees were the least 

likely source of help with food among our survey respondents.  
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Figure 6 

Sources of Food Assistance 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 
Hunger is likely to be a persistent need for a small subgroup of current and former 

TANF recipients. Nearly four percent of this group indicated they seldom had enough to 

eat and an additional 16.2 percent indicated that they sometimes had enough food to eat.    

 2.  Utilities.  Help with utilities, rent, and/or a place to stay all speak to various 

aspects of meeting the shelter needs of the poor.  Nearly 73 percent of former and current 

TANF recipients indicated that they could get assistance with their utilities if necessary. 

Only 44.1 percent indicated that they actually needed assistance in paying their utility 

bills.  Of those who needed help, only 13 percent felt that these needs had been fully met, 

while 21 percent received no help at all.  Most respondents who needed help paying their 

utility bill received some or most of the help they needed.21 

“I could get help for the electric but not the phone 

bill.” R20236 

“Yes for the utilities and no for phone bill.  Phone isn’t 

a necessity.” R22065 

                                                
21 Quotes from respondents are from the text responses of questions 48i and 48e in the client survey, 
Appendix A. 
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Figure 7 

Percent Who Needed Help with Utilities 
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Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 
Figure 8 

Amount of Help Received with Utilities 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 
 For those who received assistance with utilities, more than half received help 

from friends and family.  More than one third of welfare recipients reported receiving 

assistance from township trustees.  This was the township trustees’ most active area of 

direct assistance to current and former TANF recipients.   
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Figure 9 

Sources of Help with Utilities 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 
3.  Rent.22  Only two-thirds of the welfare reform participants felt they could get 

help paying their rent if they needed such assistance.  Nearly a third of this group 

expressed such a need.  Within this group, we found that respondents used multiple 

strategies to help pay rent including government assistance, assistance from community 

and religious organizations, adding roommates, or doubling up in someone else’s 

residence.   

Of those who expressed a need for rental assistance, eleven percent received all of 

the help needed in contrast to 28 percent who received no assistance at all.  More than 

half of those needing help with rent payments, received some or most of the help. 

“Help paying rent?  That’s a yes and a no.  Sometimes 

I can get help, and sometimes I can’t.” R20833 

“I needed help with my rent but because I didn’t qualify 

for cash aid I wasn’t able to get it.  I’ve never looked 

into low income housing because my rent that I pay 

                                                
22 See Tables 4 and 21, Appendix B for rental assistance results. Quotes from respondents are from the text 
responses of questions 48c and 76 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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here isn’t much more than what I would pay, and the 

area is nicer.”  R21934   

Figure 10 

Percent Who Needed Help with Rent 

Needed help
32%

Did not need 
help
68%

 
Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 
Survey respondents reported that most rental assistance came from friends and 

family members.  Township trustees were also active in supporting this group.  About 29 

percent of those who received help with rent, received it from one of Indiana’s 1,008 

township trustees.  Religious organizations helped eighteen percent of respondents.  

Community based organizations were the least involved in providing this type of 

assistance.  
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Figure 11 

Amount of Help Received with Rent 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Figure 12 

Sources of Help with Rent 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

  We also asked current and former TANF recipients if they had either moved into 

another person’s home or obtained a roommate to help decrease housing costs.  About 13 

percent of respondents reported that they had others move in with them and another 5 

percent had moved in with others to divide costs.  About a quarter of respondents lived in 

public housing while another 14 percent received Section 8 or housing vouchers.   
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“(My child and I) live with friends and share rent, but keep 

other finances separate”23 R20956 

4.  Place to Stay.  A quarter of the current and former TANF recipients lived in 

public housing.  An additional 14.2 percent received Section 8 housing vouchers.  

Nonetheless, eight percent of the welfare reform caseload had been evicted while nearly 

nine percent reported that they had been homeless.  Thus, we found that for a minority of 

this population, maintaining a stable residence was considerably difficult. 

“I needed Section 8.  I’m having the darnest time 

getting on there.  They need to do these surveys more 

often about Section 8, so that me and my children can 

get on Section 8.  A lot of people take advantage of 

that.” 24 R20674 

Sixteen percent of the welfare reform caseload indicated they had either needed a 

place to stay since exiting the rolls (for those who were off TANF 12/98) or since they 

entered TANF (if they were on TANF during 12/98).   For those who needed a place to 

stay, the vast majority received at least some help.  Thirteen percent of those needing 

shelter found no assistance whatsoever. 

 

                                                
23 Quote from respondent is from question 37 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
24  See Tables 4, 14 and 20, Appendix B for the results regarding shelter, public housing, evictions, and 
homelessness.   
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Figure 13 

Percent Who Needed Help With a Place to Stay 

Needed help
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Did not need 
help
84%

 
Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Figure 14 

Amount of Help Received with a Place to Stay  
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Of those who received help with shelter, three-quarters obtained help from friends 

and family members.  Fewer than twenty percent of respondents received help finding 

shelter from the township trustees, community organizations or religious organizations.   
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Figure 15 

Sources of Help with a Place to Stay 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

5.  Clothing.  Food, shelter and clothing are basic needs.  When queried about 

clothing, two-thirds of survey respondents indicated that they could get community 

assistance with clothes. Only 24 percent of survey respondents in the Welfare Reform 

group indicated that they actually needed help with clothing.  Nearly half of these 

individuals, 45 percent, received no help while a mere three percent indicated that they 

received all of the help they felt was needed. 

“Clothing.  Well, just… I mean clothing.  My son is growing 

out of the pants he is wearing.  The thing is that I am using 

up all the check from welfare to pay rent that I don’t have 

anything left over for clothing for him or myself” R2014725  

                                                
25 Quote from question 76 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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Figure 16 

Percent Who Needed Help with Clothing 

Needed help
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Did not need 
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76%

 
Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Figure 17 

Amount of Help Received with Clothing 

  Some of the 
help needed

40%

  None of the 
help needed

45%

  All of the 
help needed

3%

  Most of the 
help needed

12%

 
Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Most of the help with clothes came from friends and family members.  Religious 

organizations helped 44 percent of the current and former TANF recipients who did not 

have adequate clothing.  Over a third of survey respondents in the welfare reform group 

who needed help with clothing received it from community-based organizations.  Twenty 

percent of those needing clothes received help from local township trustees. 
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Figure 18 

Sources of Help with Clothing 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B  

6.  Childcare.  The shift to a “Work First” program, particularly for individuals 

with preschool age children, is likely to bring childcare to the forefront of debates on 

welfare reform.  We found that 71.4 percent of current and former TANF recipients felt 

they could get childcare assistance in their local communities.  Nearly forty percent 

indicated that they actually needed help with childcare.  Of these individuals, slightly 

more than a quarter received all the help with childcare that they felt was necessary. 

Figure 19 

Percent Who Needed Help with Childcare 

Needed help
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Did not need 
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Source: Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B  
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Figure 20 

Amount of Help Received with Childcare 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Of those who received help, nearly half received childcare assistance from friends and 

family.  Community organizations were also heavily involved in the provision of 

childcare. 

Figure 21 

Sources of Help with Childcare 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 

7.  Transportation.  Again, with the shift to a “Work First” program, we 

anticipated that there would be considerable need for assistance with transportation.  
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Sixty-three percent of the TANF respondents felt they could receive such help in their 

communities, if needed.  Forty percent expressed a need for help with transportation.  Of 

those who needed transportation, only 17 percent received all of the help they needed.   

Figure 22 

Percent Who Needed Help with Transportation 
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Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Figure 23 

Amount of Help Received with Transportation 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 
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Of those in need of transportation, most received help from friends and family while 

about 18 percent received transportation from community organizations.  Neither 

township trustees nor religious organizations were heavily involved in this matter. 

Figure 24 

Sources of Help with Transportation 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 
8.  Children’s Things.  Survey respondents were asked about their needs for 

children’s things, such as diapers or toys.  Sixty percent believed such help was available 

in their communities.  Slightly under a quarter of former and current TANF recipients 

indicated that they actually needed help with children’s things.  Of those who required 

such help, the large majority felt their needs were only partially met. 

“Diapers but no toys.” R20301 26  

“I needed help with diapers and clothes and shoes and 

things like that for my kids.  It is real hard with the 

father not around, I really do not have that much help” 

R21007 27 

                                                
26 Quote taken from text responses to question 48g in the client survey, Appendix A. 
27 Quote taken from text responses to question 76 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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Figure 25 

Percent Who Needed Help with Children’s Things 
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Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Figure 26 

Amount of Help Received with Children’s Things 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

Most of the help received with children’s items came from friends and family, 

followed by community and religious organizations.  Less than ten percent of those 

expressing these needs received assistance from the township trustees.   
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Figure 27 

Sources of Help with Children’s Things 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B   

9.  Emotional Support.  Survey respondents were asked about emotional support.  

Seventy-one percent believed such help was available in their communities.  Of the 28 percent 

who reported a need for emotional support, less than 20 percent felt their needs had been fully 

met. 

“Yes for emotional support if you don’t work; no if you 

do.” 28 R22065  

Figure 28 

Percent Who Needed Help with Emotional Support 

Needed help
28%

Did not need 
help
72%

 
Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

                                                
28 Quote taken from text, question 48h in Client Survey, Appendix A.   
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Figure 29 

Amount of Help Received with Emotional Support 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 Of those who received help, most of the assistance came from friends and family.  

Slightly more than a third of those who needed emotional support received help from a 

community and/or religious organization. 

Figure 30 

Sources of Help with Emotional Support 
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Source:  Table 17 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

10.  Other Help.  Survey respondents were asked to report additional necessities 

and to elaborate on their answers.  Many of these needs overlapped with the direct needs 
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area that we already asked about.  However, fully 13 percent of current and former TANF 

recipients indicated they needed additional help.  The most commonly reported unmet 

needs were medical insurance, eyeglasses or vision care, dental care, nursing or 

homecare, personal care items, and a psychologist or counselor for the respondent or a 

family member.  Over a quarter of those volunteering answers fell into this broad health 

care category.29 

“I would say basically for the children; food, and clothing.  

I guess I already answered that.  Shoes, underwear, things 

like that” R22009  

“We need a place to live help, we need medical help, 

and we need food help.  Financial help, transportation 

help, and a place to live help for five kids and an adult 

help!” R20845 

“We need a whole lot” R22322 

“People to help fix the trailer, building help” R20921 

“Laundry soap, vitamins, toilet paper, napkins, all that 

kind of stuff, school supplies – that’s a good one; 

school supplies’ll get you good” R20078 

“I needed help for myself for my prescription.” R20059 

“We need glasses, dentists” R21422 

“Medical and dental” R20222 

“Tires and stuff. Miscellaneous.  Minor repairs on cars.  

Clothes sometimes and food, like you say.  Times we 

could use the extra money.  And on teeth.  They don’t 

do it for the adults no more; they don’t pay for your 

                                                
29 Quotes taken from the text responses to question 76 in Client Survey, Appendix A.   
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teeth getting cleaned.  Treat you different cause you 

don’t have the money.” R20334 

3.  How important is the help provided to welfare recipients by community service 

providers?  Are there significant unmet needs?  Do these reflect limitations in the amount 

and nature of services available, or respondents’ reluctance or inability to access these 

services?   

Figure 31 

Percentage of TANF Recipients Who Received Most or All of the Assistance Needed 
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Source:  Table 19 of Client Survey, Appendix B 

As can be seen from Figure 31 above, there are significant unmet needs among 

current and former TANF recipients who responded to our survey.  Further, in every 

instance, the general perception among survey respondents was that help was more 

generally available in local communities than was actually found by our survey 

respondents who needed help.  Unmet needs were most pronounced for clothes, food and 

rent.  Although childcare was the need most fully met for our respondents, less than half 

who indicated a need for childcare actually found most or all of the necessary help. Thus, 

it appears that the general perception of the social safety net and actual experience of it 

by poor women and children in our survey are at odds with one another.  Answers to 

open-ended survey questions indicate that many respondents actively sought assistance 
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from personal and community networks but were unable to find all of the help they 

needed. 

 4.  What are the characteristics of welfare recipients who receive help from 

community social service providers, and how do they compare to the characteristics of 

other welfare recipients?  Are the individuals who need help more likely to be on the 

welfare rolls, reaching time limits, or leaving the rolls before the time limit?   

Figure 32 

Percent Who Needed Help by Sample Strata 
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Source:  Tables 19 – 28a of Client Survey, Appendix B 

As can be seen in Figure 32, the proportions of individuals needing various types 

of help were typically the highest for individuals on welfare and those reaching time 

limits.  Those on welfare in December 1998 were the most likely to need help with 

childcare, children’s things, a place to stay, and “other” things.  A higher percentage of 
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those reaching time limits expressed needs for utilities, transportation, food, rent, 

emotional support, and clothes.  In several cases, these differences were rather 

pronounced. 

We also estimated a series of multivariate logistic regressions to determine the 

impacts of various client and program characteristics on ten outcome variables:  whether 

or not the respondent expressed any needs at all and whether or s/he expressed a need in 

every single need area (not counting “other needs” which was a catchall category).  

Regression models are appropriate when there has been contamination of an experimental 

design in a field setting.  In the Abt Associates, Inc. and Urban Institute’s field 

experiment, more than half of the participants in the Traditional Welfare program 

(control group) actually told us the number of months they had remaining on their 

“clocks.”  Clearly, many control group members thought they were subject to the new 

TANF rules and this may well have altered their behavior.  Second, because some of our 

survey respondents received welfare prior to our sampling period (to obtain observations 

on those who hit time limits), differential attrition could account for differences between 

the Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups.  Finally, even with ideal 

implementation of a field experiment, the inclusion of personal traits and program 

characteristics can yield more precise estimates of impacts. Thus, it seems prudent to 

control for both the personal characteristics of the respondents and various programmatic 

elements when estimating programmatic impacts on needs.      

A table of all regression coefficients and computed probabilities is included as 

Table 54 in Appendix B.  The results for the programmatic effects are summarized 

below.  In estimating the probabilities, the values of all the continuous variables were set 

at their means.  The effects of participating in the Welfare Reform or TANF program 

were estimated on the probability of expressing a need for help in any of our ten need 

categories and separately for each need category.  We controlled for gender, age, marital 

status, education, family income, household size, number of dependent children, 

sampling strata, whether or not the respondent had been sanctioned, and the presence of 

health or disability problems.  In most cases, assignment to the Traditional Welfare or 
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Figure 33 

Estimated Impacts of Welfare Reforms on Needs 

-8% -6% -4% -2% 0%

Food*

Place to Stay**

Utilities**

 
Source:  Table 54 from Client Survey, Appendix B.  Significance levels 
are depicted as follows, * p<=.10, ** p<=.05, *** p<=.01. 

 
Welfare Reform program had no significant effects on the expressed needs of clients.  In 

three instances, however, there were significant programmatic effects.  In all such cases, 

those in the Welfare Reform program expressed fewer needs than individuals assigned to 

the Traditional program.  Welfare Reform participants were 5.2 percent less likely to 

express a need for food; 5.1 percent less likely to express a need for help with a place to 

stay, and; 7.4 percent less likely to express a need for help with utilities.30    

We also estimated the effects of being in each of our sampling strata.  We 

examined the impacts of leaving welfare before hitting a time limit (imputed for those in 

the Traditional Welfare program) relative to being on welfare in our sampling month.  

Again we used all of the same control variables as described in the preceding paragraph 

                                                
30 The logistic analysis of incremental likelihood is based on a continuous variables 
evaluated at their means and dichotomous variables at zero.  This means that the 
reference case is a female, age 32, single with and additional .53 adults in the household, 
2.09 dependent children.  The reference person has worked for 8.98 months since either 
entering welfare (Strata A) or exiting welfare (Strata B and C).  Household income for 
the referent person ranges between $251 and $500 per month.  The referent person is 
whit, has not completed high school, has no health problems, is in the Traditional 
Welfare program, is still on welfare (Strata A), and has never been sanctioned. 
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and included the dichotomous variable reflecting assignment to the Traditional Welfare 

or Welfare Reform program.  These results are summarized in Figure 34. 

Figure 34 

Estimated Impacts on Needs of Leaving Welfare Before Hitting a Time Limit  
Relative to Being on Welfare in the Sampling Month 
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Source:  Table 54 from Client Survey, Appendix B. Significance levels 
are depicted as follows, * p<=.10, ** p<=.05, *** p<=.01. 

In most cases, the effects of having left welfare before hitting the time limit had 

no impacts on reported needs relative to those who were still receiving welfare in our 

sampling month.  There were only two significant differences.  In comparison to those 

who had been on welfare in our sampling month, those who had left welfare before 

hitting a time limit were 4.3 percent less like to need help finding a place to stay and 11.4 

percent less likely to need help getting children’s things.   



Final Report to FSSA, the Joyce Foundation and Indiana Township Association 
Client Survey ? Pirog ? FASR Institute Staff ? CSR Staff 

 
 

Prepared by the Indiana University Institute for Family and Social Responsibility 58

Figure 35 

Estimated Impacts on Needs of Having Hit a Time Limit 
Relative to Being on Welfare in the Sampling Month 
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Source:  Table 54 from Client Survey, Appendix B.  Significance levels 
are depicted as follows, * p<=.10, ** p<=.05, *** p<=.01. 

 We also estimated the effects of having hit the 24-month time limit and losing the 

adult portion of the welfare grant relative to remaining on welfare in our sampling month.  

We found relatively few differences between the two groups.  In every case where there 

were significant differences, however, those who had hit the time limits were less likely 

to have reported having needs.  Relative to those on welfare, individuals who had hit the 

time limits were 5 percent less likely to have expressed any needs; 6.2 percent less likely 

to have needed help with utilities, and; 11.3 percent less likely to have needed help with 

getting children’s things. 

 We also examined the relationships for having been sanctioned on reported needs.  

Sanctioning was related to more need categories than any other programmatic or policy 

variable.   
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Figure 36 

Estimated Impacts of Having Been Sanctioned on Reported Needs 
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Source:  Table 54 from Client Survey, Appendix B.  Significance levels are 
depicted as follows, * p<=.10, ** p<=.05, *** p<=.01. 

Individuals who had been sanctioned were 6.1 percent to have expressed needs in 

at least one of our ten need categories.  Individuals who had been sanctioned were more 

likely to have reported needing help with food (12.7 percent), finding a place to stay 

(11.9 percent), rent (8.9 percent), clothes (9.4 percent), paying utilities (14.9 percent), 

children’s things (7.2 percent), and transportation (11.1 percent).  What is unclear is 

whether these differences reflect the impacts of having been sanctioned or some other 

personal characteristics of this group that were not included in our model.  In either case, 

those who are sanctioned clearly have more needs than those who are not sanctioned. 

 Finally, when examining the characteristics of welfare recipients, several 

demographic characteristics were strong predictors of the probability of reporting various 

needs.  In general, we found that those who were male, older, with higher household 

incomes, and who had fewer dependent children were less needy.  Most of the results 

were common sense and for those interested these results are referred to Table 54 in 

Appendix B.  One demographic characteristic, however, merits some discussion.  Needs 

were substantially greater among those who reported health or disability problems.   
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Figure 37 

Estimated Impacts of Health or Disability Problems on Reported Needs 
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Source:  Table 54 from Client Survey, Appendix B.  Significance levels are 
depicted as follows, * p<=.10, ** p<=.05, *** p<=.01. 

These individuals were 6.7 percent more likely to report having one or more needs.  

Those with health or disability problems were more likely to report a need for help with 

food (9.7 percent), finding a place to stay (5.6 percent), paying rent (9.2 percent), clothes 

(6.5 percent), paying utilities (8.3 percent), children’s things (7.8 percent), emotional 

support (12.1 percent), and transportation (8.8 percent).  While having a health problem 

or disability is not a policy parameter that can be changed by the State, it is possible to 

separately this segment of the welfare population as it would appear that, ceteris paribus, 

they are needier than most other welfare recipients.  Furthermore, this is not a small 

segment of the welfare population.  Nearly 28 percent of survey respondents reported a 

health or disability problem. 
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Figure 38 

Percent of Unmet Needs by Sample Strata 
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Source:  Table 18 of Client Survey, Appendix B.  Significance levels are depicted as 
follows, * p<=.10, ** p<=.05, *** p<=.01. 

 Next, we turn our attention to the unmet needs of our survey respondents.  Unmet 

needs were defined as individuals who received  “none” or  “some” of the assistance they 

needed (as opposed to “most” or “all” necessary help).  Patterns of unmet needs were 

quite similar for individuals in our three sample strata and none of the differences 

depicted above met traditional levels of statistical significance.  That is, those who were 

on the rolls, those who left prior to hitting time limits, and those who left TANF after 

reaching limits all had similar experiences in fulfilling their needs.   

Next, we estimated a series of logistic regressions to look at how unmet needs 

were affected by being in the Welfare Reform or Traditional Welfare program, being in 

each of our sample strata, sanctioning, and the presence of health or disability problems.  
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These equations also controlled for a series of personal and household characteristics.31  

All regression results are presented in Table 55 in Appendix B and selected results 

discussed below. 

Again, unmet needs are defined as being able to meet none or some of an 

expressed need as opposed to having met most or all of that need.  Among those who 

expressed a need in one our ten categories, differences in unmet needs were not affected 

by participation in the Welfare Reform or Traditional Welfare program.  In other words, 

there were no statistically significant effects of the Indiana welfare reforms on the ability 

of those who expressed needs to find help.  Similarly, there were no significant 

differences between those on welfare, those who left before hitting a time limit, or those 

who actually hit their time limit for any of out ten needs areas.  However, we also 

estimated a model to explain the probability that respondents had at least one unmet need.  

In this summary model, those who hit a time limit were 6.3 percent less likely to have 

one unmet need relative to those who were on welfare in the sampling month.   

We also looked at the relationships between having unmet needs and having been 

sanctioned.  Our summary model found that those who had been sanctioned were 11.1 

percent to have at least one unmet need.  When we looked individually at our ten need 

categories, transportation was the only category where those who had been sanctioned 

expressed more unmet needs.  The probability of having unmet transportation needs was 

12.6 percent higher among those who had been sanctioned.   

Finally, we also looked at health and disability problems as predictors of 

unmet needs.  We found that individuals who had such problems were 7.6 percent more 

likely to have at least one unmet need.  However, when we examined each or the ten need 

categories separately, we found no statistically significant differences for this group.  

Overall, it would appear that this group of individuals has more difficulty in meeting their 

needs, however, there is no specific patterns of unmet needs for this group. 

                                                
31 The regressors in these models are listed in detail in the previous footnote.  For calculating probabilities, 
the same reference person characteristics are used.  Again, these characteristics are described in the 
previous footnote.   
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 5.  Has welfare reform affected welfare recipients’ reliance on support from 

community social service providers?  If so, has it decreased or increased reliance on 

these sources of support?  Utilization of community service providers may decrease for 

those moving to work and economic independence and increase for those experiencing 

extraordinary barriers to self-sufficiency.    

This question essentially examines the impacts of welfare reform on the neediness 

of current and former program participants.  Overall, we found no statistically significant 

differences in the perceived availability of help in communities between the Traditional 

Welfare and Welfare Reform groups.  Further, our bivariate analyses found respondents’ 

needs and their ability to satisfy these needs were not statistically different for any of the 

ten categories when comparing the Traditional Welfare and Welfare Reform 

classifications.  Our multivariate results concerning the needs of our respondents showed 

that those in the Welfare Reform group needed less help with food, finding a place to stay 

and paying utilities.  Sources of help accessed by participants in the Welfare Reform and 

Traditional Welfare groups were not significantly different from one another.  Thus, in 

most instances there are no statistically significant impacts of the Indiana welfare reforms 

on the neediness of current and former program participants, ability to find help, sources 

of help utilized or level of unmet needs. Nonetheless, it should be noted that there is a 

high level of need among welfare recipients.  Nearly 76 percent of survey respondents 

had expressed a need for help in one or more categories.  Further, on average, 

respondents needed help in nearly three of our ten categories.  Finally, there is a 

significant minority of welfare households where these needs are not being satisfied 

Some welfare reform impacts were uncovered when survey respondents in each 

of the three sampling strata were compared to one another.  For those on welfare in 

December 1998, we found that participants in the Welfare Reform group were less likely 

to feel that they could get help in their communities with finding a place to stay or 

emotional support  (See Figure 34).  It is possible that requirements of the new “Work 

First” program may leave less time for needy recipients to uncover local sources of 

shelter and emotional support or counseling.  
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Figure 39 

Comparison of Perceptions of the Availability for Traditional and Welfare Reform 
 Clients Who Were Receiving Assistance in December 1998  
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*5% Level of Significance;  **10% Level of Significance 
Sources: Tables 20 and 26 from the Client Survey, Appendix B 

Among those on welfare in December 1998, we found no impacts of welfare 

reforms on the general neediness of those in the Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare 

groups.  However, ability to meet some of these needs differed for the two groups.  More 

than half of those respondents who needed childcare and were in the Welfare Reform 

group were able to acquire all or most of the necessary assistance.  In contrast, among 

those in the Traditional Welfare program, only 38.7 percent were able to fulfill most or 

all of their childcare needs.  Given that childcare is a critical need for poor, single parents 

in the labor force, it is good to see more assistance was afforded to participants in the 

“Work First” program. 

Interestingly, patterns of utilization of friends and family, community agencies, 

religious organizations and township trustees were also different for members of the 

Traditional Welfare and Welfare Reform groups on the rolls in December 1998.  The 

Welfare Reform group was less likely to get help with food, clothing, utilities, 

transportation or “other” needs from friends and family, and more likely to use  



Final Report to FSSA, the Joyce Foundation and Indiana Township Association 
Client Survey ? Pirog ? FASR Institute Staff ? CSR Staff 

 
 

Prepared by the Indiana University Institute for Family and Social Responsibility 65

Figure 40 

Percentage of Respondents On Welfare (Dec 98) Who  
Were Able to Meet Most or All of Their Childcare Needs 

38.7%

51.4%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Traditional Welfare Welfare Reform

 
Source:  Table 24 from Client Survey, Appendix B  

community agencies for a place to stay.  Welfare Reform participants were more likely to 

use religious organizations for help with rent, clothing, emotional support/counseling and 

children’s things.  They were also more likely to look to township trustees for assistance 

with clothing and utilities.  It was much more probable for Welfare Reform participants 

on the rolls in December of 1998 to use community, religious and local government 

sources of help in contrast to individuals in the Traditional Welfare program.  Also, 

participants in the Welfare Reform program were less likely to access informal networks 

of support, such as friends and family members, for help.  Apparently, the Indiana 

welfare reforms have not substantially alleviated individual hardship, and part of the 

burden has shifted from informal sources to local governments and community and 

religious organizations. 

We examined the group of individuals in the Welfare Reform group who exited 

prior to reaching their time limit and compared them to those who remained in the 

Traditional Welfare program for less than 24 months. We found no impacts of the 

Indiana reforms on the perceptions of availability of help in local communities or on 

neediness in any of our ten categories.   With one exception, we found no differences in 
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the ability of these individuals to satisfy their needs.   In one case, we did find that fewer 

Welfare Reform respondents who left the program prior to reaching their time limits were 

able to get help with transportation.  Only 31.9 percent of the Welfare Reform 

participants who needed help with transportation reported that they received most or all 

of this help.  In contrast, 46.6 percent of those who left the Traditional Welfare program 

in less than 24 months were able to get most or all help with transportation needs.   

Figure 41 

Percentage of Respondents Who Left Welfare Before Hitting 
Their Time Limits and Who Met Most or All of Their 

 Transportation Needs  

31.9%

46.6%

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%

Welfare Reform Traditional Welfare 

 
Source:  Table 27 in Client Survey, Appendix B    

There were also some differences in the sources of help for those in Welfare 

Reform and Traditional Welfare programs who left the program before hitting their time 

limits or consuming 24 months of assistance.  Regarding food and rent, the Welfare 

Reform group members were more likely to receive support from friends and family than 

their counterparts in the Traditional Welfare program.  However, Welfare Reform 

participants reported a lower likelihood of obtaining emotional support or counseling 

from friends and family compared to those in the Traditional Welfare program. 

Next, we turn our attention to those who hit the TANF time limit or were enrolled 

in the AFDC program for more than 24 months.  With the exception of help with rent, 
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there were no differences in the perceptions of the availability of community assistance 

for members of the Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups.  With regards to 

rents, participants in the Welfare Reform program reported that they were less able to 

find help with rent than participants in the Traditional Welfare program. 

Among those who hit time limits, respondents in the Traditional Welfare and 

Welfare Reform groups reported similar needs for nine of our ten need categories. 

Transportation was the one need that differed across these groups.  Forty-eight percent of 

those in the Welfare Reform group reported transportation needs in contrast to 34.9 

percent of those in the Traditional Welfare program.  This is most likely due to the fact 

that many individuals in the Traditional Welfare program actually remained on the rolls 

for more than 24 months and were less likely to be working. 

Among those who hit time limits or stayed in the Traditional Welfare programs 

for more than 24 months, we found those in the Welfare Reform group less able to fulfill 

their needs for food and emotional support or counseling.   

We also found some effects of welfare reform on resource utilization patterns for 

those who hit time limits or stayed in the Traditional Welfare program for more than 24 

months.  In contrast to those in the Traditional Welfare program, those in the Welfare 

Reform group were less likely to receive assistance with a place to stay, rent, or clothing 

from friends and family and more likely to get help with utilities from community 

organizations.  Additionally, Welfare Reform participants were less likely to receive aid 

from township trustees or religious organizations with children’s things.  They also were 

less likely to get help from township trustees with rent although they were receiving more 

help from trustees with their “other” needs.  

B. Results Related to Work, Earnings, and Self-Sufficiency 

A number of survey questions addressed education and training undertaken by 

welfare recipients.  These activities are usually helpful when entering the labor market, 

and, ultimately, in achieving the goal of financial independence.  Clients were also 

surveyed about how satisfied they were with these education and training opportunities, 
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and how useful they felt they were for getting and keeping a job, and for reaching 

financial independence.  Those clients who had reported taking such classes but were no 

longer participating were asked the main reason they ceased.  Telephone interviewers 

transcribed the spoken responses, which were then coded into response categories.  

 This section begins with a description of the educational attainment of the 

Welfare Reform group.  Nearly 45 percent of the Welfare Reform group members were 

high school dropouts.  Thirty-eight percent had high school degrees or GEDs, 14.5 

percent had some college, two percent had completed college and less than one percent 

had some post-college education.  Thus, four-fifths of the adults in the Welfare Reform 

population had a high school diploma, GED or less education.  In other words, the vast 

majority of welfare recipients in the sample have only rudimentary skills for the 

workforce.     

Overall, when we examined the educational achievement of those who actually hit 

the welfare time limit, we found that they had achieved, on average, a higher degree of 

educational attainment than those who were either on welfare in December 1998 or who 

had left welfare prior to hitting the time limit.  Thus, lack of educational attainment alone 

is unlikely to explain why this group exhausted their time limit.  

Results pertaining to our three basic research questions related to work, earnings 

and self-sufficiency are given below.   

1. Types of Training, Sources of Training Referrals, and Client Satisfaction 

 Next, we turn our attention to the types of education and training experiences of 

the adult members of the Welfare Reform group, as well as the experiences and activities 

recommended by their caseworkers, and those undertaken independently by the adult 

welfare recipients.  We examined six categories of employment and training, plus a 

catchall “other” category.  The specific areas of inquiry included high school classes, 

GED, or high school equivalency; literacy or basic education; vocational or technical 

training; college or graduate courses; job club, job search or job readiness activities, and; 

on-the-job training.  To examine “satisfaction” with services, we asked survey 
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respondents the extent to which participation in each activity area was helpful in getting a 

job, keeping a job, and becoming financially independent. For those who had left their 

education or training program, we also asked about the reason(s) for their departure.  

Because responses were so similar across types of education and training categories, 

responses are reported only once, here.  Most people left their education and training 

programs because they had completed the program, gotten a job, needed childcare, or felt 

that the program was not helpful.  For those in college courses, the costs of attending 

were also cited as a primary reason for leaving. 

Figure 42 

Percentage of Respondents Engaged in Employment and Training Activities  
and Percent Referred by Welfare Office Staff 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

High School Classes, GED,
High School Equivalency

Literacy or Basic Education
Classes

Vocational Training or
Technical Training

College or Graduate Courses

Job Club, Job Search or Job
Readiness Training

On-the-Job Training

Other Education or Training
Activity

% of Rs referred by welfare office % of Rs not referred by a welfare office

 

Sources:  Tables 31-37 in Client Survey, Appendix B   

 a.  High School Classes, GED, High School Equivalency.  Given that over 80 

percent of the adults in the Welfare Reform group have a high school education or less, 

the phone survey asked respondents if they had attended high school, GED or high school 

equivalency classes (Table 31a).  Approximately 15 percent of the adults in the Welfare 

Reform group had attended these classes.  The highest proportion of individuals enrolled 

in these classes was in Stratum A, those on the welfare rolls in our sampling month.  
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Nearly 39 percent of the individuals participating in these activities were referred by their 

welfare caseworker.  There was significant variation in caseworker referrals to these 

activities across the three strata.   

“I got my GED, that’s what I wanted” R2053532 

Figure 43 

Percent of Individuals in High School, GED or Equivalency Classes 
 Referred by Their Welfare Office or Caseworker 
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Source: Table 31A, Appendix B 

 For members of the Welfare Reform group, about one fifth of survey respondents 

found these courses were ”very” helpful to them in finding a job.  Nearly a third reported 

that the activities were “somewhat” helpful in getting a job while slightly under half 

indicated that they were “not at all” helpful in finding employment.  In terms of keeping 

their jobs, less than one-tenth reported that participation in high school classes, GED or 

high school equivalency classes were “very” helpful.  When queried about the impacts of 

these classes on their efforts to become financially independent, most respondents (47.3 

percent) indicated that these activities were “not at all” helpful.  Less than 20 percent of 

those who participated in high school, GED or equivalency classes indicated that these 

activities had been very important to them in their efforts to become financially 

independent.   

                                                
32 Quote from text, question 87 in Client Survey, Appendix A. 
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Figure 44 

Reported Helpfulness of High School, GED or Equivalency Classes  
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Source: Table 31a, Appendix B  

 b.  Literacy or Basic Education Classes.  About 8.5 percent of the adults in the 

Welfare Reform group had been enrolled in literacy or basic education classes since 

entering welfare (Stratum A) or since having left the welfare program (Strata B and C).  

Of those participants, about a fifth were still attending classes when surveyed.  Again, 

within the Welfare Reform group, those who were on the roll in our sampling month 

were the most likely to be engaged in basic education or literacy classes.  Approximately, 

13 percent of those in this group were actively engaged in literacy or basic education 

classes compared to slightly less than 5 percent for those who had left welfare.  

Those individuals who had hit the 24-month time limit for cash assistance were the most 

likely to be referred to literacy or basic education classes by their welfare office or 

caseworker.  Nearly 42 percent of those participating in literacy or basic education 

courses in Stratum C had been referred by their welfare caseworker. 
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Figure 45 

Percent of Individuals in Literacy or Basic Education Classes 
 Referred by Their Welfare Office or Caseworker 
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Source: Table 32A, Appendix B 

 Among survey respondents in the Welfare Reform group, we found that about 

one-fifth of the individuals who took part in literacy or basic education activities found 

them to be “very” help in getting a job and becoming financially independent.  More than 

twice as many respondents reported, however, that these activities were “not at all” 

helpful in either getting a job or becoming financially independent.  In fact, the “not at 

all” helpful category was the modal category for responses to our questions about getting 

a job, keeping a job, and becoming financially independent.   
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Figure 46 

Reported Helpfulness of Literacy or Basic Education Classes  
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Source: Table 32A, Appendix B 

 c.  Vocational Training or Technical Training.  Approximately 14 percent of the 

adults in the Welfare Reform group participated in vocational or technical training 

programs.  Of those, about a third were still participating in the program when surveyed.  

Individuals who had hit the 24-month time limit for cash assistance for adults were the 

most likely to be engaged in vocation or technical training.  Slightly more than 18 percent 

of this group had been involved in vocation or technical training since leaving welfare.  

In contrast, only 13 percent of those who had left welfare prior to hitting the time limit 

and 15.2 percent of those on welfare in our sampling month had been participating in 

vocational or technical training programs. 

 Members of the Welfare Reform group who had reached their time limit were the 

most likely to be referred to vocation or technical training by their welfare caseworkers.  

Over one-third of the individuals participating in vocational or technical training had 

been referred by their welfare caseworkers.  In contrast, only 14.3 and 18.9 percent of 

those in Strata B and A who were engaged in these activities had been referred by their 

caseworkers. 
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Figure 47 

Percent of Individuals in Vocational Training or Technical Training 
 Referred by Their Welfare Office or Caseworker 
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Source: Table 33a Appendix B 

 Nearly 40 percent of respondents in the Welfare Reform group found vocational 

and technical training programs ”very” helpful in getting a job.  About 12 percent found 

these programs “somewhat” helpful and 48 percent found them to be “not at all” helpful 

in getting a job.  A third of those who participated in vocational and technical training 

programs found them “very” helpful in keeping a job and over a third reported that these 

activities were also “very” helpful to them in becoming financially independent.   

Figure 48 

Reported Helpfulness of Vocational Training or Technical Training  
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 d.  College or Graduate Courses.  About 15 percent of welfare clients attended 

college or graduate classes.  Of those, about half were still attending classes when 

surveyed.  Clients in the Welfare Reform group who had reached their time limits were 

more likely to be in college or graduate school compared to individuals in the Welfare 

Reform program who were either on welfare in our sampling month or who had left 

welfare prior to hitting the time limit. Few (less than four percent) of the referrals to 

college or graduate coursework were initiated by welfare caseworkers.  In fact, Indiana 

law does not support welfare recipients with cash assistance if they choose to participate 

in a four-year degree programs or graduate school in lieu of more traditional “Work 

First” activities. 

Figure 49 

Percentage of Individuals in College or Graduate Courses Referred 
by Their Welfare Office or Caseworker 
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Source: Table 34a, Appendix B 

 For welfare reform participants who enrolled in college or graduate courses, about 

one quarter reported that this coursework was “very” helpful in getting a job, one-fifth 

reported it was “very” helpful in keeping a job, and; about 17 percent reported that it was 

“very” helpful in becoming financially independent.  Again, the modal category for 

answers to our questions about the helpfulness of college or graduate classes in getting 

and keeping a job as well as becoming financially independent was “not at all” helpful.   
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Figure 50 

Reported Helpfulness of College or Graduate Courses  
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Source: Table 34a, Appendix B 

 e.  Job Club, Job Search or Job Readiness Training.  Over a quarter of clients in 

the Welfare Reform group have attended job club, job search or job readiness training 

programs, but less than a fifth of the Traditional Welfare group have participated in these 

activities.  Of the Welfare Reform group, about a fifth are still participating in these 

activities, while about a quarter of Traditional Welfare clients are still participating in this 

type of training.  Consistently across categories of recipients, those in the Welfare 

Reform group are significantly more likely to participate in these activities than are those 

clients in the Traditional Welfare group.  These findings are consistent with the aims of 

welfare reform to move clients into the workforce as rapidly as possible.   

 Job Club, Job Search and Job Readiness Training Programs are a centerpiece of 

welfare reform’s efforts to move clients into the workforce.  As a result, it is not 

surprising that a high proportion of the members of the Welfare Reform group who 

participated in these activities were referred by their welfare caseworkers.  

Approximately 70 percent of the individuals participating in these activities were referred 

by their caseworkers.  
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Figure 51 

Percentage of Individuals in Job Clubs, Job Searches or Job 
Readiness Training Referred by Their Welfare Office or Caseworker 
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Source: Table 35a, Appendix B 

About 60 percent of Welfare Reform participants reported that participation in job 

clubs, job search, and job readiness programs were either “very” helpful or “somewhat” 

helpful in getting a job.  Slightly more than 40 percent also indicated that these activities 

were useful to them in keeping their jobs.  More than half also reported that these 

activities were “very” or “somewhat” useful to them in their progress to become 

financially independent.  However, the experiences of those participants in these 

activities are fairly split.  When queried about the usefulness of job clubs, job search, 

and/or job readiness programs, the “not at all” helpful category was selected by 47.2 and 

39.0 percent of respondents in reference to keeping a job and becoming financially 

independent, respectively.  There was more consensus among respondents about the 

helpfulness of these activities in getting a job.  Only 36.4 percent found these activities 

“not at all” helpful to them in getting a job.   
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Figure 52 

Reported Helpfulness of Job Club, Job Search  
or Job Readiness Training  
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Source: Table 35a, Appendix B 

 f.  On-the-Job Training.  Approximately 15 percent of welfare recipients report 

participating in on-the-job training programs.  Of these, 37.2 percent were still taking part 

in the program when surveyed.  Clients in the Welfare Reform group who have reached 

their time limits were the most likely to be involved with on-the-job training.  Fully 22.5 

percent of this group had been involved with on-the-job training since having left the 

welfare rolls.    

 Between 8.6 and 45.5 percent of survey respondents in the Welfare Reform group 

who received on-the-job training were referred by their caseworker or the welfare 

department. There was significant variation across the three strata in the extent to which 

on-the-job training was initiated by the welfare program staff.  
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Figure 53 

Of Those in On-the-Job Training, Percent Referred by Their  
Welfare Office or Caseworker 

32.3%

8.6%

45.5%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Strata A Strata B Strata C

 

Source:  Table 36a, Client Survey, Appendix B 

 Unlike many other types of training and educational experiences, on-the-job 

training was found “very” useful or “somewhat” useful by the large majority of 

respondents with respect to all three survey questions related to getting a job, keeping a 

job, and becoming financially independent.  Nearly 80 percent of respondents indicated 

that this type of activity was at least “somewhat” helpful in getting and  keeping jobs.  

Approximately, three quarters of the individuals participating in on-the-job training 

experiences also reported that they were “somewhat” or “very” helpful in achieving 

financial independence.  Clearly, at least from the perspective of current and former 

welfare recipients, this form of education and training is beneficial to a large majority of 

participants.   
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Figure 54 

Reported Helpfulness of On-the-Job Training  
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Source: Table 36A, Appendix B 

g.  Other Education or Training Activity  Nearly 12 percent of adults in the 

Welfare Reform group report participating in some “other” education or training activity.  

Of these participants, slightly less than half were still attending the program when 

surveyed. Nearly 17 percent of the individuals participating in these activities had been 

referred by their welfare caseworkers.  Those most likely to be referred to these activities 

were individuals who had hit the 24-month limit on cash assistance. 

Figure 55 

Percent of Individuals in Other Education or Training Activity Referred by 
Their Welfare Office or Caseworker 
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Source: Table 37A, Appendix B 
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 The “other” education and training activities in which current and former welfare 

participants participated tended to be at least “somewhat” or “very” helpful in getting a 

job.  Nearly two-thirds of survey respondents who participated in “other” activities fell 

into one of these two categories.  Fifty-eight percent also indicated that these activities 

were either “somewhat” or “very” helpful in retaining employment.  Slightly more than 

half found they to be “somewhat” or “very” helpful in becoming financially independent.   

Figure 56 

Reported Helpfulness of Other Education or Training  

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Keeping a Job

Becoming Financially Independent

Getting a Job

Very helpful Somewhat helpful Not at all helpful
 

Source: Table 37A, Appendix B 

2.  Factors Related to Joblessness and Labor Market Success 

 The client survey asks welfare recipients about those things that have affected 

their joblessness or employment.  Thus, we can comment on the extent to which 

joblessness or current employment can be attributed to the quality or quantity of training 

provided. We also examine the extent to which welfare recipients believe that other 

factors such as childcare, health problems, or the state of the economy are important to 

their economic success. 

 The client survey asked welfare recipients if certain factors limited their ability to 

find and keep employment.  The survey asks about a wide range of factors, such as 

training and education, childcare, transportation, health problems, and the state of the 

labor market itself.  Welfare recipients indicated that a number of factors restricted their 

success in the labor market.  Difficulties with arranging transportation and childcare were 
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the two categories mentioned most frequently (around 40 percent).  Within the Welfare 

Reform group, nearly 51 percent of respondents receiving welfare during the month of 

the survey felt that transportation problems were limiting the chances for employment; 

this is significantly higher than the corresponding percentage for those in the Traditional 

control group receiving welfare at the time of the survey (40 percent).   

“It can be difficult when you don’t have a car.  The buses only run [un]til 

5 p.m..” R2161333 

“Daycare is way too high, and I can’t afford to have anybody watch [my 

kids] for the amount of time that I need.” R2185634 

 Health problems or disabilities were mentioned somewhat less frequently than 

childcare and transportation, but this factor did affect 29 percent of recipients.  

Interestingly, though, a separate question about drug or alcohol problems did not garner 

much response.  Only 2.2 percent of the welfare reform participants said that drug or 

alcohol problems had limited their ability to find and keep a job.  This suggests that 

substance abuse problems are a relatively minor concern compared with other health 

issues.   

“My husband’s totally disabled, and it hinders me in terms of the days.  

He don’t feel well, he don’t drive, don’t get help from where he worked.” 

R2033435 

“My daughter has cancer, and I have to be here 24 hours a day.” 

R2189536 

“I’ve still got a job; I’m not able to work until my doctor says I’m able.” 

R2190037 

                                                
33 Quote from the text responses to question 163 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
34 Quote from the text responses to question 163 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
35 Quote from the text responses to question 148 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
36 Quote from the text responses to question 148 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
37 Quote from the text responses to question 149 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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 About 30 percent of the Welfare Reform respondents indicated that their entry 

into the workforce was limited by a lack of jobs available for which they were qualified.  

Similarly, 30 percent of these respondents indicated that a lack of basic skills, education, 

or training has limited their labor market success.   

 Two survey questions dealt with difficulties finding a job due to the lack of a 

permanent address and the lack of a telephone.  Very few respondents – only 1.3 percent 

– indicated that not having a permanent address had limited their ability to find a job.  

Lack of a telephone was cited by 11.5 percent of welfare reform participants as a barrier 

to getting and keeping a job.   

 The issue of economic conditions was dealt with as well.  Survey respondents 

were asked if their ability to get and keep a job had been limited by benefits or salary 

levels that were not high enough.  Over 26 percent of welfare reform participants said this 

issue had limited them.  A second question relating to economic conditions asked survey 

respondents if a lack of job openings that matched their job interests had limited their 

ability to find or keep a job.  Over 32 percent of the welfare reform group cited this as a 

factor in their employment search.  Finally, 22 percent of welfare reform participants who 

responded to the survey said that some factor other than the ones mentioned in the survey 

questions had limited their ability to find or keep a job. 

“I have other needs to meet and if I go to work at a minimum paying job, 

it stops you from getting the help you need.  [I have a] daughter [with] 

epilepsy and special medical needs.” R2189538 

“Since I’m on HUD, I wouldn’t be able to afford my rent if I got a job, 

because minimum wage wouldn’t cover rent, utilities, food, childcare, and 

medical.  Very little jobs are above minimum wage.” R2002739 

                                                
38 Quote from the text responses to question 157 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
39 Quote from the text responses to question 163 in the client survey, Appendix A. 
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Figure 57 

Factors Respondents Felt Limited Their Labor Market Success 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

No Permanent Address

Drug or Alcohol Problem

No Telephone

Lack of Job Placement Assistance

Other Reason

Poor Job Benefits or Salary

Health Problems or a Disability

Lack of Jobs for Which Respondent Is Qualified

Lack of Basic Skills, Education, or Training

Lack of Interesting Job Openings

Childcare

Transportation

 

Source:  Tables 40-51a of Client Survey, Appendix B 

 These factors affected the respondents’ ability to get a job to different degrees.  

Of those who reported some factor other than the ones mentioned in the survey questions, 

about 78 percent reported that it impeded their ability to enter the labor market “a lot.”  In 

addition to this factor, more than 50 percent reported that transportation, childcare, health 

problems or a disability, or no telephone limited them “a lot.”  Transportation and 

childcare, therefore, appear to be critical factors for labor market success.  Not only were 

they cited frequently as a factor, but they also strongly limited the respondents.  

 The modal category for responses was “some” rather than “a lot” for the 

following factors:  lack of interesting job openings, lack of jobs for which respondent is 

qualified, and no permanent address.   Still, at least 70 percent of respondents indicated 

that each factor limited them either “a lot” or “some” in obtaining a job. 
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 Some interesting differences were found across the three strata in the Welfare 

Reform and Traditional Welfare groups.  Among those who hit welfare’s time limits, 

significantly more Welfare Reform than Traditional Welfare participants stated that a 

lack of jobs for which the respondent is qualified limited them.  Among those who left 

welfare before hitting their time limits, more Traditional Welfare (71 percent) than 

Welfare Reform participants  (44 percent) indicated that health problems or a disability 

limited them “a lot.”   

Figure 58 

Extent to Which Factors Affected Respondents’ Ability to Get a Job 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Transportation

Childcare

Lack of Interesting Job Openings

Lack of Basic Skills, Education, or Training

Lack of Jobs for Which Respondent is Qualified

Health Problems or a Disability

Poor Job Benefits or Salary

Other Reason

Lack of Job Placement Assistance

No Telephone

Drug or Alcohol Problem

No Permanent Address

A lot Some A little

  
Figures may not add up to 100%, because some respondents who indicated their ability to get a job was 
limited by a given factor, responded with “not at all” to how much it affected them. 
Sources:  Tables 40-51a in Client Survey, Appendix B   
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 As with obtaining employment, the factors also differed in their effect on the 

respondents’ ability to maintain employment.  Again, a large number of respondents 

(over 40 percent) indicated that transportation and childcare problems hindered their 

ability to keep a job “a lot.”  Statistical tests suggest differences between the 

experimental and control groups for those who were on welfare at the time of the sample 

and those who hit time limits.  Forty-four percent of respondents in the experimental 

group on welfare reported that transportation problems affected them “a lot,” as 

compared to 21.8 percent of the control group.  Of those who hit time limits, 40.9 percent 

of the experimental group, as compared to 33.3 percent of the control group indicated the 

factor affected them “a lot.”  In addition, many more respondents indicated that 

transportation problems presented “some” limitations (23.7 percent of the control group 

and 12.5 percent of the experimental group). 

As with transportation, differences arose between the experimental and control 

groups under childcare.  Those in the experimental groups currently on welfare and those 

off welfare because of the time limits were significantly more likely than the comparable 

control groups to say that childcare problems limited their ability to keep a job “a lot.”  

 Under two factors, poor job benefits or salary and other reason, respondents were 

most likely to report the factor affected them “a little,” 45 percent and 54 percent, 

respectively.  None reported that either of the factors affected them “a lot.”  In addition to 

the 78 percent of respondents who indicated some other reason limited them “a lot” in 

getting a job, 40 percent of respondents reported poor job benefits or salary limited them 

“a lot.”  The results indicate that these two factors play a much larger role for those 

entering the workforce yet decrease in importance after one has gained employment. 

The results for lack of basic skills, education or training and lack of a telephone 

also demonstrate stronger limitations on those searching for a job, rather than those 

already working.  About 43 percent said that their ability to get a job was limited “a lot” 

by the lack of skills, education, or training, while only 19 percent responded similarly for 

keeping a job.  Approximately 50 percent felt that lack of a telephone limited their ability 

to find a job “a lot”, while nearly 32 percent said they were limited “some”.  By contrast, 
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only about 28 percent felt their ability to keep a job was limited “a lot” by lack of a 

telephone, and only about 18 percent responded “some.”  This result reflects the expected 

greater necessity of skills, education, and training and a phone in finding, rather than 

keeping, employment. 

Finally, the effects of health problems or a disability appear to limit people to a 

lesser degree after they have obtained employment.  While over 52 percent felt their 

health problems limited their ability to find a job “a lot,” only 33 percent felt it limited 

them “a lot” in keeping a job.  In addition, almost 29 percent of those responding to how 

much it limited their ability to maintain employment said they have not worked.  

Therefore, it seems that health problems seriously impact entrance into the labor market. 
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Figure 59 

Extent to Which Factors Affected Respondents’ Ability to Keep a Job 
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No Telephone
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A lot Some A little Have Not Worked

  

Figures may not add to 100 percent as some respondents who indicated their ability to keep a job was limited 
then responded with “not at all” to how much it affected them.  
Sources:  Tables 40-51a in Client Survey, Appendix B.  

3.  Work and Poverty  

 One of our research questions concerned the extent to which welfare recipients 

were working and earning more and had become self-sufficient or whether welfare 

reforms had simply expanded the working poor population.  To address this issue, we 

looked at labor market participation rates, earnings, and poverty for those in both the 

Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups.   

 When we examined the proportion of individuals who had worked since entering 

(Stratum A) or exiting (Strata B and C) welfare, we found that some individuals in the 

Welfare Reform group were more likely to have worked for pay.  Approximately 20 
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percent more of the individuals in the Welfare Reform program who were either on 

welfare or who had hit time limits in our sampling month had been employed in contrast 

to those in the Traditional Welfare program.  When all three strata were weighted and 

examined together, however, these differences were not statistically significant.  

Similarly, we found no statistically significant differences between the entire Welfare 

Reform and Traditional Welfare groups in the probability of being employed at the time 

of our survey was administered. However, individuals in the Welfare Reform group who 

had been employed had jobs that lasted nearly two months longer than adults those in the 

Traditional program. Thus, the evidence regarding the effects of welfare reforms on labor 

market participation are mixed although there appears to be sizable differences among 

some subgroups of the welfare population.   

 There were differences in hourly wages and full-time weekly earnings for the 

Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups.  In all cases where these differences 

were statistically significant, those in the Welfare Reform group earned the least.  

Welfare Reform participants who worked were earning $7.06 per hour, on average.  This 

was $2.88 per hour less than those in the Traditional Welfare program and represents a 56 

percent difference in hourly wages between the two groups.  For those who reported their 

incomes as full-time weekly wages, those in the Welfare Reform group earned $72.05 

less than those who were current or former participants of the Traditional Welfare 

program. This represents a 23.8 percent difference in weekly full-time income. This 

difference in wages may be explained by the strong “Work First” orientation of the 

Welfare Reform that may lead some welfare recipients to take the first available job and 

not hold out for a position with higher pay.  Because they are subject to a time limit, 

those in the Welfare Reform group may have a greater incentive to take jobs that 

Traditional Welfare recipients reject.  In economics lingo, those in the Welfare Reform 

group may simply have lower reservation wages given the cash assistance time limit, 

work requirements, and other requirements and benefits of the state’s TANF program.    

Recent research by the Indiana Economic Development Council has demonstrated 

that if an Indiana family is to meet its basic needs, it must have income ranging between 
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$20,000 and $28,000 annually.40   If solely dependent on wages, an hourly rate of $10 to 

$14 per hour is required.41  Based on hourly wages and full time income data we 

collected, we found that few of those in the Welfare Reform or Traditional Welfare 

groups exceeded these hourly wages.  Thus, while some subgroups of the Welfare 

Reform population are working more, the majority of individuals are not earning enough 

on their own to sustain a family at a livable income.  The majority of current and former 

Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare participants were living in poverty at the time 

our survey was administered.   

VI. Conclusion 

Indiana designed a welfare reform program with a “Work First” focus.  Our 

evaluation of this experiment has found several effects of the new programs on the state’s 

welfare population.  Among the many outcomes we examined, we looked at labor market 

participation.  Current and former TANF recipients in Indiana are working.  More than 

three-fourths of those under welfare reform had worked for pay, either while on TANF or 

since leaving the program.  While these findings are positive, this same group has not 

demonstrated stability in the job market, with only 65 percent still working at the time of 

the survey.  Survey respondents may simply be finding jobs that can handle their 

temporary needs without finding secure jobs in which they can grow.   

Participants in the Welfare Reform program are earning less than those who exit 

the Traditional Welfare program, and the magnitude of the differences is large.  Those in 

the Welfare Reform group earned an average of $7.06 per hour.  This hourly wage is 

$2.88 less than that earned by their working counterparts in the Traditional Welfare 

program.  The average hourly wage of those in the Welfare Reform program does not 

come close to the $10 to $14 estimated by the Indiana Economic Development Council as 

a livable wage. 

                                                
40 2   Greg Schrock, "Estimating A Basic Needs Budget for Indiana Families," Indianapolis, IN:  Indiana 
Economic Development Council, Inc., September 1998. 
41 Charles Warren, “Pathways to Livable Wages,” Indianapolis, IN:  Indiana Economic Development 
Council, Inc.  February 2000. 



 Final Report to FSSA, the Joyce Foundation and Indiana Township Association   
  Client Survey ? Pirog ? FASR Institute Staff ? CSR Staff 

 
   

Prepared by the Indiana University Institute for Family and Social Responsibility   91

Many respondents reported that they found it difficult to live on their incomes.  

The stratum that was on welfare at the time of the survey and the stratum that had hit time 

limits at the time of the survey reported the most difficulty; nearly one-third of each 

group reported it was “very difficult” to live on their income.  Adding support to those 

claims, respondents reported different circumstances they had faced, such as having 

utilities turned off, getting evicted, facing homelessness, and combining households to 

minimize the burden of rent.  Though the numbers are not large, eight percent had been 

evicted and nine percent homeless.  Similarly, small but substantial numbers of the 

survey respondents reported resorting to drastic measures to deal with their monetary 

circumstances.  Friends and family were a major source of help with income 

supplements. 

Informal connections, friends and family members, were also the most common 

sources for job referrals for the survey respondents.  Only a very small percentage 

reported receiving help from the welfare office with finding their current job although 

these jobs may well have been the second or third jobs of recipients who had left the 

rolls.  Given the emphasis on work and the inclusion of a job search program in the 

Indiana program under welfare reform, the welfare office should place even greater 

emphasis on job referral and placement, particularly for those who have left the rolls and 

may be experiencing difficulties with a lack of job stability.  Additionally, using more 

formal connections for finding jobs might increase pay, as well as the percentage of 

working current and former recipients with paid vacations, medical insurance, and paid 

sick leave. 

Our findings regarding wages, job stability, post-welfare job search strategies, and 

difficulty making ends meet suggest that TANF work requirements are successful in 

moving people into jobs, but may ultimately fail to move a sizeable portion of the welfare 

caseload out of poverty.  Job instability and low wages clearly contribute to this problem 

in Indiana and nationwide.  At a national level, among families with children who had not 
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formerly met the TANF work standards, it is estimated that only half of the families that 

eventually meet the TANF work requirements will rise out of poverty.42   

Our survey also identified ten specific need areas and asked how the respondents 

met these needs.  The need categories included food, a place to stay, rent, clothes, 

utilities, childcare, children’s things, emotional support or counseling, transportation, and 

an “other” category. The majority of survey respondents reported that help was available 

in their communities for all ten categories of needs. However, at least one-quarter of all 

respondents reported that help was not available in every need category, with the 

exception of food.  The general perception was that help with food was most readily 

available.  

Welfare Reform participants most frequently expressed needs for help with 

utilities, transportation, childcare, and food.  The majority of those who expressed a need 

for help in each of our ten categories were unable to meet “most” or “all” of their needs.  

The need for childcare was more often met than any other need, yet less than half of those 

who needed help were able to find “most” or “all” of the childcare needed.  Clothing was 

a difficult need to meet.  Only 15 percent of those who needed help with clothing 

reported that they had received “most” or “all” of the help they needed.  Thus, there are a 

substantial number of current or former welfare recipients who do not receive the 

majority of the assistance they need.  Help is most often received from friends and family 

members.  This was true for all ten categories of need.     

We also examined the needs of survey respondents by our sampling strata.  Those 

who left welfare without hitting time limits were the least likely, on average, to need 

help.  For clothing, transportation, and “other” help, those who were either on welfare or 

those who had hit time limits expressed a need for more help.  Those who had hit time 

limits also needed more help with children’s things.  

Multivariate analyses of respondents’ needs and ability to meet these needs were 

also conducted.  These models control for personal and household characteristics, 
                                                
42 Richard Wertheimer.  1999. “Working Poor Families with Children:  A Statistical Portrait” (Child 
Trends:  Washington, D.C.) 
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participation in the Welfare Reform or Traditional Welfare program, sample strata, and 

sanctioning.  In all cases where participation in the Welfare Reform program yielded 

significant impacts (food, place to stay, and utilities), those in the Welfare Reform group 

needed less help.  When we looked at our sample strata, all significant impacts suggest 

that those who were on welfare in our sampling month had the greatest needs.  This 

suggests that only families in dire straits remain on the welfare rolls and that even those 

who have been forced off welfare appear to fare better than those still receiving benefits, 

although this may be due in part to the fact that those who had hit time limits were 

initially assigned to the Placement Track and deemed “job-ready.”  Individuals who had 

been sanctioned and those who had health and disability problems also expressed more 

needs.   

We also looked at unmet needs, defined as being able to meet “none” or “some” 

of an expressed need as opposed to having met “most” or “all” of that need.  Among 

those who expressed a need in one of our ten categories, differences in unmet needs were 

not affected by participation in the Welfare Reform or Traditional Welfare program.  In 

other words, there were no statistically significant effects of the Indiana welfare reforms 

on the ability of those who expressed needs to find help.  Similarly, there were no 

significant differences between those on welfare, those who left before hitting a time 

limit, or those who actually hit their time limit for any of our ten needs areas.  We did 

find that those who had been sanctioned and those with health or disability problems 

were more likely to have at least one unmet need. 

Overall, sources of help accessed by participants in the Welfare Reform and 

Traditional Welfare groups were not significantly different from one another. However, 

we did find some differences among the three sample strata.  In general, these differences 

suggested that within a given strata and for a specific need, it was much more probable 

for Welfare Reform participants to use community, religious and local government 

sources of help in contrast to individuals in the Traditional Welfare program.  Also, 

participants in the Welfare Reform program were less likely to access informal networks 

of support, such as friends and family members, for help. Thus, there is only weak and 
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mixed evidence that costs of welfare have been shifted to community agencies, religious 

organizations and township trustees.  Such effects were only significant within a given 

sampling stratum and not for the entire Welfare Reform group. 

Finally, all of our results are likely to underestimate the true effects of the Indiana 

welfare reforms.  First, more than half of the individuals assigned to the Traditional 

Welfare group actually believed that they were subject to the provisions of the Indiana 

welfare reforms.  This inevitably will alter their behavior making it more similar to the 

behavior of those who were actually subject to the Indiana welfare reforms. Further, 

readers should be advised that the level of contamination in Indiana’s welfare experiment 

is similar to that found in other state welfare experiments and in all such cases the true 

effects of welfare reforms, positive and negative, are underestimated.  Second, in order to 

obtain estimates of program impacts for those who hit time limits, we had to include 

individuals who entered welfare prior to June 1997.  Anyone subject to a time limit prior 

to June 1997, had been assigned by the Indiana welfare offices to the “Placement Track.”  

On average, these individuals had more education, work experience, more social supports 

and were in a better position to take jobs than other individuals on the welfare caseload.  

Thus, we are comparing “the better prepared (Placement Track) who actually hit time 

limits” to “welfare participants in the Traditional Welfare program who would have hit 

time limits had they actually been subject to the welfare reforms.”  In the future, those 

who actually hit time limits will include those who were well prepared for the job market 

as well as those who are ill prepared to find and retain a job. 
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CSS Client Survey 
 

Section A: Respondent Characteristics 
 
First, I’d like to ask a few questions about you and your family. 
 
 1.  I am required to ask, are you: 
 

<1> Male, or 
<2> Female 

 
 2.  How many people currently live in your household, including yo urself and any children?  
 

<1> 1 person, single resident  
<2-10> 2 to 10 people 
<11> 11 or more people 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
3.  For the purposes of our research, would you please tell me the first name(s) or initial(s) of the other 
persons(s) who live in your household, their age and their relationship to you.  
 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 
Name:      
Age: 
 <0-96> 0 to 96 years 
  <97> 97 yrs or older 
  <98> DK 
  <99> RF 

     

 
 Person 6 Person 7 Person 8 Person 9 Person 10 
Name:      
Age: 
 <0-96> 0 to 96 years 
  <97> 97 yrs or older 
  <98> DK 
  <99> RF 

     

 
4.  How is person 1-10 related to you? 

 
 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3  Person 4 Person 5 

<1> daughter/son daughter/son  daughter/son daughter/son daughter/son 

<2> grandchild  grandchil d grandchild  grandchild  grandchild  

<3> niece/nephew niece/nephew niece/nephew niece/nephew niece/nephew 

<4> cousin cousin cousin cousin cousin 

<5> sister/brother sister/brother sister/brother sister/brother sister/brother 

<6> foster child foster child foster child foster child foster child 

<7> friend friend friend friend friend 

<8> roommate roommate roommate roommate roommate 

<9> wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  

<10> mother/father mother/father mother/father mother/father mother/father 

<11> grandparent  grandparent  grandparent  grandparent  grandparent  

<12> aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  

<13> In-law in-law in-law in-law in-law 

<97> [enter text] [enter text] [enter text] [enter text] [enter text] 

<98> DK DK DK DK DK 

<99> RF RF RF RF RF 
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 Person 6 Person 7 Person 8  Person 9 Person 10 

<1> daughter/son daughter/son  daughter/son daughter/son daughter/son 

<2> grandchild  grandchild  grandchild  grandchild  grandchild  

<3> niece/nephew niece/nephew niece/nephew niece/nephew niece/nephew 

<4> cousin cousin cousin cousin cousin 

<5> sister/brother sister/brother sister/brother sister/brother sister/brother 

<6> foster child foster child foster child foster child foster child 

<7> friend friend friend friend friend 

<8> roommate roommate roommate roommate roommate 

<9> wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  wife/husband/partner  

<10> mother/father mother/father mother/father mother/father mother/father 

<11> grandparent  grandparent  grandparent  grandparent  grandparent  

<12> aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  aunt/uncle  

<13> in-law in-law in-law in-law in-law 

<97> [enter text] [enter text] [enter text] [enter text] [enter text] 

<98> DK DK DK DK DK 

<99> RF RF RF RF RF 

 
 5.  How many of them belong in the following age groups?  
 

Age Group Number in Group 
5 years old and younger  
6-12 years old  
13-18 years old  
19 and above  

 
6.  How many of the children l iving in your household are you legally and financially responsible for?  

 
<0-15> 0 to 15 people 
<16> 16 or more 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
If #6 = Ø then go to #7, else skip to #8 
 

7.  According to our information, you had a dependent child living with you at so me point in the past year.  
Could you please tell me why you are no longer living with this child?  
 

<1> Please specify: 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
8.  In the past six months, have other people moved INTO your home because you needed help paying 
rent? [This does not include newborn babies.]  
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
9.  In the past six months, have you moved into another person’s home because you needed help paying 
rent or a place to stay? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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10.  Do you live in public housing? 
 [Public Housing is housing provided by the local Housing Authority or Government]  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
11.  Do you currently receive Section Eight vouchers from the government to help pay for housing?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Section B: Welfare Receipt 

 
Next, I’d like to ask you some questions about the welfare benefits you (and your children) receive. 
 
 12:  Are any of your children currently receiving welfare benefits?  
  [Food Stamps are not considered welfare benefits] 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 13.  Are you currently receiving welfare benefits?  
  [Food Stamps are not considered welfare benefits] 
   

<1> Yes  
<5> No Go to #14, else go to #15 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
If respondent answered “No”, “DK”, or “RF” to both #12 and #13, ask #14; else skip to #15 
 
 14.  Why are you and your children no longer receiving welfare benefits?  Would you say:  
 

<1> You voluntarily stopped, 
<2> You are being temporarily sanctioned,    
<3> Your time limit has run out, or  
<4> Your youngest child turned 18  
<6> You never received welfare (volunteered information only)  
<7> Your child died (volunteered information only)  
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

[A “sanction” is the loss of the adult portion of the welfare check due to failure to meet one or 
more welfare program requirements]  

 
15.  Have you ever been sanctioned, resulting in a temporary reduction or loss of your welfare check?  

[A “sanction” is the loss of the adult portion of the welfare check due to failure to meet one or 
more welfare program requi rements] 

  
<1> Yes Go to #16, else go to #17 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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16.  What is the main reason you were sanctioned?  
 

<1> Please specify: 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
17.  When did you or your children last receive welfare benefits?  Please give me the month and year. 

 
 Month  Year 

<1>  January <1989> 1989 or earlier 
<2>  February <1990-1999> 1990 to 1999 
<3>  March <9998> DK 
<4>  April  <9999> RF 
<5>  May   
<6>  June   
<7>  July   
<8>  August   
<9>  September   
<10>  October   
<11>   November   
<12>   December   
<97> Never received welfare 

(Go to #22) 
  

<98> DK   
<99> RF   

 
18.  Let me confirm our information.  Have you or your children received welfare benefits since June 1, 
1995? 

<1> Yes Go to #19, else go to OUT 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
OUT: I’m sorry, but our information must be incorrect.  We’re only speaking with people who have 
received benefits since June 1, 1995.  These are all the questions I have for you.  Thank you for your time.  
 
19.  When did you and your children first receive welfare  benefits in Indiana?  Please give me the month 
and year. 
 

 Month  Year 
<1>  January <1979> 1979 or earlier 
<2>  February <1980-1999> 1980 to 1999 
<3>  March <9998> DK 
<4>  April  <9999> RF 
<5>  May   
<6>  June   
<7>  July   
<8>  August   
<9>  September   
<10>  October   
<11>   November   
<12>   December   
<98> DK   
<99> RF   
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20. Have you and your children received welfare benefits in Indiana continuously since June 1, 1995?  
  

<1> Yes  
<5> No Go to #21, else go to #22 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

21.  When did you and your children start receiving welfare benefits again since June 1, 1995?  Please give 
me the month and year.  

 
 Month  Year 

<1>  January <1995-1999> 1995 to 1999 
<2>  February <9998> DK 
<3>  March <9999> RF 
<4>  April    
<5>  May   
<6>  June   
<7>  July   
<8>  August   
<9>  September   
<10>  October   
<11>   November   
<12>   December   
<98> DK   
<99> RF   

 
 

Section C: Current /Recent Employment 
 
 
Now I would like to ask you a few questions about jobs you may have had in the past or work that you are 
doing now. 
 

22.  Since [reference year and month] , have you worked for pay?  This could include baby-sitting, house 
keeping, odd jobs, or any other kind of employment.  
 [Reference Month and Year in question #19]  
 

<1> Yes Go to #23, else go to #34 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
23.  How many total months did you work for pay since [reference year and month] ?  

[We are interested in the time you spent working for pay; do not include the time in which you 
were unemployed.] 
 

<0> Less than a month  
<1-95> 1 to 95 months  
<98> DK  
<99> RF  

 
 24.  Are you currently working for pay? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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25.  Do you currently have more than one job? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
The following questions ask about your main job.  By “main job”, we mean the job where you make the most 
money. 
 
If Respondent employed ask #26: “current” else “last” job. 
 

26.  How did you find your current job?  Was it primarily on your own, with help from friends or family, 
with help form the welfare office, or some other way? 
 

<1> On my own 
<2> Help from friends or family  
<3> Help from the welfare office 
<4> Some other way 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
27.  How many months have you been working at this job?  
 [Please do not include any time when you were temporarily unemployed.] 
 

<0> Less than a month  
<1-95> 1 to 95 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
28.  Is your job: 
 

<1> Full -time 
<5> Part-time 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
If Respondent is employed ask #29. 
 

29.  On average, how many hours per week do you usually work at your job? else ask, 
On average, how many hours per week did you usually work at your last job?  

 
<1-60> 1 to 60 hours 
<61> 61 or more hours 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
30.  How much do you earn, before all taxes and deductions, in your job?  You can tell me t he wage per 
hour, week, month, or year. 
 

<.01-94999.99> $.01 to $ 94,999.99  
<95000.00> $95,000.00 or more  
<99998> DK Go to #32 
<99999> RF Go to #32 
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31.  Was that per hour, week, month, or year? 
 

<1> Hour 
<2> Week 
<3> Month 
<4> Year 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
32.  Are the following benefits available in your job?  
 

32a.  Medical Insurance?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
32b.  Sick days with full pay?  

 
<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
32c.  Paid vacation? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 33.  What is  the most important factor that helped you get your job?  Would you say: 
  [Read the # before each response.  Confirm by reading back full response.]  
 

<1>  Access to transportation 
<2> Job training  
<3> Job referral 
<4> Access to childcare 
<5> Some other reason. Please specify:  
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
34.  On a monthly basis, how much do all of the people in your household earn in total from paid 
employment, before all taxes and deductions?  
 

<1> Less than $250 
<2> $251 to $500 
<3> $501 to $750 
<4> $751 to $1000 
<5> More than $1000 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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Next, please tell me if you or ANYONE else in your household currently have any of the following items.  
 
 35.  Do you have: 
 
  35a.  A telephone? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
  35b.  An answering machine?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
  35c.  A computer? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
  35d.  A car? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
36.  Do you personally have a valid driver’s license?  

 
<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 

Section D: Coping Strategies 
 
 
Now, I’d like to ask you some questions about how you manage when you don’t have much money. 
 

37.  Next, how easy or difficult is it for you and your family to live on your total household income right 
now?  Please use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is very easy and 10 is very difficult.  
 

<1> Very easy 
<2-9>  
<10> Very difficult  
<98> DK 
<99> RF 
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Some people make extra money through odd jobs.  Odd jobs can include, but are not limited to, such things 
as baby-sitting, housecleaning, styling hair or doing nails, selling cosmetics or crafts, or doing sewing or 
laundry. [“Reference Month and Year” in all following questions refer to the answer in #19] 
 

38.  How often, if ever,  have you performed odd jobs for pay not including full -time work since [reference 
year and month] ?  Would you say:  
  

<1> Often 
<3> Sometimes 
<5> Never 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
39. How often, if ever, have you searched in trashcans, asked for spare change, or begged for work since 

[reference year and month]?  Would you say:   
  

<1> Often 
<3> Sometimes,or 
<5> Never 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
40.  How often have you engaged in activities such as taking food or items from stores without paying, 
selling or trading food stamps, or writing a check you know you cannot cover since [reference year and 
month]?  Would you say: 
 

<1> Often 
<3> Sometimes 
<5> Never 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
41.  We know that many people go through difficult experiences when they do not have money.  Please tell 
me whether or not the following things have happened to you since [reference year and month] ? 
 

41a.  Have your utilities been turned off?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 41b.  Have you been evicted? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 41c.  Have you been homeless? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #42, else go to #44 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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42.  For how long were you homeless? 
 

<1-97> 1-97 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
43.  Was that in:  
 

<1> Days 
<2> Weeks 
<3> Months 
<4> Years 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
44.  Which of the following statements best describes how much you and your children have had to eat 
since [reference year and month] ?  Would you say you have: 
  

<1> Always 
<3> Sometimes 
<5> Seldom had enough to eat 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
45.  Next, please think about the times, if any, that you have ever had to borrow or get money from other 
people or sources.  Tell me if you have ever borrowed money from each of the following sources.  Have 
you ever: 

 
45a.  Borrowed from friends or relatives? 

 
<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
 45b.  Borrowed from check cashing outlets? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
 45c. Borrowed using credit card loans? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
 45d.  Borrowed using pawnshop loans? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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 45e.  Sold blood or plasma? 
 

<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
46.  Have you ever borrowed money from some other source? 
 

<1> Yes.  Please specify:  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
If Respondent answered “No”, “DK”, or “RF” to all of #45 and #46, skip to #48.  Else go to #47 
 
47.  Since [reference year and month] , is the amount you borrowed or received from friends or relatives, 
check cashing outlets, credit card loans, pawnshop loans, selling blood or plasma, and other sources:  

 
<1> More 
<3> Less 
<5> The same as before [reference year and month]  
<7> Didn’t borrow money or get loans [volunteered information only]  
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 

Section E: Help Seeking and Receipt from Friends and Family, Community 
Agencies, Township Trustees and Other Government Agencies 

 
 
Now I would like to ask you about various kinds of help that could be available in your community.  This help 
could come from friends, family, community or neighborhood organizations, religious organizations, or 
Township Trustees.    
  

48.  Please tell me if you or your children could get the following types of help in your community if you 
needed them.  Could you or your children get: 
 

48a.  Food? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #49 
 

48b.  A place to stay? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #52 
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48c.  Help paying rent?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #55 

 
48d.  Clothing or clothing vouchers?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #58 

 
48e.  Help paying for utilities and the phone bill?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #61 

 
48f.  Help with child care?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #64 

 
48g.  Childre n’s things, such as diapers or toys?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #67 

 
48h.  Emotional support or counseling?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #70 
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48i.  Help with transportation?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #73 

 
49.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed help getting food?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #50, else go to #48b 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
50.  Not counting any food stamps you may get, how much of this help did you receive?  Would you say:  
 

<1> All 
<2> Most 
<3> Some 
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48b 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
51.  Did you receive this help from:  

 
51a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
51b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
51c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
51d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #48b 
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52.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed a place to stay? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #53, else go to #48c 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
53.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48c 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
54.  Did you receive this help from :  

 
54a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
54b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
54c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
54d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

Go to #48c 
 

55.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed help paying rent?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #56, else go to #48d 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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56.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some , or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48d 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
57.  Did you receive this help from:  

 
57a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
57b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
57c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
57d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #48d 
 
58.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed clothin g or clothing vouchers? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #59, else go to #48e 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
59.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48e 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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60.  Did you receive help with clothing from:  
 

60a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
60b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
60c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
60d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #48e 
 
61.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed help paying for utilities or the 
phone bill?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #62, else go to #48f 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
62.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48f 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
63.  Did you receive help paying for utilities or phone bills from:  
 

63a.  Friends or fami ly? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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63b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
63c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
63d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #48f 
 
64.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed help with child care?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #65, else go to #48g 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
65.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48g 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
66.  Did you receive help with child care from:  
 

66a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 

66b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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66c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
66d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #48g 
 
67.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed help with children’ s things, such 
as diapers or toys? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #68, else go to #48h 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
68.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48h 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
69.  Did you receive help with children’s things from:  
 

69a.:  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
69b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 

69c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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69d.:  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #48h 
 
70.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed emotional support or counseling?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #71, else go to #48i 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
 
71.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #48i 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
Go to #48i 
 
72.  Did you receive emotional support or counseling from:  
 

72a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
72b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
72c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
72d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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73.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed help with transportation?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #74, else go to #76 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
74.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #76 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
75.  Did you receive help with transportation from:  
 

75a.  Friends or family?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
75b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
75c. A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
75d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
76.  Since [reference year and month] , have you or your children needed any other types of hel p? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #77, else go to #80 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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Please think about the type of help you just mentioned when answering the following questions. 
 
77.  Can you get this help in your community from sources other than government assistance?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
78.  How much of this help did you receive?  Would you say: 
 

<1> All   
<2> Most  
<3> Some, or  
<4> None of the help you needed Go to #80 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
79.  Did you receive this help from:  
 

79a.  Friends or family ? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
79b.  A township trustee? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
79c.  A community or neighborhood organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
79d.  A church or religious organization?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
80.  Overall how much support are you and your children currently receiving from friends and family 
members now compared to before [reference month and year] ?  Are you currently receiving:  
 

<1> More 
<3> Less  
<5> About the same support 
<7> Never received help from family and friends [volunteered information only]  
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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81.  Overall, how much assistance are you and your children currently receiving from township trustees, 
community or neighborhood organizations, and churches and religious or ganizations compared to before 
[reference month and year] ?  Are you currently receiving:  
 

<1> More 
<3> Less, or 
<5> About the same amount of assistance 
<7> Never received assistance from any of these organizations [volunteer information only]  
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Section F: Education and Training 

 
Next, I’d like to ask about your education. 
 
 82.  What was the highest grade of school or level of education you have completed?  
 

<0> No school or kindergarten Go to #83, else #85 
<1-11> Grades 1-11 Go to #83, else #85 
<12> 12th grade/high school diploma/GED   
<13-15> Some college Go to #84, else #85 
<16> College degree (BA/BS/Bachelor)  
<17> Some post-graduate school  
<18> Master’s degree  
<19> Medical/Law (J.D.)/other doctorate degree  
<20> Vocational or technical school beyond high school   
<98> DK  
<99> RF  

 
83.  Do you have a GED or other high school equivalency ? 

 
<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
84.  Do you have an associates, nursing, or any other kind of college degree?  

 
<1> Associates 
<2> Nursing 
<3> Some other kind.  Please specify:  
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Now I’d like to ask you about any education or training classes or programs you may have attended since 
[reference month and year] .  These include any classes or programs your welfare offic e caseworker may have 
referred you to, and any activities you did on your own. 
 
 85.  Since [reference month and year] , have you attended or taken part in:  
 

85a.  GED, high school equivalency, or regular high school classes?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #86  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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85b.  Literacy or basic education classes? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #92 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
85c.  Vocational or technical training?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #98  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
85d.  College or graduate courses? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #104  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
85e.  A job club, job search program, or job readiness training?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #107  
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
85f.  An on-the-job training program?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #116 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
Now I’d like to ask about the GED, high school equivalency, or regular high school classes you have attended 
since [reference month and year] .   
 

86.  Are you still taking part in GED or high school classes?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #88 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
87.  What is the main reaso n you are no longer taking GED classes?  

 
<1> Please specify:  ________________ 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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88.  Were you referred to these classes by either the welfare office or your caseworker? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Respondent is only asked questions #89-#91 if they are no longer in the program, (answered “no”, “DK” or “RF” to 
#86).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section  
 

89.  How helpful were your GED classes in getting a job? Would you say: 
 

<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
90.  How helpful were these GED classes in keeping a job? Would you say:  

 
Respondent skips this question if he/she does not currently have a job.  (A code of “7” is filled automatically to 
indicate this.) *NOTE:  This i s true of all similar questions in this section.  
 

<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

  
91.  How helpful in becoming financially independent?  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #85b 
 
Now I’d like to ask you about the literacy or basic education course you have attended since [reference month 
and year].   
 

92.  Are you still taking part in literacy or basic education classes?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #94 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
  93.  What is the main reason you are no longer taking these classes?  

 
<1> Please specify:  ________________ 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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94.  Were you referred to these classes by either the welfare office or your caseworker? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Respondent is only asked questions #95-#97 if they are no longer in the program, (answered “no”, “DK”, or “RF” to 
#92).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section.  
 

95.  How helpful were your literacy or basic education classes in getting a job?  Would you say:  
 

<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
96.  How helpful were your classes in keeping a job? Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
97.  How helpful were they in becoming financially independent?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #85c 
 
Now I’d like to ask about the vocational or technical training you have attended since [reference month and 
year].   
 

98.  Are you still taking part in vocational or technical training?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #100 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
99.  What is the main reason you are no longer in a vocational or technical training program?  

 
<1> Please specify:  ________________ 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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100.  Were you referred to this training by either the welfare office or your caseworker?  
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Respondent is only asked questions #101-#103 if they are no longer in the program, (answe red “no”, “”DK”, or 
“RF” to #98).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section.  
 

101.  How helpful were your vocational or technical training classes in getting a job? Would you say:  
 

<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
102.  How helpful was your training in keeping a job?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

103.  How helpful was it in becoming financially independent?  Would you say?  
 

<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #85d 
 
Now I’d like to ask about the college or graduate courses you have attended since [reference month and year] .   
 

104.  Are you still taking part in these courses?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #106 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
105.  What is the main reason you are no longer taking part in these courses?  

<1> Please specify:  ________________ 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
  
 
106.  Were you referred to these courses by either the welfare office or your caseworker? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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Respondent is only asked questions #107-#109 if they are no longer in the program, (answered “no”, “DK” or “RF” 
to #104).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section.  

 
107.  How helpful were your college courses in getting a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
108.  How helpful were these courses in keeping a job? Would you say: 

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
109.  How helpful were they in becoming financially independent?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #85e 
 
Now I’d like to ask about the job club, job search, or job readiness program you have attended since 
[reference month and year] .   
 

110.  Are you still taking part in this job program?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #112 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
111.  What is the main reason you are no longer participating in this program?  
 

<1> Please specify:  ________________ 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
  
 

112.  Were you referred to this program by either the welfare office or your caseworker? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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Respondent is only asked questions #113-#115 if they are no longer in the program, (answer ed “no”, “DK”, or “RF” 
to #110).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section.  

 
113.  How helpful was this program in getting a job? Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
114.  How helpful was this job program in keeping a job?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
115.  How helpful was it in becoming financially independent?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Go to #85f 
 
Now I’d like to ask about the on-the-job training, or OJT program you have attended since [reference month 
and year].   
 

116.  Are you still taking part in the on -the-job training program?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #118 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
117.  What is the main reason you are no longer participating in this program?  
 

<1> Please specify:  ________________ 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
  
 

118.  Were you referred to this program by either the welfare office or your caseworker? 
 

<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Respondent is only asked questions #119-#121 if they are no longer in the program, (answered “no”, “DK”, or “RF” 
to #116).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section.  
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119.  How helpful was the program in getting a job? Would you say:  
 

<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
120.  How helpful was the program in keeping a job?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
121.  How helpful was it in becoming financially independent?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
122.  Besides the programs we just mentioned, have you participated in any other educational or training 
activities since [reference month and year] ? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #123, else go to #129 
<3> No  
<8> DK   
<9> RF  

 
Please think about the education and training activities you just mentioned when answering the following 
questions. 

 
123.  Are you still taking part in this activity?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #125 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
124.  What is the main reason you are no longer participating in this activity?  

 
<1> Please specify:  
<8> DK  
<9> RF 

 
125.  Were you referred to this activity by either the welfare  office or your caseworker? 

 
<1> Yes 
<5> No 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
Respondent is only asked questions #126-#128 if they are no longer in the program, (answered “no”, “DK” or, “RF” 
to #123).  *NOTE:  This is true of all similar questions in this section.  

 



  30

 
126.  How helpful was this activity in getting a job?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
127.  How helpful was this activity in keeping a job?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<7> Does not have job 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
128.  How helpful was it in becoming financially independent?  Would you say:  

 
<1> Very 
<3> Somewhat 
<5> Not at all helpful   
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
If respondent has had a job since [reference month and year], answere d ‘1’ to #22, then s/he skips to #131 
 

129. Have you looked for or applied for a job since [reference month and year]?  
 

<1> Yes Go to #131 
<5> No Go to #130 
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
Section G: Education and Training Gaps 

 
130.  Please tell me the main reason you ha ve not looked or applied for a job since [reference month and 
year].  Would you say it is because you: 

 
<1> Are currently enrolled in school full -time Go to #166, else #131 
<2> Wish to stay home with your children  Go to #166, else #131 
<3> Have no desire to work, or  
<4> Is there some other reason?  Please specify:  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
Next, I’m going to read a list of factors that may limit your ability to get or keep a job. 
 

131.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get a job been lim ited by a lack of jobs for 
which you were qualified?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #132, else #133 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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132.  How much did a lack of jobs for which you were qualified limit your ability to get a job?  Would you 
say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little 
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
133.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by a lack of basic 
skills, education, or training?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #134, else #136 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
134.  How much did a lack of basic skills, education, or training limit your ability to get a job?  Would you 
say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
 
Respondent skips #135 if s/he answered “No”, “DK”, or “RF” on #22 (if Respondent said s/he has not had 
a job since [reference month and year]  *NOTE:  This is the same for all similar “keep a job” questions in 
this series.   
 
135.  How much did a lack of basic skills, education, or training limit your ability to keep a job?  Would 
you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
136.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by not having 
assistance with job placement?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #137, else #139 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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137.  How much did not having assistance with job placement limit your ability to get a job?  Would you 
say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
138.  How much did not having assistance with job placement limit yo ur ability to keep a job?  Would you 
say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
139.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by childcare 
problems? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #140, else #142 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
140.  How much did childcare problems limit your ability to get a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

141.  How much did childcare problems limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 
 

<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
142.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by transportation 
problems? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #143, else #145 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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143.  How much did transportation problems limit your ability to get a job?  Would you say: 
 

<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
144.  How much did transportation problems limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
145.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by drug or alcohol 
problems? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #146, else #148 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
146.  How much did drug or alcohol problems limit your ability to get a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
147.  How much did drug or alcohol problems limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
148.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by health 
problems or a disability?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #149, else #151 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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149.  How much did health problems limit your ability to get a job?  Would you say: 
 

<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
150.  How much did health problems limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
151.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by not having a 
permanent address?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #152, else #154 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
152.  How much did not having a permanent address limit your ability to get a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
153.  How much did not having a permanent address limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
154.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by not having a 
telephone? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #155, else #157 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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155.  How much did not having a telephone limit your ability to get a job?  Would you say: 
 

<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
156.  How much did not having a telephone limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
157.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by job benefits or 
a salary that wasn’t good enough? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #158, else #160 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
158.  How much did job benefits or a salary that wasn’t good enough limit your ability to get a job?  Would 
you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
159.  How much did job benefits or a salary that wasn’t good enough lim it your ability to keep a job?  
Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
160.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability to get or keep a job been limited by a lack of job 
openings that matched your job i nterests? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #161, else #163 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  
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161.  How much did a lack of job openings that matched your job interests limit your ability to get a job?  
Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
162.  How much did a lack of job openings that matched your job interests limit your ability to keep a job?  
Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
163.  Since [reference month and year] , has your ability  to get or keep a job been limited by some other 
reason? 

 
<1> Yes Go to #164, else #166 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
Please think about the reason you just mentioned with answering the following questions. 
 

164.  How much did this reason limit your ability  to get a job?  Would you say: 
 

<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
165.  How much did this reason limit your ability to keep a job?  Would you say: 

 
<1> A lot 
<2> Some 
<3> A little  
<4> Not at all 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 
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Section H: Welfare Time Limits and Self-Sufficiency 
 
Next, I’d like to ask about welfare limits. 
 

166.  As far as you know, is there a limit to the total amount of time that people are allowed to receive 
welfare benefits? 
 

<1> Yes Go to #167, else go to #169 
<5> No  
<7> I’m personally not subject to limits  [volunteered information only]  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
167.  Do you know about how many months of welfare you have used up so far under this limit?  

 
<1> Yes  
<5> No  
<7> I’m personally not subject to limits  [volunteered information only]  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
168.  How many months have you used up already?  

 
<0-94> 0 to 94 months 
<95> 95 or more months 
<98> DK 
<99> RF 

 
 

Finally, I have a few questions about becoming self-sufficient. 
 

169.  Comparing your finan cial situation now with your financial situation in [reference month and year] , 
do you think that you are becoming less dependent on government assistance?  

 
<1> Yes Go to #170, else go to 171 
<5> No  
<8> DK  
<9> RF  

 
170.  What is the most important th ing which has helped you become less dependent on government 
assistance? 

 
<1> Please specify: 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 
We are interested in what would help people become more independent and less reliant on government 
assistance. 
 
If #169 was answered yes (“1”), #171 is asked: “What one thing could make you even more independent?”  Else, 
asked:                                  
 

171.  What one thing do you feel would help you in this area?  
 

<1> Please specify: 
<8> DK 
<9> RF 

 



Survey 
Respondents

All State Survey 
Respondents

All State

Age (mean) 31.4††† 29.4††† 31.7††† 29.6†††
(755) (67,693) (739) (3,566)

Gender Female 93.0††† 89.6††† 94.3††† 91.1†††
(755) (67,693) (739) (3,566)

Black 37.2 36.0 38.8 38.7
(755) (67,693) (739) (3,566)

Hispanic 3.5 4.3 4.2 4.5
(755) (67,693) (739) (3,566)

White 59.1 58.6 56.4 55.9
(755) (67,693) (739) (3,566)

Other 0.2 0.4 0.6† 0.2†
(755) (67,693) (739) (3,566)

Single, never married 49.9† 53.0† 57.6† 55.0†
(391) (35,807) (426) (1,958)

Married 19.9 18.3 14.8 16.0
(133) (12,362) (114) (570)

Separated 13.0 13.0 10.0 12.8
(84) (8,773) (73) (456)

Divorced 16.7 15.2 17.1 15.7
(140) (10,274) (122) (560)

Widowed 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4
(4) (328) (3) (15)

High School or beyond 61.1 59.1 64.5††† 58.7†††
 (755) (40,002) (739) (2,094)

Table 1:  Demographic Characteristics,  Weighted Totals
Percentage of respondents who fall into the 
following demographic categories:

Experimental Control

Ethnicity

Marital Status

Education

T-test, † p = < .10,  †† p = < .05, ††† p = < .01



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

1 0.0 1.8 0.4 0.9 0.0 1.4
2 19.5 12.8 14.7 16.0 21.5 22.9
3 28.4 29.1 32.0 28.9 35.3 29.4
4 24.5 29.5 29.7 27.3 21.1 23.4
5 14.2 13.7 14.3 13.9 11.5 16.1
6 7.3 5.7 4.1 6.4 5.8 4.1
7 3.1 3.1 2.6 3.1 3.8 1.8
8 1.2 3.5 1.1 2.3 0.8 0.5
9 1.2 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.4 0.0
10 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
11 or more 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5
Mean  3.9*       3.9*** 3.8     3.9**  3.6*       3.6***
N obs (261) (227) (266) (754) (261) (218)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 2: People Living in Household, Weighted Totals
% of respondents who 
have ___ people living in 
their households:

Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

1.5 1.1
15.1 18.8
26.3 29.4
30.9 26.4
16.2 14.9
6.2 5.5
1.5 2.2
1.5 1.1
0.4 0.3
0.4 0.2
0.0 0.1
3.8    3.7**

(259) (738)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Number of children in 
household

0 0.0*** 4.2* 2.3 2.1 1.2*** 4.2*
1 35.9*** 30.2* 22.6 32.5 43.4*** 41.8*
2 32.4*** 36.7* 40.6 34.9 38.6*** 35.2*
3 17.3*** 18.6* 21.9 18.2 8.4*** 13.2*
4 9.7*** 6.1* 7.3 7.8 5.6*** 4.7*
5 or more 4.6*** 4.2* 7.7 4.5 2.8*** 0.9*
Means 2.2††† 2.1††† 2.3 2.1 1.8††† 1.8†††
N obs. (259) (215) (261) (735) (249) (213)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

T-test, † p = < .10,  †† p = < .05, ††† p = < .01

Table 3: Number of Children in Household, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents 
having legal responsibility 
for:

Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

3.2 2.9
24.8 34.0
32.7 34.9
23.6 17.0
10.2 7.6
5.5 3.6
2.3 2.1

(254) (716)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

4.2 4.9 3.8 4.5 6.1 3.7 4.6
(262) (227) (266) (755) (261) (218) (260)
14.5 11.5 7.1* 12.6 14.9 14.7 12.0*
(262) (227) (266) (755) (261) (218) (259)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Others moved into residence 
to help with rent
Moved in with others to 
help with rent

Table 4:  Change in Residence, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents 
indicating the following 
occurred since refdate:

Experimental Control



Weighted 
Totals

4.8
(739)
13.5
(738)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

32.2* 17.7 31.1 25.0 25.7 13.3 28.3
(261) (226) (264) (751) (257) (218) (258)

16.3** 11.5 22.4 14.2 10.5 9.2 17.8
(258) (226) (263) (747) (258) (217) (258)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Live in public 
housing
Receive Section 8 
housing voucher

Table 5:  Public Housing, Weighted Totals
Percent of 
respondents 
indicating they:

Experimental Control



Weighted 
Totals
23.7
(733)
13.7
(733)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

     30.1***     4.0**     8.0***    15.9***      42.9***
(259) (227) (265) (751) (259)
50.2 9.8     33.5*** 29.1* 51.2
(261) (225) (266) (752) (260)

Why you and your children no 
longer receiving benefits 

  Voluntarily stopped 71.8 77.5 51.6 74.3
  Temporarily sanctioned 13.6 4.6 4.9 7.3
  Time limit has ran out 13.6 14.9 42.7 15.8
  Youngest child is now 18 1.0 2.9 0.7 2.2
  Child died 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.4
  N obs. (103) (175) (143) (421)

41.2 26.1 50.6 35.2 NA
(260) (226) (265) (751)  

Table 6: Welfare Receipt, Weighted Totals
As of interview date, the percentage 
of:

Experimental

Adult survey respondents currently 
receiving welfare
Children in respondent's household 
currently receiving welfare

Respondents ever sanctioned

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

   9.1** 37.6*** 31.6***
(218) (258) (735)
14.7 45.4*** 38.7*
(218) (260) (738)

NA NA NA
  

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Noncomply Impact/ Training Required 46.7 35.1 55.0
Noncomply Other (miss appt., no document, etc.) 26.7 29.8 13.7
Too Much Income to Qualify 8.6 19.3 6.1
Office Error (overpay, misinform, etc.) 6.7 5.3 7.6
Child Support Issue (paternity, etc.) 6.7 1.8 6.1
Failed to Qualify (other reason) 1.9 5.3 8.4
Child Noncompliance Issue (school, immunization, etc.) 1.0 1.8 0.8
Voluntarily Quit (any reason) 1.9 0.0 0.8
Unclear 0.0 0.0 1.5
N obs (105) (57) (131)

 

Table 7:  Main Reason Sanctioned, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating ______ was the main 
reason they were sanctioned:

Experimental



Weighted 
Totals
43.0
26.9
12.4
6.2
4.8
3.7
1.2
1.1
0.1

(293)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

77.0*** 81.7 88.5*** 79.9 56.6*** 78.3
(257) (219) (261) (737) (258) (212)
50.5 69.3 61.7 60.5 57.5 66.9
(198) (179) (230) (607) (146) (166)
55.6 73.7 61.7 65.0 62.3 70.3
(198) (179) (230) (607) (146) (165)
7.8 13.3 11.1 11.2† 6.4 10.3
(98) (123) (142) (363) (84) (104)

Of those currently working for pay, 
% who found the job:

       

    On own 56.0 61.3 63.4* 59.5 63.1 71.8
    With help from friend/family 22.0 25.8 22.5* 24.2 17.9 16.4
    With help from welfare office 3.0 1.6 6.3* 2.4 0.0 0.0
    Some other way 19.0 11.3 7.8* 13.9 19.1 11.8
    N obs (100) (124) (142) (366) (84) (110)
Most important factor that helped 
to get job:
     Access to transportation 26.7 23.6 16.6 21.9 19.3 20.4
     Job training 18.0 21.4 23.1 20.9 12.9 22.2
     Job referral 5.6 9.6 7.0 9.0 7.1 6.2
     Access to childcare 16.9 14.6 15.3 14.9 18.6 20.4
     Other 32.8 30.9 38.0 33.3 42.1 30.9
     N obs (195) (178) (229) (364) (140) (162)

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

     Medical insurance 40.1 54.5 45.0 46.2 46.1 52.8
     N obs (197) (178) (229) (604) (141) (163)
     Sick days with full time pay 27.5 31.8 29.2 29.4 33.1 37.7
     N obs (193) (176) (226) (595) (142) (159)
     Paid Vacation 37.6 54.3 49.6 47.1 47.2 60.9
     N obs (194) (175) (226) (595) (144) (161)

Table 8: Employment Status, Weighted Totals  
Experimental Control

Since Refdate, % who have worked 
for pay
% currently working for pay

Of those currently working for pay, 
% who are working full-time
Average months at current job

Table 8: Employment Status, Weighted Totals, Continued
Experimental Control

% of respondents whose current 
jobs have:



57.9 45.0 62.1 52.2 55.8 58.7
(57) (40) (29) (126) (113) (46)

If not currently working, % who 
have looked/applied for job



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

68.7*** 67.9
(252) (722)
59.0 61.0
(173) (485)
57.6 62.4
(172) (483)
10.2 9.4†
(100) (293)

  

66.7** 67.6
17.7** 17.3
1.0** 0.5
14.7** 14.7
(102) (296)

19.9 14.4
17.0 19.6
5.3 5.2

18.7 20.8
39.2 40.1
(171) (286)

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

41.5 46.7
(171) (475)
24.1 31.4
(170) (471)
42.9 50.1
(170) (475)

Control

Control



50.6 53.9
(79) (238)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Hourly wage All 6.34 7.64 7.22      7.06††† 12.56 9.64
(168) (160) (200) (528) (123) (148)

Part-time 5.77 5.88 5.92 5.82† 26.58 8.68
(63) (34) (63) (160) (34) (37)

Full-time 6.69 8.12 7.82 7.56† 7.20 9.96
(105) (126) (137) (368) (89) (112)

Weekly wage All 245.67 309.79 286.48     283.62 262.16 383.98
(120) (138) (160) (418) (103) (121)

Part-time 92.20 152.19 129.11††     122.70 96.84 223.17
(15) (12) (23) (50) (14) (10)

Full-time 267.60 324.80 312.90 302.49† 288.17 398.46
(105) (126) (137) (368) (89) (111)

T-test, † p = < .10,  †† p = < .05, ††† p = < .01

 

Table 9:  Wages, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

11.04     10.94†††
(134) (405)
13.13     14.83†
(43) (114)

10.05     9.36†
(91) (291)

343.52    337.56
(111) (335)

77.20††      108.93
(20) (44)

402.05 374.54†
(91) (291)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Gross monthly earned income of 
all household members:

<$250 19.8 10.0 23.4 14.2 21.2 10.8

$251-500 17.3 7.0 9.1 11.0 10.1 7.5

$501-750 2.5 5.0 7.8 4.2 5.1 7.5

$751-1000 11.1 14.0 11.7 12.8 20.2 10.8

>$1000 49.4 64.0 48.1 57.8 43.4 63.4

N obs (81) (100) (77) (258) (99) (93)

Table 10: Household Income, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

16.9 16.2

11.3 9.7

8.5 7.2

19.7 17.0

43.7 50.0

(71) (263)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

answering machine 37.5 45.7 44.0 41.8 40.5 47.6
(256) (219) (257) (732) (259) (210)

telephone 83.6 86.3 85.7 85.0 85.3 85.7
(256) (219) (259) (734) (259) (210)

computer 14.8 25.1* 23.6 20.3 17.8 18.6*
(256) (219) (258) (733) (259) (210)

car 58.6 78.5 65.6* 68.7 64.9 79.5
(256) (219) (259) (734) (259) (210)
63.1 74.4 71.0 69.1 62.2 75.2
(255) (219) (259) (733) (259) (210)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 11:   Availability of Resources for Job Search/Employment, Weighted Totals

valid driver's license

Percent of respondents with 
households currently having 
a/an _______:

Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

37.4 40.8
(254) (723)
81.4 83.6
(253) (722)
18.2 18.2
(253) (722)
58.1* 65.3
(253) (722)
61.7 65.2
(253) (722)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Very Easy 1 3.5 5.1 3.5 4.3 2.3
 2 0.4 2.8 1.5 1.6 2.3
 3 4.7 6.4 4.6 5.6 4.7
 4 3.2 5.5 2.3 4.3 3.5
 5 16.5 15.6 17.4 16.1 15.9

6 7.1 11.9 7.3 9.5 7.8
7 11.4 11.9 13.3 11.8 11.2
8 15.4 16.5 13.1 15.8 17.8
9 7.1 5.1 6.2 6.0 11.6

  Very Difficult 10 30.7 19.3 30.9 25.1 22.9
  Mean Score 7.3 6.6 7.2 6.9 7.2
  N obs. (254) (218) (259) (731) (258)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01
T-test, † p = < .10,  †† p = < .05, ††† p = < .01

Table 12:  Difficulty of Living, Weighted Totals
Percentage of respondents 
who indicated ease of 
living with income now:

Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

5.2 3.6 3.7
2.9 0.8 1.7
6.7 5.6 5.6
4.8 4.0 4.1
14.8 10.8 13.2
9.5 8.4 8.5
17.6 15.5 14.9
15.7 17.9 17.3
9.1 5.2 7.9
13.8 28.3 23.2
6.5 7.2 7.0

(210) (251) (719)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Performed odd jobs for pay

Often 7.2 7.3 7.8 7.3 5.4
Sometimes 27.5 29.4 31.0 28.6 24.8
Never 65.3 63.3 61.2 64.1 69.8
N obs. (251) (218) (258) (727) (258)

Searched in trash cans, asked 
for spare change, or begged for 
work:

Often    5.1** 1.4 4.7 3.3   1.2**
Sometimes    5.9** 4.1 7.4 5.1   5.8**
Never   88.9** 94.5 87.9 91.6    93.1**
N obs. (253) (218) (257) (728) (259)

Taken food or items from 
stores without paying, sold or 
traded food stamps, or written 
checks you knew you could not 
cover:

Often 1.2 0.5 2.3* 0.9 0.8
Sometimes 4.0 5.1 9.0* 4.8 3.1
Never 94.8 94.5 88.7* 94.4 96.1
N obs. (252) (218) (257) (727) (257)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 13:  Coping Strategies, Weighted Totals
Percentage of respondents who 
indicated they had ever:

Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

9.1 7.6 7.4
27.3 30.3 28.1
63.6 62.2 64.6
(209) (251) (718)

1.9 2.4 1.9
3.8 9.1 6.9
94.3 88.5 91.2
(209) (253) (721)

0.5 1.2* 0.9
4.8 4.4* 4.1
94.7 94.4* 95.0
(208) (252) (717)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Utilities turned off    27.7*** 26.6 27.1 27.1    18.8***
(253) (218) (258) (729) (256)

Been evicted 11.5* 4.6 9.3 8.1 7.0*
(252) (218) (258) (728) (257)

Been homeless 9.9 6.4 8.9 8.9 8.1
(253) (218) (258) (729) (258)
44.0 28.6 56.5 38.7 33.3

(25) (14) (23) (62) (21)

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Always 77.9 82.6 77.0 80.1 82.9
Sometimes 18.6 13.8 17.9 16.2 15.6
Seldom 3.6 3.7 5.1 3.7 1.6
N obs. (253) (218) (257) (728) (257)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Average number of days 
homeless for those who 
responded being homeless:

Percent of respondents who 
indicated they had enough food 
since refdate:

Experimental

Table 14:  Life Events Indicating Unmet Needs, Weighted Totals 
Percent of respondents who 
indicated the following 
happened to them since refdate:

Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

29.2 27.5 25.6
(209) (251) (716)
8.2 8.8 8.1

(208) (251) (716)
6.2 9.9 8.5

(209) (252) (719)
38.5 52.0 44.7

(13) (25) (59)

Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

83.3 75.6 79.5
12.4 20.4 17.1
4.3 4.0 3.4

(209) (250) (716)

Control

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Friends or family 83.0 83.4 81.3 88.1 83.3
(253) (217) (257) (727) (258)

Check cashing outlet 6.8 8.8 8.1 7.8 7.0
(252) (217) (258) (727) (258)

Credit card loan 4.4 5.5 5.4 5.0 3.9
(253) (217) (258) (728) (257)

Pawn shop 23.7 23.5 20.5 23.5 20.7
(253) (217) (258) (728) (256)

Ever sold plasma     11.1 ** 10.6 6.6 10.6     5.4**

(252) (217) (258) (727) (258)
Other source 8.3 10.6 14.7** 9.8 7.4

(252) (217) (258) (727) (258)

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Did not borrow money or get loans 1.9 0.5 0.9 1.2 2.3
Less 42.3 44.9 41.6 43.5 39.7
Same as before 27.2 28.7 33.5 28.3 26.5
More 28.6 26.0 24.0 27.1 31.5
N obs. (213) (185) (221) (619) (219)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Social Tie (family, friend, fiancee) 42.9 34.8 25.0 37.1 26.3
Institution (school/ car/ home/ bank) 14.3 30.4 32.5 24.3 42.1
Job/ Boss/ Coworker 9.5 21.7 7.5 15.8 5.3
Trustee 19.1 4.4 7.5 10.3 0.0
Informal Loan (shark, pawn shop, bad check) 9.5 4.4 5.0 6.4 15.8
Com. Social Service (church, Salvation Army) 4.8 4.4 22.5 6.0 10.5
N obs (21) (23) (40)  (84) (19)

Table 15a: Borrowing, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating they 
borrowed from the following source since 
refdate:

Experimental

Table 15b:  Other Sources of Money Borrowed, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents who borrowed money 
from ________:

Experimental

Percent of respondents indicating they did not 
borrow, borrowed less, borrowed the same, 
or borrowed more since refdate:

Experimental



Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

85.7 78.1 85.8
(209) (251) (718)
9.6 10.0 9.1

(209) (251) (718)
6.2 4.4 4.7

(209)  (252) (718)
17.7 20.6 19.9
(209)  (252) (717)
6.7 8.0 7.0

(209) (251) (718)
9.1     8.8** 8.5

(209) (250) (717)

Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

0.5 0.5 1.0
35.0 47.0 41.8
28.0 27.2 27.2
36.6 25.3 30.0
(186) (202) (607)

Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

22.2 27.3 25.7
38.9 9.1 24.7
22.2 13.6 13.9
5.6 18.2 10.6
5.6 9.1 9.8
5.6 22.7 15.4
(18) (22) (59)

Control

Control

Control





On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Food 85.4 86.3 84.7 85.8 88.8
(233) (204) (241) (678) (233)

Place to Stay 66.8** 69.7 69.1 68.4 75.2**
(226) (195) (233) (654) (218)

Rent 66.1 67.5 62.6* 66.6 64.5
(227) (200) (238) (665) (231)

Clothes 67.7 69.8 61.2 68.4 74.1
(229) (192) (237) (658) (228)

Utilities 69.5 76.1 69.2 72.7 70.0
(236) (205) (240) (681) (243)

Childcare 73.3 69.7 67.1 71.2 70.4
(240) (208) (243) (691) (240)

Diapers, Toys 57.4 62.5 52.4 59.6 64.6
(230) (192) (227) (649) (229)

Emotional support, counseling  68.4* 74.4 70.3 71.4  76.0*

(234) (199) (242) (675) (233)
Transportation 62.8 63.7 56.8 62.9 64.8

(239) (201) (243) (683) (230)
Other help 18.7 7.9 12.4 13.0 15.8

(246) (215) (251) (712) (254)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 16:  Help Available, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating 
that help was available for the 
following needs:

Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

89.6 87.2 88.3
(193) (243) (669)
69.8 67.4 70.1
(182) (221) (621)
67.8 70.3* 68.1
(180) (232 ) (643)
70.7 65.6 69.2
(181) (224) (633)
73.2 72.8 72.1
(190) (235) (668)
68.8 69.6 69.6
(199) (243) (682)
63.7 54.5 59.5
(182) (224) (635)
77.2 68.9 72.9

(193) (235) (661)
63.5 61.2 62.7
(192) (237) (659)
6.3 13.3 12.1

(208) (249) (711)

Control



Table 17:  Help Received by Source, Weighted Totals
Experimental

On   Off, < 24 mo. Off, = 24 
mo.

Food
Family or friend 67.5** 82.6** 64.3
Township trustee 15.0 18.8 15.5
Community organization 48.8 36.2 50.0
Religious organization 57.5 49.3 53.6

N obs. (80) (69) (84)
Place to Stay

Family or friend 70.0 84.0 50.0**

Township trustee 10.0 20.0 12.5

Community organization 22.5** 12.0 16.7

Religious organization 15.0 8.0 4.2
N obs. (40) (25) (24)

Rent
Family or friend 69.6 84.6* 56.4

Township trustee 30.4 28.9    20.0**
Community organization 10.7 9.6 10.9*
Religious organization 19.6** 17.3 10.9
N obs. (56) (52) (55)

Clothes
Family or friend      46.0** 66.7     38.6*
Township trustee     18.9** 20.8 22.7

Community organization 40.5 29.2        20.5***
Religious organization 43.2 45.8 38.6
N obs. (37) (24) (44)

Utilities
Family or friend    42.2** 71.8 40.8

Township trustee  46.1* 25.4 43.9

Community organization 34.4 18.3     45.8**
Religious organization 17.8* 15.5 21.4

Of respondents who needed help with 
_____, the percentage that indicated 
they received help with ______ from:



N obs. (90) (71) (98)
Childcare

Family or friend 45.5 53.2 47.5
Township trustee 4.6 4.8 2.5

Community organization 47.6 43.6 57.5
Religious organization 5.8 1.6 2.5

N obs. (46) (45) (54)
Diapers, Toys

Family or friend 73.0 80.6 76.3

Township trustee  7.9 8.3   10.5*
Community organization 46.0 33.3 42.1

Religious organization      41.3*** 30.6   34.2*
N obs. (63) (36) (38)



Table 17: Help Received by Source, Weighted Totals, Continued

Of respondents who needed help with 
_____, the percentage that indicated 
they received help with ______ from:

On   Off, < 24 mo. Off, = 24 
mo.

Emotional support, counseling

Family or friend 52.2   51.1** 51.9

Township trustee 2.2 2.2 1.9
Community organization 39.1 32.6 51.9

Religious organization       39.1*** 32.6 38.9

N obs. (46) (45) (54)
Transportation

Family or friend   81.1* 93.3 84.9

Township trustee 0.0 3.3 3.0
Community organization 22.2 13.3 17.2
Religious organization 12.2 6.7 11.1
N obs. (90) (60) (99)

Other help

Family or friend    48.0** 50.0 50.0
Township trustee 16.0 16.7      21.4**
Community organization 24.0 16.7 21.4

Religious organization 32.0 16.7 35.7
N obs. (25) (6) (14)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Experimental



Control
Weighted 

Totals
On Off, < 24 

mo.
Off, = 24 

mo.
Weighted 

Totals

74.7 82.4** 65.7** 66.7 69.9
16.9 20.9 18.2 16.1 17.7
42.7 41.2 40.3 49.4 45.3
53.3 50.8 58.2 58.2 57.4

(233) (67) (67) (87) (221)

75.2 84.0 90.0 80.7** 83.5

14.3 12.0 10.0 9.7 10.3

17.9 4.0** 5.0 32.3 19.5

11.7 8.0 0.0 9.7 7.1
(89) (25) (20) (31) (76)

76.7 67.9 70.2* 64.8 67.0

29.1 23.2 23.4     40.7** 31.5
10.2 7.1 8.5   22.6* 14.7
18.0 5.4** 10.6 20.4 13.8
(163) (56) (47) (54) (157)

54.1     70.7** 57.9    56.4* 61.0
20.0       2.4** 10.5  30.8 18.8

34.4 43.9 47.4       48.7*** 47.0
44.0 46.3 47.4 41.0 43.7
(105) (41) (19) (39) (99)

 
56.0  59.3** 62.1 48.3 54.6

36.2 32.2* 42.4 44.8 40.8

27.5 30.8 27.3     31.0** 30.1
16.9 8.8* 15.2 20.7 16.1



(259) (91) (66) (87) (244)
 

49.0 53.3 52.9 38.5 45.8
4.6 6.7 5.9 7.7 7.0

46.3 43.3 54.9 49.2 49.2
3.7 1.7 2.0 9.2 5.5

(145) (47) (44) (56) (147)

76.2 78.7 82.1 75.0 77.9

8.2   5.0 10.7   27.8* 15.7
40.8 44.3 39.3 44.4 43.3

36.7      18.0*** 42.9   55.6* 38.6
(137) (61) (28) (36) (125)



Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

51.6 61.7    75.0** 41.1 54.6

2.2 8.5 4.6 0.0 3.2
36.4 42.6 43.2 37.5 40.1

35.7       14.9*** 22.7 28.6 23.9

(145) (47) (44) (56) (147)

86.6 91.4* 91.2 93.0 92.1

1.6 2.5 1.8 2.8 2.5
18.1 27.2 15.8 21.1 21.6
9.8 11.1 3.5 9.9 8.7

(249) (81) (57) (71) (209)

48.5    77.3** 83.3 41.2 59.3
16.4 18.2 16.7     0.0** 8.6
22.3 27.3 16.7 31.3 28.0

28.8 27.3 16.7 17.7 21.1
(45) (22) (6) (17) (45)

Control



Table 18:  Amount of Help Received, Weighted Totals

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 
24 mo.

Off, = 
24 mo.

Food
None 10.1 15.9 16.0 13.3 13.9 15.2 6.5
Some 69.7 67.1 67.00 68.2 70.7 65.8 76.3
Most 10.1 13.4 8.0 11.7 8.9 10.1 12.9
All 10.1 3.7 9.0 6.8 6.3 8.9 4.3
N obs. (89) (82) (100) (271) (79) (79) (93)

Place to Stay
None 14.9 7.4 36.8 13.0 30.6 31.0 29.6
Some 44.7 44.4 42.1 44.5 36.1 27.6 36.4
Most 8.5 25.9 7.9 15.4 16.7 24.1 15.9
All 31.9 22.2 13.2 27.1 16.7 17.2 18.2
N obs. (47) (27) (38) (112) (36) (29) (44)

Rent
None 26.3 28.8 36.1 28.1 32.5 28.8 28.0
Some 46.1 42.5 39.5 43.9 37.4 36.4 45.3
Most 15.8 17.8 12.8 16.7 7.2 13.6 17.3
All 11.8 11.0 11.6 11.4 22.9 21.2 9.3
N obs. (76) (73) (86) (235) (83) (66) (75)

Clothes  
None 47.1 44.2 40.5 45.5 33.9 55.8 40.0
Some 38.6 39.5 47.3 39.5 46.8 27.9 38.5
Most 11.4 14.0 10.8 12.4 12.9 7.0 13.9
All 2.9 2.3 1.4 2.6 6.5 9.3 7.7
N obs. (70) (43) (74) (187) (62) (43) (65)

Utilities
None 21.7 21.1 22.2 21.5 20.9 25.0 20.9
Some 45.2 53.3 50.8 49.3 53.0 51.1 50.9
Most 17.4 13.3 18.3 15.6 14.8 18.2 14.6
All 15.7 12.2 8.7 13.7 11.3 5.7 13.6
N obs. (115) (90) (126) (331) (115) (88) (110)

Percentage of 
respondents that 
indicated they 
received none, most, 
or all help with:

ControlExperimental



Table 18:  Amount of Help Received, Weighted Totals, Continued

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 
24 mo.

Off, = 
24 mo.

Childcare
None 19.3** 20.5 18.4 19.8 35.5** 27.1 25.8
Some 29.4** 39.7 23.5 33.7 25.8** 27.1 25.8
Most 18.4** 20.5 23.5 19.6 21.5** 21.4 22.5
All 33.0** 19.2 34.7 26.9 17.2** 24.3 25.8
N obs. (109) (78) (98) (285) (93) (70) (89)

Diapers, Toys
None 18.2 7.7 11.6 14.0 18.7 9.7 28.0
Some 50.7 69.2 62.8 56.5 50.7 48.4 48.0
Most 16.0 10.3 18.6 14.5 16.0 16.1 16.0
All 14.7 12.8 7.0 15.0 14.7 25.8 8.0
N obs. (75) (39) (43) (159) (75) (31) (50)

Emotional support, 
counseling

None 33.3 20.7 29.0** 27.0 27.7 22.8 24.3**
Some 30.4 41.4 31.6** 35.8 27.7 31.6 39.2**
Most 14.5 24.1 22.4** 19.6 24.6 15.8 6.8**
All 21.7 13.8 17.1** 17.6 20.0 29.8 29.7**
N obs. (69) (58) (74) (203) (65) (57) (76)

Transportation
None 21.1 16.7** 17.4 19.0 21.4 21.9** 18.4
Some 42.1 51.4** 46.3 46.2 39.8 31.5** 42.3
Most 15.8 19.4** 19.0 17.5 23.3 20.6** 19.5
All 21.1 12.5** 17.4 17.3 15.5 26.0** 13.8
N obs. (114) (72) (121) (307) (103) (73) (87)

Other help
None 45.7 64.7 53.3 51.6 43.6 53.9 46.9
Some 37.0 17.7 30.0 31.2 48.7 30.8 25.0
Most 10.9 11.8 13.3 11.8 5.1 7.7 9.4
All 6.5 5.9 3.3 5.4 2.6 7.7 18.8
N obs. (46) (17) (30) (93) (39) (13) (32)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Percentage of 
respondents that 
indicated they 
received none, most, 
or all help with:

ControlExperimental



Weighted 
Totals

10.5
72.2
11.2
6.0

(251)

30.1
34.3
17.9
17.6
(109)

 
29.5
40.8
13.6
16.2
(224)

41.8
38.4
12.1
7.7

(170)
 

21.9
51.6
15.5
11.1
(313)



Weighted 
Totals

28.8
26.5
22.0
23.1
(252)

21.3
49.1
16.0
13.6
(156)

24.8
34.5
13.4
27.4
(196)

20.1
41.7
20.9
17.3
(263)

46.4
36.9
7.1
9.5
(84)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

85.4 86.3 84.7 85.8 88.8 89.6
(233) (204) (241) (678) (233) (193)
35.5 37.8 39.4 37.5 38.9 37.8
(251) (217) (254) (722) (256) (209)

If needed help with food 
support, % who received:
  None of the help needed 10.1 15.9 16.0* 13.3 13.9 15.2
  Some of the help needed 69.7 67.1 67.0* 68.2 70.9 65.8
  Most of the help needed 10.1 13.4 8.0* 11.7 8.9 10.1
  All of the help needed 10.1 3.7 9.0* 6.8 6.3 8.9
  N obs (89) (82) (100) (271) (79) (79)
If received food support, % 
who received it from:
  Friends and family 67.5** 82.6** 64.3 74.7 82.4** 65.7**
  N obs (80) (69) (84) (233) (68) (67)
  Township Trustees 15.0 18.8 15.5 16.9 20.9 18.2
  N obs (80) (69) (84) (233) (67) (66)
  Community organizations 48.8 36.2 50.0 42.7 41.2 40.3
  N obs (80) (69) (84) (233) (68) (67)
  Religious organizations 57.5 49.3 53.6 53.3 50.8 58.2
  N obs (80) (69) (84) (233) (67) (67)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get food support 
if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 19: Food Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

87.2 88.3
(243) (669)
37.4 35.7
(249) (714)

6.5* 10.5
76.3* 72.2
12.9* 11.2
4.3* 6.0
(93) (251)

 

66.7 69.9
(87) (220)
16.1 17.7
(87) (220)
49.4 45.3
(87) (222)
59.8 57.4
(87) (221)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

66.8** 69.7 69.1 68.4 75.2** 69.8 67.4
(226) (195) (233) (654) (218) (182) (221)
19.1 12.4 15.0 15.6 14.5 13.9 17.6
(251) (217) (254) (722) (256) (209) (250)

If needed help with a place 
to stay, % who received:

  None of the help needed 14.9 7.4 36.8 13.0 30.6 31.0 29.6
  Some of the help needed 44.7 44.4 42.1 44.5 36.1 27.6 36.4
  Most of the help needed 8.5 25.9 7.9 15.4 16.7 24.1 15.9
  All of the help needed 31.9 22.2 13.2 27.1 16.7 17.2 18.2
  N obs (47) (27) (38) (112) (36) (29) (44)
If received a place to stay, 
% who received it from:
  Friends and family 70.0 84.0 50.0** 75.2 84.0 90.0 80.7**
  Township Trustees 10.0 20.0 12.5 14.3 12.0 10.0 9.7
  Community 
organizations

22.5** 12.0 16.7 17.9 4.0** 5.0 32.3
  Religious organizations 15.0 8.0 4.2 11.7 8.0 0.0 9.7
  N obs (40) (25) (24) (89) (25) (20) (31)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get a place to 
stay if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 20: Needs a Place to Stay, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Weighted 
Totals
70.1
(621)
15.8
(715)

30.1
34.3

17.9
17.6
(109)

83.5
10.3
19.5

7.1
(76)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

66.1 67.5 62.6* 66.6 64.5 67.8 70.3*
(227) (200) (238) (665) (231) (180) (232 )
30.4 33.6 33.9 32.2 32.6 31.6 30.0
(250) (217) (254) (721) (255) (209) (250)

If needed help with rent, 
% who received:
  None of the help needed 26.3 28.8 36.1 28.1 32.5 28.8 28.0
  Some of the help needed 46.1 42.5 39.5 43.9 37.4 36.4 45.3

  Most of the help needed 15.8 17.8 12.8 16.7 7.2 13.6 17.3
  All of the help needed 11.8 11.0 11.6 11.4 22.9 21.2 9.3

  N obs (76) (73) (86) (235) (83) (66) (75)
If received help with rent, 
% who received it from:
  Friends and family 69.6 84.6* 56.4 76.7 67.9 70.2* 64.8
  Township Trustees 30.4 28.9    20.0** 29.1 23.2 23.4     40.7**
  Community 10.7 9.6 10.9* 10.2 7.1 8.5   22.6* 
  Religious organizations 19.6** 17.3 10.9 18.0 5.4** 10.6 20.4
  N obs (56) (52) (55) (163) (56) (47) (54)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get help with 
rent if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 21: Rent Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Weighted 
Totals
68.1
(643)
31.1
(714)

29.5
40.8

13.6
16.2

(224)

67.0
31.5
14.7
13.8
(157)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

67.7 69.8 61.2 68.4 74.1 70.7
(229) (192) (237) (658) (228) (181)
28.0 19.8 29.1 24.0 24.4 20.6
(250) (217) (254) (721) (254) (209)

If needed help with 
clothing, % who received:

 

  None of the help needed 47.1 44.2 40.5 45.5 33.9 55.8
  Some of the help needed 38.6 39.5 47.3 39.5 46.8 27.9
  Most of the help needed 11.4 14.0 10.8 12.4 12.9   7.0
  All of the help needed   2.9   2.3   1.4   2.6   6.5   9.3
  N obs (70) (43) (74) (187) (62) (43)
If received clothing help, % 
who received it from:
  Friends and family      46.0** 66.7     38.6* 54.1     70.7** 57.9
  Township Trustees     18.9** 20.8 22.7 20.0       2.4** 10.5
  Community organizations 40.5 29.2        20.5*** 34.4 43.9 47.4
  Religious organizations 43.2 45.8 38.6 44.0 46.3 47.4
  N obs (37) (24) (44) (105) (41) (19)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get clothing 
help if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 22: Clothing Needs, Weighted Totals
 Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

65.6 69.2
(224) (633)
26.2 24.3
(248) (711)

40.0 41.8
38.5 38.4
13.9 12.1
  7.7   7.7
(65) (170)

   56.4* 61.0
 30.8 18.8

      48.7*** 47.0
41.0 43.7
(39) (99)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

69.5 76.1 69.2 72.7 70.0 73.2 72.8
(236) (205) (240) (681) (243) (190) (235)
46.0 41.7 49.6 44.1 45.1 42.3 44.6
(250) (216) (254) (720) (255) (208) (249)

If needed help with utility 
support, % who received:
  None of the help needed 21.7 21.1 22.2 21.5 20.9 25.0 20.9
  Some of the help needed 45.2 53.3 50.8 49.3 53.0 51.1 50.9
  Most of the help needed 17.4 13.3 18.3 15.6 14.8 18.2 14.6
  All of the help needed 15.7 12.2 8.7 13.7 11.3 5.7 13.6
  N obs (115) (90) (126) (331) (115) (88) (110)
If received utility support, 
% who received it from:
  Friends and family    42.2** 71.8 40.8 56.0  59.3** 62.1 48.3
  N obs (90) (71) (98) (259) (91) (66) (87)
  Township Trustees  46.1* 25.4 43.9 36.2 32.2* 42.4 44.8
  N obs (89) (71) (98) (258) (90) (66) (87)
  Community 34.4 18.3     45.8** 27.5 30.8 27.3     31.0**
  N obs (90) (71) (96) (257) (91) (66) (87)
  Religious organizations 17.8* 15.5 21.4 16.9 8.8* 15.2 20.7
  N obs (90) (71) (98) (259) (91) (66) (87)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get utility 
support if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 23: Utilities Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Weighted 
Totals
72.1
(668)
44.1
(712)

21.9
51.6
15.5
11.1
(313)

 

54.6
(244)
40.8
(243)
30.1
(244)
16.1
(244)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

73.3 69.7 67.1 71.2 70.4 68.8 69.6
(240) (208) (243) (691) (240) (199) (243)
43.6 36.3 38.6 39.8 36.6 33.8 35.7
(250) (215) (254) (719) (254) (207) (249)

If needed help with 
childcare needs, % who 
received:
  None of the help needed 19.3** 20.5 18.4 19.8 35.5** 27.1 25.8
  Some of the help needed 29.4** 39.7 23.5 33.7 25.8** 27.1 25.8
  Most of the help needed 18.4** 20.5 23.5 19.6 21.5** 21.4 22.5
  All of the help needed 33.0** 19.2 34.7 26.9 17.2** 24.3 25.8
  N obs (109) (78) (98) (285) (93) (70) (89)
If received childcare 
needs, % who received it 
from:
  Friends and family 45.5 53.2 47.5 49.0 53.3 52.9 38.5
  Township Trustees 4.6 4.8 2.5 4.6 6.7 5.9 7.7
  Community organizations 47.6 43.6 57.5 46.3 43.3 54.9 49.2
  Religious organizations 5.8 1.6 2.5 3.7 1.7 2.0 9.2
  N obs (46) (45) (54) (145) (47) (44) (56)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get childcare 
needs if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 24: Childcare Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Weighted 
Totals
69.6
(682)
35.5
(710)

28.8
26.5
22.0
23.1
(252)

45.8
7.0

49.2
5.5

(147)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

57.4 62.5 52.4 59.6 64.6 63.7
(230) (192) (227) (649) (229) (182)
31.2 18.1 17.0 24.0 29.5 15.0
(247) (215) (253) (715) (254) (207)

If needed help with 
diaper/toy, % who received:
  None of the help needed 18.2   7.7 11.6 14.0 18.7   9.7
  Some of the help needed 50.7 69.2 62.8 56.5 48.1 48.4
  Most of the help needed 16.9 10.3 18.6 14.5 16.0 16.1
  All of the help needed 16.9 12.8   7.0 15.0 14.7 25.8
  N obs (75) (39) (43) (159) (75) (31)
If received diaper/toy help, % 
who received it from:
  Friends and family 73.0 80.6 76.3 76.2 78.7 82.1
  Township Trustees  7.9 8.3   10.5* 8.2   5.0 10.7
  Community organizations 46.0 33.3 42.1 40.8 44.3 39.3
  Religious organizations      41.3*** 30.6   34.2* 36.7      18.0*** 42.9
  N obs (63) (36) (38) (137) (61) (28)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get diaper/toy 
help if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 25: Diaper/Toy Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental Control



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

54.5 59.5
(224) (635)
20.1 21.3
(249) (710)

28.0 21.3
48.0 49.1
16.0 16.0
  8.0 13.6
(50) (156)

75.0 77.9
  27.8* 15.7
44.4 43.3

  55.6* 38.6
(36) (125)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

 68.4* 74.4 70.3 71.4  76.0*
(234) (199) (242) (675) (233)
28.3 27.1 30.0 27.8 25.6
(247) (214) (253) (714) (254)

If needed help with emotional 
support, % who received:
  None of the help needed 33.3 20.7 29.0** 27.0 27.7
  Some of the help needed 30.4 41.4 31.6** 35.8 27.7
  Most of the help needed 14.5 24.1  22.4** 19.6 24.6
  All of the help needed 21.7 13.8  17.1** 17.6 20.0
  N obs (69) (58) (74) (203) (65)
If received emotional support, % 
who received it from:
  Friends and family 52.2   51.1** 51.9 51.6 61.7
  Township Trustees 2.2 2.2 1.9 2.2 8.5
  Community organizations 39.1 32.6 51.9 36.4 42.6
  Religious organizations       39.1*** 32.6 38.9 35.7       14.9***
  N obs (46) (45) (54) (145) (47)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get emotional support if 
they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 26: Emotional Support Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

77.2 68.9 72.9
(193) (235) (661)
27.4 29.7 28.0
(208) (249) (711)

22.8 24.3** 24.8
31.6 39.2** 34.5
15.8   6.8** 13.4
29.8 29.7** 27.4
(57) (76) (196)

   75.0** 41.1 54.6
4.6 0.0 3.2
43.2 37.5 40.1
22.7 28.6 23.9
(44) (56) (147)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 mo. Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

62.8 63.7 56.8 62.9 64.8 63.5
(239) (201) (243) (683) (230) (192)
47.0 33.5        48.0*** 40.4 40.6 35.1
(247) (215) (252) (714) (254) (208)

If needed help with transportation 
support, % who received:
  None of the help needed 21.1 16.7* 17.4 19.0 21.4 21.9*
  Some of the help needed 42.1 51.4* 46.3 46.2 39.8 31.5*
  Most of the help needed 15.8 19.4* 19.0 17.5 23.3 20.6*
  All of the help needed 21.1 12.5* 17.4 17.3 15.5 26.0*
  N obs (114) (72) (121) (307) (103) (73)
If received transportation support, % 
who received it from:

  Friends and family   81.1* 93.3 84.9 86.6 91.4* 91.2
  Township Trustees 0.0 3.3 3.0 1.6 2.5 1.8
  Community organizations 22.2 13.3 17.2 18.1 27.2 15.8
  Religious organizations 12.2 6.7 11.1 9.8 11.1 3.5
  N obs (90) (60) (99) (249) (81) (57)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who can get transportation support 
if they need it:
% who needed help:

Table 27: Transportation Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

61.2 62.7
(237) (659)

      34.9*** 36.5
(249) (711)

18.4 20.1
48.3 41.7
19.5 20.9
13.8 17.3
(87) (263)

93.0 92.1
2.8 2.5
21.1 21.6
9.9 8.7
(71) (209)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

18.7 7.9 12.4 13.0
(246) (215) (251) (712)
30.2 23.5 30.0 28.1
(43) (17) (30) (90)

If needed other help, % who received:
  None of the help needed 45.7 64.7 53.3 51.7
  Some of the help needed 37.0 17.7 30.0 30.8
  Most of the help needed 10.9 11.8 13.3 11.3
  All of the help needed 6.5 5.9 3.3 6.2
  N obs (46) (17) (30) (93)
If received other help, % who received it from:
  Friends and family    48.0** 50.0 50.0 48.5
  Township Trustees 16.0 16.7      21.4** 16.4
  Community organizations 24.0 16.7 21.4 22.3
  Religious organizations 32.0 16.7 35.7 28.8
  N obs (25) (6) (14) (45)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Medical/Insurance 13.0 23.5 15.6 16.3
Child school supplies/Tutor/Counseling 10.9 5.9 9.4 9.3
Housing 13.0 0.0 9.4 9.0
More money/income 4.4 17.7 6.3 8.4
Utilities/bills 8.7 5.9 6.3 7.7

% who needed other help

If needed other help, % who can get help from 
source(s) other than government:

Table 28a: Other Help Needs, Weighted Totals
Experimental

Table28b:  Text Response:  Other Help Needed, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating they needed 
help with ______ :

Experimental



Multi food/med/housing/utils 8.7 0.0 12.5 6.3
Car repairs/Insurance 6.5 5.9 0.0 6.0
Clothing for self and children 4.4 5.9 6.3 4.9
Glasses/Eye care/Dental for self and children 4.4 5.9 0.0 4.6
Childcare/Babysitting 2.2 5.9 6.3 3.5
Food 2.2 5.9 3.1 3.3
Support for child (includes AFDC) 2.2 5.9 0.0 3.2
Housekeeping/repairs 2.2 5.9 0.0 3.2
Welfare assistance 4.4 0.0 0.0 2.8
Furniture 4.4 0.0 0.0 2.8
Lawyer/Court services 2.2 0.0 9.4 1.9
Personal care items 0.0 5.9 3.1 1.9
Home healthcare/Nurse 2.2 0.0 3.1 1.6
Psychologist/Counselor for self and children 2.2 0.0 0.0 1.4
Job help 2.2 0.0 0.0 1.4
Athletics/recreation/camp 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.3
Refused to Answer 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.2
Transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Don't Know 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total (46) (17) (32) (95)



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

15.8 6.3 13.3 12.1
(254) (208) (249) (711)
43.2 23.1 26.7 31.9
(37) (13) (30) (80)

43.6 53.9 46.9 46.7
48.7 30.8 25.0 34.0
5.1 7.7 9.4   7.7
2.6 7.7 18.8 11.7
(39) (13) (32) (84)

   77.3** 83.3 41.2 59.3
18.2 16.7     0.0** 8.6
27.3 16.7 31.3 28.0
27.3 16.7 17.7 21.1
(22) (6) (17) (45)

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

17.5 15.4 21.2 19.2
10.0 0.0 0.0 3.5
10.0 23.1 9.1 11.2
7.5 0.0 0.0 2.6
2.5 0.0 9.1 5.6

Control

Control



12.5 23.1 6.1 10.5
0.0 0.0 6.1 3.2
5.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
2.5 0.0 15.2 8.8
0.0 7.7 3.0 2.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

10.0 0.0 3.0 5.0
5.0 0.0 6.1 4.9
2.5 0.0 0.0 0.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.5 15.4 3.0 4.5
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.5 0.0 0.0 0.9
2.5 7.7 9.1 6.6
5.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
0.0 0.0 3.0 1.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 7.7 3.0 2.6
2.5 0.0 3.0 2.5
(40) (13) (33) (86)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Friends or Family  
Less 18.0 16.9 16.9 17.4
Same 31.8 45.1 44.8 39.0
More 45.3 36.2 35.1 40.3
Never Received Help 4.9 1.9 3.2 3.3
N obs. (245) (213) (248) (706)

Township trustees, community organizations, or 
religious organizations

Less 10.3 7.9 8.9 9.1
Same 43.4 53.3 53.2 48.8
More 33.5 24.3 25.0 28.5
Never Received Help 12.8 14.5 12.9 13.7
N obs. (242) (214) (248) (704)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 29:  Overall Changes in Help, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating they never 
received, received same amount, or received more 
or less help from the following sources since 
refdate:

Experimental



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

22.5 18.3 16.7 18.6
34.8 40.4 42.3 39.8
38.7 38.9 37.0 38.0
4.0 2.4 4.1 3.6

(253) (208) (246) (707)

9.9 9.1 8.5 9.1
45.6 57.2 47.2 49.3
31.8 21.6 32.1 29.3
12.7 12.0 12.2 12.3
(252) (209) (246) (706)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

11.5 11.9 12.4††† 11.7
(260) (225) (262) (747)

Breakdown of Education
    < High School 52.1** 39.5 29.5** 44.8

  HS or GED 32.5** 42.4 45.6** 38.0
  Some College or Voc Ed 14.6** 13.7 22.0** 14.5
  BA/BS/degree 0.8** 2.9 2.9** 2.0
  Post College 0.0** 1.5 0.0** 0.7

     N obs (240) (205) (241) (686)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

 

T-test, † p = < .10,  †† p = < .05, ††† p = < .01

Table 30: Educational Attainment, Weighted Totals
Experimental

Average years of school completed (t-test)

 



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

11.6 11.9 11.8††† 11.7
(257) (216) (258) (731)

37.7** 32.3 42.6** 38.7
42.6** 45.6 41.4** 42.8
16.4** 19.0 13.9** 15.9
2.9** 2.6 1.7** 2.2
0.4** 0.5 0.4** 0.4
(244) (195) (237) (676)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

   22.0*** 8.8
(245) (215)
27.8 36.8
(54) (19)

  42.6** 27.8
(54) (18)

% of respondents who indicated that the classes were very, 
somewhat or not at all helpful in getting a job:   

  Very helpful 20.5 16.7
  Somewhat helpful 30.8 33.3
  Not at all helpful 48.7 50.0
  N obs (39) (12)
% of respondents who indicated that classes were very, 
somewhat, or not at all helpful in keeping a job:    

  Very helpful  7.7** 8.3
  Somewhat helpful 20.5** 50.0
  Not at all helpful 46.2** 33.3
  Have not worked 25.6** 8.3
  N obs (39) (12)
% of respondents who indicated the classes were very, somewhat, 
or not at all helpful in becoming financially independent:    

  Very helpful 15.4 25.0
  Somewhat helpful 30.8 41.7
  Not at all helpful 53.9 33.3
  N obs (39) (12)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Graduated/Done 30.8 16.7

Table31b:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in GED Class, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating ______ was the most important 
reason they were not in GED class:

Experimental

Of those who attended, % who are still taking part in High 
School, GED or high school equivalency classes

% who were referred to classes by the welfare office or 
caseworker

Table 31a: High School Classes, GED, High School Equivalency, Weighted Totals
Experimental

% of respondents who attended high school, GED  or high school 
equivalency classes:



Lack child care 15.4 8.3
Got a Job 5.1 33.3
Lack transportation 7.7 16.7
Time Conflict 5.1 8.3
Stay w/children 7.7 0.0
Personal Situation Changed 7.7 0.0
Not Needed/ No Help/ Did Not Take 7.7 0.0
No Longer Available/ Too Costly 2.6 8.3
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 2.6 8.3
Disability/ Medical Reason 5.1 0.0
Pregnancy/ New Birth 2.6 0.0
Not ready/too hard 0.0 0.0
Summer break/continuing/still in 0.0 0.0
Kicked Out/ Failed/ Welfare Said No 0.0 0.0
Total (39) (12)

Chi-square test for weighted data only, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01



Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

11.7* 15.0      12.7*** 11.6 17.8* 14.9
(249) (709) (252) (207) (247) (706)
17.2 30.0 37.5 29.2 27.3 30.0
(29) (102) (32) (24) (44) (100)

48.3** 38.7   18.8** 37.5 20.5** 23.5
(29) (101) (32) (24) (44) (100)

 

33.3 20.1 15.0 5.9 21.9 17.3
50.0 32.4 25.0 52.9 37.5 38.1
16.7 47.6 60.0 41.2 40.6 44.7
(24) (75) (20) (17) (32) (69)

  

29.2 8.9 10.0** 5.9 15.6 12.5
41.7 29.3  5.0** 29.4 31.3 25.6
20.8 41.6 20.0** 41.2 21.9 25.4
8.3 20.3 65.0** 23.5 31.3 36.6
(24) (75) (20) (17) (32) (69)

 

33.3 18.8 25 11.8 25.0 22.3
37.5 34.0 30 41.2 40.6 38.6
29.2 47.3 45.0 47.1 34.4 39.1
(24) (75) (20) (17) (32) (69)

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

58.3 28.3 31.6 23.5 34.4 31.6

Experimental Control

Experimental Control



4.2 13.0 10.5 17.7 15.6 15.0
8.3 12.7 0.0 11.8 0.0 2.4
0.0 9.7 10.5 0.0 0.0 2.1
4.2 5.9 5.3 5.9 3.1 4.1
8.3 5.7 5.3 5.9 6.3 6.0
8.3 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 5.3 10.5 5.9 9.4 8.9
0.0 4.0 5.3 5.9 6.3 6.0
0.0 4.0 0.0 17.7 3.1 5.5
4.2 3.7 10.5 0.0 3.1 3.9
0.0 1.8 10.5 5.9 3.1 5.1
4.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 6.3 3.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 3.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 1.9
(24) (75) (19) (17) (32) (68)



On   

13.1**

(245)
18.8
(32)
31.3*

(32)
% of respondents who indicated that the classes were very, somewhat or not at 
all helpful in getting a job:  

  Very helpful 15.4
  Somewhat helpful 34.6
  Not at all helpful 50.0
  N obs (26)
% of respondents who indicated that classes were very, somewhat, or not at all 
helpful in keeping a job:  

  Very helpful 11.5
  Somewhat helpful 19.2
  Not at all helpful 34.6
  Have not worked 34.6
  N obs (26)
% of respondents who indicated the classes were very, somewhat, or not at all 
helpful in becoming financially independent:  

  Very helpful 26.9
  Somewhat helpful 30.8
  Not at all helpful 42.3
  N obs (26)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Of those who attended, % who are still taking part in literacy or basic education 
classes
% who were referred to classes by the welfare office or caseworker

Table 32a: Literacy or Basic Education Classes, Weighted Totals

% of respondents who attended literacy or basic education classes:



On   
Graduated/Done 18.5
Got a Job 11.1
Lack child care 18.5
Time Conflict 14.8
Pregnancy/new birth 7.4
Not needed/no help/did not take 3.7
Lack transportation 7.4
No longer avail/costs too much 0.0
Disability/medical reason 3.7
Stay w/children 3.7
Not ready/too hard 3.7
Now in other ed/training program 3.7
Personal Situation Changed 3.7
Summer break/continuing/still in 0.0
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 0.0
Kicked out/failed/welfare said no 0.0
Total (27)

Chi-square test for weighted data only, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Percent of respondents indicating ______ was the most important reason they 
were not in Literacy/Basic Education classes:

Table 32b:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Literacy/Basic Education Classes, Weighted Totals



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

4.7 4.8 8.5 6.4** 5.8 7.3 6.7
(215) (249) (709) (251) (207) (246) (704)
20.0 25.0 19.3 37.5 33.3 38.9 37.3
(10) (12) (54) (16) (12) (18) (46)
30.0 41.7 31.2 6.7* 33.3 22.2 21.0
(10) (12) (54) (15) (12) (18) (45)

    

25.0 55.6* 19.1 10.0 0.0 18.2* 11.8
50.0 33.3* 38.7 50.0 50.0 27.3* 38.4
25.0 11.1* 42.2 40.0 50.0 54.6* 49.8
(8) (9) (43) (10) (8) (11) (29)

      

12.5 33.3 12.4 20.0 0.0 18.2 14.4
50.0 44.4 28.2 20.0 12.5 18.2 17.3
25.0 0.0 31.1 30.0 75.0 27.3 39.2
12.5 22.2 28.3 30 12.5 36.4 29.1
(8) (9) (43) (10) (8) (11) (29)

      

0.0 44.4** 20.1 20.0 12.5 27.3** 21.9
62.5 44.4** 39.7 50.0 37.5 9.1** 26.2
37.5 11.1** 40.2 30.0 50.0 63.6** 51.9
(8) (9) (43) (10) (8) (11) (29)

Experimental Control



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals25.0 44.4 20.9 44.4 0.0 27.3 24.7

37.5 22.2 18.3 11.1 37.5 0.0 11.7
0.0 11.1 13.5 11.1 12.5 18.2 15.2
0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 12.5 9.1 7.8

12.5 0.0 8.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
12.5 11.1 6.2 0.0 0.0 9.1 4.8
0.0 0.0 5.3 11.1 12.5 0.0 5.6

12.5 0.0 3.3 0.0 12.5 9.1 7.8
0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 9.1 4.8
0.0 0.0 2.6 11.1 0.0 0.0 2.6
0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 11.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 12.5 9.1 10.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 4.8
(8) (9) (44) (9) (8) (11) (28)

Experimental Control
Table 32b:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Literacy/Basic Education Classes, Weighted Totals



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

   15.2** 13.0 18.1
(244) (215) (249)
37.8 42.9 18.2
(37) (28) (44)
18.9 14.3 34.1*
(37) (28) (44)

% of respondents who indicated that the program was very, 
somewhat or not at all helpful in getting a job:   

  Very helpful 40.9 37.5 41.7
  Somewhat helpful 9.1 12.5 27.8
  Not at all helpful 50.0 50.0 30.6
  N obs (22) (16) (36)
% of respondents who indicated that the program was very, 
somewhat, or not at all helpful in keeping a job:    

  Very helpful 39.1 25.0 41.7
  Somewhat helpful 4.4 25.0 27.8
  Not at all helpful 34.8 43.8 22.2
  Have not worked 21.7 6.3 8.3
  N obs (23) (16) (36)
% of respondents who indicated the classes were very, 
somewhat, or not at all helpful in becoming financially 
independent:

   

  Very helpful 47.8 25.0 27.8
  Somewhat helpful 21.7 25.0 33.3
  Not at all helpful 30.4 50.0 38.9
  N obs (23) (16) (36)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Graduated/Done 34.8 43.8 62.9
Got a Job 8.7 12.5 11.4
Lack child care 17.4 0.0 2.9
Disability/medical reason 0.0 18.8 0.0

Table 33a: Vocational Training or Technical Training, Weighted Totals
Experimental

% of respondents who attended vocational or tech training 
programs:

Percent of respondents indicating ______ was the most 
important reason they were not in vocational training:

Experimental

Of those who attended, % who are still taking part in a 
vocational or technical training program
% who were referred to the training by the welfare office or 
caseworker

Table 33b:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Vocational Training, Weighted Totals



No longer avail/costs too much 8.7 6.3 5.7
Lack transportation 4.4 6.3 2.9
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 4.4 6.3 2.9
Time Conflict 8.7 0.0 0.0
Pregnancy/new birth 0.0 6.3 2.9
Not needed/no help/did not take 4.4 0.0 2.9
Stay w/children 4.4 0.0 0.0
Kicked out/failed/welfare said no 4.4 0.0 0.0
Personal Situation Changed 0.0 0.0 2.9
Red tape/poor treatment 0.0 0.0 2.9
Summer break/continuing/still in 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total (23) (16) (35)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01



Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

14.3    9.2** 11.1 13.0 11.5
(708) (251) (207) (246) (704)
38.9 56.5 26.1 18.8 28.6
(109) (23) (23) (32) (78) 
17.8 8.7 4.4 15.6* 11.4
(109) (23) (23) (32) (78)

   

39.5 30.0 35.3 34.6 34.2
12.2 30.0 35.3 26.9 29.5
48.3 40.0 29.4 38.5 36.3
(74) (10) (17) (26) (53)

    

33.3 30.0 47.1 23.1 30.1
15.1 0.0 11.8 15.4 12.5
37.5 30.0 29.4 42.3 37.4
14.0 40.0 11.8 19.2 20.0
(75) (10) (17) (26) (53)

    

36.4 60.0 41.2 34.6 39.6
24.1 30.0 29.4 30.8 30.3
39.5 10.0 29.4 34.6 30.1
(75) (10) (17) (26) (53)

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

40.9 40.0 41.2 37.0 38.5
10.5 10.0 5.9 7.4 7.4
8.8 30.0 5.9 0.0 5.3
8.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 6.9

Control

Control



7.4 0.0 11.8 7.4 7.6
5.0 10.0 0.0 7.4 5.9
5.0 0.0 5.9 7.4 6.1
4.3 0.0 5.9 0.0 1.5
2.9 10.0 11.8 11.1 11.1
2.4 0.0 0.0 3.7 2.3
2.1 0.0 11.8 0.0 2.9
2.1 0.0 0.0 3.7 2.3
0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 2.3
(74) (10) (17) (27) (54)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

14.3 15.4 20.6** 15.1 16.7
(245) (215) (248) (708) (252)
60.0 48.5 48.0 53.4 61.9
(35) (33) (50) (118) (42)

  0.0** 6.3 12.0 3.9   14.3**

(35) (32) (50) (117) (42)
% of respondents who indicated that the 
classes were very, somewhat, or not at 
all helpful in getting a job:

  

  Very helpful 28.6 18.8*** 42.3 24.3 37.5
  Somewhat helpful 21.4   6.3*** 19.2 13.0 12.5
  Not at all helpful 50.0 75.0*** 38.5 62.6 50.0
  N obs (14) (16) (26) (56) (16)
% of respondents who indicated that the 
classes were very, somewhat, or not at 
all helpful in keeping a job:

    

  Very helpful 14.3 18.8 42.3** 18.9 18.8
  Somewhat helpful 0.0 18.8 26.9** 12.3 18.8
  Not at all helpful 50.0 50.0 26.9** 48.2 31.3
  Have not worked 35.7 12.5 3.9** 20.7 31.3
  N obs (14) (16) (26) (56) (16)
% of respondents who indicated the 
classes were very, somewhat, or not at 
all helpful in becoming financially 
independent:

    

  Very helpful 21.4 11.8** 34.6 17.1 37.5
  Somewhat helpful 7.1 23.5** 34.6 18.3 18.8
  Not at all helpful 71.4 64.7** 30.8 64.6 43.8
  N obs (14) (17) (26) (57) (16)

 

Of those who attended, % who are still 
taking part in college or graduate classes
% who were referred to the classes by 
the welfare office or caseworker

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 34a: College or Graduate Courses, Weighted Totals
Experimental

% of respondents who attended college 
or graduate classes:



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

No longer avail/costs too much 14.3 18.8 15.4 16.8 0.0
Got a Job 7.1 18.8 19.2 14.4 6.7
Graduated/Done 14.3 6.3 26.9 10.9 26.7
Time Conflict 7.1 12.5 11.5 10.4 6.7
Pregnancy/new birth 7.1 12.5 7.7 10.1 0.0
Stay w/children 7.1 12.5 0.0 9.5 0.0
Not needed/no help/did not take 14.3 6.3 0.0 8.8 6.7
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 7.1 6.3 7.7 6.7 6.7
Lack child care 7.1 6.3 0.0 6.1 20.0
Summer break/continuing/still in 7.1 0.0 7.7 3.3 13.3
Personal Situation Changed 7.1 0.0 0.0 2.7 6.7
Kicked out/failed/welfare said no 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.3 0.0
Lack transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7
Disability/medical reason 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red tape/poor treatment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total (14) (16) (26) (56) (15)

Chi-square test for weighted columns only, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 35b:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in College Course, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating ______ 
was the most important reason they were 
not in college course:

Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

15.9 13.5** 15.0
(207) (245) (704)
45.5 48.5 51.7
(33) (33) (108)
12.1 6.1 10.2
(33) (33) (108)

   

35.3*** 29.4 33.1
47.1*** 29.4 30.6
17.7*** 41.2 36.3

(17) (17) (50)

   

33.3 23.5** 25.4
33.3 11.8** 20.1
16.7 23.5** 23.2
16.7 41.2** 31.3
(18) (17) (51)

   

44.4** 23.5 33.3
33.3** 23.5 25.4
22.2** 52.9 41.3
(18) (17) (51)

 

Control



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

22.2 27.8 20.1
11.1 11.1 10.1
27.8 27.8 27.5
11.1 5.6 7.5
5.6 0.0 1.7
5.6 5.6 4.4
0.0 0.0 1.5
0.0 0.0 1.5
0.0 5.6 7.0
5.6 0.0 4.6
0.0 0.0 1.5
0.0 5.6 2.7
0.0 5.6 4.1

11.1 0.0 3.4
0.0 5.6 2.7
(18) (18) (51)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

30.2*** 21.4** 39.4*** 26.3*
(245) (215) (249) (709)
20.6 15.6* 17.7 18.3
(73) (45) (96) (214)

73.0*** 63.0 83.3*** 69.7*
(74) (46) (96) (216)

% of respondents who indicated that the training 
was very, somewhat or not at all helpful in 
getting a job:

  

  Very helpful 20.3 25.6 22.8 22.7
  Somewhat helpful 39.0 43.6 38.0 40.8
  Not at all helpful 40.7 30.8 39.2 36.4
  N obs (59) (39) (79) (177)
% of respondents who indicated that the training 
was very, somewhat, or not at all helpful in 
keeping a job:

    

  Very helpful 15.3** 28.2** 17.7** 20.9
  Somewhat helpful 23.7** 20.5** 29.1** 22.8
  Not at all helpful 50.9** 43.6** 43.0** 47.2
  Have not worked 10.2** 7.7** 10.1** 9.1
  N obs (59) (39) (79) (177)
% of respondents who indicated the training was 
very, somewhat, or not at all helpful in becoming 
financially independent:

    

  Very helpful 17.9 28.2 27.9 23.1
  Somewhat helpful 39.3 38.5 26.6 38.0
  Not at all helpful 42.9 33.3 45.6 39.0
  N obs (56) (39) (79) (174)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Of those who attended, % who are still taking 
part in job club, job search or readiness training
% who were referred to classes by the welfare 
office or caseworker

Table 35B:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Job Club, Job Search, or Job Readiness Training, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating ______ was Experimental

Table 35A: Job Club, Job Search or Job Readiness Training, Weighted Totals
Experimental

% of respondents who attended job club, job 
search or readiness training:



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Got a job 24.6 47.4 38.5 35.2
Graduated/done 22.8 15.8 18.0 19.5
Not needed/no help/did not take 5.3 13.2 11.5 9.1
Now in other ed/training program 7.0 5.3 1.3 5.8
Benefit requirements/off benefits/no need 3.5 5.3 0.0 4.0
Kicked out/failed/welfare said no 7.0 0.0 5.1 3.9
Stay with children 1.8 5.3 2.6 3.3
Disability/medical reason 5.3 0.0 7.7 3.2
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 5.3 0.0 6.4 3.1
Time conflict 3.5 2.6 1.3 3.0
Lack transportation 5.3 0.0 0.0 2.7
Personal situation changed 3.5 0.0 1.3 1.9
Red tape/poor treatment 0.0 2.6 1.3 1.2
No longer avail/costs too much 1.8 0.0 2.6 1.1
Refused to answer 0.0 2.6 0.0 1.1
Pregnancy/new birth 1.8 0.0 1.3 1.0
Lack child care 1.8 0.0 1.3 1.0
Total (57) (38) (78) (173)

Chi-square (test for weighted total columns only), * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

the most important reason they were not in a job 
search course:



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

11.9*** 12.1** 20.7*** 16.2*
(252) (207) (246) (705)
30.0 33.3* 21.6 25.4
(30) (24) (51) (105)

33.3*** 45.8 47.1*** 44.1*
(30) (24) (51) (105)

   

19.1 43.8 30.0 30.2
42.9 25.0 35.0 34.8
38.1 31.3 35.0 35.0  
(21) (16) (40) (77)

   

9.5** 12.5** 23.1** 18.7
19.1** 37.5** 20.5** 23.1
28.6** 18.8** 28.2** 26.7
42.9** 31.3** 28.2** 31.5
(21) (16) (39) (76)

   

28.6 26.7 21.1 23.4
33.3 33.3 31.6 32.2
38.1 40.0 47.4 44.4
(21) (15) (38) (74)

Table 35B:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Job Club, Job Search, or Job Readiness Training, Weighted Totals
Control

Control



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

18.2 23.5 26.3 24.2
13.6 23.5 23.7 21.7
9.1 5.9 7.9 7.8
4.6 11.8 2.6 4.6
0.0 5.9 0.0 1.1
4.6 11.8 5.3 6.3
0.0 5.9 2.6 2.7
18.2 0.0 7.9 8.5
4.6 0.0 0.0 0.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.6 5.9 10.5 8.5
0.0 0.0 5.3 3.3
0.0 0.0 2.6 1.6
0.0 0.0 2.6 1.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
18.2 5.9 0.0 4.6
4.6 0.0 2.6 2.5
(22) (17) (38) (77)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

13.1 16.3 22.5* 15.1
(245) (215) (249) (709)
31.3 42.9 27.3 37.2
(32) (35) (55) (122)

 32.3** 8.6 45.5* 20.5
(31) (35) (55) (121)

% of respondents who indicated that the 
program was very, somewhat or not at all 
helpful in getting a job:

  

  Very helpful 42.9 42.1 40.0* 42.2
  Somewhat helpful 42.9 31.6 40.0* 37.2
  Not at all helpful 14.3 26.3 20.0* 20.6
  N obs (21) (19) (40) (80)
% of respondents who indicated that the 
program was very, somewhat, or not at all 
helpful in keeping a job:

    

  Very helpful 42.9 40.0 35.0 40.8
  Somewhat helpful 33.3 45.0 32.5 39.0
  Not at all helpful 19.1 10.0 25.0 15.1
  Have not worked 4.8 5.0 7.5 5.1
  N obs (21) (20) (40) (81)
% of respondents who indicated the program 
was very, somewhat, or not at all helpful in 
becoming financially independent:

    

  Very helpful 45.5 35.0* 37.5 39.7
  Somewhat helpful 31.8 35.0* 42.5 34.3
  Not at all helpful 22.7 30.0* 20.0 26.0
  N obs (22) (20) (40) (82)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Of those who attended, % who are still taking 
part in an on-the job training program
% who were referred to classes by the welfare 
office or caseworker

Table 36A: On-the-Job Training, Weighted Totals
Experimental

% of respondents who attended an on-the-job 
training program



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Graduated/done 22.7 60.0 22.0 40.7
Not needed/no help/did not take 13.6 10.0 4.9 11.1
No longer on the job 4.6 15.0 17.1 10.7
Lack transportation 13.6 5.0 0.0 8.3
Disability/medical reason 13.6 0.0 7.3 6.5
Summer break/will continue/still in 13.6 0.0 0.0 5.8
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 4.6 5.0 9.8 5.2
Got a job 4.6 0.0 19.5 3.7
Refused to answer 0.0 5.0 0.0 2.4
Lack child care 4.6 0.0 2.4 2.2
Stay with children 4.6 0.0 0.0 1.9
Benefit requirements/off benefits/no need 0.0 0.0 7.3 0.7
Now in other ed/training program 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.4
Kicked out/failed/welfare said no 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.2
Personal situation changed 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.2
Pregnancy/new birth 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total (22) (20) (41) (83)

Chi-square for weighted total columns only, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

 

Table 36B:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in On-the-Job Training, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating ______ was 
the most important reason they were not in on-
the-job training:

Experimental



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

11.9 12.6 16.3* 14.2
(252) (207) (246) (705)
36.7 26.9 17.5 23.9
(30) (26) (40) (96)

10.0** 0.0 20.0* 13.2
(30) (26) (40) (96)

   

63.2 68.4 65.6* 65.8
26.3 21.1 25.0* 24.4
10.5 10.5   9.4* 9.9
(19) (19) (32) (70)

   

52.6 63.2 51.5 54.3
21.1 31.6 24.2 25.3
5.3 0.0 15.2 10.0
21.1 5.3 9.1 10.5
(19) (19) (33) (71)

   

66.7 68.4* 57.6 61.6
16.7 26.3* 21.2 21.5
16.7 5.3* 21.2 16.9
(18) (19) (33) (70)

Control



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

36.8 68.4 63.6 59.7
10.5 0.0 3.0 3.8
5.3 10.5 9.1 8.7

10.5 0.0 3.0 3.8
5.3 5.3 6.1 5.7
5.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
5.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
5.3 5.3 3.0 3.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.3 5.3 0.0 2.1
0.0 0.0 3.0 1.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.3 0.0 3.0 2.8
0.0 5.3 3.0 3.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.3 0.0 3.0 2.8
(19) (19) (33) (71)

Table 36B:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in On-the-Job Training, Weighted Totals
Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

 12.7*** 10.7 13.0 11.7

(245) (215) (247) (707)
45.2 43.5 53.1 44.8
(31) (23) (32) (86)
19.4* 13.0 25.0 16.8
(31) (23) (32) (86)

% of respondents who indicated that the other 
education activities were very, somewhat or 
not at all helpful in getting a job:

  

  Very helpful 47.1 38.5 26.7* 42.1
  Somewhat helpful 23.5 15.4 53.3* 21.2
  Not at all helpful 29.4 46.2 20.0* 36.8
  N obs (17) (13) (15) (45)
% of respondents who indicated that the other 
activities were very, somewhat, or not at all 
helpful in keeping a job:

    

  Very helpful 29.4 30.8 26.7* 29.9
  Somewhat helpful 17.7 38.5 53.3* 29.0
  Not at all helpful 41.2 30.8 20.0* 35.3
  Have not worked 11.8 0.0 0.0* 5.7
  N obs (17) (13) (15) (45)
% of respondents who indicated the other 
activities were very, somewhat, or not at all 
helpful in becoming financially independent:

    

  Very helpful 35.3 30.8 20.0 32.5
  Somewhat helpful 17.7 15.4 46.7 18.0
  Not at all helpful 47.1 53.9 33.3 49.6
  N obs (17) (13) (15) (45)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Of those who attended, % who are still taking 
part in other education or training activities
% who were referred to classes by the welfare 
office or caseworker

Table 37A: Other Education or Training Activity, Weighted Totals
Experimental

% of respondents who attended other 
education or training activities



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Graduated/done 41.2 38.5 56.3 40.7
No longer on the job 23.5 15.4 6.3 18.9
Kicked out/failed/welfare said no 5.9 7.7 6.3 6.7
Lazy/quit/disliked/disinterested 5.9 7.7 0.0 6.4
On break/continuing/still in 11.8 0.0 0.0 5.7
Not needed/no help/did not take 0.0 7.7 6.3 3.9
Got a job 0.0 7.7 6.3 3.9
No longer available/too costly 0.0 7.7 6.3 3.9
Time conflict 0.0 7.7 0.0 3.6
Disability/medical reason 5.9 0.0 6.3 3.2
Pregnancy/new birth 5.9 0.0 0.0 2.9
Personal situation changed 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.3
Lack child care 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not ready/too hard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Stay with children 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total (17) (13) (16) (46)

Chi-square for weighted total columns only, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Percent of respondents indicating ______ was 
the most important reason they were not in 
other educational class:

Experimental
Table 37B:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Other Educational Class, Weighted Totals



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

5.1*** 10.2 10.0 8.6

(252) (206) (246) (704)
61.5 33.3 45.8 44.6
(13) (21) (24) (58)
0.0* 4.8 8.7 6.1
(13) (21) (23) (57)

  

80.0 50.0 25.0* 40.8
0.0 21.4 16.7* 16.5
20.0 28.6 58.3* 42.7
(5) (14) (12) (31)

   

40.0 14.3 15.4* 17.7
0.0 28.6 23.1* 22.5
20.0 42.9 38.5* 38.0
40.0 14.3 23.1* 21.8
(5) (14) (13) (32)

   

40.0 21.4 8.3 16.9
40.0 21.4 33.3 29.6
20.0 57.1 58.3 53.5
(5) (14) (12) (31)

Control



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

60.0 57.1 38.5 47.6
20.0 14.3 7.7 11.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 14.3 0.0 5.2
0.0 0.0 7.7 4.1
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 7.1 15.4 10.7
0.0 7.1 7.7 6.6
20.0 0.0 0.0 2.2
0.0 0.0 7.7 4.1
0.0 0.0 7.7 4.1
0.0 0.0 7.7 4.1
(5) (14) (13) (32)

Control
Table 37B:  Text Response:  Why Not Now in Other Educational Class, Weighted Totals



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

        Very helpful 20.5 16.7 33.3 20.1 15.0 5.9 21.9
        Somewhat helpful 30.8 33.3 50.0 32.4 25.0 52.9 37.5
        Not at all helpful 48.7 50.0 16.7 47.6 60.0 41.2 40.6
        N obs (39) (12) (24) (75) (20) (17) (32)

        Very helpful 15.4 25.0 55.6* 19.1 10.0 0.0 18.2*
        Somewhat helpful 34.6 50.0 33.3* 38.7 50.0 50.0 27.3*
        Not at all helpful 50.0 25.0 11.1* 42.2 40.0 50.0 54.6*
        N obs (26) (8) (9) (43) (10) (8) (11)

        Very helpful 40.9 37.5 41.7 39.5 30.0 35.3 34.5
        Somewhat helpful 9.1 12.5 27.8 12.2 30.0 35.3 26.9
        Not at all helpful 50.0 50.0 30.6 48.3 40.0 29.4 38.5
        N obs (22) (16) (36) (74) (10) (17) (26)

        Very helpful 28.6 18.8*** 42.3 24.3 37.5 35.3*** 29.4
        Somewhat helpful 21.4 6.3*** 19.2 13.0 12.5 47.1*** 29.4
        Not at all helpful 50.0 75.0*** 38.5 62.6 50.0 17.7*** 41.2
        N obs (14) (16) (26) (56) (16) (17) (17)

        Very helpful 20.3 25.6 22.8 22.7 19.1 43.8 30.0
        Somewhat helpful 39.0 43.6 38.0 40.8 42.9 25.0 35.0
        Not at all helpful 40.7 30.8 39.2 36.4 38.1 31.3 35.0
        N obs (59) (39) (79) (177) (21) (16) (40)

        Very helpful 42.9 42.1 40.0* 42.2 63.2 68.4 65.6*
        Somewhat helpful 42.9 31.6 40.0* 37.2 26.3 21.1 25.0*

Job Club, Search, or 
Readiness Training

On-the-job Training 
Program

GED, HS Equivalency, or 
Regular HS Classes

 Literacy or Basic 
Education Classes

Vocational or Technical 
Training

College or Graduate 
Courses

Table 38:  Helpfulness of Education/Training in Getting a Job, Weighted Totals
Since refdate, of 
respondents who attended 
_______, % who reported 
it was helpful in getting a 
job:

Experimental Control



        Not at all helpful 14.3 26.3 20.0* 20.6 10.5 10.5 9.4*
        N obs (21) (19) (32) (80) (19) (19) (32)

        Very helpful 47.1 38.5 26.7* 42.1 80.0 50.0 25*
        Somewhat helpful 23.5 15.4 53.3* 21.2 0.0 21.4 16.7*
        Not at all helpful 29.4 46.2 20.0* 36.8 20.0 28.6 58.3*
        N obs (17) (13) (15) (45) (5) (14) (12)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Other Educational or 
Training Activity



Weighted 
Totals

17.3
38.1
44.7
(69)

11.8
38.4
49.8
(29)

34.2
29.5
36.3
(53)

33.1
30.6
36.3
(50)

30.2
34.8
35.0
(77)

65.8
24.4



9.9
(70)

40.8
16.5
42.7
(31)



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Are currently enrolled in school full-time 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.2
Wish to stay at home with their child 21.7 31.8 0.0 26.6
Have no desire to work 4.4 0.0 0.0 1.9
Other reason 73.9 68.2 90.9 71.3
Total (23) (22) (11) (56)

On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

Medical/ disability (self) 58.8 68.8 70.0 64.4
Have job/ are in job program 11.8 18.8 10.0 15.4
Medical/ disability (family) 17.7 0.0 0.0 7.9
Pregnant/have infant 5.9 6.3 0.0 5.9
Unskilled/ cannot find job 0.0 6.3 10.0 3.6
Currently enrolled in school full-time 5.9 0.0 0.0 2.6

No desire to work 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.3
Wish to stay at home with their child 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lack of childcare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Found no good jobs (pay, hours, benefits) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lack of transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
N obs (17) (16) (10) (43)
Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01  

Table 39a:  Main Reason Not Looking/ Applying For a Job, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating that ______ 
was the main reason they have not looked or 
applied for a job since refdate:

Experimental

Table 39b:  Main Reason Not Looking/ Applying For a Job, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating that ______ 
was the main reason they have not looked or 
applied for a job since refdate:

Experimental



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

16.0 5.3 2.6 7.7
73.7 15.8 33.3 28.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
56.0 79.0 64.1 63.6
(50) (19) (39) (108)

On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, > 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

64.3 66.7 68.0 66.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7.1 6.7 16.0 11.5

10.7 6.7 0.0 4.6
3.6 0.0 0.0 1.1
3.6 0.0 4.0 3.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.6 0.0 8.0 5.1
7.1 6.7 0.0 3.5
0.0 13.3 0.0 2.6
0.0 0.0 4.0 2.0
(28) (15) (25) (68)

Control

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

36.6 23.7 29.8*** 29.9 28.5*

(238) (207) (245) (690) (228)

How much did a lack of jobs for which you were 
qualified limit your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 29.9 36.7 49.3* 33.6 41.5
  Some 48.3 42.9 45.2* 46.0 49.2
  A little 19.5 18.4 5.5* 18.4 7.7
  Not at all 2.3 2.0 0.0* 2.1 1.5
  N obs (87) (49) (73) (209) (65)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job 
has been limited by a lack of jobs for which they 
were qualified

Table 40: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Lack of Jobs for Which Respondent Is Qualified, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

22.7 41.2*** 33.0

(203) (228) (659)

 

21.7 35.1* 34.1
41.3 47.9* 47.0
30.4 13.8* 15.5
6.5 3.2* 3.4
(46) (94) (205)

Table 40: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Lack of Jobs for Which Respondent Is Qualified, Weighted Totals
Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

34.4 26.1 27.7 30.0
(241) (207) (242) (690)

How much did a lack of basic skills, education, or training  
limit your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 37.4 50.0 37.3 42.8
  Some 39.8 37.0 44.8 38.8
  A little 21.7 13.0 14.9 17.7
  Not at all 1.2 0.0 3.0 0.8
  N obs (83) (54) (67) (204)
How much did a lack of basic skills, education, or training  
limit your ability to keep a job:

 

  A lot 22.9 15.1 19.4* 19.4
  Some 18.1 18.9 19.4* 18.5
  A little 18.1 24.5 14.9* 20.7
  Not at all 15.7 26.4 26.9* 20.7
  Have not worked 25.3 15.1 35.6* 20.7
  N obs (65) (53) (67) (203)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job has been 
limited by a lack of basic skills, education, or training

Table 41: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Lack of Basic Skills, Education, or Training, Weighted Totals
Experimental



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

29.1 26.7 31.7 29.7
(227) (202) (230) (659)

 

42.4 38.9 38.4 39.5
40.9 35.2 43.8 41.0
15.2 20.4 13.7 15.7
1.5 5.6 4.1 3.8
(65) (54) (73) (193)

 

15.4 9.3 13.7* 13.1
15.4 11.1 15.1* 14.2
9.2 16.7 21.9* 17.5
16.9 37.0 13.7* 20.1
25.3 25.9 19.4* 35.0
(83) (54) (73) (192)

Table 41: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Lack of Basic Skills, Education, or Training, Weighted Totals
Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

21.8 13.9 19.8 17.8
(239) (208) (243) (690)

How much did a lack of job placement assistance 
limit your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 42.3 39.3 43.8 41.3
  Some 32.7 39.3 37.5 35.5
  A little 21.2 21.4 10.4 20.6
  Not at all 3.9 0.0 8.3 2.7
  N obs (52) (28) (48) (128)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job has 
been limited by a lack of job placement assistance

Table 42: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: No Job Placement Assistance, Weighted Totals
Experimental



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

18.3 14.9 25.8 20.9
(229) (202) (229) (660)

 

38.1 46.7 39.0 40.2
35.7 40.0 42.4 40.4
26.2 13.3 13.6 16.4
0.0 0.0 5.1 3.0
(42) (30) (59) (131)

Table 42: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: No Job Placement Assistance, Weighted Totals
Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

45.6 35.1 33.5 39.8 45.2
(241) (208) (245) (694) (230)

How much did childcare problems limit your 
ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 66.4 50.7 59.8 59.3 65.4
  Some 18.2 39.7 28.1 27.9 25.0
  A little 14.6 9.6 11.0 12.2 9.6
  Not at all 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.5 0.9
  N obs (110) (73) (82) (265) (104)
How much did childcare problems limit your 
ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 44.6*** 34.3 50.0*** 40.3 26.9***
  Some 22.7*** 27.4 18.3*** 24.6 11.5***
  A little 10.9*** 15.1 13.4*** 12.8 11.5***
  Not at all 1.8*** 13.7 6.1*** 7.2 6.7***
  Have not worked 20.0*** 9.6 12.2*** 15.2 43.3***
  N obs (110) (73) (82) (265) (104)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job 
has been limited by childcare problems

Table 43: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Childcare Problems, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

40.1 40.4 41.6
(202) (230) (662)

 

46.9 65.2 60.6
39.5 26.1 29.2
13.6 8.7 10.2
0.0 0.0 0.0
(81) (92) (277)

  

24.7 30.4*** 28.0
27.2 16.3*** 17.8
19.8 13.0*** 14.3
12.4 5.4*** 7.6
16.1 34.8*** 32.4
(81) (92) (277)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

50.6*** 33.7 38.1 41.6 37.8***
(241) (208) (244) (693) (230)

How much did transportation problems limit your 
ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 65.6 41.4 59.1 55.7 62.1
  Some 20.5 42.9 30.1 29.8 20.7
  A little 13.1 12.9 9.7 12.9 13.8
  Not at all 0.8 2.9 1.1 1.6 3.5
  N obs (122) (70) (93) (285) (87)
How much did transportation problems limit your 
ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 44.3*** 38.6 40.9** 41.8 21.8***
  Some 9.0*** 28.6 23.7** 17.5 5.8***
  A little 20.5*** 12.9 14.0** 17.2 14.9***
  Not at all 5.7*** 8.6 8.6** 7.0 8.1***
  Have not worked 20.5*** 11.4 12.9** 16.5 49.4***
  N obs (122) (70) (93) (285) (87)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job 
has been limited by transportation problems

Table 44: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Transportation Problems, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

30.2 42.2 37.9
(202) (230) (662)

 

59.0 61.5 61.1
23.0 29.2 25.6
14.8 7.3 10.6
3.3 2.1 2.7
(61) (96) (244)

  

31.2 33.3** 29.9
19.7 12.5** 12.3
19.7 12.5** 14.7
13.1 9.4** 9.8
16.4 32.3** 33.4
(61) (96) (244)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

2.1 2.4 0.4 2.2 0.4
(240) (208) (245) (693) (229)

How much did drug or alcohol problems limit 
your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 40.0 40.0 100.0 40.6* 0.0
  Some 20.0 40.0 0.0 30.8* 100.0
  A little 40.0 20.0 0.0 28.6* 0.0
  Not at all 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  N obs (5) (5) (1) (11) (1)
How much did drug or alcohol problems limit 
your ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 40.0 20.0 100.0 29.6 0.0
  Some 20.0 20.0 0.0 19.8 0.0
  A little 40.0 0.0 0.0 17.6 0.0
  Not at all 0.0 20.0 0.0 11.0 100.0
  Have not worked 0.0 40.0 0.0 22.0 0.0
  N obs (5) (5) (1) (11) (1)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job 
has been limited by drug or alcohol problems

Table 45: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Drug or Alcohol Problems, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

1.0 0.9 0.8
(202) (229) (660)

 

0.0 50.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 40.5*
50.0 0.0 16.7*
50.0 50.0 42.9*
(2) (2) (5)

  

0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 50.0 26.2

100.0 50.0 59.5
0.0 0.0 14.3
0.0 0.0 0.0
(2) (2) (5)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

30.8 27.4* 28.2 29.0 26.5
(240) (208) (245) (693) (230)

How much did health problems limit your 
ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 59.5 43.9*** 60.9* 52.3 65.0
  Some 20.3 22.8*** 34.8* 22.2 15.0
  A little 16.2 24.6*** 2.9* 19.4 16.7
  Not at all 4.1 8.8*** 1.5* 6.1 3.3
  N obs (74) (57) (69) (200) (60)
How much did health problems limit your 
ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 42.5*** 21.1 55.9** 33.1 21.7***
  Some 13.7*** 15.8 17.7** 14.9 8.3***
  A little 12.3*** 21.1 8.8** 16.2 5.0***
  Not at all 4.1*** 10.5 2.9** 7.1 6.7***
  Have not worked 27.4*** 31.6 14.7** 28.7 58.3***
  N obs (73) (57) (68) (176) (60)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a 
job has been limited by health problems 

Table 46: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Health Problems or a Disability, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

20.3* 32.8 27.8
(202) (229) (661)

 

70.7*** 64.0* 65.6
9.8*** 21.3* 17.5
4.9*** 10.7* 11.0
14.6*** 4.0* 5.9

(41) (75) (176)
 

39.0 33.3** 31.6
4.9 14.7** 11.2

12.2 12.0** 10.3
7.3 2.7** 4.6
36.6 37.3** 42.3
(41) (75) (198)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

1.3 1.4 0.4** 1.3
(240) (202) (245) (693)

How much did not having a permanent address limit 
your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 33.3 33.3 0.0 32.8
  Some 66.7 33.3 0.0 49.0
  A little 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
  Not at all 0.0 33.3 0.0 18.2
  N obs (3) (3) (1) (7)
How much did not having a permanent address limit 
your ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 33.3 33.3 0.0 32.8**
  Some 66.7 33.3 100.0 49.0**
  A little 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0**
  Not at all 0.0 33.3 0.0 18.2**
  Have not worked 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0**
  N obs (3) (3) (1) (7)

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job has 
been limited by not having a permanent address

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 47: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: No Permanent Address, Weighted Totals
Experimental



On Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

3.0 1.5 3.1** 2.6
(230) (208) (229) (661)

 

33.3 66.7 57.4 54.3
66.7 0.0 28.6 28.6
0.0 33.3 14.3 17.1
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(7) (3) (7) (17)

  

0.0 33.3 28.6 20.7**
28.6 33.3 28.6 29.3**
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0**
0.0 33.3 0.0 5.0**

71.4 0.0 42.9 45.0**
(7) (3) (7) (17)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

13.8 9.1 13.5 11.5 14.8
(240) (208) (245) (693) (230)

How much did not having a telephone limit 
your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 51.5 47.4 54.6 50.1 64.7
  Some 27.3 36.8 36.4 31.6 23.5
  A little 18.2 15.8 9.1 16.7 11.8
  Not at all 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0
  N obs (33) (19) (33) (85) (34)
How much did not having a telephone limit 
your ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 33.3** 21.1 27.3* 28.1 11.8**
  Some 18.2** 15.8 24.2* 17.6 14.7**
  A little 21.2** 36.8 21.2* 27.4 14.7**
  Not at all 15.2** 21.1 18.2* 17.7 14.7**
  Have not worked 12.1** 5.3 9.1* 9.3 44.1**
  N obs (33) (19) (33) (85) (34)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a 
job has been limited by not having a telephone

Table 48: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: No Telephone, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

9.9 12.2 12.3
(202) (229) (661)

 

50.0 60.7 59.7
35.0 21.4 25.0
15.0 17.9 15.3
0.0 0.0 0.0
(20) (28) (82)

  

5.0 21.4* 14.9
25.0 14.3* 16.7
15.0 14.3* 14.6
40.0 10.7* 18.3
15.0 39.3* 35.6
(20) (28) (82)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

26.3 25.5 35.5 26.4 23.9

(240) (208) (245) (693) (230)

How much did job benefits or a salary that wasn't 
good enough limit your ability to get a job:

 

  A lot 39.7 37.7 47.7 39.3 49.1
  Some 38.1 41.5 33.7 39.4 29.1
  A little 17.5 17.0 17.4 17.2 14.6
  Not at all 4.5 3.8 1.2 4.0 7.3
  N obs (63) (53) (86) (202) (55)
How much did job benefits or a salary that wasn't 
good enough limit your ability to keep a job:

  

  A lot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Some 17.5** 30.2 31.4** 24.5 9.1**
  A little 57.1** 32.1 46.5** 44.5 40.0**
  Not at all 12.7** 15.1 14.0** 14.0 14.6**
  Have not worked 12.7** 22.6 8.1** 17.1 36.4**
  N obs (63) (53) (86) (202) (55)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job 
has been limited by job benefits or a salary that 
wasn't good enough

Table 49: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Poor Job Benefits or Salary, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

28.9 32.6 29.3

(201) (227) (658)

 

37.9 49.3 46.3
37.9 38.4 36.3
17.2 8.2 12.0
6.9 4.1 5.5
(58) (73) (186)

  

0.0 0.0 0.0
27.6 27.0** 23.4
50.0 36.5** 40.8
8.6 10.8** 11.0

13.8 10.8** 24.8
(58) (74) (187)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

39.2 30.3 44.0*** 32.4 36.7
(240) (208) (243) (691) (229)

How much did a lack of job openings that 
matched your job interests limit your ability to 
get a job:

 

  A lot 36.2 34.9 42.9 36.1 39.3
  Some 39.4 36.5 39.1 38.1 41.7
  A little 19.2 25.4 14.3 21.5 17.9
  Not at all 5.3 3.2 3.8 4.3 1.2
  N obs (94) (63) (105) (262) (84)
How much did a lack of job openings that 
matched your job interests limit your ability to 
keep a job:

  

  A lot 22.3*** 17.5 17.8*** 20.0 6.0***
  Some 22.3*** 30.2 28.0*** 26.0 15.5***
  A little 21.3*** 22.2 16.8*** 21.4 13.1***
  Not at all 17.0*** 15.9 21.5*** 16.8 27.4***
  Have not worked 17.0*** 14.3 15.9*** 15.8 38.1***
  N obs (94) (63) (107) (264) (84)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a 
job has been limited by a lack of job openings 
that matched your job interests

Table 50: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Lack of Interesting Job Openings, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

28.2 32.3*** 35.0
(202) (229) (660)

 

29.8 43.2 39.0
40.4 43.2 42.1
22.8 9.5 15.0
7.0 4.1 3.9
(57) (74) (215)

  

12.3 14.9*** 11.7
22.8 20.3*** 19.5
22.8 16.2*** 16.8
21.1 9.5*** 17.4
21.1 39.2*** 34.7
(57) (74) (215)

Table 50: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Lack of Interesting Job Openings, Weighted Totals
Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

24.5 19.3 22.2 22.0 24.4
(241) (202) (243) (661) (230)

How much did this reason limit your ability to 
get a job:

 

  A lot 79.7** 78.1 68.5 78.4 81.8**
  Some 11.9** 9.8 18.5 11.3 7.3**
  A little 8.5** 9.8 9.3 9.1 1.8**
  Not at all 0.0** 2.4 3.7 1.3 9.1**
  N obs (59) (41) (54) (154) (55)
How much did this reason limit your ability to 
keep a job:

  

  A lot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Some 10.2*** 17.1 18.5*** 13.6 10.9***
  A little 64.4*** 41.5 53.7*** 53.8 34.6***
  Not at all 5.1*** 9.8 11.1*** 7.5 5.5***
  Have not worked 20.3*** 31.7 16.7*** 25.2 49.1***
  N obs (59) (41) (54) (154) (55)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that ability to get or keep a job 
has been limited by some other reason

Table 51a: Limits to Getting/Keeping a Job: Some Other Reason, Weighted Totals
Experimental



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

Medical/ Disability (self) 25.4 28.6 25.0 26.8 27.6
Lack Adequate Childcare 13.6 9.5 19.6 12.1 15.5
Medical/ Disability (family) 23.7 0.0 3.6 12.1 19.0
Chose to Stay Home/ School 8.5 9.5 5.4 8.8 8.6
Personal Problems 6.8 9.5 14.3 8.4 5.2
Pregnancy/ Birth 3.4 14.3 3.6 8.3 5.2
Good Job Unavailable (pay, hours, etc.) 3.4 9.5 10.7 6.5 10.3
Lack Transportation 5.1 4.8 7.1 5.1 0.0
Program Requirements Conflict 6.8 2.4 0.0 4.5 1.7
Unprepared 0.0 7.1 7.1 3.6 5.2
Criminal/ Felony in Past 3.4 2.4 1.8 2.9 1.7
Answer Unclear 0.0 2.4 1.8 1.2 0.0
N obs (59) (42) (56) (157) (58)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Table 51b:  Limits on Respondents' Ability to Get/Keep Job, Weighted Totals
Percent of respondents indicating _________ 
has limited their ability to get/keep a job:

Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

19.7 27.1 24.3
(208) (229) (692)

 

61.5 74.2 73.5
28.2 19.4 18.1
5.1 1.6 2.4
5.1 4.8 6.0
(39) (54) (156)

  

0.0 0.0 0.0
10.3 14.5*** 12.7
51.3 32.3*** 36.9
7.7 6.5*** 6.5
30.8 46.7*** 44.0
(39) (62) (156)

Control



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

13.2 37.1 29.6
15.8 12.9 14.2
5.3 11.3 12.1
2.6 3.2 4.6
5.3 8.1 6.7
21.1 3.2 7.4
18.4 6.5 10.0
5.3 6.5 4.5
0.0 3.2 2.2
10.5 6.5 6.9
2.6 1.6 1.9
0.0 0.0 0.0
(38) (62) (158)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

87.0 82.9** 92.4 85.3** 68.1

(231) (205) (238) (674) (229)

Do you know how many months of welfare 
you have used up so far under this limit:

 

Yes 68.2** 51.2** 69.0*** 59.9*** 65.8**
No 31.8** 48.8** 30.5*** 40.1*** 31.0**
Not personally subject to a time-limit 0.0** 0.0** 0.5*** 0.0*** 3.2**
N obs (195) (168) (213) (576) (155)
How many months have you used up 
already:

  

Average months 14.8*** 13.2*** 21.2*** 14.6*** 9.3***
N obs (133) (83) (146) (362) (102)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

% who indicated that there is a limit to the 
total amount of time that people are allowed 
to receive welfare benefits

Table 52: Attitudes: Knowledge of Welfare Limits, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

71.3** 75 72.3**

(181) (232) (642)

 

60.3** 41.7*** 52.3***
36.5** 51.2*** 42.5***
3.2** 7.1*** 5.2***
(126) (168) (449)

  

8.3*** 13.8*** 10.8***
(76) (69) (247)

Control



On   Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

On

67.2 85.9 77.8 77.0 66.8
(244) (212) (243) (699) (250)

  Nothing helped  1.9*  0.6  0.5 1.0  0.0
  Text response 98.1* 99.4 99.5 98.9 100.0*
  N obs (157) (173) (184) (514) (162)
What else made you even more independent   
  Nothing could help 1.3 3.9 3.3 2.7 0.0
  Text response 98.7 96.1 96.7 97.3 100.0
  N obs (238) (204) (240) (682) (235)

Chi-square, * p = < .10,  ** p = < .05, *** p = < .01

Since ref date, % who indicated that they are 
becoming less dependent on government 
assistance

Table 53: Attitudes: Less Dependent on Assistance, Weighted Totals
Experimental



Off, < 24 
mo.

Off, = 24 
mo.

Weighted 
Totals

80.3 73.4 73.4
(203) (241) (694
 0.6  1.8  1.1
99.4 98.3 99.0
(161) (170) (493)

  
2.5 1.3 1.3
97.5 98.7 98.7
(197) (231) (663)

Control



Table 54. Logistic Regression Results on Needs of Welfare Recipients 
 Any need Food Housing Rent 

 Beta  Likelihood Beta  Likelihood Beta  Likelihood Beta  Likelihood
Male 0.313  0.049   0.212   -0.156  
Age (x 10 years) -0.016  0.008   -0.043 *** -4.8% -0.017* -3.5%
Married -0.153  0.349 * 8.2% 0.077   0.104  
Separate 0.337  0.652 *** 15.8% 0.365   0.356* 8.1%
Divorced 0.059  -0.103   0.321   0.184  
Widowed 3.645  0.868   0.285   2.533** 54.0%
Number of Adults in Household -0.079  -0.092   0.395 *** 5.8% -0.092  
Number of Dependent Children 0.172** 2.2% 0.078   0.031   0.069  
Months Worked in Reference Period 0.004  0.008   0.019 *** 0.3% 0.017*** 0.4%
Household Income -0.127*** -1.8% -0.073 * -1.6% -0.135 *** -1.7% -0.096** -2.0%
High School Degree -0.118  -0.004   0.105   0.027  
Some College 0.190  0.185   -0.136   0.270  
College Degree -0.919** -16.5% -0.076   -0.459   -0.203  
African American -0.306* -4.6% -0.505 *** -10.4% -0.226   -0.269* -5.5%
Hispanic -0.712* -12.1% -0.505   -0.602   -0.575  
Ethnic Other -0.637  -1.202   0.181   -0.834  
Health Problems 0.467** 5.4% 0.411 *** 9.8% 0.428 ** 6.4% 0.388*** 8.8%
Welfare Reform -0.194  -0.240 * -5.2% -0.467 ** -5.1% -0.237  
Off Welfare Voluntarily 0.023  0.206   -0.378 * -4.3% -0.007  
Off Welfare by Exceeding Time Limit -0.333* -5.0% 0.050   -0.049   -0.108  
Has Been Sanctioned 0.546** 6.1% 0.529 *** 12.7% 0.729 *** 11.9% 0.389** 8.9%
* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01             
             
-2 Log likelihood  1215.6   1628.1   1048.8   1576.8
Cox & Snell R Square  0.050  0.056   0.040  0.043
Nagelkerke R Square  0.079  0.076   0.070  0.059



 
Table 54b. Logistic Regression Results on Needs of Welfare Recipients  
 Clothes Utilities Child Care Diapers & Toys 

Beta Likelihood Beta  Likelihood Beta  Likelihood Beta Likelihood
Male 0.334   0.304   0.431   0.385   
Age (x 10 years) 0.017 * 3.6% 0.008   -0.079 *** -15.5% -0.058 *** -10.2%
Married -0.133   0.574 *** 14.2% -0.820 *** -15.9% 0.153   
Separate 0.518 ** 11.3% 0.363 * 9.0% 0.043   0.239   
Divorced 0.098   -0.095   0.087   0.298   
Widowed 0.041   1.684   1.872 ** 42.7% 0.467   
Number of Adults in Household  0.017   -0.331 *** -8.1% -0.102   0.096   
Number of Dependent Children 0.272 *** 5.7% 0.104 ** 2.6% 0.225 *** 5.3% 0.307 *** 6.7%
Months Worked in Reference Period  -0.005   0.018 *** 0.4% 0.022 *** 0.5% 0.002   
Household Income -0.123 *** -2.4% -0.104 *** -2.6% -0.113 *** -2.5% -0.091 * -1.8%
High School Degree -0.089   -0.062   0.306 ** 7.3% -0.184   
Some College 0.352 * 7.5% 0.275   0.582 *** 14.1% -0.047   
College Degree -0.139   -1.036 ** -22.9% 0.242   0.002   
African American -0.454 *** -8.0% -0.128   -0.232   -0.167   
Hispanic -0.019   -0.438   -0.624   -0.652   
Ethnic Other -0.364   -0.365   -1.048   -3.979   
Health Problems 0.354 ** 7.5% 0.338 ** 8.4% 0.097   0.357 ** 7.8%
Welfare Reform -0.169   -0.303 ** -7.4% 0.154   -0.151   
Off Welfare Voluntarily -0.241   -0.174   -0.105   -0.660 *** -11.4%
Off Welfare by Exceeding Time Limit-0.164   -0.252 * -6.2% -0.146   -0.649 *** -11.3%
Has Been Sanctioned  0.437 ** 9.4% 0.604 *** 14.9% 0.087   0.332 * 7.2%
* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01             
          
-2 Log likelihood   1372.7   1671.5   1528.4   1275.5
Cox & Snell R Square   0.061   0.078   0.130   0.073
Nagelkerke R Square    0.090   0.104   0.177   0.111



 
Table 54c. Logistic Regression Results on Needs of Welfare Recipients  
 Emotional Support Transportation       
 Beta  Likelihood Beta  Likelihood       
Male 0.656 ** -11.9% 0.360         
Age (x 10 years) 0.028 *** 6.1% -0.013         
Married 0.395 ** 8.9% 0.101         
Separate 0.285   0.274         
Divorced 0.190   0.277         
Widowed -0.534   0.928         
Number of Adults in Household  0.150   0.035         
Number of Dependent Children 0.151 *** 3.3% 0.066         
Months Worked in Reference Period  -0.001   -0.005         
Household Income -0.083 ** -1.7% -0.184 *** -3.9%      
High School Degree -0.080   0.099         
Some College 0.063   0.147         
College Degree 0.104   -0.477         
African American -0.713 *** -12.7% 0.195         
Hispanic -0.815 * -14.1% -0.078         
Ethnic Other -4.368   0.018         
Health Problems 0.665 *** 15.5% 0.423 *** 9.9%      
Welfare Reform -0.139   0.057         
Off Welfare Voluntarily -0.032   -0.203         
Off Welfare by Exceeding Time Limit -0.026   -0.123         
Has Been Sanctioned  0.161   0.473 *** 11.1%       
* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01            
          
-2 Log likelihood   1443.4  1660.7       
Cox & Snell R Square   0.083  0.064       
Nagelkerke R Square    0.118  0.086       
 


