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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The $3 billion Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program established by Congress as part of 
the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997 provided funds to over 700 state and local grantees.  
Congress appropriated funds for FY1998 and FY1999, and grantees were allowed five years to 
spend their funds.1  The intent of the grants program, administered at the national level by the 
U.S. Department of Labor, was to supplement the welfare reform funds included in the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grants to states, which were authorized 
under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(PRWORA).2  WtW funds were to support programs—especially those in high-poverty 
communities—to assist the least employable, most disadvantaged welfare recipients and 
noncustodial parents make the transition from welfare to work. 

The BBA mandated the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to evaluate the 
newly established WtW grants program and report the findings to Congress.  This is one of 
several reports on that evaluation, which Mathematica Policy Research (MPR) is conducting 
along with its subcontractors the Urban Institute and Support Services International.  This report 
presents findings from the outcomes analysis component of the evaluation.  It describes the 
characteristics and subsequent experiences of enrollees in programs funded by WtW grants in the 
following 11 study sites: 

• Baltimore County, Maryland3 • Boston, Massachusetts • Chicago, Illinois 

• Fort Worth, Texas4 • Milwaukee, Wisconsin • Nashville, Tennessee 

• Philadelphia, Pennsylvania • Phoenix, Arizona • St. Lucie County, Florida 

• West Virginia (29 counties) • Yakima, Washington4  

 
This report is based on information for individual WtW enrollees obtained from (1) a 

baseline survey of enrollees conducted by MPR in 1999-2002, (2) a 12-month follow-up survey 
of enrollees conducted by MPR in 2000-2003, and (3) state administrative files for 
Unemployment Insurance. 

Low rates of WtW enrollment in the study sites precluded the implementation of an 
experimental design for this evaluation.  Consequently, the findings presented here are 
descriptive in nature and should not be interpreted as the impacts of WtW. 

                                                 
1 BBA:  Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997. 
2 PRWORA:  Public Law 104-103, section 103, August 22, 1996. 
3 Baltimore County largely surrounds but does not include the City of Baltimore. 
4 On this evaluation, the names used to designate two of the study sites were selected to facilitate exposition 

rather than to precisely identify political jurisdictions.  The “Ft. Worth” site is actually Tarrant County, Texas, 
including the city of Ft. Worth.  The “Yakima” site is actually Yakima, Kittitas, and Klickitat counties, including the 
city of Yakima.  See Nightingale et al. (2002), Appendix A, for a detailed description of each study site. 
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KEY QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS 

The analysis underlying this report was guided by four key questions regarding the 
individuals who enrolled in programs funded by WtW grants in the 11 study sites.  Those 
questions provide the framework for this summary of findings from the outcomes analysis. 

Who Enrolled in Programs Funded by Welfare-to-Work Grants? (Exhibit ES.1) 

Consistent with the profile of TANF recipients nationwide, WtW enrollees in most of the 
study sites were predominantly female, were very unlikely to be married, and were typically 
members of racial or ethnic minority groups.  The Boston site typifies this pattern.  There, 93 
percent of enrollees were women, and 93 percent were also minorities.  Only 5 percent of WtW 
enrollees in Boston were married.  In sharp contrast to the typical study site, Milwaukee’s 
Nontraditional Opportunities for Work (NOW) program, which served noncustodial parents who 
were on probation or parole or were scheduled to be released soon from prison or jail, had a 
clientele that was 95 percent male.  Enrollees in St. Lucie County, West Virginia, and Yakima 
were less likely than their counterparts in the study’s more urbanized sites to be women or 
members of a minority group and somewhat more likely to be married.  In West Virginia, only 
17 percent of enrollees were minorities and more than a quarter were married. 

There were roughly equal numbers of enrollees above and below age 30 in most of the study 
sites, and about a third of them resided with a child under the age of 3, which may have 
presented a barrier to employment.  However, enrollees in Baltimore County and in West 
Virginia did not fit this pattern:  two-thirds of them were over age 30 and not surprisingly, given 
their older ages, fewer than one in six were living with a young child. 

Many WtW enrollees in the study sites faced significant barriers to employment.  In most 
sites, more than one-third of enrollees lacked a high school diploma or GED.  Furthermore, they 
had weak employment histories, as indicated by their low pre-enrollment earnings.  The median 
annual earnings of enrollees in the year prior to program entry was less than $2,000 in all sites 
except Baltimore County, where it was $3,603.  But WtW enrollees did have some human capital 
assets.  In sites other than West Virginia, at least nine in ten enrollees had prior work experience.  
Enrollees in Baltimore and St. Lucie counties—which hosted the Johns Hopkins University 
(JHU) program model—had particularly strong labor market qualifications; virtually all had 
prior work experience and at least three-fourths had a high school diploma or its equivalent.5 

Given the nature of the WtW grants program, most enrollees had received welfare 
benefits—TANF or its precursor, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)—as case 
heads at some point in their lives.  For example, in Chicago, Nashville, and St. Lucie County, 
virtually all WtW enrollees had received TANF/AFDC at some point.  In fact, in all of the study 
sites except Milwaukee, 85 percent or more of WtW enrollees had received welfare benefits.  
However, long-term receipt was the exception rather than the rule.  In most of the study sites, 
only about one-third of WtW enrollees reported in the baseline survey that they had received 
TANF/AFDC for a cumulative total of five years or more. 

                                                 
5 The strong qualifications of WtW enrollees in Baltimore and St. Lucie counties reflect the program model, 

which entailed the provision of skill-enhancement services to employed persons. 
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What Services Did Enrollees Receive?  (Exhibit ES.2) 

PRWORA emphasized the rapid employment of TANF recipients who are capable of 
working.  Data from the evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey shed light on whether WtW 
enrollees in the study sites received services consistent with this emphasis.  In most of the study 
sites, 80 percent or more of WtW enrollees received some type of employment preparation 
service during the year following program entry.  Such services are typically designed to quickly 
address barriers to employment and move them into jobs.  They are distinct from skill 
enhancement services, which generally provide longer-run solutions to human capital deficits. 

The employment preparation services most frequently received by WtW enrollees were job 
readiness training and job search/placement assistance, each of which was received by more than 
half of enrollees in seven of the study sites (Boston, Chicago, Nashville, Philadelphia, Phoenix, 
West Virginia, and Yakima).  The Phoenix and Yakima enrollees typically received brief job 
readiness training followed by job search assistance—a combination of services that was highly 
consistent with rapid transition to employment.  In contrast, the enrollees in Boston, Chicago, 
Nashville, Philadelphia, and West Virginia typically received extended job readiness training (or, 
in the case of Nashville, skill enhancement services), followed by job search assistance.  It 
generally took enrollees in the latter sites longer to become employed than their counterparts in 
Phoenix and Yakima. 

Less than half of the enrollees in the remaining four study sites (Baltimore County, St. Lucie 
County, Milwaukee, and Ft. Worth) received job readiness training and job search/placement 
services.  Most of the enrollees in the two JHU sites were already employed and therefore had 
less need for these services, but they did have relatively high rates of receipt of counseling and 
mediation services.  Many of the ex-offender/noncustodial parents served by Milwaukee’s NOW 
program received services that were less common in the other sites:  peer support/discussion 
groups, legal assistance, and substance abuse treatment.  Low rates of receipt of job readiness 
training and job search/placement assistance by enrollees in Ft. Worth were not offset by other 
services, resulting in the lowest rate of receipt of any employment preparation services among 
the study sites (68 percent). 

Skill enhancement services (education and training) were not prominent features of 
programs funded by WtW grants.  Enrollees in Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and 
Nashville were more likely than those in the other sites to have received these services; yet even 
in these sites, fewer than half of enrollees received them.  The federal legislation that initially 
authorized the WtW grants program (the BBA) permitted skill enhancement services to be 
provided to enrollees only after they had obtained jobs.  Subsequent amendments eased this 
restriction by allowing such services prior to employment for a maximum of six months.6  Still, it 
is clear that federal policymakers intended for most investment in human capital under WtW 
grant-funded programs to occur after, rather than before, an enrollee obtained employment.7  
However, in more than half of the study sites, most of the enrollees who did receive skill 
enhancement services had not obtained a job prior to the commencement of those services. 

                                                 
6 Public Law 106-118, Title VIII, sections 801-807, November 29, 1999. 

7 This interpretation is consistent with DOL’s final rule for the WtW grants program (DOL 2001 page 2715, 
Sect. 645.220, paragraphs b and e). 
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Did Enrollees Achieve Success in the Labor Market?  (Exhibit ES.3) 

In only 3 of the 11 study sites (Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and West Virginia) 
were most enrollees employed one year after entering WtW; however, in almost all of the sites 
they were much more likely to be employed at that time than when they entered the program.  In 
the non-JHU sites, no more than about one-fourth of WtW enrollees were employed when they 
entered WtW.  A year later, about four in ten were employed.8  All of these increases in 
employment rates were statistically significant.9  The enrollees in the Transitional Work 
Corporation’s WtW program in Philadelphia typify this pattern:  just 7 percent of enrollees were 
employed at the time of enrollment, but 36 percent were employed one year later. 

Most WtW enrollees were employed sometime during the year following program entry, 
even if they were not employed at the time of entry or the follow-up survey.  For example, 67 
percent of the Phoenix enrollees were employed sometime during the subsequent year, even 
though their employment rates were only 3 percent at entry and 33 percent one year later.  
Across the 11 study sites, about two-thirds or more of the enrollees worked sometime during the 
subsequent year.  On average, it took those who achieved employment about 4 to 5 months to 
find a job if they did not have one at the outset.  The Phoenix and Yakima enrollees moved 
rapidly into jobs, respectively taking just 3.8 and 4.3 months on average.  In contrast, enrollees in 
Milwaukee, many of whom had severe barriers to employment, were slowest to obtain jobs, 
taking an average of 5.8 months.  In general, the lags in finding initial jobs and the low 
persistence of employment to the end of the year resulted in enrollees being employed for only 
about one-third to one-half of the year, except in the JHU sites, where they were employed for 
nearly three-fourths of the year. 

WtW enrollees who were employed one year after program entry worked full-time, or nearly 
so, on their principal job.  The mean weekly hours of work did not vary greatly across the study 
sites, ranging from 32 to 37.  There was greater variability in the mean hourly wage rate, which 
ranged from a low of $5.75 in West Virginia to $9.08 in Baltimore County and $9.82 in Boston.  
It was in the $7-to-$8 range in the other eight sites.  The proportion of enrollees who received 
health insurance benefits on their principal job was less than 20 percent in all but three of the 
sites and exceeded 30 percent only in the Baltimore County site. 

For enrollees who were employed, low wages were a barrier to escaping poverty.  This 
conclusion is based on a simulation analysis of poverty rates for employed enrollees.  The 
assumptions underlying the simulations were that these individuals were consistently working 40 
hours per week at their actual wage rates on their principal jobs and had no income from 
government programs but did have income from other sources (such as the earnings of other 
household members).  Even with the assumption of full-time work over an entire month, the 
simulations showed that these employed enrollees and their households would have experienced 
high poverty rates, ranging from 20 percent in Baltimore County and Boston to 64 percent in 
Philadelphia and 71 percent in West Virginia.  This finding is based on a measure of income that 
does not include the earned-income tax credit (EITC). 

                                                 
8 This is similar to the 42 percent employment rate that Loprest (2003) reports for adults who have left TANF. 
9 Relative to the employment rate at enrollment, the end-of-year rate was slightly lower in JHU’s Baltimore 

County site and unchanged in its St. Lucie County site.  In all of the sites, the changes in employment rates should 
not be interpreted as impacts of the WtW-funded programs, as external factors may have contributed to the changes. 
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How Were Enrollees Faring One Year After Entering WtW?  (Exhibit ES.4) 

Welfare dependence among WtW enrollees fell sharply during the year following program 
entry.  In all of the study sites except Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and Milwaukee, most 
enrollees were on TANF when they entered WtW.  For example, 85 percent of enrollees in 
Yakima were on TANF when they entered WtW.  One year later, rates of receipt of TANF were 
significantly lower in all but three sites (Baltimore County, Milwaukee, and Nashville), as again 
exemplified by Yakima, where the rate of TANF receipt was cut nearly in half, to 44 percent.  
The lower rates of TANF receipt did not necessarily mean that most enrollees were self-
sufficient; in all but the two JHU study sites, no more than four in ten enrollees were employed 
and off TANF after one year. 

End-of-year household incomes were low and poverty rates were high for WtW enrollees in 
all of the study sites.  Enrollees in Philadelphia and West Virginia had mean monthly incomes of 
less than $1,200 and the highest poverty rates—at least 85 percent—among enrollees in all of the 
study sites.  Enrollees in Baltimore County had the highest mean monthly income, $1,611, and 
the lowest poverty rate, which was nevertheless high in an absolute sense, at 49 percent. 

Although poverty was pervasive among WtW enrollees one year after program entry, its 
incidence was lower among those who were employed, typically by about 20 percentage points 
relative to the rate for enrollees who were not employed.  The difference in end-of-year poverty 
rates between employed and not-employed enrollees was greatest in sites like Baltimore County 
and Boston where wage rates were high, and smallest in sites like St. Lucie County and West 
Virginia where wage rates were low (mean wage rates are displayed in Exhibit ES.3).  The fact 
that poverty rates even among employed enrollees were high in an absolute sense (above 50 
percent in all sites except Baltimore County) is a reflection of both low wages and the lack of 
consistent full-time employment over the course of a month.   

CONCLUSIONS 

WtW enrollees were much more likely to receive employment preparation services than 
skill enhancement services.  Consistent with the legislation that authorized the WtW grants 
program, more than two-thirds of enrollees in each of the 11 study sites received employment 
preparation services designed to get them ready for and move them into jobs.  There was 
considerable variability across the sites in the types and duration of these services.  With the 
exception of Baltimore County, Nashville, and St. Lucie County, no more than about one-third of 
enrollees received skill enhancement services to increase their human capital so that they could 
qualify for better jobs.  The relatively few enrollees who did receive skill enhancement services 
typically had not obtained employment prior to the commencement of those services. 

In some sites, employment preparation services were more consistent with rapid job entry 
than in other sites.  WtW enrollees in Phoenix and Yakima received employment preparation 
services that were highly consistent with rapid transition to employment.  Those services 
consisted primarily of brief job readiness training followed by assisted job search.  In contrast, 
enrollees in Boston, Chicago, Nashville, Philadelphia and West Virginia typically received 
extended job readiness training (or, in the case of Nashville, education and training), followed by 
job search assistance.  The amount of time that it took enrollees to become employed was 
generally lower for the former group than the latter. 
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Most enrollees were employed sometime during the year after they entered WtW, but their 
employment tended to be unstable.  With the exception of enrollees in the two JHU sites that 
primarily served employed persons, very few enrollees were employed when they entered WtW.  
But most—about two-thirds or more—were employed sometime during the subsequent year.  
However, that employment often proved to be unstable; only about 40 percent of enrollees were 
employed at the end of the year (except in Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and West 
Virginia, where year-end employment rates exceeded 50 percent). 

Enrollees who were employed one year after program entry typically worked a lot of hours 
but received low wages and few fringe benefits.  Enrollees who were employed one year after 
entering WtW worked nearly full-time, on average.  However, their hourly wage rate tended to 
be low, averaging only $7 to $8 per hour in eight study sites and just $5.75 in West Virginia.  In 
all but one site, only about one in five employed enrollees was participating in an employer-
sponsored health insurance plan at the end of the year. 

The incidence of poverty was high among WtW enrollees one year after program entry, 
but it was lower among those who were employed.  The year-end poverty rate for all enrollees 
exceeded 60 percent in every study site except Baltimore County, where it was 49 percent.  
However, the rate for employed enrollees was 20 to 30 percentage points lower than for those 
who were not employed.  Nevertheless, the generally low wages earned by employed enrollees 
and their lack of consistent full-time employment over an entire month meant that even for this 
group the incidence of poverty was high in an absolute sense—50 percent or more in every site 
except Baltimore County. 
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1 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Congress established the Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program under Public Law 105-33, 

the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997.1  Its purpose was to provide additional resources to 

supplement the welfare reform funds included in the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

(TANF) block grants to states, which were authorized under Public Law 104-193, the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996.2  The federal 

WtW funds were distributed by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) to state and local grantees 

in 1998 and 1999.  Initially, grantees were expected to spend the funds within three years of their 

receipt, but amendments in 1999 (Public Law 106-113) extended the period to five years.3 

When it established the WtW grants program, Congress also mandated that it be evaluated.  

Under contract with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Mathematica 

Policy Research, Inc. (MPR), along with its subcontractors the Urban Institute and Support 

Services International, is conducting that evaluation to document implementation of programs 

funded by the grants in states and localities across the nation and to analyze outcomes for 

participants.  This is the first in a series of reports on the analysis of participant outcomes.  It 

describes the individuals who participated in grant-funded programs in terms of the following: 

• Characteristics at the time of enrollment in WtW 

• Services received following enrollment 

• Employment and receipt of welfare following enrollment 

• Well-being one year after enrollment 

                                                 
1 Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997. 
2 Public Law 104-193, section 103, August 22, 1996. 
3 Public Law 106-113, Title VIII, sections 801-807, November 29, 1999. 



 

2 

A. WtW OBJECTIVES AND FUNDING 

The WtW grants program was to serve the hardest-to-employ and help them obtain 

employment that could ultimately result in long-term economic independence.  Federal rules 

governing the program specified that its objectives were:4 

• To facilitate the placement of hard-to-employ welfare recipients and certain 
noncustodial parents into transitional employment opportunities which will lead to 
lasting unsubsidized employment and self-sufficiency; 

• To provide a variety of activities, grounded in TANF’s “work first” philosophy, to 
prepare individuals for, and to place them in, lasting unsubsidized employment; 

• To provide a variety of post-employment and job retention services which will assist 
the hard-to-employ welfare recipients and certain noncustodial parents to secure 
lasting unsubsidized employment; 

• To provide targeted WtW funds to high poverty areas with large numbers of hard-to-
employ welfare recipients. 

Congress recognized that certain populations and certain high-poverty areas might require 

higher investments of resources over a longer period of time than the regular welfare caseload.  

Long-term services to achieve economic self-sufficiency were encouraged—beginning a job, 

either subsidized or unsubsidized, was assumed to be just the first step.  WtW funds were also to 

target individuals in need of intensive services: long-term welfare recipients, high school 

dropouts, substance abusers, and those approaching their TANF time limits.  In addition, WtW 

programs could serve noncustodial parents with severe employment problems. 

To address the employment and service needs of such a diverse target population, WtW 

grants could fund a broad range of employment services.  The program activities that WtW funds 

were intended to support, as specified in section 5001(C)(i) of the BBA, were: 

                                                 
4 The Employment and Training Administration of the U.S. Department of Labor wrote the final rule for the 

WtW grants program.  They were published in the Federal Register on January 11, 2001, and include on page 2712 
the objectives for the program that are cited here. 
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• Community service and work 
experience programs 

 

• On-the-job training 
 

• Job creation through wage subsidies 
 

• Job retention services 
 

• Job readiness, job placement, and post-
employment services 

 

• Support services such as substance 
abuse treatment 

 
 

In addition, the 1999 amendments expanded this list of allowable activities to include up to six 

months of vocational education or job training. 

Congress authorized $3 billion—$1.5 billion in FY 1998 and $1.5 billion in FY 1999—for 

the WtW grants program, and included specific provisions about how the WtW funds were to be 

distributed.  Most of the funds were distributed through competitive and formula-based grants.5   

While DHHS administers TANF at the national level, DOL administers the WtW program, 

but the latter was implemented within the context of welfare reform.  Achieving the primary 

objectives of the WtW grants programs—targeting welfare recipients with the most serious 

difficulties and providing them with services to help them succeed in the job market—required 

that local programs funded by the grants reflect an understanding of the welfare policies and 

programs in their communities and include arrangements for interacting with them. 

B. WtW IN THE CONTEXT OF WELFARE REFORM 

The WtW grants and the programs funded by them were to complement and supplement—

but not duplicate—states’ TANF funds and work programs.  The federal TANF legislation 

enacted in 1996 solidified a trend among states to replace the former welfare system under the 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, which was based primarily on 

income transfers and benefit entitlements, with a work-based system of temporary public 

                                                 
5 Competitive grants were distributed based on applications to DOL, whereas formula-based grants were 

allocated to states according to a formula based on each state’s share of the poverty population and number of adults 
on welfare. 
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assistance.  Welfare reform changed the nation’s social assistance system in several ways, and 

shifted the focus to employment, which influenced the manner in which WtW grant-funded 

programs were implemented. 

First, states have substantial flexibility in implementing TANF, meaning policies and 

programs vary considerably across states.  States determine how to use their TANF block grant 

to fund cash assistance, work-related services, and other supports for low-income families with 

children.  States also decide what types of work requirements are imposed on recipients and 

which individuals are subject to these requirements (within federal parameters).  In contrast, the 

WtW legislation includes very specific provisions about who is eligible, and funds were 

specifically earmarked for employment services and could not be used for cash assistance 

payments.  TANF recipients are the primary target group for WtW-funded services and are 

subject to state-determined welfare policies, which means WtW programs and participants must 

follow those policies. 

Despite the flexibility states have, however, federal law specifies that federally funded 

welfare payments can only be temporary.  More specifically, welfare is intended to be a short-

term step toward securing employment and self-sufficiency.  Unlike AFDC, TANF provides 

short-term assistance only—federal law stipulates that individuals can receive federal cash 

assistance for a maximum of 60 months in their lifetime, but states can opt to institute shorter 

time limits.  Nearly all recipients of federally funded TANF cash assistance are, therefore, 

subject to a time limit.  Some states, though, have decided to use state funds, rather than federal 

funds, to pay for some cash benefits, which allows them to extend the five-year time limit. 

Congress underscored the emphasis on work by requiring states to meet steadily increasing 

requirements for the percentage of their TANF cases that must be engaged in unsubsidized 

employment or work-related activities.  States were to have 45 percent of their caseload 
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participating in work activities in fiscal year 2001 and 50 percent in 2002.  To meet these goals, 

most state TANF policies stress job search activities and encourage or require recipients to find 

employment rapidly, rather than provide education or training. 

The legislative and program changes in welfare contributed to a dramatic decline in 

caseloads.  The welfare rolls, which began to shrink in the mid-1990s, continued to decline after 

the passage of PRWORA and the BBA.  The number of cases receiving cash assistance under 

AFDC (and later TANF) decreased from 5.05 million in January 1994 to 2.01 million in July 

2002, according to reports by DHHS (2003).6  Prior research suggests the caseload reduction was 

due to a combination of the continuing strong national economy and the welfare reform policies 

that emphasize employment (see, for example, Wallace and Blank 1999). 

Congress enacted the WtW grants program to complement state welfare reform policies by 

concentrating additional resources on parents who were particularly disadvantaged and likely to 

have the greatest difficulty finding and holding a job.  The BBA gave authority to DOL to 

administer the WtW grants program, and local workforce investment boards (WIBs) have 

primary operational responsibility.  In effect, at the local level, the job of moving welfare 

recipients into employment is shared by human services agencies responsible for TANF and its 

work programs, and the workforce development system, which oversees WtW grant programs. 

Congress established eligibility criteria and spending rules for WtW grants to ensure that the 

funds were used primarily for individuals who had specific disadvantages in the labor market.  

As originally enacted, the BBA required that WtW grantees spend at least 70 percent of their 

grant funds on long-term TANF recipients or recipients within a year of reaching a TANF time 

limit, or noncustodial parents of children in a long-term TANF case.  These individuals were 

                                                 
6 After bottoming out at 2,006,155 families in July 2002, the U.S. total TANF caseload increased to 2,039,917 

families in March 2003, which was the most recent month for which caseload statistics were available at the time 
this report was being written (DHHS 2003). 
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further required to display two of three specific problems affecting employment prospects:  

(1) lack of a high school diploma or GED and low reading or math skills, (2) a substance abuse 

problem, and (3) a poor work history.  The remaining funds, no more than 30 percent of the 

grant, could be spent on people who met less stringent criteria: TANF recipients (or noncustodial 

parents of TANF children) who had characteristics associated with long-term welfare 

dependence, such as being a school dropout or a teen parent, or having a poor work history. 

As WtW grant programs were being implemented beginning in 1998, it became clear that 

the combination of the strict eligibility criteria and the “70-30” spending requirement were 

contributing to slow enrollment.  In response, Congress modified the WtW legislation in 1999 as 

part of the fiscal year 2000 appropriations legislation for the Departments of Labor, Health and 

Human Services, Education, and related agencies.7  While the amendments left in place the 

requirement that 70 percent of WtW funds be spent on a defined category of participants, they 

broadened the population in two ways to make it easier for TANF recipients and noncustodial 

parents to qualify for WtW services under the 70 percent category: 

• TANF participants qualified simply by being long-term recipients.  The 
amendments removed the requirement that long-term TANF recipients exhibit 
additional barriers to self-sufficiency, such as low skills, substance abuse, or a poor 
work history.  TANF recipients were eligible if they had received assistance for at 
least 30 months, were within 12 months of reaching a time limit, or had exhausted 
their TANF benefits due to time limits. 

• Noncustodial parents qualified under less restrictive rules.  Noncustodial parents 
were eligible if: (1) they were unemployed, underemployed, or were having difficulty 
making child support payments; (2) their minor children were receiving or eligible for 
TANF, or received TANF in the past year, or were eligible for or received assistance 
under the Food Stamp, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, or Children’s 
Health Insurance programs; and (3) they made a commitment to establish paternity, 
pay child support, and participate in services to improve their prospects for 
employment and paying child support. 

                                                 
7 Public Law 106-113, Title VIII, sections 801-807, November 29, 1999. 
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The definition of the 30 percent category was also broadened to include youth who have 

received foster care, custodial parents (regardless of TANF status) with incomes below the 

poverty level, and TANF recipients who faced other barriers to self-sufficiency specified by the 

local WIB. 

C. OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN OF THE WtW EVALUATION 

The evaluation of the WtW grants program has four core components: 

• A descriptive assessment of all WtW grantees, based on two surveys of all WtW 
grantees nationwide to document program planning and early operations (Perez-
Johnson and Hershey 1999; and Perez-Johnson et al. 2000) 

• A process and implementation analysis, based on exploratory visits to 22 local WtW 
grant-funded programs (Nightingale et al. 2000), and more detailed analysis of 
programs in a subset of those sites, referred to as the “in-depth” study sites 
(Nightingale et al. 2002) 

• A program cost analysis in the in-depth study sites, documenting the total program 
costs and participant costs by service category and grantee site (Perez-Johnson et al. 
2002) 

• A participant outcomes analysis in the in-depth study sites, based on analysis of 
longitudinal data on individual participants, integrating information from two follow-
up surveys with administrative data on welfare receipt, employment, and earnings; 
this report is the first of three on the outcomes analysis 

In addition to the four-part core evaluation, a special process and implementation study 

focuses on tribal programs.  It documents welfare and employment systems operated by 

American Indian and Alaska Native WtW grantees, the supportive services they provide, and 

how these tribal grantees integrate funds from various sources to move members from welfare to 

work (Hillabrandt and Rhoades 2000; Hillabrandt et al. 2001). 

Originally, this evaluation was to estimate the net impacts of the WtW grants program on 

participants, based on an experimental design, and then use those estimates to analyze the 

program’s costs and benefits.  However, enrollment in the local programs funded by the WtW 

grants proceeded much more slowly than expected (Nightingale et al. 2002).  With the 
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difficulties that service providers were experiencing in achieving their enrollment goals, they 

were uniformly unwilling to allow the random assignment of enrollees to treatment and control 

groups, as would be required under an experimental evaluation design.8 

Given the impossibility of a rigorous experimental approach to estimating program impacts, 

DHHS consulted with its partners in the evaluation’s interagency work group—DOL, the 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB)—and with Mathematica Policy Research to develop an alternate evaluation design.  The 

resultant design entailed the replacement of the infeasible impact analysis based on random 

assignment with an outcomes analysis.  The alternate design and data collection instruments for 

all components of the evaluation were submitted to OMB and received formal clearance.  A 

critical implication of this change in the evaluation design is that none of the findings presented 

in this report on the outcomes analysis should be interpreted as estimates of the net impacts of 

the local WtW grant-funded programs that participated in the evaluation. 

D. METHODOLOGY FOR THE OUTCOMES ANALYSIS 

The findings presented in this report are based primarily on data from two surveys of WtW 

participants.  The first was conducted at the time of enrollment in WtW.  Participants completed 

a two-page background information form at their WtW service provider under the supervision of 

provider staff.  The second survey was conducted as soon as possible after the first anniversary 

of enrollment in WtW.  MPR survey staff conducted the approximately 35-minute interviews 

either by telephone or in-person using computer-assisted methodologies.9  This report also 

                                                 
8 Under an experimental evaluation design, members of the control group in a study site would have received 

minimal services or no services and, thus, would have contributed little or nothing toward the achievement of the 
enrollment goals of service providers in that site. 

9 Appendix C provides details on how the surveys were conducted and data were processed.  This appendix is 
not included in this volume but is available on the MPR website:  www.mathematica-mpr.com. 
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includes findings on the employment and earnings of participants during the year prior to WtW 

enrollment that are based on Unemployment Insurance data from state administrative files.  A 

forthcoming report will include more extensive findings based on state administrative data for 

Unemployment Insurance, TANF, and other programs. 

The data that are the basis for the findings presented in this report were gathered in 11 sites 

where WtW services were provided under the auspices of ten WtW grantees.  Each of the 

grantees was either the direct recipient of a WtW competitive grant or was a Workforce 

Investment Board that was participating in the state’s formula grant as a subgrantee.10  One of 

the grantees, Johns Hopkins University, was responsible for WtW services in two of the study 

sites.  Exhibit I.1 identifies the study sites and the associated grantees.11  The sites are not strictly 

representative of the universe of all sites where WtW-funded services were provided; rather, they 

were purposefully selected to achieve diversity in terms of grantee type, urban versus rural 

location, local economic conditions, and several other factors as enumerated in the report on this 

evaluation’s implementation study (Nightingale et al. 2002).12 

E. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

The purpose of this report is to describe the characteristics and subsequent experiences of 

individuals who enrolled in programs funded by the WtW grants.  It documents the 

characteristics of WtW participants at the time of enrollment and their outcomes over the course 

                                                 
10 The grantees (and the WIBs that were subgrantees) typically did not directly provide services to WtW 

enrollees; rather, they subcontracted the provision of services to one or more for-profit or not-for-profit 
organizations in each site. 

11 Nightingale et al. (2002), Appendix D, provides a detailed description of each of the study sites. 
12 The study sites for the outcomes analysis are the same as for this evaluation’s implementation study, with 

two exceptions:  (1) A site in Southeastern Indiana was included in the implementation study but not in the 
outcomes analysis; and (2) Johns Hopkins University and the multiple locations where it administered WtW services 
constituted a single site in the implementation study, but its Baltimore County, Maryland, and St. Lucie County, 
Florida, operations were treated as two distinct study sites in the outcomes analysis. 
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of the following year.  Future reports on the outcomes analysis will extend the description to 

include the second post-enrollment year. 

Four research questions guided the outcomes analysis and provide the structure for this 

report.  In Chapter II, data from the background information form and state Unemployment 

Insurance administrative systems are used to answer the question, “Who enrolled in WtW?”  In 

each of the next three chapters, data from the 12-month follow-up survey are used to answer a 

question regarding the post-enrollment experiences and outcomes of WtW participants.  

Chapter III answers the question, “What services did WtW enrollees receive?”  Chapter IV 

presents findings pertaining to the key question, “Did WtW enrollees achieve success in the 

labor market?”  Finally, Chapter V answers the question, “How were WtW enrollees faring one 

year after entering the program?”  The answers to these four research questions provide the basis 

for our conclusions regarding the WtW program, which are presented in Chapter VI. 

There will be two additional reports on the WtW outcomes analysis.  The next report will be 

based on data from state administrative files for Unemployment Insurance, TANF, and other 

assistance programs for the period beginning one year prior to enrollment and ending two years 

after enrollment.  The report will describe time patterns of employment, earnings, and 

participation in assistance programs by WtW enrollees.  The final report on the outcomes 

analysis will use data from the 24-month follow-up survey, in conjunction with data from the 12-

month follow-up survey, to provide comprehensive descriptions of employment patterns over the 

full two years following WtW enrollment and the well-being of participants and their families at 

the end of that period. 
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II. WHO ENROLLED IN WELFARE-TO-WORK? 

The WtW Grants Program was designed to serve adults at risk of long-term dependency on 

TANF and other forms of public assistance.  This chapter describes the individuals the program 

actually served by characterizing WtW enrollees at the time they enrolled (henceforth termed “at 

the time of program entry”) in terms of their demographic characteristics, labor market assets 

and liabilities, previous involvement in the welfare system, and employment history. 

The sources of the data used in this chapter are the evaluation’s baseline survey of WtW 

enrollees, who completed a background information form when they entered the program, and 

state automated files containing employer-reported data on earnings on jobs covered by 

Unemployment Insurance.13 

A. WHAT WERE THE DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ENROLLEES? 

Consistent with the profile of TANF recipients nationwide, the majority of WtW enrollees in 

the study sites tended to be unmarried women, less than 40 years old, and of a minority race or 

ethnicity (Exhibit II.1).  The Boston site typifies this pattern.  There, 93 percent of enrollees were 

women and 93 percent were also minorities.  Only 5 percent of WtW enrollees in Boston were 

married.  In sharp contrast to the typical study site, Milwaukee’s Nontraditional Opportunities 

for Work (NOW) program, which served noncustodial parents who were on probation or parole 

or were scheduled to be released soon from prison, had a clientele that was 95 percent male.  

WtW enrollees in the three primarily rural sites (West Virginia, St. Lucie County, and Yakima) 

also defied typical patterns: they were less likely than their counterparts in the study’s urban sites 

                                                 
13 The Yakima site administered a different background information form than the other sites.  Data on UI-

covered earnings could not be obtained from the states of Massachusetts and Tennessee for enrollees in the Boston 
and Nashville study sites. 
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to be women or members of a minority group and somewhat more likely to be married.  In West 

Virginia, only 17 percent of enrollees were minorities and more than a quarter were married. 

In most sites, women represented more than three-quarters of WtW enrollees.  Furthermore, 

over 90 percent of enrollees were women in all sites except Milwaukee (5 percent), West 

Virginia (79 percent), and Yakima (80 percent).  In Nashville and Philadelphia, practically all 

WtW enrollees were women. 

The majority of WtW enrollees were African American in all sites except West Virginia, 

where the proportion of enrollees who were black was 14 percent.  In Chicago and Philadelphia, 

about 90 percent of WtW enrollees were black, reflecting the prevalence of African Americans 

in their TANF populations.  Hispanics accounted for more than one in four WtW enrollees in 

Boston and Ft. Worth, reflecting the profile of the welfare population in these areas.  In St. Lucie 

County, only 8 percent were Hispanic, despite a large Hispanic presence in Florida. 

Very few WtW enrollees were married when they entered the program.  With the exception 

of West Virginia, fewer than one in six WtW enrollees was married at the time of program entry.  

Moreover, also with the exception of West Virginia, the majority of enrollees had never been 

married.  Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia exhibited particularly high rates of enrollees—about 

three in four—who had never been married at the time of program entry. 

B. WHAT WERE THE LABOR MARKET ASSETS AND LIABILITIES OF ENROLLEES? 

As indicated in the implementation report (Nightingale et al. 2002), many WtW enrollees in 

the study sites had characteristics often associated with disadvantages in the labor market: low 

levels of education, work-limiting health problems, and presence of a young child at home. 

In six of the sites, more than a third of WtW enrollees were high school dropouts 

(Exhibit II.2).  For example, about four in ten of the enrollees in the Milwaukee, Ft. Worth, and 

Philadelphia sites were high school dropouts.  Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, Phoenix—a site 
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that provided a rapid attachment WtW program—had, at 55 percent, the highest rate of WtW 

enrollees that had dropped out of high school by the time they enrolled in the WtW program.  

Not surprisingly, the two sites that emphasized career advancement—Baltimore and St. Lucie 

counties, which use the JHU model—had the lowest rates of high school dropouts among WtW 

enrollees, at 15 percent and 17 percent, respectively. 

Work-limiting health problems were another factor that may have affected the employment 

prospects of WtW enrollees as they entered the program.  In most sites, more than one in five 

enrollees had a work-limiting medical condition, physical disability, emotional or mental 

condition, drug or alcohol use, or other problem.  There was a fair amount of variation in this 

proportion across the sites, ranging from 10 percent in St. Lucie County to 31 percent in 

Yakima.14  There was also substantial variation across the sites in the types of work-limiting 

health problems reported by WtW enrollees—but in general, a medical condition was the most 

common, and drug or alcohol use the least common.15 

The health problems or disabilities of a household member were a barrier to employment for 

about 1 in 10 WtW enrollees.  Enrollees’ responses to the BIF survey indicate that these 

conditions, while less prevalent than their own health problems, made it difficult for the enrollees 

to work, attend training, or go to school. 

The presence of young children in the household also may have been a barrier to 

employment, especially where affordable child care options were scarce.  There was great 

variation across sites in the percentage of enrollees who had a child aged 3 years or younger in 

the household, ranging from 11 percent in Baltimore County to 42 percent in Phoenix. 

                                                 
14 These findings should be taken with caution given that a sizable portion of enrollees did not answer the 

question related to their work-limiting health problems.  Nine of the 11 study sites had response rates for this item in 
the range of 65 percent to 85 percent. 

15 This pattern may also reflect respondents’ unwillingness to acknowledge certain types of health problems. 
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C. WERE ENROLLEES DEPENDENT ON TANF? 

The WtW grants program was designed to help adults who are at risk of long-term 

dependency on public assistance, and in most sites almost all WtW enrollees had received TANF 

at some point in their lives.  In fact, in all of the study sites except Milwaukee—where the WtW 

program targeted noncustodial parents—87 percent or more of WtW enrollees had received 

TANF at some point in their lives (Exhibit II.3).  In contrast, only 14 percent of Milwaukee’s 

enrollees had received TANF by the time they entered WtW.16 

While sites were very similar in terms of the predominance of WtW enrollees who had 

received TANF at some point in their lives, they exhibited more variation in the prevalence of 

WtW enrollees receiving TANF at the time of program entry.  In sites like Chicago, Ft. Worth, 

and Philadelphia, over 90 percent of all WtW enrollees received TANF at the time of enrollment.  

But in Baltimore County—one of the two JHU sites focused on providing post-employment 

services—current TANF recipients accounted for only 24 percent of WtW enrollees.  An even 

more dramatic contrast, though certainly not surprising, is Milwaukee, where current TANF 

recipients accounted for 1 percent of WtW enrollees. 

While a history of welfare receipt was very common among WtW enrollees, long-term 

welfare receipt was less so.  In most of the study sites, only about one-third of WtW enrollees 

                                                 
16 The TANF participation rates presented in this section are based on data from the evaluation’s baseline 

survey that was conducted when WtW enrollees entered the program. Consequently, these rates reflect the 
participants’ self-reports of their TANF status at enrollment.  These rates are generally lower than the TANF 
monthly participation rates based on state administrative data (to be presented in a subsequent report). These 
differences, which range from -30 percentage points to 15 percentage points, are probably due to one or more of the 
following reasons. First, the rates in the baseline survey reflect participation at a specific moment in time whereas 
the rates based on state administrative data reflect participation at any time in the month of enrollment. Second, 
some enrollees who were receiving TANF assistance under a different program name may not have known that the 
assistance they were receiving was TANF. Third, the question in the baseline survey used to compute participation 
rates asked whether the enrollee had received TANF or AFDC in his/her own name, which may have led some 
enrollees who received TANF but not under their name to report that they did not receive TANF. Finally, the 
baseline surveys were administered late in some sites and, given that caseloads were decreasing in many of these 
sites during the enrollment period, the TANF participation rates based on the baseline survey may be understating 
the actual rates of participation at baseline. 
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who reported ever receiving TANF had received it for five years or more (Exhibit II.4).17  

Enrollees in Baltimore County and in Nashville had higher rates of long-term welfare receipt, 

while hardly any of the predominantly male enrollees in Milwaukee had received assistance for 

as long as five years.  In most sites, more than half of WtW enrollees had been on assistance 

during their lifetime for more than a year. 

D. HOW MUCH RECENT WORK EXPERIENCE DID ENROLLEES HAVE? 

WtW enrollees had relatively weak employment and earning histories.  Very few were 

steadily employed during the year prior to program entry, and their total earnings during that 

year were very low.  This section describes the employment and earnings patterns of WtW 

enrollees before they entered the program. 

Befitting a program that in most sites was designed to move people who were not working 

into jobs, relatively few enrollees were employed when they entered the program.  In all of the 

study sites except Baltimore and St. Lucie counties, fewer than one in three WtW enrollees were 

employed at the time of program entry (Exhibit II.5).18  Even in these two sites—whose aim was 

to provide career advancement services to employed persons—not all WtW enrollees were 

employed.  At the time of program entry, the rates were 83 percent in Baltimore County and 72 

percent in St. Lucie County. The JHU-CTS model generally works with those already employed, 

usually receiving names of TANF recipients who had started working.  In some cases, however, 

                                                 
17 These numbers refer to the total time of TANF receipt prior to program entry, not the duration of the most 

recent TANF spell.  The numbers were computed only for enrollees who reported in the baseline survey that they 
had ever received benefits from TANF or its precursor program, AFDC. 

18 Employment figures reported in this exhibit are based on data from the evaluation’s baseline survey that was 
conducted when WtW enrollees entered the program.  These figures tend to be substantially lower than the 
employer-reported UI figures.  Part of this discrepancy may be explained by the fact that the baseline survey 
provides a single-point-in-time measure whereas the UI data provide a measure of being employed at any time 
during the quarter of program entry (so the latter will tend to overstate employment at any specific point in time). 
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individuals were not yet working or they had not remained employed, meaning program staff 

began serving some people before employment, and helping some of them find jobs.  

Given their history of welfare receipt, it is not surprising that WtW enrollees had generally 

poor employment histories.  In all sites but West Virginia, at least nine in ten enrollees had some 

prior work experience (Exhibit II.6); but in most, fewer than one in four had been employed in 

all four quarters prior to the quarter of program entry.19  In West Virginia, just 6 percent of WtW 

enrollees had been employed in all 4 quarters prior to program entry, and only 27 percent had 

been employed in any of those quarters. 

In most sites, employment rates of WtW enrollees decreased over the year prior to program 

entry (Exhibit II.7).  This decrease is to be expected since the program was designed to move 

people who were not working into jobs, and hence some enrollees were bound to have enrolled 

in the program shortly after losing their jobs.  For example, in Ft. Worth and Phoenix, quarterly 

employment rates were in the 40 to 60 percent range and these rates decreased over time (5 to 8 

percentage points) in the year prior to program entry.  In Philadelphia, Yakima, and Chicago, 

employment rates were lower—in the 30 to 40 percent range—but these rates also decreased 

over time during the year prior to program entry.  The West Virginia site had a very low 

employment rate to begin with (21 percent in the fourth quarter prior to program entry), which 

diminished to 12 percent in the quarter prior to program entry. 

But in three sites, employment rates actually increased over the year prior to program entry. 

In the two JHU sites (Baltimore and St. Lucie counties), employment rates increased by more 

than 10 percentage points over the year prior to program entry.  This is to be expected since these 

two sites offered programs designed to serve people already working, and therefore there were 

                                                 
19 Figures in this and the subsequent two exhibits are based on employer-reported UI data obtained from all our 

study sites except for Boston and Nashville. 
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bound to be some enrollees who found a job shortly before enrolling in the program.  In 

Milwaukee, employment rates also increased substantially—from 37 to 45 percent.  The reason 

behind this increase is likely different, however, as most participants were men on probation or 

parole with little access to TANF. Hence, many of them could not stay without a job for very 

long. 

Consistent with their poor employment histories, WtW enrollees had very low earnings in 

the year prior to program entry—in all sites, the median annual earnings in the year prior to 

program entry were less than $4,000, and less than $2,000 in all sites but one (Exhibit II.8).  In 

Chicago, Philadelphia, West Virginia, and Yakima, the median annual earnings were below 

$500.  In fact, the median annual earnings in West Virginia were zero, which reflects the fact that 

more than half of the site’s enrollees were not employed at any point during the year prior to 

program entry.   
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EXHIBIT II.3

HISTORY OF TANF RECEIPT BY WtW ENROLLEES
AT PROGRAM ENTRY
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87%

98%
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99%
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97%

98%

95%
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77%

42%

68%

92%

64%

1%

92%

91%

56%

24%

94%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Yakima (WA)

W. Virginia-HRDF (WV)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Ever received Received at entry

Reference:  Exhibit A.1 
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EXHIBIT II.4

CUMULATIVE YEARS OF TANF RECEIPT
BY WtW ENROLLEES AT PROGRAM ENTRY

(if ever on TANF)
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30%

54%

24%

9%

19%

63%

53%

18%

28%

13%

55%

42%

21%
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47%

41%

32%

31%

45%

41%
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28%

25%

23%

44%

40%

5%

16%
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31%
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Yakima (WA)
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St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

< 1 year 1-5 years > 5 years

Reference:  Exhibit A.1
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EXHIBIT II.5

RATE OF EMPLOYMENT OF WtW ENROLLEES
AT PROGRAM ENTRY 

6%
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27%
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Reference:  Exhibit A.2 
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EXHIBIT II.6

RATES OF EMPLOYMENT OF WtW ENROLLEES IN THE FOUR 
QUARTERS PRIOR TO THE QUARTER OF PROGRAM ENTRY

12%

6%

22%

10%

20%

24%

12%

32%

61%

27%

74%

75%

64%

65%

76%

58%

77%

23%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Yakima (WA)

W. Virginia-HRDF (WV)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Employed in all 4 quarters Employed in any quarter

NA
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NA = not available.  Reference:  Exhibit A.3
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EXHIBIT II.8

MEDIAN ANNUAL EARNINGS OF WtW ENROLLEES
IN THE FOUR QUARTERS PRIOR TO THE QUARTER

OF PROGRAM ENTRY
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Reference:  Exhibit A.3
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III.  WHAT SERVICES DID WtW ENROLLEES RECEIVE? 

PRWORA, the 1996 federal legislation that authorized TANF, requires parents or caretakers 

(with some exceptions) to engage in work within twenty-four months of receiving assistance and 

gives states the flexibility to establish shorter work requirements, which most have done.20  

Programs funded by WtW grants were expected to complement this “work first” emphasis by 

providing hard-to-employ TANF recipients and others at risk of long-term welfare dependency 

primarily with employment preparation services.21  These services either help individuals 

overcome barriers that prevent them from securing employment or facilitate their progress in 

doing so.  They typically address specific problems and are of short duration.  In contrast, skill 

enhancement services help individuals qualify for better jobs than they otherwise would.  These 

services, often referred to as “education and training,” are designed to broadly increase human 

capital and may be of longer duration.  The BBA restricted the provision of skill enhancement 

services funded by WtW grants to the post-employment period.22  However, the 1999 

amendments expanded the list of allowable pre-employment services to include education and 

training, but capped the duration of these services at six months.23 

A 2002 report on the implementation of the WtW grants program, prepared under this 

evaluation, gives an in-depth description of the services provided by local programs (Nightingale 

                                                 
20 The National Governor’s Association reported that twenty-eight states submitted TANF plans to DHHS 

which indicate that they require at least some recipients to work before the end of the twenty-fourth month on 
assistance (NGA 1999). 

21 The interim rule for the WtW grants states that, “Activities conducted with WtW funds must be grounded in 
the ‘work first’ philosophy which is a fundamental tenet of the Act (PRWORA).  Although a variety of activities are 
authorized under WtW, these activities should be viewed as employment-based developmental steps for helping 
individuals secure and retain unsubsidized employment.”  (DOL 1997, pages 61593-61594) 

22 DOL (1997, page 61594) states, “While the legislation (PL 105-33, 1997) does not permit stand-alone 
training activities independent of a job, allowing them as post-employment activities only while the participant is 
working in a subsidized or unsubsidized job reflects the basic ‘work first’ thrust of the legislation.” 

23 Public Law 106-113 (1999). 
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et al. 2002).  That description is based on data extracted from program administrative files and 

on information gathered through on-site observations of program operations, reviews of written 

policies, and interviews with program staff. 

For the current analysis, we used WtW enrollees’ self-reports of the services that they 

received during the year following their entry into the program, as gathered in this evaluation’s 

12-month follow-up survey.  This methodology is limited by that fact that the survey respondents 

may not have known whether the services that they received were delivered by WtW-funded 

providers or other organizations.  Thus, while we can use the survey data to richly document the 

receipt of services by WtW enrollees, we cannot be certain whether they were provided under the 

auspices of the WtW program.  However, the types of services reported by the survey 

respondents are broadly consistent with the findings by Nightingale et al. (2002) on the services 

provided by the WtW grant-funded programs in the study sites.  Consequently, we believe that 

WtW-funded providers did in fact deliver many, or even most, of the services that WtW 

enrollees reported receiving. 

Section A of this chapter documents the receipt by WtW enrollees of the shorter-term and 

more narrowly focused employment preparation services that were expected to be central to 

WtW-funded programs.  Section B describes enrollees’ receipt of skill enhancement services.  

The chapter concludes with a classification of the 11 sites that participated in this evaluation, 

based on the services received by enrollees in those sites. 

A. DID ENROLLEES RECEIVE EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION SERVICES? 

Most WtW enrollees in the 11 study sites received employment preparation services 

sometime during the year following program entry.  These diverse services included job 

readiness training, job search assistance, substance abuse treatment, and seven additional 
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services measured in this evaluation.24  The rate of receipt of any of these services was generally 

high and did not vary dramatically across the sites—ranging from a low of 68 percent in Ft. 

Worth to a high of 89 percent in Philadelphia (Exhibit III.1). 

The generally high rates of receipt of employment preparation services indicate that the 

programs in the study sites were largely successful in delivering at least some assistance to each 

enrollee.  Nevertheless, there was variation across the sites in the rate of service receipt, which 

appears related to differences in the design of the WtW enrollment process.  In general, the 

closer the proximity of the place of enrollment to the place of service delivery, the higher the rate 

of service receipt. 

Ft. Worth and Philadelphia—the sites where enrollees had the lowest and highest rates of 

receipt of employment preparation services, respectively—illustrate this principle.  In Ft. Worth, 

many individuals were enrolled in WtW during the TANF application and assessment process, 

typically at one of eight county-operated career centers rather than at a WtW service provider.  

This enrollment design carried a significant risk that enrollees who were referred to a WtW 

provider would fail to show, and therefore receive no WtW services.  In contrast, enrollment in 

the WtW program operated by the Transitional Work Corporation (TWC) in Philadelphia 

occurred at a service provider—either at TWC itself or at any of eight Regional Service Centers, 

which were also WtW service providers.  The Regional Service Centers referred appropriate 

clients to TWC and also may have provided them with services.  This design for WtW 

enrollment minimized the risk that no-shows would depress the rate of service receipt by 

enrollees in the program. 

                                                 
24 The evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey inquired about the receipt of each of ten services:  (1) job 

readiness training, (2) job search or placement, (3) life-skills classes, (4) mental health services, (5) substance abuse 
treatment, (6) medical attention to correct a work-limiting physical condition, (7) legal assistance, (8) counseling, (9) 
peer support/discussion group, and (10) mediation services.  Longer-run education and training programs are not 
included in this discussion of services, but rather are addressed in Section B. 
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1. What Types of Employment Preparation Services Did Enrollees Receive? 

The prototypical design for employment preparation services in a WtW program calls for 

teaching fundamental on-the-job behavior skills (job readiness training), followed by the 

provision of job search/placement services.  The latter includes resume preparation, interview 

practice, and assistance in finding a job.  These core services may be complemented by ancillary 

services that address specific problems or barriers to work, such as a substance abuse problem.  

Ancillary services may also include the provision of continuing support to enrollees who have 

achieved employment. 

Most of the sites that participated in this evaluation conformed fairly closely to the 

prototypical design.  The sites that deviated most sharply from it were Baltimore County and St. 

Lucie County (the two JHU sites), Nashville, and Milwaukee.  The distinctive features of the 

WtW program designs in these four sites are highlighted later in this section. 

During the year following program entry, the employment preparation assistance most 

frequently received by WtW enrollees in all of the 11 study sites were core services:  job 

readiness training and job search/placement services.  Job readiness training was received by 

more than half of the WtW enrollees in seven of the study sites and by about four in ten enrollees 

in the remaining sites (Exhibit III.2).  Job search/placement services were equally common, with 

a very similar pattern of receipt across the study sites.  Enrollees in Philadelphia were most likely 

to receive job readiness training and job search/placement services, while enrollees in Ft. Worth 

were least likely to receive them. 

Fewer enrollees received ancillary services.  The most common of these were life skills 

training, received by 25 to 50 percent of enrollees (Appendix Exhibit B.1), and counseling, 

received by roughly 20 to 40 percent of enrollees (Exhibit III.2).  The remaining ancillary 

services—including mediation and substance abuse treatment—were generally received by no 
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more than 15 percent of enrollees in a site.  The exceptions to this pattern tend to be in the four 

sites where the WtW programs deviated most sharply from the prototypical design. 

The distinctive nature of the Johns Hopkins University program model is revealed in the 

patterns of service receipt displayed in Exhibit III.2.  The JHU model emphasizes job retention, 

skills development, and job advancement among employed individuals.  Consistent with that 

model, WtW enrollees in the Baltimore County and St. Lucie County JHU sites received job 

readiness training and job search/placement services at lower rates than did enrollees in most of 

the other study sites but had higher rates of receipt of counseling and mediation services.25 

The Nashville Works/Pathways program was based on the Project Match model, which 

emphasizes a holistic, human development approach to helping people move toward 

employment.  This model specifies the provision of intensive case management, problem-solving 

assistance, and a broad range of other services in a supportive peer-group environment.  

Accordingly, the Nashville enrollees were more likely to have received counseling, structured 

peer support, mediation services, and mental health services than those in most of the other study 

sites. 

Milwaukee’s NOW program serves noncustodial parents who are on probation or parole or 

who are about to be released from prison.  Although this program has a strong work-first 

emphasis in principle, the rates at which enrollees received the core employment preparation 

services were lower in Milwaukee than in all of the other study sites except Ft. Worth.  On the 

other hand, NOW enrollees had relatively high rates of receipt of counseling and of ancillary 

services that were rarely received by WtW enrollees in other sites—including participation in 

                                                 
25 Referral to education and training programs is also a distinctive feature of the JHU program design.  

Evidence presented later in this chapter documents that WtW enrollees in Baltimore County and St. Lucie County 
were more likely to have participated in education and training programs than enrollees in most of the other study 
sites. 
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peer support groups, legal assistance, and substance abuse treatment.  This distinctive set of 

employment preparation services is consistent with the needs of the unusual population (for 

WtW programs) served by the program. 

2. What Was the Duration of Employment Preparation Services? 

A WtW program following the prototypical design for employment preparation services 

would provide several weeks of job readiness training followed by a week or so of job 

search/placement assistance.  But even programs in the evaluation that were broadly consistent 

with the prototypical design tended to modify it in significant ways.  For example, programs in 

some of the study sites reflect a philosophy that employment outcomes for the individuals they 

serve can be optimized by the provision of extended job readiness training prior to job search or 

placement.  Conversely, job readiness training is downplayed in some other programs that target 

individuals who have already demonstrated their employability. 

The duration of job readiness training was quite varied across the study sites, with the 

median number of days of training among enrollees who received it ranging from 6 in Ft. Worth 

and St. Lucie County and 8 in Baltimore County to 44 in Boston and Philadelphia (Exhibit III.3).  

The short duration of job readiness training in St. Lucie and Baltimore counties reflects the fact 

that the JHU program was designed primarily to assist employed persons in achieving greater 

success in the labor market.  In Ft. Worth, the short duration of such training is consistent with 

the emphasis on rapid transition to employment in that site’s program design.  However, when 

viewed in light of relatively poor employment outcomes for Ft. Worth enrollees, documented in 

the next chapter, the short duration of job readiness training may also be symptomatic of lapses 

in the delivery of services to those who needed them.26 

                                                 
26 Among the 11 study sites, Ft. Worth had the lowest rate of receipt of any employment preparation services 

by WtW enrollees (Exhibit III.1).  It is also last or next-to-last among the sites in the duration of core employment 
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The median duration of job readiness training was highest in Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, 

and West Virginia, consistent with the designs for these WtW programs, which specify the 

provision of extended job readiness training to all or to major segments of enrollees.  For 

example, the design for the program operated by the Human Resource Development Foundation 

in West Virginia calls for all enrollees to participate in a four-week job readiness workshop prior 

to job placement.  Exhibit III.3 shows that the median WtW enrollee in the West Virginia study 

site received 24 days of job readiness training.  The program in Boston was based on two 

different designs, one of which entailed the provision of extensive training by major employers 

in the Boston area to prepare enrollees for jobs with those organizations.  Enrollees in Boston 

received a median of 44 days of job readiness training. 

The design and execution of job search/placement services was more consistent across sites, 

with much lower and less varied durations than job readiness training (Exhibit III.3).  The 

median duration of job search/placement services was just 4 days or less in seven of the sites, 

and exceeded 10 days only in Boston. 

The duration of ancillary services depended on their nature, the severity and complexity of 

the problems they were designed to address, and on the capacity of the enrollees to persist in the 

treatment.  WtW enrollees typically received counseling, mediation, and legal services for short 

durations.  The median duration of each of these services among those who received them in all 

of the study sites was 10 days or less for counseling and 4 days or less for mediation and legal 

services.  In contrast, enrollees often received mental health services and substance abuse 

treatment for long durations.  For example, WtW enrollees in Baltimore County and Boston who 

                                                 
preparation services—job readiness training and job search/placement services—by enrollees who received those 
services (Exhibit III.3).  Chapter IV presents evidence that employment outcomes for WtW enrollees in Ft. Worth 
were relatively poor.  Ft. Worth is among the three study sites with the lowest percentage of enrollees who were 
employed at any time during the year following enrollment (Exhibit IV.1) and among the three sites with the longest 
elapsed time until the first post-enrollment job (Exhibit IV.2). 
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entered substance abuse treatment programs typically received services from those programs for 

about 100 days. 

3. Were the Employment Preparation Services Useful? 

WtW enrollees who received job readiness training and job search/placement services 

generally judged them to be useful, regardless of the study site.  The perceived utility of the 

ancillary services tended to be lower and more varied across the sites. 

The programs studied in this evaluation delivered core employment preparation services that 

were consistently judged to be useful by the enrollees who received them.  On a scale ranging 

from 1 (not useful at all) to 3 (very useful), the mean values of indices of the usefulness of job 

readiness training and job search/placement services fall within bands that are both high and 

narrow, ranging from 2.4 to 2.7 (Appendix Exhibit B.3).27 

Although assessments were less consistent across sites, enrollees generally held ancillary 

services in lower regard than the core services.  The ancillary services that enrollees judged to be 

most useful were life skills training, counseling, peer support or discussion groups, and 

mediation services.  Mediation services were viewed as being especially useful, with mean index 

values reaching 2.7 in Nashville and Philadelphia and 2.8 in Phoenix and St. Lucie County 

(Appendix Exhibit B.3).  Enrollees viewed mental health services, legal assistance, and 

substance abuse treatment less favorably.  They viewed legal assistance least favorably; the mean 

index value for that service was less than 2.0 in seven of the study sites. 

                                                 
27 In the evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey, enrollees who reported having received a specific 

employment preparation service were asked whether it had been useful to them.  Their responses of 1 (not useful at 
all), 2 (somewhat useful), and 3 (very useful) were incorporated in an index of the usefulness of each service. 
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B. DID ENROLLEES RECEIVE SKILL ENHANCEMENT SERVICES? 

WtW enrollees in the 11 study sites were only about half as likely to receive skill 

enhancement services during the year following enrollment in WtW as they were to receive the 

employment preparation services discussed in the previous section.  Rates of participation in 

education and training ranged from 24 to 47 percent across the study sites (Exhibit III.4).  Only 

in three sites did participation rates exceed 40 percent:  Baltimore County, Nashville, and St. 

Lucie County.  This is consistent with the focus of the programs operating in these sites.  In 

Baltimore and St. Lucie counties, the JHU program aims to help already-employed participants 

move into better jobs. The Nashville program emphasizes human development and operates 

under Tennessee’s federal TANF waiver that expanded the allowable services to permit a 

broader set of activities to satisfy work requirements. 

The WtW enrollees who received skill enhancement services almost always received them 

in conjunction with employment preparation services, rather than by themselves.  The Boston 

study site typifies this pattern; about nine of every ten enrollees in that site who received skill 

enhancement services also received employment preparation services (Appendix Exhibit B.27).  

This ratio was lowest in Baltimore County, but even there, three-fourths of recipients of skill 

enhancement services also received employment preparation services.  In contrast, WtW 

enrollees typically received employment preparation services by themselves.  Only between one-

fourth and one-half of recipients of employment preparation services also received skill 

enhancement services.  Thus, while skill enhancement services were rarely received on a stand-

alone basis, employment preparation services usually were. 

1. What Types of Skill Enhancement Services Did Enrollees Receive? 

Rates of receipt of specific types of skill enhancement services did not exceed 20 percent 

other than for a few exceptional services in Baltimore County, Milwaukee, Nashville, and St. 
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Lucie County (Exhibit III.5).  These rates are well below those for the core employment 

preparation services but are comparable to those for some of the less common ancillary 

employment preparation services, such as mediation and mental health services.  About 10 to 20 

percent of WtW enrollees participated in GED/high school programs and in advanced education 

programs,28 while 5 to 10 percent participated in adult basic education (ABE).  Virtually no 

enrollees in any site other than Boston participated in English as a second language (ESL) 

programs; restrictions on the receipt of TANF by recent immigrants may have limited the 

number of WtW enrollees who could benefit from this instruction. 

Milwaukee/NOW and Nashville Works/Pathways enrollees were most likely to participate 

in GED or high school programs, whereas enrollees in the two JHU programs were most likely 

to participate in college and other advanced education programs (Exhibit III.5).  Enrollees in the 

Nashville site also had relatively high rates of participation in ABE and in advanced programs. 

2. What Were the Duration and Intensity of Skill Enhancement Services? 

The skill enhancement services received by WtW enrollees typically lasted for two to six 

months and entailed a commitment of 10 to 20 hours per week (Exhibit III.6).  Thus, receipt of 

these services represented a substantially larger investment in human capital than did receipt of 

employment preparation services.  Enrollees in the Milwaukee/NOW program who participated 

in GED or high school education programs did so for 12 hours per week for five months, on 

average.  Their counterparts in Nashville were even more intensively engaged in these programs, 

averaging 12 hours of participation per week for five months.  Enrollees in the Baltimore County 

and St. Lucie County JHU programs who participated in advanced education programs did so for 

roughly 15 hours per week over an interval of three to four months, on average. 

                                                 
28 The 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on participation in the following advanced education 

and training programs: vocational or technical training, occupational skills training, and college programs. 



 

39 

3. Did Employment Precede the Receipt of Skill Enhancement Services? 

The 1997 legislation that initially authorized the WtW grants program permitted skill 

enhancement services to be provided to enrollees only after they had obtained jobs.29  

Subsequent amendments to that legislation in 1999 eased this restriction by allowing such 

services prior to employment for a maximum of six months.  Still, it is clear that federal 

policymakers intended for most investment in human capital under WtW grant-funded programs 

to occur after, rather than before, an enrollee obtained employment.30  We used data from the 

evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey to investigate whether enrollees’ participation in 

employment and training programs was consistent with the spirit of the legislation in this regard. 

Receipt of skill enhancement services following, rather than preceding, employment was the 

exception rather than the rule for WtW enrollees.  Exhibit III.7 shows that in most of the study 

sites, only between one-fourth and one-half of enrollees who received basic skill enhancement 

services began doing so after they had become employed.  The results are a bit more favorable 

for advanced services—about 30 to 60 percent of the enrollees who participated in vocational or 

technical training, occupational skills training, or college programs did so after obtaining jobs. 

Three of the study sites deviated notably from the general pattern.  In Baltimore County and 

St. Lucie County, about 75 percent of WtW enrollees who participated in basic education and 

training programs and approximately 85 percent of those who participated in advanced programs 

did so after becoming employed (Exhibit III.7).  The corresponding rates in Yakima were about 

10 percentage points lower than in the JHU sites, but they were nevertheless high relative to the 

rates in the other eight sites. 

                                                 
29 In its interim rule on WtW, DOL (1997, page 61549) states that, “The regulations . . . encourage the use of 

training interventions only after an individual begins to work to help participants retain their jobs and move toward 
self-sufficiency.” 

30 This interpretation of the intent of federal policymakers is consistent with DOL’s final rule for the WtW 
grants program (DOL 2001, page 2715, Sect. 645.220, paragraphs b and e). 
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C. A CLASSIFICATION OF WtW PROGRAMS, BASED ON SERVICES ACTUALLY 
RECEIVED BY ENROLLEES 

This evaluation’s implementation report (Nightingale et al. 2002) uses three program models 

to classify the study sites, based on the key service-delivery features and on those aspects of the 

programs that administrators and staff highlighted as being their most prominent or defining 

features.31  We thought it would be useful to provide in this outcomes report an alternative 

classification of the study sites based on the self-reports of services received by the WtW 

enrollees and then compare the results of the two classification schemes.  Using the enrollee 

reports, our five-way classification of the 11 study sites is as follows: 

• Rapid Job Entry (Phoenix and Yakima).  WtW enrollees in these sites had high rates 
of receipt of short-duration job readiness training.  They also had high rates of receipt 
of job placement services.  Relatively low or moderate proportions of enrollees 
received other employment preparation services and skill enhancement services.  
Overall, the services received by enrollees in these sites appear to have been limited 
to those necessary to move them quickly into jobs. 

• Extensive Pre-Employment Services (Boston, Chicago, Nashville, Philadelphia, 
and West Virginia).  WtW enrollees in these five sites had high rates of receipt of job 
placement services, but they tended to receive those services after several months of 
job readiness training or, in Nashville, participation in education and training 
programs.32 

• Rehabilitative (Milwaukee).  Enrollees in Milwaukee NOW program received a 
unique mix of ancillary employment preparation services that were chosen to 
facilitate reentry into society and employment by persons who have been incarcerated 
or are on parole.  The service mix includes relatively high rates of counseling, 
participation in peer support groups, legal assistance, and substance abuse treatment. 

                                                 
31 On page 67, Nightingale et al. (2002) identify three WtW program models based on service delivery features 

and on administrator and staff descriptions of their programs:  (1) Enhanced Direct Employment, with an emphasis 
on providing individualized support and counseling prior to employment, job placement services, and post 
employment services; (2) Developmental/Transitional Employment, with an emphasis on skills development, 
transitional or subsidized employment, and job placement; (3) Intensive Post-Employment Skills Development, with 
a primary objective of improving job retention and specific occupational skills for employed individuals. 

32 The West Virginia site does not fit cleanly into the extensive pre-employment services category on the basis 
of the pattern of service receipt alone.  The median duration of job readiness training for WtW enrollees in this study 
site, 24 days (Exhibit III.3), exceeds the median durations for the rapid job entry sites but is less than those in 
Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia.  Our decision to classify the West Virginia site in the extensive pre-employment 
services category was influenced by the finding, discussed in Chapter IV, that the mean duration until the first job 
was markedly high for enrollees in this site (refer to Exhibit IV.2). 
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• Career Advancement (Baltimore County and St. Lucie County).  These sites 
implemented the JHU service model, designed to assist employed individuals retain 
jobs and advance in their careers.  Accordingly, relatively few WtW enrollees in 
Baltimore County and St. Lucie County received job search/placement services or job 
readiness training.  Counseling and mediation services were common in these sites, as 
was participation in advanced education and training programs. 

• Minimal Services (Ft. Worth).  The Ft. Worth site stands out in terms of enrollees’ 
low rates of receipt of any services and the brevity of those services they did receive.  
While this could indicate that enrollees had little need for services, the next chapter 
documents that this was not the case:  Ft. Worth is among the three study sites with 
the lowest percentage of enrollees who obtained jobs and the longest duration until 
employment for those who found jobs. 

While somewhat subjective, our sense is that the program category Rapid Job Entry, based 

on enrollee reports, maps into the Enhanced Direct Employment (EDE) program model.  The 

shaded cell in the top left of Exhibit III.8 designates this mapping.  In a similar fashion, the 

Extensive Pre-Employment Services and Rehabilitative program categories map into the 

Developmental/Transitional Employment (DTE) model, as indicated by the two shaded cells in 

the middle of the exhibit.  The Career Advancement program category maps cleanly into the 

Intensive Post-Employment Skills Development (IPESD) model, as indicated by the shaded cell 

in the lower right of Exhibit III.8.  The Minimal Services program category is not consistent with 

any of the three program models. 

The program classification based on enrollee reports is consistent with the program model 

based on administrator and staff reports for 8 of the 11 study sites.  The three sites for which 

these are inconsistent are West Virginia, Milwaukee, and Ft. Worth.  The lengthy job readiness 

training received by enrollees in West Virginia, combined with their protracted time until the 

first job, led us to classify this as an Extensive Pre-Employment Services site, which is consistent 

with the DTE model rather than EDE model.  Low rates of receipt of job readiness training and 

job placement services by WtW enrollees in Milwaukee, combined with their high rates of 

receipt of ancillary employment preparation services, led us to classify this as a Rehabilitative 
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site, which is consistent with the DTE model rather than the EDE model.  Finally, low rates of 

receipt of any services by enrollees in Ft. Worth, combined with relatively poor employment 

outcomes, led us to classify this site as Minimal Services--a classification that is not consistent 

with any of the three program models.33 

                                                 
33 Possible explanations for the three sites that are flagged as inconsistencies between the two classification 

schemes include:  (1) deviation of a program as initially implemented from the program design; (2) evolution of a 
program between the time when data were collected for the evaluation’s process study and the fielding period for  
the 12-month follow-up survey of enrollees; (3) subjective factors underlying the interpretation of data by the two 
largely different research teams for the implementation study and the outcomes study. 
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EXHIBIT III.1

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED ANY 
EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION SERVICES

DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

86%

87%

80%

83%

89%

85%

80%

68%

82%

79%

73%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Yakima (WA)

W. Virginia-HRDF (WV)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

The evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on the following employment preparation services:  job readiness 
training, job search or placement services, life-skills classes, mental health services, substance abuse treatment, medical attention to 
correct a work-limiting physical condition, legal assistance, counseling, peer support/discussion group, and mediation services.  
Reference:  Exhibit B.1
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EXHIBIT III.4

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED ANY
SKILL ENHANCEMENT SERVICES (EDUCATION AND TRAINING) 

DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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The evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on the following skill enhancement services:  GED or high school, adult 
basic education, English as a second language, vocational or technical training, occupational skills training, and college programs.   
Reference:  Exhibit B.4
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Based on enrollees who received any skill enhancement services.  This exhibit shows the percentages of enrollees for whom the receipt of 
those services commenced on or following the date of initial post-enrollment employment.  Basic programs are GED/high school, adult basic 
education, and ESL.  Advanced programs are voc./tech. training, occupational skills training, and college programs.  Reference:  Exhibit B.5

EXHIBIT III.7

ON OR FOLLOWING INITIAL EMPLOYMENT
RECEIPT OF SKILL ENHANCEMENT SERVICES COMMENCED

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES FOR WHOM THE

Basic Education and Training Programs

65%

51%

79%

29%

54%

32%

55%

26%

36%

30%

72%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Yakima (WA)

W. Virginia-HRDF (WV)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Advanced Education and Training Programs
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EXHIBIT III.8 
 

CROSS-CLASSIFICATION OF WtW PROGRAMS BY 
ENROLLEE REPORTS AND BY ADMINISTRATOR AND STAFF REPORTS 

 
Program Model 

(based on administrator and staff reports of key program features) 

Program Classification 
(based on enrollee reports of 
services received) 

Enhanced Direct 
Employment 

Developmental/ 
Transitional 
Employment 

Intensive Post-
Employment Skills 

Development 

Rapid Job Entry Phoenix, Yakima   

Extensive Pre-Employment 
Services 

West Virginia Boston, Chicago, 
Nashville, Philadelphia 

 

Rehabilitative Milwaukee   

Career Advancement   Baltimore Co., 
St. Lucie Co. 

Minimal Services Ft. Worth   

Note:  Shaded cells indicate consistency between the program classification based on enrollee reports and the program model 
based on administrator and staff reports.  Study sites whose names appear outside of the shaded cells (West Virginia, Milwaukee, 
and Ft. Worth) are ones where the program classification based on enrollee reports and the program model based on 
administrator/staff reports appear to be inconsistent. 

 

 



 

53 

IV.  DID WtW ENROLLEES ACHIEVE SUCCESS IN THE LABOR MARKET? 

The WtW grants program seeks to promote self-sufficiency through employment.  

Accordingly, in this evaluation, various aspects of the labor-market success of WtW enrollees 

are key outcome measures.  This chapter uses these measures to describe the success of WtW 

enrollees in the labor market.  The reader is cautioned that the values of these measures cannot 

necessarily be attributed to the program.  This evaluation was not based on an experimental 

design; consequently, it is not possible to estimate the contributions of the program itself to the 

observed outcomes with a level of confidence that would be appropriate for this report to 

Congress. 

A. DID ENROLLEES BECOME EMPLOYED? 

Most WtW enrollees were employed during at least some part of the year after they entered 

the program.  While this is encouraging, there was a notable lack of consistency in their 

employment—most enrollees were without jobs for at least half of the year, and few were 

substantially employed at the end of the year. 

1. Were Enrollees Employed at All During the Year After Program Entry? 

Few WtW enrollees in sites other than Baltimore County and St. Lucie County were 

employed when they entered the program, but most were employed at some time during the 

subsequent year.  Thus, the study sites generally achieved the most fundamental objective of the 

WtW grants program, which was to move enrollees into employment.  Not surprisingly, this 

measure of labor-market success was highest for the two sites that operated the JHU program, 

which was designed to serve persons who were already employed.  In these sites—Baltimore 

County and St. Lucie County—most enrollees were employed when they entered the program, 

and more than 90 percent were employed at some time during the following year (Exhibit 
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IV.1).34  In the other nine study sites, the range of this measure is narrow, with a low value of 65 

percent for Boston and Chicago and a high of 80 percent for West Virginia and Yakima. 

Although most WtW enrollees in the study sites were employed at some time during the 

year following enrollment, substantial minorities of enrollees in the non-JHU sites failed to 

achieve even this modest level of labor-market success.  Between one in five and one in three 

enrollees were not employed at all during the follow-up year in the non-JHU sites. 

2. How Long Did It Take Enrollees to Find Jobs? 

WtW enrollees who were not employed when they entered the program required an average 

of four to five months to find their first post-enrollment jobs (Exhibit IV.2).35  The time that it 

took enrollees to find jobs was determined by a host of factors, including the nature of the 

services they received.  Chapter III provided a classification of sites based on the services 

received by enrollees.  In the two “rapid job entry” sites, Phoenix and Yakima, enrollees 

obtained their first jobs in an average of 3.8 and 4.3 months, respectively.  The average elapsed 

time until the first job tended to be longer in the five “extensive pre-employment services” sites, 

ranging from a low of 4.3 months in Philadelphia to a high of 5.1 months in West Virginia.36  

Thus, the elapsed time until the first job tended to be lower in sites that provided services 

consistent with rapid job entry than in sites that provided more extensive pre-employment 

services. 

                                                 
34 The JHU model targeted individuals who were already employed.  However, some enrollees were not yet 

working or had been working but had recently lost their jobs at the time of program entry.  In these relatively 
unusual cases, program staff began serving the enrollees prior to their employment and the services included 
assistance in finding jobs. 

35 The Milwaukee site was an exception to this pattern.  There, the NOW program served an especially hard-to-
employ population of noncustodial parents who had been incarcerated or were on probation or parole when they 
enrolled in WtW.  The Milwaukee enrollees who were not employed at program entry required nearly six months, 
on average, to obtain their first jobs. 

36 Especially in the extensive pre-employment services sites, the measured duration until the first job may have 
been distorted by the difficulty that some enrollees had in distinguishing between subsidized employment (a 
common service in these sites) and unsubsidized employment. 
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Ft. Worth was classified in Chapter III as a site where WtW enrollees received “minimal 

services.”  Exhibit IV.2 shows that those enrollees required an average of 5.1 months to find 

their first job.  Only the ex-offender enrollees in Milwaukee required more time to become 

employed.  This combination of factors suggests that the Ft. Worth enrollees had unmet needs 

for services. 

3. For What Proportion of the Year Were Enrollees Employed? 

WtW enrollees in all but the two JHU program sites were employed for an average of only 

between one-third and one-half of the follow-up year (Exhibit IV.3).  Because the JHU program 

was designed to serve persons who already had jobs, it is not surprising that enrollees in the 

Baltimore County and St. Lucie County sites were employed for the largest proportions of the 

year—nearly three-quarters, on average.  The much lower proportions for the other nine sites 

reflect the interplay among three intermediate employment outcomes:  (1) the fraction of 

enrollees who were never employed during the year,37 (2) the average duration until the first job 

for those who became employed, and (3) the rate of job loss by enrollees who were employed at 

enrollment or who subsequently became employed.  These intermediate outcomes may be 

influenced by WtW service strategies, as follows: 

• A strategy of rapid job entry would be expected to minimize the duration until the 
first job (intermediate outcome #2) and perhaps also reduce the fraction of enrollees 
who are never employed during the year following program entry (intermediate 
outcome #1).  However, this strategy might carry an elevated risk that enrollees will 
not be strongly attached to the jobs that they obtain, resulting in an elevated rate of 
job loss (intermediate outcome #3).38 

                                                 
37 If enrollees who were never employed during the follow-up year are excluded from the analysis, Exhibit 

IV.3 shows that the average proportion of the year that the remaining enrollees were employed is about 10 to 20 
percentage points higher than for all enrollees in the non-JHU sites. 

38 The incidence of job loss during the year following enrollment was, in fact, relatively high in the two “rapid 
job entry” sites—70 percent in Phoenix and 71 percent in Yakima (Exhibit IV.8). 
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• A strategy of extensive pre-employment services might result in better matches of 
enrollees with jobs, thus reducing the risk of job loss (intermediate outcome #3).39, 40  
However, the extensive pre-employment services would likely extend the time until 
the first job (intermediate outcome #1) and might also increase the risk that an 
enrollee would remain without work for the entire year following program entry 
(intermediate outcome #2). 

The Yakima and West Virginia study sites illustrate the trade-offs between these two service 

strategies with respect to employment outcomes.  Yakima pursued a rapid entry strategy; only 

half of the WtW enrollees in that site received job readiness training, with an average duration of 

just 9 days.  In contrast, West Virginia pursued an extensive services strategy; three-fourths of its 

enrollees received job readiness training for an average duration of 24 days.  The enrollees in 

these two sites were equally likely to be employed sometime during the year following program 

entry (80 percent, Exhibit IV.1).  However, the mean duration until the first job was longer for 

enrollees in West Virginia than those in Yakima:  5.1 months versus 4.3 months (Exhibit IV.2).  

The incidence of job loss was 58 percent in West Virginia, versus 71 percent in Yakima (Exhibit 

IV.8).  Despite the substantial differences in two of the three intermediate employment 

outcomes, the mean percentage of time enrollees had a job during the year following program 

entry was similar in the two sites—49 percent in Yakima and 44 percent in West Virginia. 

4. Were Enrollees Employed One Year After Program Entry? 

In most of the study sites, less than half of WtW enrollees were employed one year after 

they entered the program; however, employment rates at that time were much higher than those 

                                                 
39 Hamilton (2002) reports a finding from the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies that, among 

programs with a strong focus on employment, those that emphasize job search while also providing a menu of short-
term pre-employment services are more effective than those that offer primarily job search.  An important dimension 
of the enhanced effectiveness of the mixed approach is an increase in the stability of employment. 

40 The incidence of job loss during the follow-up year was moderate in four of the five “extensive pre-
employment services” sites--approximately 50 to 60 percent in Boston, Chicago, Nashville, and West Virginia.  In 
contrast, the incidence of job loss was high, 74 percent, in Philadelphia.  The latter may have been due in part to a 
program design that entailed placing enrollees in transitional subsidized jobs as a precursor to paid employment. 
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at the time of program entry in all but the two JHU sites (where program participants tended to 

be employed when they enrolled).41  West Virginia was the only non-JHU site to achieve an end-

of-year employment rate in excess of 50 percent; however, Yakima fell just short of that 

threshold (Exhibit IV.4).  In the other seven non-JHU sites, the rate was generally about 40 

percent, which is very similar to the 42 percent employment rate for former TANF recipients 

nationwide reported by Loprest (2003).42  The end-of-year employment rates for WtW enrollees 

were much lower than the rates of employment sometime during the year (Exhibit IV.1), 

indicating considerable instability in employment. 

Local programs funded by WtW grants were expected to be integrated with the 

corresponding state TANF programs.  It is therefore useful to assess end-of-year employment 

outcomes for WtW enrollees in terms of the TANF work requirement, as specified in the 1996 

PRWORA legislation, which can be paraphrased as follows: 

The nonexempt adult head of a single-parent TANF case must spend at least 30 hours 
per week working on a job for pay or participating in work-related activities.  
Participation in education and training programs may account for no more than 10 of 
the required hours.43 
 
 
In Exhibit IV.5, the TANF work requirement is used as a standard against which to assess 

employment outcomes for WtW enrollees one year after program entry, without regard for their 

actual TANF participation status at that time.  The exhibit displays the percentage of enrollees 

                                                 
41 We caution the reader not to interpret the differences in employment rates over the year following WtW 

enrollment (Exhibit IV.4) as impacts of the local programs.  While the programs probably contributed to these 
positive differences, other factors were no doubt at work.  One of those factors is the well-documented tendency for 
individuals to enter employment and training programs shortly after experiencing a dip in their employment.  Even 
in the absence of the programs, many of these individuals could have had better employment outcomes over the 
succeeding months as a consequence of their own efforts and better luck. 

42 Loprest (2003) reports a 42 percent employment rate among adults who had left TANF during the two years 
prior to the 2002 Survey of America’s Families.  Some of these individuals had returned to TANF by the time of the 
survey interview. 

43 PL 104-193, section 407, subsections (c) and (d).  The 30-hour requirement became effective in fiscal year 
2000. 
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that would have satisfied the TANF work requirement based on 30 or more hours of paid 

employment alone (shown by the length of the dark section of each bar), as well as the 

percentage that would have satisfied the requirement based on 20-29 hours of paid employment 

plus an assumed 1-10 hours of participation in education, training, or other work-related 

activities (shown by the full length of each bar, including both its dark and light sections).  The 

following discussion focuses only on the former percentage. 

The rates at which WtW enrollees would have satisfied the TANF 30-hour-per-week work 

requirement if they had been on TANF one year after program entry were slightly lower than 

their rates of employment, but the patterns of these two measures were similar across the study 

sites.  Exhibit IV.5 shows that about two-thirds of enrollees in the JHU sites were employed at 

levels consistent with the TANF requirement, whereas only about one-third of enrollees in the 

other sites were (with the exception of West Virginia, where 43 percent of enrollees were 

working at least 30 hours per week).  Further analysis revealed that the absence of any 

employment, rather than insufficient hours of work by those who were employed, accounted for 

large majorities of the WtW enrollees in each of the study sites who were not working at levels 

consistent with the TANF 30-hour standard.44 

The end-of-year employment results presented in this section might be regarded as 

disappointing by many readers.  However, as programs funded by the WtW grants were required 

(by Public Law 105-33) to serve hard-to-employ adults who were either on assistance or were at 

risk of long-term welfare dependency, the results could be interpreted alternatively as 

representing a notable degree of success in a challenging program environment. 

                                                 
44 The figures presented in Appendix Exhibit B.8 can be transformed (by dividing the sum of the percentages 

in rows two and three by the sum of the percentages in rows one through three) to obtain the proportion of enrollees 
who were not satisfying the TANF 30-hour work requirement because they were employed but their hours of work 
were insufficient.  This proportion was 26 percent in St. Lucie County and was lower in all of the other study sites.  
For example, it was just 5 percent in Phoenix. 
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5. Why Were Some Enrollees Not Employed One Year After Program Entry? 

Among the WtW enrollees who were not employed one year after program entry, the most 

commonly cited reason for lack of employment was difficulty finding a job (Appendix Exhibit 

B.9).  This was true for nearly half of the Milwaukee enrollees who were not employed and 

between one-tenth and one-third of their counterparts in the other study sites.  A number of 

factors may have been underlying this reported difficulty, such as a weak local labor market, a 

bad match of the enrollee’s skills with the requirements of the available jobs, and personal 

characteristics that present a challenge to employment.  Given the additional liabilities that ex-

offenders bring to the labor market, it is not surprising that WtW enrollees in Milwaukee were 

most likely to attribute their lack of employment to difficulty in finding a job. 

The enrollee’s poor health or work-limiting disability was the second most frequently cited 

reason for lack of employment.  Nearly one in four enrollees in West Virginia gave this 

explanation for their lack of a job one year after enrollment, as did about one in five enrollees in 

Baltimore County, Ft. Worth, Nashville, and Phoenix (Appendix Exhibit B.9).  These high rates 

may have been due to higher incidences of poor health or disabilities in these sites and/or to a 

mix of available jobs that required higher levels of physical functioning.45  For example, 

relatively large proportions of enrollees age 40 or older in Baltimore County (20 percent) and 

West Virginia (17 percent) may have made those groups more susceptible to health problems and 

disabilities. 

Some enrollees who were not employed one year after entering WtW attributed their lack of 

a job to factors other than those just noted.  These percentages were generally low, with some 

notable exceptions: 

                                                 
45 In four of these five sites (West Virginia, Baltimore County, Ft. Worth, and Nashville), WtW enrollees had 

relatively high rates of work-limiting health problems at the time of enrollment (Exhibit II.2).  
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• Nashville Works/Pathways.  Sixteen percent of jobless enrollees in this program cited 
participation in education or training programs as their principal reason for not being 
employed.  This is consistent with two characteristics of the Nashville program.  First, 
an unusually large proportion of enrollees in that program (one in five) were in high 
school at the time of enrollment (Exhibit II.2).  Second, the 44 percent rate of 
participation by Nashville enrollees in education and training programs following 
enrollment is the second highest of the sites studied (Exhibit III.4). 

• West Virginia-HRDF.  Fifteen percent of enrollees in this program who were not 
employed a year after enrollment cited transportation problems as the principal 
reason.  West Virginia’s TANF recipients often reside in rural areas, but the state’s 
jobs are concentrated in urban centers, making it difficult for many TANF recipients 
to get to jobs.  The HRDF program included specific features to address this problem, 
but the survey evidence suggests that gaps in access to transportation remained. 

• Milwaukee-NOW.  Ten percent of ex-offenders who enrolled in this program and 
were jobless a year later cited legal problems as the principal reason for not being 
employed, indicating that a criminal record can be a substantial barrier to 
employment. 

B. WHAT WERE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF JOBS OBTAINED BY ENROLLEES? 

Welfare policymakers are concerned not only that able-bodied TANF recipients and other 

at-risk adults become employed, but also that they eventually obtain jobs that allow them to 

achieve substantial self-sufficiency.  Expectations for initial jobs may be more modest, based on 

an assumption of subsequent advancement to better jobs.  This section describes the 

characteristics of the principal job held by WtW enrollees who were employed one year after 

program entry.  Section C presents findings on job advancement. 

1. What Kinds of Jobs Did Enrollees Obtain? 

WtW enrollees who were employed one year after program entry were most frequently in 

office and administrative support or sales occupations.  Office and administrative support was 

the most common occupational category for enrollees in all but the Milwaukee and West 

Virginia sites, the latter being the most rural of the 11 study sites (Appendix Exhibit B.10).  

Nearly half of employed enrollees in Phoenix were in this occupational group, as were about a 

fourth in many of the other sites.  Wholesale and retail sales occupations were also common in 
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most sites, typically accounting for 10 to 20 percent of employed enrollees.  The predominantly 

male enrollees in Milwaukee were concentrated in occupations, such as production and 

transportation, that were distinctly different from those favored by the mostly female enrollees in 

the other study sites. 

About half or more of the principal jobs held by employed enrollees in 10 of the study sites 

were in service industries—primarily business, health, and social services (Appendix Exhibit 

B.11).  Reflecting differences between the sexes, Milwaukee was the exceptional site, wherein 

jobs in manufacturing and transportation/utilities were held by nearly a third of the employed 

enrollees, as compared with about a tenth of enrollees most of in the other sites.  The industries 

in which WtW enrollees worked likely reflect both the industrial base of the local economies and 

the job placement strategies of the WtW programs.  For example, in Boston—a major market for 

the provision of health care, and a site in which the WtW program partnered with several local 

health care providers to train and hire WtW enrollees—the principal jobs held by 29 percent of 

employed enrollees were in the health services industry. 

2. How Many Hours Per Week Did Enrollees Work? 

WtW enrollees who were employed one year after program entry typically put in a full 

workweek on their primary job.  The top panel of Exhibit IV.6 shows that the mean hours of 

work per week on the principal job ranged from 32 to 37 across the 11 study sites.  In no site did 

more than 10 percent of employed enrollees work fewer than 20 hours per week on their 

principal job (Appendix Exhibit B.12).  This finding further substantiates our earlier observation 

that the absence of any employment, rather than inadequate hours of work by those who were 

employed, accounted for almost all of the enrollees who were not working at levels consistent 

with the TANF 30-hour standard. 
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3. How Well Were Enrollees Compensated for Their Labor? 

The elements of employment compensation considered in this evaluation are the hourly 

wage rate and fringe benefits, with a focus on health insurance, paid sick leave, and pensions.46  

As in the preceding two sections, the findings on compensation are based on the principal job 

held by an employed WtW enrollee one year after program entry. 

a. What Was Their Hourly Rate of Pay? 

WtW enrollees in eight of the study sites had a mean wage rate on their primary job of 

between approximately $7 and $8 per hour (Exhibit IV.6, bottom panel).  West Virginia, 

Baltimore County, and Boston were the exceptions to this pattern.  Although enrollees in West 

Virginia had more favorable employment outcomes than those in many of the other study sites, 

their mean hourly wage rate ($5.75) was notably low.  In contrast, the mean wage rates for WtW 

enrollees in Baltimore County ($9.08) and Boston ($9.82) were well above those for enrollees in 

the other sites. 

If the employed WtW enrollees had been consistently working 40 hours per week for an 

entire month at the hourly wage on their primary job and had no income from government 

programs, but did have their actual income from other sources (such as the earnings of other 

household members), then their households would have experienced poverty rates ranging from 

a low of 20 percent in Baltimore County and Boston to a high of 71 percent in West Virginia.47  

                                                 
46 This evaluation also examined the availability of dental insurance, paid holidays, and paid vacation leave.  

Appendix Exhibit B.12 presents findings for all of the six types of benefits that were examined. 
47 Household poverty rates for employed enrollees in all of the study sites were simulated under the 

assumptions of 40 hours of work per week and 4.3 weeks per month at the actual wage rate on the primary job, no 
income from government programs (including the EITC), and whatever other income their households actually 
received in the month prior to the month of the survey interview.  The simulated poverty rates are as follows (in 
percentages):  Baltimore County 20, Boston 20, Chicago 60, Ft. Worth 44, Milwaukee 37, Nashville 42, 
Philadelphia 64, Phoenix 35, St. Lucie County 42, West Virginia 71, and Yakima 40.  Alternatively, if the measure 
of income during the month prior to the month of the survey interview is assumed to include the enrollee’s actual 
earnings during that month, no income from government programs, and whatever other income the household 
actually received, then the simulated poverty rates are higher, often substantially so:  Baltimore County 42, Boston 
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In nine of the sites, the hourly wage received by WtW enrollees on their primary job was such 

that more than one-third of them would have been living in poverty even if they had been 

working full time and receiving no government assistance.  This finding is based on a measure of 

income that does not include the earned-income tax credit (EITC). 

b. What Fringe Benefits Were Available to Them? 

Overall, fringe benefits were available to only modest proportions of WtW enrollees on their 

principal job one year after entering the program (Exhibit IV.7).  Consequently, the self-

sufficiency of most enrollees, to the extent that they achieved it, was precarious—contingent on 

remaining healthy and continuing to work. 

Paid sick leave was the most common, or tied for the most common, of three key fringe 

benefits in every study site, followed by a pension plan.  Health insurance was the least common.  

Rates of availability of these three benefits ranged across the study sites as follows:48 

• Paid Sick Leave.  The availability of paid sick leave ranged from a low of 25 percent 
in West Virginia to a high of 63 percent in Baltimore County. 

• Pension Plan.  The availability of a pension plan ranged from a low of 24 percent in 
Chicago, West Virginia, and Yakima to a high of 54 percent in Boston. 

• Health Insurance.  Participation in an employer’s health insurance plan ranged from 
a low of 11 percent in Chicago to a high of 42 percent in Baltimore County. 

In general, fringe benefits were available to employed enrollees at relatively low or high 

rates in the same study sites where wage rates were respectively relatively low or high.  For 

example, in West Virginia, employed enrollees had the lowest mean wage rate and the lowest 
                                                 
58, Chicago 82, Ft. Worth 65, Milwaukee 59, Nashville 70, Philadelphia 82, Phoenix 76, St. Lucie County 63, West 
Virginia 87, and Yakima 61.  An important factor contributing to the differences between these two sets of poverty 
rates is the lack of consistent full-time work by employed WtW enrollees over an entire month. 

48 The definition of availability of a benefit varies depending on the type of benefit.  Availability of health 
insurance refers to active participation in an employer’s health insurance plan.  Availability of paid sick leave and a 
pension refers to the potential for the enrollee to participate in these plans one year after enrolling in WtW (i.e., at 
the time of the interview), whether or not the enrollee actually participated in or received benefits from the plans. 
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rates of availability of paid sick leave and a pension plan.  And in Boston, where the mean wage 

rate was highest among the study sites, these two fringe benefits were available to relatively 

large proportions of employed enrollees.49 

C. DID ENROLLEES MOVE FROM THEIR INITIAL JOBS TO BETTER JOBS? 

Job turnover is often viewed as a barrier to the long-term success of at-risk adults in the 

labor market.  Consequently, some WtW programs, most notably those following the JHU 

model, include services designed to reduce the rates at which enrollees who have achieved 

employment leave their jobs.  However, in the broader population, changing jobs is often viewed 

as a career-enhancing step.  This section documents job exit rates among WtW enrollees and 

presents evidence that job changes by these individuals sometimes resulted in additional fringe 

benefits. 

1. Did Employed Enrollees Commonly Leave Their Jobs? 

It was not at all unusual for WtW enrollees who had achieved employment to leave their 

jobs.  Exhibit IV.8 shows that in all but two study sites, more than half of enrollees who were 

employed on or following program entry left their initial job during the follow-up year.  The rate 

of exit from the initial job was highest—at least 70 percent—in Philadelphia, Phoenix, and 

Yakima.  It was lowest in Baltimore County and St. Lucie County, where the JHU program 

provided services designed to reduce job loss, and in Boston, where employer-sponsored 

programs fostered strong employee-employer bonds. 

                                                 
49 Two study sites present exceptions to the positive relationship between wages and fringe benefits.  In St. 

Lucie County, employed enrollees had relatively low wages but relatively high rates of availability of fringe 
benefits.  Many of these enrollees were already employed when they entered the WtW program, thus affording them 
the opportunity to accrue greater tenure on their jobs, and perhaps satisfy the tenure requirements that many firms 
impose for access to fringe benefits.  The opposite pattern prevailed in Yakima, where wages were high and the 
availability of fringe benefits was low.  We can only speculate that this reflected the local economy and the types of 
jobs available and/or the job-placement strategy pursued by the Yakima WtW program.  
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Enrollees who did leave their initial job tended to obtain another, rather than remain out of 

work.  Nashville typified this pattern, with 57 percent of enrollees who left their initial job able 

to obtain another (Appendix Exhibit B.6).  Five sites achieved higher reemployment rates—

among them Yakima and West Virginia, where about two-thirds of enrollees who departed from 

their initial job moved to a new job.  The mean number of jobs held by ever-employed 

individuals during the year following enrollment in WtW ranged from a low of 1.4 jobs in 

Boston and Chicago to a high of 1.8 jobs in Yakima (Appendix Exhibit B.6).50 

The most common reason for departure from the initial job in most of the study sites was a 

voluntary quit (Exhibit IV.9).  But in Philadelphia and Yakima half of enrollees lost their jobs 

because the work period had ended; this is not surprising, given that the design of the 

Philadelphia TWC program entailed placing WtW enrollees in six-month transitional jobs, and 

seasonal jobs are prevalent in Yakima’s agricultural-based economy.51  Dismissal by the 

employer for cause (firing) accounted for only 7 to 13 percent of departures from the initial job 

in sites other than the JHU sites, where it accounted for 17 percent of departures in Baltimore 

County and 18 percent in St. Lucie County. 

2. Did Job Changers Advance to Better Jobs? 

WtW enrollees who left the first job they held on or following program entry for another job 

often received additional fringe benefits on the new job.  They less frequently received a higher 

wage or worked longer hours.  The overall pattern of these findings suggests that job turnover 

can be conducive to job advancement by at-risk adults.52 

                                                 
50 The measure of jobs held during the year following enrollment in WtW includes all jobs without regard for 

the degree of temporal overlap in the jobs. 
51 The ending of a work period encompasses three similar reasons for departure from a job:  (1) a layoff, (2) the 

ending of a work period, and (3) the ending of a period of self-employment. 
52 The findings on job advancement are based on comparisons between the most recent job held during the year 

after enrolling in WtW and the initial job for individuals who changed jobs during that time. 
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In nearly half of the 11 study sites, WtW enrollees who left their initial post-enrollment job 

received more fringe benefits on the most recent job they held during the year following program 

entry.  Appendix Exhibit B.14 shows that job changers in Chicago, Ft. Worth, Philadelphia, West 

Virginia, and Yakima were significantly more likely to have an additional fringe benefit 

available to them on their most recent job than on their initial job post-enrollment in WtW.  In no 

site did job changers experience a significant reduction in the availability of any one of the six 

fringe benefits considered in this evaluation.53  Exhibit IV.10 displays the findings pertaining to 

participation in an employer’s health insurance plan on the initial and most recent jobs.54 

In general, job changes did not result in a higher wage or more work hours; however, some 

study sites did deviate from this pattern.  Exhibit IV.11 shows that job changers experienced 

statistically significant increases in weekly hours of work only in Nashville and Philadelphia, and 

in the hourly wage only in Philadelphia, West Virginia, and Yakima. 

These findings show that job turnover, rather than impeding enrollees’ labor-market success, 

often resulted in a job that provided more fringe benefits.  It less often led to a job that provided 

longer hours or higher wages.  Fringe benefit availability, work hours, and wages were almost 

never lower on the new job.  This does not mean that all job turnover is conducive to positive 

outcomes.  Nor does it mean that turnover is the only or the most efficient route to a better job; 

enrollees who remained on the initial job may have experienced growth in hours, wages, and 

benefits, but the available data cannot support an investigation of whether this occurred.55 

                                                 
53 In a few of the study sites, the estimated rates of availability of some fringe benefits are lower on the most 

recent job than on the first job; however, none of the difference in these estimated rates are statistically significant. 
54 The improvement in fringe benefits (and wages) may be inflated in Philadelphia and possibly other study 

sites as well by the fact that the local WtW program placed large proportions of enrollees in an initial job that was 
temporary and subsidized.  Thus, by design, the initial job typically offered few or no benefits and paid a low wage. 

55 The 12-month follow-up survey gathered data on job characteristics at one point in time for each employer.  
Consequently, the data cannot support an analysis of job progression while an enrollee remained with an employer. 
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Reference:  Exhibit B.7

*/**/*** Diference between employment rate at program entry and one year later is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference:  Exhibit B.17
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EXHIBIT IV.5

HOURS OF WORK BY WtW ENROLLEES ON ALL JOBS
HELD ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY,

ASSESSED RELATIVE TO THE TANF WORK REQUIREMENT
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Reference:  Exhibit B.12

EXHIBIT IV.6

HOURS OF WORK AND WAGE RATE ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB
HELD BY WtW ENROLLEES ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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EXHIBIT IV.7

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WITH FRINGE BENEFITS ON 
THE PRINCIPAL JOB HELD ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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EXHIBIT IV.8

FROM THE INITIAL JOB AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

CIRCUMSTANCES OF DEPARTURE BY WtW ENROLLEES
FROM THE INITIAL JOB AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

EXHIBIT IV.9

RATE OF DEPARTURE BY WtW ENROLLEES

46%

40%

37%

39%

35%

35%

40%

25%

24%

34%

25%

19%

16%

33%

35%

27%

26%

23%

30%

25%

8%

36%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Yakima (WA)

W. Virginia-HRDF (WV)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Left initial job, obtained another Left initial job, did not obtain anotherReference:  Exhibit B.6

42%

49%

55%

63%

61%

62%

74%

70%

52%

58%

71%

35%

46%

53%

55%

32%

46%

53%

47%

37%

47%

51%

37%

21%

34%

50%

41%

24%

31%

45%

34%

24%

10%

10%

18%

8%

10%

7%

13%

13%

14%

13%

17%

4%

6%

8%

3%

8%

6%

11%

9%

4%

11%

13%

42%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Yakima (WA)

W. Virginia-HRDF (WV)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

Phoenix (AZ)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Nashville (TN)

Milwaukee (WI)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Chicago (IL)

Boston (MA)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Quit Work period ended Fired Other reasonReference:  Exhibit B.13

 72



 73

EXHIBIT IV.10

JOB ADVANCEMENT DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM
ENTRY:  PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYED ENROLLEES WHO

PARTICIPATED IN EMPLOYER’S HEALTH INSURANCE PLAN
(if two or more post-enrollment jobs)
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*/**/*** Diference between first job and most recent job is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference:  Exhibit B.14

JOB ADVANCEMENT DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
(if two or more post-enrollment jobs)
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V.  HOW WERE WtW ENROLLEES FARING ONE YEAR 
AFTER ENTERING THE PROGRAM? 

As noted in the preceding chapter, employment rates for WtW enrollees in 9 of the 11 study 

sites were much higher one year after entering the program than at the time of entry.  

Nevertheless, fewer than half of enrollees were employed in eight of the sites.  Fringe benefits 

were available to only a fraction of those who were employed, and for many the rate of pay was 

too low to have allowed them to escape poverty even if they had been working full time.  

Consequently, many enrollees needed assistance to make ends meet.  Even with that assistance 

most remained in poverty, though relatively few experienced high levels of material distress. 

This chapter presents a broad range of measures of the well-being of WtW enrollees and 

their families one year after they entered WtW.  Much of the variation in the values of these 

measures across the 11 study sites can be attributed to differences among the enrollees at the 

time of entry.56  This chapter simply describes how enrollees and their families were faring one 

year after program entry; it does not present estimates of the impacts of the WtW programs on 

their well-being.  For reasons that were given in Section I.C, this evaluation did not attempt to 

estimate the impacts of the WtW programs that were studied. 

A. WHAT ASSISTANCE DID ENROLLEES RECEIVE TO MAKE ENDS MEET? 

Notwithstanding the modest success that enrollees experienced in the labor market after 

entering WtW, most needed help from outside their households to make ends meet.  This section 

documents the monetary and nonmonetary assistance that enrollees received from extended 

family members and friends, community organizations, and government programs. 
                                                 

56 For example, the JHU sites in Baltimore County and St. Lucie County primarily served persons who were 
already working at the time of enrollment, whereas the other nine study sites targeted persons who were not 
working.  Based on this difference in targeting strategies alone, we would expect enrollees in the JHU sites to be 
doing better, on average, than enrollees in the other sites one year after program entry. 
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1. Did Enrollees Receive Assistance from Family/Friends and Community Organizations? 

Most WtW enrollees received assistance from extended family members and friends during 

the year following program entry, but only a minority received help from community 

organizations (Exhibit V.1).57  Across the study sites, about 7 or 8 of every 10 enrollees received 

help from family and friends—most often in the form of transportation, which was received by 

half or more of enrollees in all sites other than Philadelphia (Appendix Exhibit B.15).  The 

enrollees in Philadelphia had the lowest rate of receipt of any assistance from family and friends.  

In contrast, the male noncustodial parents on probation or parole who comprised the enrollees in 

the Milwaukee NOW program had the highest rate of receipt of this type of assistance, which 

was especially important given that community organizations were largely unresponsive to their 

needs and there were few government programs that they could turn to for support. 

Assistance from community organizations was less pronounced among WtW enrollees.  

Exhibit V.1 shows that between one-quarter and one-half of enrollees across the study sites 

received assistance from food pantries or soup kitchens, crisis hotlines or centers, thrift shops, or 

churches.  Enrollees in Philadelphia and Milwaukee had the lowest rates of receipt of assistance 

from community organizations.  The unique characteristics of the Milwaukee enrollees may have 

made it more difficult for them to access assistance from community organizations that could 

have addressed their particular needs. 

                                                 
57 The evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on help received from family and friends 

in the form of transportation, use of a telephone, a place to stay, groceries or meals, children’s things, and money.  It 
also gathered information on help received from the following community organizations:  food pantry or soup 
kitchen, crisis hotline or center, thrift shop, and church.  See Appendix Exhibit B.15 for details. 



 

77 

2. Did Enrollees Receive Assistance from Government Programs? 

Receipt of assistance from government programs was pervasive among WtW enrollees one 

year after program entry.58  Only in Milwaukee were fewer than half of enrollees and their 

households receiving some form of government assistance (Exhibit V.2), which is further 

evidence of their limited options for assistance.  In other sites, rates of receipt of such assistance 

ranged from 65 percent in Baltimore County to 87 percent in Chicago and Philadelphia.  Among 

enrollees whose households were receiving some form of government assistance one year after 

enrollment, the average monthly amount ranged from about $550 to $750, except in the two JHU 

sites, where it was $508 and $441, respectively (Appendix Exhibit B.16). 

Food stamps were the most common type of government assistance for WtW enrollees in 

every site one year after program entry, with rates of receipt as high as 82 percent (Appendix 

Exhibit B.16).  TANF was the second most common form of government assistance in nine sites; 

in Baltimore County and Milwaukee the rate of receipt of Supplemental Security Income or 

Social Security Disability Insurance exceeded that of TANF.  In every site, very small 

percentages—8 percent or less—of enrollees received assistance from each of the other programs 

considered in this evaluation.59 

In all of the study sites except Baltimore County, Milwaukee, and Nashville, WtW enrollees 

were far less likely to be receiving TANF one year later than they were at the time of 

                                                 
58 The 12-month follow-up survey explicitly inquired about the receipt of income from seven government 

programs:  food stamps, TANF, Supplemental Security Income or Disability Insurance, Social Security retirement or 
survivors benefits, Unemployment Insurance, General Assistance, and foster care or adoption assistance.  Some 
respondents reported assistance from other government programs and that was also included in this analysis. 

59 The analysis of assistance from government programs included programs for which we were able to 
conveniently measure both the receipt and the dollar value of benefits.  Measurement of the value of public housing 
would have been problematic in the 12-month follow-up survey.  Consequently, we did not attempt to gather 
information on the dollar value of either public housing or Section 8 housing subsidies in the survey.  If housing 
assistance (public housing and Section 8 subsidies) had been included in the analysis of recipiency, it would have 
been the first or second most common form of government assistance in five sites and the third or fourth most 
common in six sites.  Appendix Exhibit B.18 reports rates of receipt of housing assistance ranging from 5 percent in 
Milwaukee to 78 percent in Boston. 
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enrollment.60  Recipiency rates in many of the sites were roughly 50 percent lower at the end of 

the follow-up period than at the beginning (Exhibit V.3).  While the WtW programs may have 

contributed to these differences, other factors may also have been instrumental.  Consequently, 

we again caution the reader not to interpret the differences as impacts of the programs. 

3. Did Enrollees Achieve Independence from TANF Through Employment? 

The movement of families off welfare and into work was the fundamental objective of both 

PRWORA and the legislation that authorized the WtW grants program.  Perhaps the best 

available measure of the success of the program in achieving this objective is the proportion of 

enrollees who were employed and off TANF at the end of the evaluation’s one-year follow-up 

period.  In all of the study sites except the two hosting the JHU program, no more than 40 

percent of enrollees were employed and off TANF one year after program entry (Exhibit V.4).  

In six of these nine sites, the proportion of enrollees who were on TANF and not working was 

about as large or larger than the proportion who were employed and off TANF—meaning that 

heavy dependency on welfare was more common than self-sufficiency.61 

Becoming employed and leaving TANF is a milestone for a WtW enrollee, but securing 

employment even without leaving TANF is a noteworthy partial success.  One year after entering 

the program, roughly 10 percent of WtW enrollees in most of the study sites were employed and 

on TANF (Exhibit V.4).  Nashville, West Virginia, Philadelphia, and Yakima were the best-

performing sites according to this measure, with values of 15 percent or higher. 

                                                 
60 Many of the Milwaukee enrollees were incarcerated at the time of enrollment and consequently prohibited 

from receiving TANF.  During the ensuing year, most left prison or jail and a few joined existing TANF units or 
formed new units, causing the TANF receipt rate to rise from 1 to 6 percent. 

61 Milwaukee—where the NOW program had a distinctive focus on ex-offenders/noncustodial parents—
presents the sharpest deviation from the pattern of greater welfare dependency than self-sufficiency.  Also, in West 
Virginia and Yakima more enrollees were employed and off of TANF than were on TANF and not working.  
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B. HOW MUCH INCOME DID ENROLLEES RECEIVE AND WAS IT ADEQUATE? 

The total income received by the households of WtW enrollees was very low or moderately 

low in all of the study sites one year after program entry.  In all but one site, household incomes 

were below the poverty threshold for more than half of the enrollees.  Nevertheless, they did not 

report having experienced high levels of material distress during the year following enrollment. 

1. What Were the Amounts and Sources of Household Income for Enrollees? 

The mean monthly total income received by the households in which WtW enrollees were 

residing one year after program entry ranged from $1,000 to $1,600 across the study sites 

(Exhibit V.5).62  It was nearly $1,400 or more in only four sites:  Baltimore County, Milwaukee, 

Yakima, and St. Lucie County. 

Earnings by WtW enrollees and the persons with whom they were living were critical 

sources of household income in these four higher-income sites; the combined earnings from 

these two sources exceeded $1,000 per month, on average.  Milwaukee provides a striking 

example of how important the earnings of other household members can be in determining total 

household income.  In this site, earnings by other persons with whom WtW enrollees were living 

accounted for $686, or nearly half of the mean monthly total household income.  This is 

consistent with the pattern of strong support from family and friends and weak support from 

other sources for the Milwaukee enrollees. 

Low combined earnings by enrollees and persons with whom they were living characterized 

the household incomes of enrollees in the seven study sites where the mean total income was 

substantially less than $1,400 per month.  The low combined earnings were only partially offset 

by relatively high amounts of government assistance, leaving mean total incomes well below 

                                                 
62 The measure of total income reported here includes the value of food stamp benefits. 
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those in the four higher-income sites.  In West Virginia for example, the mean combined 

earnings of enrollees and others in their households was just $656 and the mean total income was 

only $1,186 (Exhibit V.5). 

2. Did Enrollees Escape Poverty? 

The incomes received by the households of WtW enrollees one year after they entered the 

program generally did not exceed the federal poverty threshold.63  Baltimore County was the 

only site wherein a majority of enrollees had above-poverty incomes (Exhibit V.6).  In contrast, 

more than two-thirds of enrollees in Boston, Chicago, Ft. Worth, Nashville, Philadelphia, 

Phoenix, West Virginia, and Yakima were living in poverty at the one-year follow-up point.  

And in six of these sites (all but West Virginia and Yakima), most enrollees were living in severe 

poverty, with total incomes below 50 percent of the federal poverty threshold. 

3. Did Enrollees Experience Material Distress? 

A high incidence of poverty did not necessarily mean that WtW enrollees experienced 

especially high levels of material distress.  This evaluation measured five types of material 

distress that enrollees and their families may have experienced during the year after program 

entry:  inability to fully pay the rent or mortgage, eviction, inability to fully pay a utility bill, 

termination of a utility, and disconnection of the telephone.  Among these, inability to fully pay 

the rent or mortgage was most common in Milwaukee and St. Lucie County, whereas inability to 

pay a utility bill in its entirety was most common in the other sites (Appendix Exhibit B.22).  An 

index created for this evaluation summarizes the five types of material distress on a 0-to-1 scale, 

                                                 
63 To be consistent with the standard methodology for determining poverty status, food stamps were excluded 

from the measure of household income for the poverty analysis. 
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with higher values indicating greater distress.64, 65  Across the study sites, the mean value of the 

index ranged from 0.23 to 0.32, corresponding to the experience of between one and one-and-a-

half types of distress (Exhibit V.7). 

A relatively high incidence of poverty in a study site was not always accompanied by a 

relatively high mean value of the index of material distress.  For example, WtW enrollees in 

Chicago, Philadelphia, and West Virginia had relatively low mean index values despite having 

the highest poverty rates among the study sites.  In these same three sites, enrollees had very 

high rates of receipt of assistance from government programs (Exhibit V.2), which may have 

helped them to avoid the most extreme consequences of poverty. 

C. DID EMPLOYED ENROLLEES HAVE HIGHER INCOMES? 

Enrollees who were employed one year after entering WtW typically had much higher total 

household incomes and were less likely to be living in poverty than those who were not 

employed.  Nevertheless, the two groups experienced similar levels of material distress in most 

of the study sites. 

Employed enrollees in all but the St. Lucie County site enjoyed significantly higher mean 

incomes than those who were not employed (Appendix Exhibit B.23).  The average income 

differential associated with employment exceeded $500 per month in six of the sites.  Given 

these differences in income, it is not surprising that household poverty rates were significantly 

                                                 
64 The value of the index of material distress was computed for an enrollee by adding up the number of 

affirmative responses to the questions regarding the presence of the five types of material distress and dividing by 
the number of valid responses.  If all five types of distress were experienced, the index took on its maximum value 
of 1; if only one type was experienced, it took on a value of 0.2 (assuming valid responses to all five questions); and 
if no type of distress was experienced, the index took on its minimum value of 0. 

65 The design for the index of material distress closely resembles that for the “index of material hardship,” 
which was used in several random-assignment evaluations of state welfare-reform initiatives in the 1990s (Bloom et 
al. 2002, Fraker et al. 2002, and Miller et al. 2000).  However, two of seven specific types of distress, both reflecting 
failure to see a health care professional when needed, were omitted from the index in this study.  Those two types of 
distress were instead included in this study’s index of health-related distress (Appendix Exhibit B.22). 
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lower for employed enrollees in all of the sites except St. Lucie County and West Virginia, as 

shown in Exhibit V.8.  But the link between poverty and material distress again proved to be 

weak—in most of the sites where employed enrollees had significantly lower rates of poverty 

they did not have correspondingly lower mean values of the index of material distress.66 

D. WHAT SPECIFIC HARDSHIPS DID ENROLLEES EXPERIENCE? 

Although the household poverty rate at the one-year follow-up point was high for WtW 

enrollees in most of the study sites, the incidence of specific hardships was generally low.  This 

section presents findings on homelessness and lack of health insurance.  Due to the unique 

population served by the WtW program in Milwaukee, these two hardships were especially 

prevalent at that site. 

1. Did Enrollees Experience Homelessness? 

WtW enrollees in three of the study sites exhibited high rates of homelessness.  Fifteen 

percent of enrollees in Boston lived in emergency or long-term shelters sometime during the 

post-enrollment year (Exhibit V.9).  A more extreme form of homelessness was common among 

enrollees in Milwaukee; 17 percent of them lived on the streets sometime during the year.  These 

two forms of homelessness were both prevalent at the same high rate of 12 percent among WtW 

enrollees in Phoenix.67  In sharp contrast, the rates of these two forms of homelessness did not 

                                                 
66 Appendix Exhibit B.23 shows that poverty status differed significantly by employment status, but the mean 

value of the index of material distress did not in five of the study sites (Ft. Worth, Milwaukee, Nashville, 
Philadelphia, and Phoenix).  Both measures differed significantly by employment status in only four of the sites 
(Baltimore County, Boston, Chicago, and Yakima). 

67 Enrollees who experienced one of the two forms of homelessness often experienced the other form as well.  
Consequently, in most sites the overall incidence of homelessness was substantially less than the sum of the two 
rates.  The overall rates of homelessness are presented in Appendix Exhibit B.22. 
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exceed 2 percent in St. Lucie County and West Virginia.  And in the remaining study sites they 

were 7 percent or lower.68 

WtW enrollees in Milwaukee were far more likely than enrollees in any of the other study 

sites to have experienced the more extreme of the two forms of homelessness—living on the 

streets.  Furthermore, the ratio of the rate of living on the streets to the rate of living in shelters, 

was far larger in Milwaukee (3.4) than in any other site, the next highest being 1.8 in Baltimore 

County.  This high ratio suggests that WtW enrollees in Milwaukee had needs for shelter that 

were not being met.  This is further evidence of a point made earlier in this chapter (Section A.1) 

that the unique characteristics of WtW enrollees in Milwaukee made it more difficult for them to 

access needed assistance from community organizations. 

2. Did Enrollees or Their Children Lack Health Insurance? 

Almost all children of WtW enrollees were covered by public or private health insurance at 

the one-year follow-up point, but coverage for the enrollees themselves was markedly spottier.  

Coverage rates for children were 95 percent or higher in seven of the study sites and were no less 

than 85 percent in the other four sites (Exhibit V.10).69  Most of the enrollees in Milwaukee were 

not receiving TANF and therefore were unlikely to qualify for Medicaid; consequently, only 

one-third of them were covered by health insurance.  In two other sites—Baltimore County and 

Ft. Worth—somewhat less than three-fourths of enrollees were covered by health insurance one 

                                                 
68 Rates of homelessness were not consistently high in sites where rates of participation in government housing 

programs (receipt of housing subsidies or residence in public housing) were low.  Exhibit B.18 shows that, across 
the 11 study sites, Boston had the highest rate of participation by WtW enrollees in government housing programs, 
while St. Lucie and West Virginia were among the four sites with the lowest rates of participation in government 
housing.  Yet Exhibit V.9 shows high rates of homelessness in Boston and low rates in St. Lucie County and in West 
Virginia.  On the other hand, enrollees in Milwaukee rarely participated in government housing programs but they 
had relatively high rates of homelessness. 

69 The health insurance coverage rate for children was high over the entire one-year follow-up period, except in 
three sites—2 in 10 enrollees in Baltimore County and Phoenix and 3 in 10 enrollees in Ft. Worth had at least one 
child for whom there was a lapse in health insurance coverage sometime during the follow-up period (Appendix 
Exhibit B.25). 
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year after they entered WtW.  In contrast, the coverage rate for enrollees exceeded 90 percent in 

Boston, Nashville, and Philadelphia and was just short of that threshold in Chicago.70 

                                                 
70 Consistent with their generally high levels of health insurance coverage, WtW enrollees and their families 

did not experience much health-related distress over the evaluation’s one-year follow-up period.  The mean value of 
an index summarizing three types of health-related distress ranged from 0.20 to 0.29 in eight of the study sites 
(Appendix Exhibit B.22).  This was indicative of less than one type of distress, on average.  The mean value of the 
index was below 0.20 in Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia, where health insurance coverage rates were especially 
high. 



Reference:  Exhibit B.15

Programs covered in this analysis:  TANF, food stamps, SSI and SSDI, Social Security, unemployment insurance, general assistance, foster 
care and adoption assistance, other assistance (not including housing assistance).  Reference:  Exhibit B.16

FROM GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

EXHIBIT V.2

EXHIBIT V.1

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED ASSISTANCE
FROM SUPPORT NETWORKS DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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EXHIBIT V.3

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO WERE RECEIVING
TANF AT THE TIME OF PROGRAM ENTRY AND ONE YEAR LATER
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 */**/*** Diference between rate  of receipt of TANF at program entry and 1 year later is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 
level.  Reference:  Exhibit B.17
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EXHIBIT V.4

EMPLOYMENT AND RECEIPT OF TANF BY WtW
ENROLLEES ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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Reference:  Exhibit B.19
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EXHIBIT V.5

MEAN MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF WtW ENROLLEES,
BY SOURCE, ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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The measures of government assistance and total income include food stamps.  Reference:  Exhibit B.20



Poverty:  monthly income less than 100% of federal poverty threshold.  Severe poverty:  monthly income less than 50% of federal poverty
 threshold.  The measure of income does not include food stamps.  Reference:  Exhibit B.21

Components of the index are:  (1) could not pay full rent or mortgage, (2) evicted from home or apartment, (3) could not pay full utility bill,
(4) one or more utilities turned off, (5) telephone disconnected.  Reference:  Exhibit B.22

ENROLLEES AND THEIR HOUSEHOLDS DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

EXHIBIT V.7

EXHIBIT V.6

INCIDENCE OF HOUSEHOLD POVERTY
AMONG WtW ENROLLEES ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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EXHIBIT V.8

INCIDENCE OF HOUSEHOLD POVERTY AMONG WtW ENROLLEES, 
BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS, ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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*/**/*** Diference in household poverty rate between employed and not employed enrollees is statistically significant at the 
.10/.05/.01 level.  Reference:  Exhibit B.23



Reference:  Exhibit B.22

Reference:  Exhibit B.25

EXHIBIT V.10

EXHIBIT V.9

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES AND THEIR CHILDREN WHO WERE
 COVERED BY HEALTH INSURANCE ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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VI.  CONCLUSIONS 

Enrollees in local programs funded by WtW grants received diverse services and 

experienced substantial economic progress during the initial year following program entry.  

Despite that progress, the year-end levels of employment and self-sufficiency were below what 

policymakers and taxpayers may have anticipated.  These broad conclusions are supported by the 

statistical findings presented in this report, which are based primarily on survey data provided by 

WtW enrollees in 11 study sites across the country.  This chapter summarizes key specific 

conclusions regarding the services received by WtW enrollees, their employment outcomes, and 

their well-being one year after enrollment. 

A. WtW ENROLLEES RECEIVED SERVICES THAT DIFFERED GREATLY 
ACROSS SITES 

Rather than mandating a specific set of services, the WtW grants program provided local 

programs with funding and considerable latitude to design their own service packages.  It is 

therefore not surprising that enrollees in the local programs received services that varied greatly 

from one site to the next.  The following conclusions are based on enrollee self-reports of the 

services they actually received, rather than on the design of the programs in which they enrolled. 

WtW enrollees were much more likely to receive employment preparation services 

than skill enhancement services.  Consistent with the legislation that authorized the WtW 

grants program, more than two-thirds of enrollees in each of the 11 study sites received services 

that were designed to prepare them for and move them into employment.  However, there was 

considerable variability across the sites in the types and duration of these services.  Only in three 

sites (Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and Milwaukee) did more than a third of enrollees 
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receive services, such as those provided by longer-term education and training programs, that 

were designed to enhance their skills so that they could qualify for better jobs. 

The employment preparation services that WtW enrollees received were more 

consistent with rapid job entry in some sites than in others.  WtW enrollees in Phoenix and 

Yakima received employment preparation services that were highly consistent with a rapid 

transition to employment.  Those services consisted primarily of brief job readiness training 

followed by assisted job search.  In contrast, enrollees in Boston, Chicago, Nashville, 

Philadelphia, and West Virginia typically received extended job readiness training (or, in the 

case of Nashville, education and training) followed by job search assistance.  The time it took to 

become employed was generally lower for enrollees in the former group of sites than the latter, 

reflecting these differences in services received. 

The few WtW enrollees who did receive skill enhancement services typically began 

receiving them prior to obtaining employment.  Even as subsequently amended, the federal 

legislation that authorized the WtW grants program reflects a philosophy that skill enhancement 

services (education and training) should commence after, not before, employment.  But this 

proved to be the exception rather than the rule.  In most of the study sites, only between about 

one-fourth and one-half of WtW enrollees who participated in basic education and training 

programs had obtained their initial post-enrollment jobs prior to entering those programs.  The 

proportions were marginally higher for advanced education and training programs; however, 

only in Baltimore and St. Lucie counties (hosts to the JHU program, which targeted employed 

individuals) and in Yakima were at least three-fourths of the enrollees who participated in 

advanced programs employed prior to entering those programs. 

The proportion of WtW enrollees who received any employment preparation services 

appears to be related to the design of the WtW enrollment process.  In every study site, some 
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individuals reported that they had not received any employment preparation services after 

enrolling in WtW.  The proportion of such individuals was small in most sites, but it was as large 

as one-third in Ft. Worth.  This outcome may have been a function of the WtW enrollment 

process in Ft. Worth, which typically occurred at TANF offices rather than at the locations of 

WtW service providers.  If enrollees referred to WtW service providers failed to show, they 

would receive no services.  In contrast, WtW enrollment in Philadelphia typically occurred at the 

location of a service provider, thus minimizing the risk of no-shows.  And the proportion of 

enrollees who reported that they had not received any employment preparation services was also 

lowest in Philadelphia. 

B. MOST ENROLLEES OBTAINED JOBS, BUT PAY WAS LOW AND RATES OF 
JOB LOSS WERE HIGH 

Most WtW enrollees found jobs during the year following program entry.  However, they 

tended to receive low wages and few fringe benefits and most of them left their initial jobs. 

Enrollees who were employed worked a lot of hours but received low wages and few 

fringe benefits.  In every study site, at least two-thirds of the enrollees who were employed one 

year after entering WtW were working 30 or more hours per week on their principal job.  

However, their hourly wage rate tended to be low, averaging between $7 and $8 per hour in most 

sites.  If all employed enrollees had been consistently working 40 hours every week and had not 

been receiving any cash assistance through government programs, more than one-third would 

have been living in poverty in nine of the study sites.  While low wages kept people in poverty, 

the scarcity of fringe benefits prolonged dependence on social welfare programs, most notably 

Medicaid.  The proportion of enrollees who received health insurance benefits on their principal 

job exceeded 20 percent in only one of the study sites.  Other fringe benefits, such as paid sick 



 

96 

leave and a pension plan, were more common—nevertheless, fewer than half of employed 

enrollees received each of these benefits on their principal job in all but 9 of the 11 study sites. 

Most individuals who enrolled in WtW subsequently obtained jobs, but their 

employment tended to be unstable.  Roughly 5 to 25 percent of WtW enrollees in the non-JHU 

study sites were employed when they entered WtW.  In contrast, much larger proportions—

between 60 and 80 percent—were employed sometime during the year following enrollment.  

Thus, most WtW enrollees subsequently experienced some degree of success in the labor market, 

but they had trouble sustaining it.  In the non-JHU sites, enrollees were employed for 

considerably less than half the year, on average; at the end of the year, about 40 percent of them 

were working for pay, an employment rate similar to that for adults nationwide who have left 

TANF. 

The rate of job loss was high among WtW enrollees; however, many who left their 

initial job moved to a better one.  Roughly two-thirds of WtW enrollees who became employed 

left their initial job within a year of entering the program.  However, most of them found another, 

often better, job.  In more than half of the study sites, job changers benefited from an increase in 

some positive job attribute:  more fringe benefits, a higher wage rate, or more work hours. 

C. DESPITE EMPLOYMENT GAINS, MOST ENROLLEES WERE POOR AND 
DEPENDENT ON ASSISTANCE ONE YEAR AFTER ENTERING WtW 

Instability in employment meant that many enrollees who had found jobs sometime during 

the year were no longer working at the end of the year.  As noted, only about 40 percent of 

enrollees in the non-JHU sites were employed at that time.  The resulting diminished earnings 

among enrollees as a group forced many to rely on assistance from outside the household and 

caused end-of-year poverty rates to be higher than they would have been had the employment 

gains been sustained. 
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Enrollees typically availed themselves of diverse sources of financial and nonfinancial 

support one year after entering the WtW program.  In most of the study sites, TANF 

participation rates fell dramatically in the year following enrollment in WtW.  However, large 

majorities of enrollees, with the notable exception of the noncustodial parents/ex-offenders in the 

Milwaukee program, continued to receive assistance from other government programs, 

especially food stamps.  During the year, most also received assistance from extended family 

members or friends, whereas far fewer received help from community organizations. 

Few WtW enrollees were self-sufficient one year after program entry.  Only in the 

Baltimore and St. Lucie county sites for the JHU program were more than half of enrollees self-

sufficient (employed and not on TANF) one year after they entered WtW.  In the nine other 

study sites, just 20 to 40 percent of enrollees were self-sufficient.  Typically, the percentage of 

enrollees who were dependent (on TANF and not working) at the end of the year was as large or 

larger than the percentage who were self-sufficient. 

Poverty was pervasive among WtW enrollees one year after they entered the program, 

but its incidence was lower among those who were employed.  The end-of-year poverty rate 

for WtW enrollees exceeded 60 percent in every study site except Baltimore County, where it 

was 49 percent.  However, obtaining and maintaining employment was often an important step 

out of poverty.  Except in St. Lucie County and West Virginia, the rate of poverty among WtW 

enrollees who were employed at the end of the year following program entry was 20 to 30 

percentage points lower than that for enrollees who were not employed.  Even so, the generally 

low wages earned by enrollees and their lack of consistent full-time employment over an entire 

month meant that even for this group the incidence of poverty was high in an absolute sense—50 

percent or more in every study site except Baltimore County. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUPPORTING EXHIBITS FOR CHAPTER II: 
CHARACTERISTICS OF WELFARE-TO-WORK 
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